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. 16, 2Q1 .0

T(the B-8 zoning in existence) that precludes any other development other than
single-family homes on lots of record . 'l The-only property having applied for an
exclusion from the B-8 zoning is the Phelps property . Deletion of this one project
site from the B-8 zone within this subarea has not been shown to have a
significant unavoidable Irn pact based, upon the evidence provided in the, Elk.
Basing the iTnpact andysis On erroneous and outdated buildout numbers from
1991 is cbritrar to CEQ A
courts have ruled that a project's baseline Is normally comprised of the existin g
environmental setting — not what is hypietheti pally allowed pursuant to existing
zoning or permitted plans. Under exitting baseline conditions, and eve n
consideration of buildout, with the continued imposition of the B--8 zoning on al l
MIN toropeq site, as is proposed under the project application, the cumulativ

e impactsof buildout are significantly -reduced compared to the analysis in th e

Pao 264, MM 4 .7.5: Drainage Plan ., Second Par*qrti*h . The text
states: "The Drainage Plan for the Project shall also include calculation s
demonstrating the adequacy of the existing culvert along El Toro Creek unde r
SR-68 to pass the Caftans-specified design flood events, including an y
additional stormwater discharge volumes originating fram the Site afte r
construction . If the capacity of the existing culvert is insufficient to meet Caftan s
design criteria, the applicant shall submit plans for upgrading or replacing th e
culvert and shall upgrade or replace the culvert as part of the Project." The first
paragraph af this mitigation measure requires the Project to reduce the ruhoff
rates from the site to be equal or ins than that in the existing condition .
Therefore thi8*proposed project (and the alternatives as well) will not have an y
negative impact On drainage flows at the CalTrans culvert. The requirements
that the Applicant rovp
existing culvert, and that the Applicant upgrade the culvert as part Of the project ,

are excessive and inappropriate. The Monterey COUnty Public Works
Department and Monterey County Water Resources Agency . are the appropriate
agencies to review and approve or confirm runoff; adding the additiona l

" The draft of the Toro Area Plan presently under consideration by the County contains the
following policy: 7-1 .7 . Development on properties with residential iend use designations locate d
within the Toro Groundwater Basin of the Toro Area Plan along the Highway 68 corridor a s
illustrated in Figure LU-10 shall be limited to the first single family home on a legal lot of record? '
The Final ER for the General Plan finds thet new developmerit in the Toro Aret Will have a less-
than-significant impact on groundwater "because Policy T-1 2 will constrain residential subdivision
in residentielfy designated areas within the El Toro Creek subbeein and Polity PS-3 .4 wil l

address localized individual well effects on water quality, well inter-femme end localize d
overdraft? A similar conclusion should be reached in this EIR.

12 :

	

`
The courts have ruled that agrqeds baseline is . normally comprised of the existin g

environmental setting --pol; what is hypothetically -allowed pursuantto existing zoning o r
permitted plans. Under existing baseline conditions (the continued imposition of the 5-8 zoning o n
all but theProject site) thecumulative impacts of buildout are significantly reduced compared to
the analysis in the EIR .

11-22

11-23
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requirement for Caftans review/consideration is onerous and unnecessary i n
context with the statements above .

Face 265, MM4.7.7: Retaining Wall . The Fugro report, cited as th e
basis fa-this mitigation measure, does not recommend a retaining waif . The .
project geotechnical report (Twining Laboratories, Inc ., November 17, 2000) ,
cited in the EIR, also makes no recommendation for retaining walls along the

	

11-24
eastern edge of the Project site, This mitigation measure shouid be revised t o
provide that such retaining walls are required only if detailed site specifi c
soils/geologic studies done for improvement plans demonstrate that the walls b e
so designed and constructed .

Page 265, Last Paragraph. As noted above, the GeoSyntec report is not
reliable substantial evidence for the conclusion that the Project will have

	

11-25
"significant and unavoidable impact to groundwater supplies ."

Page 280, Last Paragraph:Build-outDeficits. The text reports that the
SGD report concluded that "at build-out the subject areas were projected to
display water supply debits ." The build-out that SGD referred to was a stud y
area population of 9,760, a '140%o increase in population over the existing 199 1
pooulation . (SGD Report, p . 34, Table 2_) . 13 To avoid the water supply deficit s
referred to in their report, SGD recommended that the County "review and revise
the proposed build-out development for each area to assure that build-out i s
consistent with estimated groundwater supplies . Shortly thereafter, the County

	

11-26
enacted the B-8 zoning overlay for the entire El Toro study area, thereby
prohibiting further subdivision . The B-8 moratorium has been in effec t
continuously since 1992, with the result that the build-out population that SG D
anticipated has never occurred . In its 2010 draft General Plan Update, th e
County proposes to adopt Policy T-1 .7 that would limit new residential
development in the Toro Groundwater Basin to the first single-family residenc e
on existing its of record . 1 4

page 353, Section 4 .11 .1 : Fire District . Satinas Rural Fire Protection
District is now Monterey County . Regional Fire District .

. The total population of the entire Toro Area is only 10,424 according to the 2000 census, mos t
of which is concentrated along River Road (Las Palmas Ranch, indian Springs, Pine Canyo n
Estates) and along Highway 68 (Creekside, Serra Village, Toro Hills and Toro Park Estates )
outside of the El Toro groundwater study area . (See p . 346 of the ER.)

1 There are oniy appraximately 946 vacant IOtS of record in the entire Toro Area (p . 847, last
paragraph) . The number of these lots within the Toro Groundwater Basin would be a significantly
smaller number . Historically, only a small number of these lots are developed on an annual
basis.
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Page 354iCHP Office . The CHP office is no longer located on Potrero
Drive . It is now located on Blanco Road between Abbott Street and Blanc o
Circle .

Page:374, First Bullet: The Oaks Subdivision . According to a persona l
communication with the developer, Ray Harrod, Jr ., three of the nine homes in

	

11-29
this subdivision have been constructed .

Pape 380. Wanq Traffic Analysis . The second-to-last paragraph on thi s
page cites the Wang Subdivision Traffic Impat AnalysiS . This reload is not cite d
in the bibliography (Chapter 9,0), nor is it referenced .as .a mime document on p .
367. Please disclose where it can be reviewed by the public .

Pace 392,Last Paragraph. Please clarify the last paragraph on thi s
page. Although the conclusion ("the Project's cumulative impact on traffic
operations under Cumulative conditions would be reduced to a less tha n
significant level") is consistent with Table 1B (p 23), it appears to be

	

11-3 1
inconsistent with the text at the bottom of p . 2 (§1 .4), and with the earlier text on
p. 392 concluding that irnpacts at SR-68 and Corral de Tierra and SR-68 an d
Laureles Grade remain significant and unavoidable .

Page 403. FirstParaqraph: PapulationlDwellinq Unit Data. Some

more recent population and dwelling unit data is found at p . 346 of this DEIR, and

	

11-32
in the Monterey County 2007 General Plan EIR .

Page 425, MM4.13 .7: CUS Capacity. This measure indicates that the
County would not issue permits If the CUS facility has exceeded 60% of it s
existing-capacity " According to Table 4 .13,A, the plant is currently processing

	

11-33
an average flow of 220,000 gpd, which is 73% of its 300,000 gpd capacity .
Please 'clarify this matter. .

Page 427 et seq,, 	 4.14: Global Climate Change. Generally speaking ,
this section of the DEIR should be reinforced by includinga quantitative
demonstration that the mitigated emissions will meet either AB32 goals- . r a
project-specific threshold .

Page438,§4,14.4: Impact Significance Criteria. Although the

	

11-34

thresholds of significance are identified and reflect Appendix G of the CHI A
guidelines, the Draft EiR does not describe what would constitute a significan t
impact - le, how much GHG would represent a significant impact . The threshold
should be, identified and quantified given the quantitative nature of the analysis .

Pages 438440 . 554.14.5: Proiect impacts. The analysis does not identify
any project components that would potentially reduce GHG emissions a s
compared to the "business as usual" model . It is correct that the proposed projec t
would increase emissions as compared to existing conditions (undeveloped site),

11-28

11-30

11-35
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but componentsof the project, such as iandscaping, :aOde.O8

	

efficien
measures (including incorporation of LEED standards) would result in GH G
reductions, This section should also reflect the beneficial impacts of the
anticipated reduction vehicle miles traveled as a result of the project (see p.

381).

Page 439, Motor Vehid.le Use . The analysis does not discuss any
potential project elements that might reduce GHG emissions, particularly in ligh t
of the project's potential to reduce traffic trips and per : capita VMT bh *SR-68 (se e
p. 381). Given the potential for VMT reduction, the proposed project should
result in a reduction of GHG emissions as compared to "business as usual ." This
should be reflected in the analysis, both quantitatively and qualitatively. The
analysis, therefore, overstates the projects potential GHG emissions associated

with Motor Vehicle Use. The analysis does identify VMT reductions on 13i 445, bu t
not within the context of the impact discussion .

Page 440, Table 4 .14.C:Proledt-Related GHG Emissions . GHG
emissions are quantified for the project, but the methodology is not stated in th e
DEIR text- it is included as a technical appendix in a tabular-fermi The DE1 R
discussion in this SeiCtiDII shoUld be revised to clearly state methodology . The
DEIR should consider revising Table 4.14,C to provide additional information
related to GHG estimates.

Page 440, Fourth P'araclraph: Significance Conclusiloh . This statement
requires clarification . Any development would increase emissions as compared
to a vacant site. in order to fully mitigate impacts as compared to the vacant site ,
the project with mitigation would have to result in zero 0HG emissions, which
would be impossible . The "business as usual" model should not be the existing
site condition, but rath6rs hlijuld reflect an unmitigated project . The analysis
should demonstrate how the proposed mitigation measures would achieve the %
reductions stipulated in AB 32 .

.CHAPTER 6.0: ALTERNATIVESTO THEPROJECT

Pape 466,,§6.2 .3 : Reduced Densitv/Redesipned Proieet Alternative . I t
is difficult to distinguish this alternative as described from the mitigated Project ;

Le, other than a reduction to 6,600 §f of floor area, Most of the components of
the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative are simply the Project as
proposed with the recommended Project mitigation measures . Please clarify.

Page 484, §6 .2.5: Summary Comparisonof ProjectAlternatives. This
section should be expanded to specifically identifywhat mitigation measures, if
any, would be applicable to each of the alternatives, and the resultant level of
significance of each impact with mitigation .

}1435

/1-36

||~37
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11-39

Page 484, §6 .3; Environmentally Superior Alternative . It would appear
that the true environmentally superior alternative would be a blend of the LEE D
Silver Alternative and the Reduced DensitylRedesigned Project Alternative wit h
no subdivision . Any Reduced DensitylRedesigned Project Alternative must b e
balanced to attain two key project objectives (see p . 41) :

"Create a commercial OeSigri of high quality, consistent with the
configuration of the Site and compatible with the rural character of th e
Toro Area" (as opposed to a linear strip mall with all of the parking In front
of the buildings- see pi, 300); and

G "Develop a center of adequate size and quality to be financially feasible
and capable of attracting on a sustained basis high-quality tenants
consistent with the needs -and desires at Toro Area residents" (i .e ., the
alternative redesign must not eliminate floor area to the ex-tent that the
basic design concept is rendered infeasible . )

We appreciate your review and consideration of these COMMentS . If you have
any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me .

ery truly yours ,

Brian Rneg
Attorney for pplicant

Cc: Eric Phelps
Denise Duffy
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Confidential and Privileged
Pursuant to Evidence Code Section 1119

MEMORANDUM
LUHOGRFF & SCALMANIN I
CONSULTING ENGINEER S

Review Of Geosyntec Repcjrt On El Toro Groundwater Study ,
Monterey County, Californi a

PREPARED FOR: Brian Fines-an

DATE : July 13, 2010

PROJECT NUMER: 03-1-043

As requested, Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) have reviewed the El Toro
Groundwater Study (Report) by Geosynteo? July 2007. The Reportwas commissioned by the
Ivlonterey County Water Resources Agency :to investigate groundwater resources of the El Tor o
area and to provide recommendations for removing, maintaining, or.expanding the B-8 zoning
overlay that currently exists in selected subareas of the El Toro area. The Report presented
several conclusions including the following :

The primary aquifer system is in overdraft
a The B-8 zoning could be removed if the County is in favor of long term declines i n

groundwater elevations and mining of groundwater storage .over several decades ,
especially -in those subareas where the primary aquifer has a large saturated thichaess .
Groundwater production potential is poor in the following areas :

where there is less than 100 to 200 feet of saturated thickness;
where the groundwater is pri.marily pumped-from the Monterey Formation due to
poor quantity and quality; and ,

. in areas underlain by granitic or metamorphic basement rocks .
Significant gmundwater production maybe possible from the ban.] sand unit in the
Upper Corral de Tierra Valley, however, this conclusion is noted to be based on limite d
data.
Groundwater quality is poor throughout the El Toro area, especially in respect to arseni c
and total disaelved solids concentrations :

Along -with the conclusions, the fallowing recommendations were presented :

Remove the existing subarea boundaries (e .g. Corral de Tierra, San Benancio Gulch, etc .)
as they are based on watershed boundaries and are not representative of the groundwater

'i:..

EXHIBIT A.-2 .

1 -40 . 1
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aquifer.

• Establish a formal collaborative goundwater management program for the Laguna Sec a
and El Toro Planning Areas shace they are hydrogeologically contiguous .

a Expand the groundwater monitoring prOgraM in the El Toro area, including th e
installation of dedicated monitoring wells and the expanded use of inactive productio n
-wells .

• Evaluate the potential felt . wastewater reclamation in the Corral.de Tierra subarea-to.
reduce the amount of wastewater outElow to the Salinas Valley .

a Evaluate the potential for retaining, surface water runoff and enhancing aquifer recharge ,
including surface water impoundments .

❑ Evaluate the feasibility Of increasing groundwater production and storage in the Corral d e
Tierra subarea and exporting it to Calera Canyon and Watson Creek subareas .

• Evaluate potential risks of groundwater subsidence near Highway 68 resulting fro m
declines in groundwater levels.

This memorandum presents the results of the LS CE review of the Report, with particular focu s
on the interpretations or presentation of data that were used to arrive at the conclusions and
recommendations presented above. The review presented herein does not contain any
independent analysis or interpretation of data presented in the Report for the purposes of derivin g
different conclusions of. ground eater conditions on the El Toro area .

Review Results

▪ The Report :interchangeably uses bofhCalera Creek aad Calera :Canyon for the same

subarea ofthe: El Tore area.

The Report states that subsurface outflow in the range of 200 to 500 acre feet per year
oceans from the El Toro area west to Laguna Seca, that Laguna Seca is hydraulicall y
connected to the El Toro area, and that there are declining groundwater levels in the
Laguna Seca area . The Report fails to address these issues in detail along with the
potential impact on the Corral de Tierra . .subarea from historical development in the
Laguna Seca area . Although many geologic cross sections were prepared as part of th e
Report, they do not include an east-west geologic cross section to illustrate the hydrauli c
connection . Additional investigation on the potential impacts to the El Toro area (and th e
Corral de Tierra subarea in particular) fi'OM the Lagtma Seca area are necessary ,
including historical pumping trends, future demand, and goundwater management
activities, particularly since the Laguna Seca area is now in an adjudicated basin .

1I-40 .1 . 1

11-40 .2

• The Report mentions that portions of the northern area of the El Toro area are in Salinas
Valley Zone 2C, yet did not elaborate on the relevance of that detail to the EL Toro area.
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. Geologic cross sections .A-A' and B-B' should show well logs that were .used as contro l
points for the geologic units, similar to the other cross sections presented in the Report .
Cross section D-D' is not labeled consistent with the base map . There is no geologic
control (i.e . well logs) in many areas to support the reported thickness of the primary

	

11-40 .4
aquifer units and underlying-units, yet solid lines are shown, supposedly delineatin g
observed contacts. Estimates of aquifer transmissivity and potential yield estimates of
aquifer units may be impacted by these occurrences.

• A total pritri aquifer system. isopach map would have been helpful to ftilly visualiz e
available aquifer system thi6kneas . This isopach:map along with the saturated thick-les s
isopach malapresented in .Section 4 would be useful : or water resource management
options in the El Toro area..

. The Report lacks any description of storage values from aquifer test analyses as well a s
any determinations of the leaky or confined nature of any of the primary aquifer unit s
described in the Report . This information is necessary to review the aquifer storage
volume presented in the Report .

• The transmissivity values calculated using the Logan approximation (based on Theis )
equation did not correct for potential well inefficiency: This omission resulted in the
reporting of lower than actual T values presented in Table 4-1 and lower groundwater -
yield potential from the primary aquifer .

The description in the: Report regarding the evaluation and treatment of rainfall data wa s
partial and incomplete . Data from fo-tir rainfall gages located within the El Toro are a
were used to produce a composite period of rainfall data . Precipitation data from periods
of overlap between the four stations were averaged . In addition, rainfall data from the
Salinas Airport Station was used to axtend the period of record from 1995 to 2006 ,
however a "correction" factor of 1 .24 was applied the data front that station . .There was
no explanation in the Report for how the 1 .24 correction factor applied to the Salinas
Airport Station gage was derived. Three of the four precipitation stations located in the
El Toro area (Corral de Tierra gage, Calera Creek gage, and Toro Park gage) have ver y
little overlapping data, in addition to very short periods of record (5 years for the Corral .
de Tierra and Toro Park gages and II years for Calera Creek) . In addition, these three
gages have little or no overlapping data with the Los Laureles gage (4 to 5 years overlap
with the Calera Creek and Toro Park gages, respectively) There was no explanation o r
discussion of the variability of precipitation data among the stations when there wer e
periods of overlap and what impact the averaging process may or may not have on the
interpretation of the cumulative departnre from the mean. rainfall curve .

11-40 .5

11-40 .6

I I-40.7

11-40.8
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e 'The . groundwater:level trend lint analysis was misapplied due to inaecurate.application of
trend'lines'and restiltingiinterpretation . The`analysis. :and accarnpanyingreporttable
(Table 4-4) and tend lines overlain on groundwa+erelevation :lydrographspresented i n
Appendi .D are misleading and result in. inaccurate . evaluations of gxoundwater:trends,
which presumably led to the Report' s conclusions of overdrafGconditios .

Thetrend 'lines appeared tobe arbitrarily located on many hydrographs which le d
to an interpretation of negative sloping hydrographs. More representative tren d
lines (shbwn .inblue in attached figures ..derived from the Geosyntec report) 'would
have led some hydroaphs to haverelatively flat or positive slopes rather than
negative . slopes. 'Wells with identification numbers of .1.50, 2:0. . .and 14.5 are sortie
notable examples In addition, some hydrographs had several different trends
which did not support being addressed as having on.e general trend as reported.
These wells generally had groundwater ... elevation trends (shown in blue in
attached figures derived from 'the::.: Geosyntec report) . which were similar to trend s
in precipitation asnoted`on the cumulative departure from the : mean ..: data that was
plotted on thehydrograplis Some examples 66 hydrographs with multiple trends_
included wells with .identification:numbers 1.14 .and .127 ;: Wells with. limited data .

should nothave been used in the Report to demonstrate long term trends of
groundwater declines . Some examples of hydrographs that illustrate very short
periods of record include well numbers 37, 145;162, and 171 . Thedata shown o n
these hydrographs often followed the tren .dreflected inthe cumulative departure
from the mean precipitation data .. The •trend lines should at€er pt to follow sprung
water level data ifpossible and avoid groundwater levels collected. in the fall and
those influenced by pumping .

The extrapolation of groundwater level changes .over ..the 1960 to 2005 tMe perio d
from hydrographs with .. limited Historical data (asshown .:in .well hydrographs 37,:
145, 162, and 171) is misleading and leads to inaccurate reporting of total
gzoundcvater elevation changes as . shown in Table 4=4,

The Report's :sutntnary of potential pitfalls in aging graphs showing cumulative departure
from the mean of precipitation (graph) by referring to a study by Weber and Stewart i s
misapplied.. as the Report- dial not attempt to :calculate cumulative : storage changes using
these graphs (which was the focus ofthe study conducted by Weber and Stewart) or a
attempt to develop a water budget from which: to compare changes in storage between
water` budget estimates and those derived from the graph . . What is helpful in using
cumulative :departure . from the mean graphs of precipitation is in the selection of a
representative studyperiod overwhich to evaluate groundwater elevation trends when

4
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applying appropriate criteria, which the Report's authors did not consider . A
representative study period is essential in adequately characterizing groundwater
elevation trends and potential impacts on groundwater . storage. Interpretation of trends
from hydrographs without considering the hydrologic periods(along with ether factors
itemized below) canprovide biased results which are not representative of basi n
conditions . When selecting a representative study period from the . graph to evaluate
trends in groundwater elevations, the following criteria should be considered :

- Inclusion of both wet and dry periods ,

Availability of data,

Proximity to present time ,

Reflection of cultural and water management conditions in the basin (cultural an d
water management conditions should reflect current/projected conditions and no t
change during the selected study period) ,

Minimizing change in storage in the unsaturated zone (starting and ending points
should by preceded by a thy year), and

Equivalence to long-term mean water supply (line connecting beginning an d
ending points on the graph is horizontal) .

If these criteria :.are not used in the selectiori of a representative study period in evaluating
trends in groundwater elevations, then analysis and . interpretation of groundwate r
elevation trends may not be representative of basin conditions and erroneous conclusion s
can be reached.

11-401 .1 1

111-40 .1 2

As mentioned abo-ve, a :water budget or balance of the , El Toro area was not presented in
the: Report, consequently, the Section 6 heading "Water Balance" and Figure 6-1 ar e
misleading. The title for Table 6-2 is misleading as it does not contain estimated annua l
water use ; rather, it presents water use factors by selected land use categories . The total
areas served by the selected land use categories are not presented; therefore, any
calculation of total water use, return flow, and pumping by land use category is no t
possible, nor are they presented in the Report. The omission of these data prevents an y
comparison between recharge and other water budget components estimates an d
calculated change in: storage.

a Table 6-6 presents "current" (I 995)sdemand and reeharge .by.subarea; overall, the results
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show a long terzi* average surplus . The Report does not mcplain how there can be
historical declining goundwger elevations underconditions in which there is a surplus in
recharge (with the exception of the Calera Canyon subarea) .

Classification of groundwaterproduction potential in four qualitative tends (good, poor ,
possible, and negligible) does not provide useful information on quantitative productio n
potential for various end users ranging from water companies tO individual randhettes .
The Report includes aquifer testing results, aquifer parameter data analyses, and saturate d
aquifer thickness information, therefore, a more complete approach to groundwate r
production potential should have been included that would . allow different well owners to
make qualitative interpretations oit. groundwater potential based on individual demand.

Conclusions

Based on the-review of the Report's analysis and interpretations, the conclusion that overdraft-
exists inn the El Toro area is not fully supported by the findings presented in the Report, nor i s
there enough information to support the absence of overdraft. No discussion was presented that
provided :a nexus between the trend. line analysis that estimated approximately 80 percent of the.
hydrographs had trends of declining groundwater elevations and "current" (1995) deman d
estimates which are less than long term average reoharge ranges in allsubarea§ except for Caler a
Canyon (where the primary aquifer system is thin or-non-existent). The Report's findings of
overdraft, primarily on the author's interpretations of long-tenn historical groundwater elevation
declines conflict With estimates of average recharge that are greater than historical demand.,

The other conclusions presented in the Report appear to be substantiated by the investigatio n
conducted by Geosyntec .with the exception of the B-8 zoning discussion . Review of the
adequacyof the interpretation and analysis of data in the Report above, especially the analysis o f
trends and the lank of a representative study period, calls into question the conclusion that long

term declines in groundwater elevations and mining of groundwater storage over several decade s
would occur ifthe B-8 zoning were removed entirely or in selected ar e

The recommendations presented by Geosyntec are adequate based on, current groundwater
management and monitoring in place in the El Toro area with the exception of the tw o
recommendations regarding exporting of groundwater from Corral . de Tierra to other parts of th e
El Toro area :and potential risks of subsidence along Highway 68 . After concluding that the E l
Toro area is in overdraft, Geosyntec recommends pumping, more groundwater from Corral de
Tierra (according to the author's trend line analysis, 75 percent of the Corral de Tierra

hydrographs show groundwater elevations in decline) and exporting it to other subareas of the E l
Toro area, such as Watson Creek and Calera Canyon, while at the same time recommending that
potential risks of subsidence should be evaluated primarily in the same atea that the increase in

11-40 .1 2

11-40 .1 3
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pumping would generally occur . However, based on a review of the geologic cross-section s
prepared by Geosyntec (primarily cross section D- D l), there are not any laterally extensive clay
layers present in the Highway 68 area from which subsidence could occur, should they becom e
permanently dewatered as a result of a decrease groundwater storage .

I -40.1 3
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II. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRIAN FINEGA N

II-1 : Applicant is thanking County for opportunity to provide comments . Comment noted.

11-2: Commenter states that the DEIR should summarize where experts reach different conclusions an d
that each conclusion should be summarized . Commenter gives summary of expert report s
prepared to address ground water conditions in the study area . Commenter concludes with the
opinion that the Geosyntec report does not provide reliable substantial evidence to support the
EIR's finding of groundwater overdraft and the conclusion that the project cannot be approved .

II-2a: For a response to the comments relative to the Geosyntec report and the conclusions of prior
reports see Master Response 5 .

II-2b : Staff reviewed the Kleinfelder Report (2004) and although it found short term rebound in ground
water levels the subsequent Geosyntec Report was a more comprehensive evaluation of long term
groundwater trends which have continued to decline .

II-2c: Commenter identified the Komex H2O, Inc . (2005) report as an important part of the B-8 history .
Komex was retained by the EIR consultant for the project and provided a preliminary review of th e
site and suggestions for how to determine whether the B-8 could be removed on a site by sit e
basis . The County elected to contract Geosyntec for this task .

II-2d: Commenter identifies the Luhdorff & Scalmanini (2010) memorandum . The Luhdorff &
Scahnanini information was submitted as an attachment to the commenter's letter . The Luhdorff
& Scalmanini comments were received three years after the completion of the Geosyntec Report .
The Luhdorff & Scalmanini memo is a critique of Geosyntec that is not designed to argue tha t
there is no overdraft in the study area: it is intended to present that it is not conclusive whether th e
study area is in overdraft . See Master Response 5 for a discussion of why Geosyntec is relie d
upon to justify that the study area is in overdraft . For a response to the specific comments
provided by Luhdorff & Scalmanini submitted as an attachment, see response to 11-40 .

11-3 : Comment that the Project's cumulative increase in traffic on the regional network and th e
recommended mitigation measure for this impact, included on Table 1 .B on page 23 of the DEIR,
show that the residual (after implementation of Mitigation No . 4 .12.2) impact would be less than
significant and that this is not consistent with statements on page No . 2 and 392 of the DEIR which
show the project level impacts on the intersections of SR-68/Corral de Tierra Road and SR-
68/Laureles Grade as significant and unavoidable . This comment is correct and the table needs to
be modified. As stated in section 4 .12.9 of the DEIR the traffic impact from the project to the SR-
68/San Benancio intersection would be a Less than Significant Impact, however the impact to th e
SR-68/Laureles Grade and SR-68/Corral de Tierra intersections would be Significant Unavoidable
impacts . Table 1 .B is modified in the errata.

11-4: The commenter notes that the existing convenience market located across the Project Site to th e
west, mentioned on the third paragraph on page 35 of the DEIR, is closed and out of business . Thi s
comment is noted .
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11-5 : The commenter states that The Cypress Community Church intersection improvement mentione d
in the footnote on page 35 of the DEIR is currently under construction along with other
improvements to the SR-68/Corral de Tierra intersection . All improvements built to date on thi s
intersection are related to the new access to the Cypress Community Church and the west-eas t
approach to the intersection on SR-68. Another project currently under review by the County
Department of Public Works would further improve the intersection .

II-6: Commenter states that the Project as proposed does not have the bright red roofs shown in th e
view simulations of the proposed Project, Figures 4 .1 .7 and 4.1 .8 of the DEIR, and that this color
distorts the visual impacts of the Project . Comment noted . The colors and materials of the roof will
be required to blend with the rural character of the area .

11-7: In reference to recommended Mitigation Measure 4 .1 .3 (p . 113), the commenter states that some of
the recommended measures (i .e . "light colored asphalt") are not feasible . This Mitigation Measure
contains elements conceived as a whole to reduce the visual impacts of the entire development .
The final materials and colors of the items mentioned by the commenter will be subject to revie w
by the Planning and Public Works Departments .

11-8 : Referring to recommended Condition of Approval No . 4.1 .6 in the DEW, the commenter state s
that removal of existing on-site and off-site overhead utility lines is not warranted . The language
of the referred to Condition of Approval will be changed as follows :

"Standard Condition 4 .1 .6: Underground Utility Lines . Prior to issuance of a grading
permit, the County of Monterey RMA-Planning Department shall verify that plan
specifications include notes specifying that all new utilities shall be placed underground . "

11-9: The commenter states that "The Project will not remove any identified aestivation habitat"
(original emphasis) for the Western Spadefoot Toad noting that the only potential habitat for this
species is located 500 feet east-north-east of the Project site. The commenter further suggests that
therefore surveys and mitigation should not be required for this species . The commenter is
incorrect that the only potential habitat for this species is located 500 feet east-north-east of th e
Project site . The DEW (p .147) states that "California annual grassland on the Site provide s
suitable upland habitat" for this species and that "Consequently, there is low potential for wester n
spadefoot to occur on the Site ." The DEW (p . 157) states that "The Project would remove
potential aestivation habitat for Western spadefoot, and that "This would be considered a
significant impact pursuant to CEQA ." Therefore, mitigation is recommended on page 164 of th e
DEW. The text on page 157 will be corrected in the errata to clarify that California annua l
grassland is potential aestivation habitat for this species and to make the text on this pag e
correspond to that on page 147 . In addition, to address the California Department of Fish and
Game's comment regarding surveying for and the potential take of CRLF and WST, Mitigatio n
Measure 4 .3 .5 CRLF and WST on pages 164 and 165 of the DEW has been revised as stated in
the errata to the FEM .

11-10 : The commenter suggests that the discussion on page 197 of the DEIR related to groundwate r
contamination in the Former Fort Ord next to the City of Marina should be deleted because it is no t
related to the project site and its environs . The area of Fort Ord closest to the Project site is no t
known to have sources of contamination for groundwater . The source of water for the project i s
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not located in Fort Ord. The discussion (p . 917, third paragraph) concludes that `there is no know n
soil or groundwater contamination associate with Fort Ord in the vicinity of the Site; and the
contamination plumes are not located or expected to migrate near the Site." The discussion
regarding unexploded ordnance in the area of Fort Ord is included as a general reference as th e
boundary of the former military base is located across the subject site on State Route 68 .

II-11: The commenter refers to the discussion in Section 4 .6 .6 of the DEIR (p. 200), where the DE]R
states that the cumulative impacts of the projects listed in Table 4 .A (Cumulative Project List) o f
the DEIR cannot be assessed with respect to hazardous materials . Although the County appreciate s
the information provided by the applicant which does suggest that it is unlikely that many of th e
commercial and light industrial uses in the Highway 68 corridor are likely to be involved with the
transport or use of hazardous waste which would result in a cumulative impact, the County stil l
believes that it does not have sufficient information to assess the impact at this time .

II-12: The commenter states that recommended Conditions . No. 4.6.1 and 4.6.3 in the DEW are
conditions and not mitigation measures for any identified impact of the project . The County agrees
with this statement . The Conditions have been provided in the DEIR in order to inform the publi c
with respect to how the county will address these issues should the project be permitted .

II-13: The commenter states that the 1981 Anderson-Nichols Report cited on page 219 of the DEIR is not
identified as available at the County, that it is not provided in the Technical Appendices (Volum e
II) of the DEIR and that its location where the public could review it should be disclosed . A copy
of the 1981 Anderson-Nichols Report is available for review at the Monterey County Planning
Department along with the rest of documents referenced in Chapter 9 .0 of the DEIR .

11-14: The commenter states that the Geosyntec report is not reliable evidence to support the conclusio n
that the El Toro Primary Aquifer System "exceeds the rate of groundwater replenishment" and i s
in overdraft . See response to Master Response 5 .

II-15: The commenter states that under Ordinance No . 3704, adopted on September 7, 1993, and which
modified the original B-8 regulations, the B-8 District does not affect "construction or expansio n
of commercial uses where such construction can be found to not adversely affect the constraint s
which caused the `B-8' district to be placed on the property ." The commenter also suggests that
there should be a more detailed discussion regarding the history of the B-8 zoning classificatio n
for the El Toro Area and that the County's legislative intent was that the B-8 overlay was to b e
temporary and that the Phelps family property "was identified for early removal . "

The commenter is correct in that Ordinance No . 3704 modified the provisions of Ordinance No .
03647 to provide that the B-8 Overlay District does not affect "construction or expansion of
commercial uses where such construction or expansion can be found to not adversely affect th e
constraints which caused the B-8 to be applied to the property ." The DEHZ (p .280, last sentence,
second paragraph) states that at the time of the adoption of Ordinance No .03647, "the B-8 did not
restrict development of the first single family dwelling on a lot of record, or the addition o r
expansion of existing commercial uses provided it could be shown that such addition or expansion
did not adversely affect the constraints which caused the B-8 to be applied to the property ." The
DEW (last sentence, paragraph 4, p .280) correctly states that the Board of Supervisors " . . .adopted
the current version of the B-8 that permits new commercial development where the project doe s
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not affect the constraints that caused the B-8 to be applied to the Site ;" this statement is consistent
with the language of the amendment of Ordinance No . 03647 included under Ordinance No . 3704 .
The discussion related to the B-8 Zoning District on page 246 of the DEIR erroneously quotes the
original B-8 regulations adopted under Ordinance No . 03647 and as contained in Chapte r
21 .42.030 H .1 of the Zoning Ordinance; the discussion should have quoted the related regulation s
as amended under Ordinance No. 3704 and as discussed herein, and to be consistent with the
discussion on page 280 of the DEIR . The text has been corrected and noted in FEIR errata . .

Regarding the suggestion that the DEIR includes the history and rationale of the adoption of the B-
8 regulations, Section 4 .8 .2 of the DEW (p .280) includes narrative summarizing the history of th e
adoption of the B-8 Overlay District applicable to the Site and other areas of the Toro Area Plan .
In addition, the Minutes of the Board of Supervisors meeting on their consideration and approva l
of the original B-8 District regulations, attached to Exhibit 1 in Appendix J, reflect that the fma l
motion made to adopt the original ordinance (Ordinance No . 03547) included direction to staff to
"develop criteria for analyzing individual parcels ." It is not clear in the documentation attache d
under Appendix J that the Phelps Family property was identified for consideration of earl y
removal from the B-8 district as stated by the commenter .

II-16: Commenter disagrees that the Board of Supervisors accepted the findings of the Geosyntec Report .
The information on page 248 of the DEIR is correct . The County disagrees . The Board o f
Supervisors directed staff to consider extending the B-8 to other portions of the study area and t o
explore the recommendations in the Geosyntec Report for addressing conditions in the El Tor o
Area .

II-17: The commenter refers to the conclusion of the last paragraph on page 255 of the DEIR that th e
Project would result in a net deficit of 1 .30 afy of groundwater recharge and designates this as a
significant and unavoidable impact that "would result in a depletion of groundwater in an alread y
overdrafted groundwater basin." The commenter states that this conclusion is not supported by th e
Geosyntec report and that the EIR should at least suggest or propose mitigation for the impact . It
is the County's practice to consider any net increase in demand in an overdrafted area as a
significant impact . Mitigation for this project would be to design a project that results in a ne t
benefit to the ground water basin .

II-18: The commenter requests that a reference be made on Footnote No .1 on page 255 of the DEIR to
Section 6 .2 of the DEW where the proposed alternatives to the project can be reviewed . The
County-proposed alternatives are contained in Chapter 6 .0 of the DEER. Chapter 6 .0 is included
and properly labeled in the Table of Contents of the DEIR as "Alternatives to the Project ." The
addition of the recommended reference to the footnote on p .255 of the DEIR is not necessary.

II-19: The commenter states that page 5 is missing from the Whitson October 14, 2009 report in
Appendix I of Volume II of the DEW. The commenter refers to the October 14, 2009, "Revise d
Evaluation of Potential for Increased Groundwater Recharge" cited in a footnote on page 256 o f
the DEIR and contained as Item No . 1 in Appendix I – Hydrology, of Volume II of the DEIR . The
commenter is correct in that page 5 of this report is missing from the copy included in Volume II .
A complete copy the Whitson October 14, 2009 report has been added to Appendix K of the Fina l
EIR .
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11-20: Referring to the first language on page 257 of the DEIR, the commenter again refers to the
Geosyntec report stating that it is not reliable substantial evidence to support the conclusion tha t
deny the subdivision. See Master Response 5 .

11-21 : The commenter indicates that the proposed drain design is a representation of an engineerin g
solution. This is correct .

11-22: Commenter questions what other projects were included in the analysis of cumulative impacts to
hydrology and surface water quality . The County included demand from existing land use, plus
projected land use, based upon its 2010 General Plan EIR analysis to conclude that there would b e
a cumulative impact. This is based upon the fact that the project itself resulted in a net negative
impact to the groundwater.

11-23: The commenter questions why a mitigation measure requiring an upgrade to the Cal Trans culvert
under SR-68 is needed when the site will be required to limit run off to that which exists . Although
the commenter is correct, the engineering reports submitted by the Applicant's Engineer Whitson ,
reflect this potential requirement (See Page 69- Figure 3 .8) . Accordingly, we are proposing t o
modify Mitigation Measure 4 .7 .5 to delete the 2nd paragraph and include the following :

"Should the drainage plans submitted by the Applicant demonstrate that there may be a need t o
provide additional drainage diversion to the existing culvert under SR-68 the plans shal l
include calculations demonstrating the adequacy of the existing culvert . If not adequate the
plans shall include specifications for the modification of the culvert. The plans shall be
submitted for review and approval by the Water Resources Agency and Cal Trans . "

11-24: Commenter states that the Mitigation Measure 4 .7 .7 should be revised . The Fugro Report referred
to by the commenter as recommending the retaining walls required in Mitigation Measure No .
4.7 .7 is not cited in the mitigation. The mitigation measure is drafted to require a wall if there is
evidence that it is necessary therefore the mitigation measure will not be revised .

II-25: Commenter states that the Geosyntec Report is inadequate . See Master Response 5 .

II-26: The commenter notes that the growth projected in the SGD Report has not materialized and tha t
potentially the impacts in the B-8 District have been overestimated . The SGD Report is mentioned
in the referred paragraph of the DEW as part of the background information presented on th e
history of the adoption of the B-8 district by the Board of Supervisors . The commenter is correct in
that the population growth projections included in the SGD Report have not occurred due in part t o
the imposition of the B-8 District in parts of the Toro Planning Area . The build-out scenario
presented in the SGD Report has not materialized and therefore the impacts of that populatio n
growth in the groundwater resources could be less . . However, the Geosyntec Report indicates tha t
groundwater levels have continued to decline under existing B-8 restrictions and that furthe r
growth would result in a significant impact .

11-27 : The commenter clarifies that the Salinas Rural Fire District referred to in the discussion under
Section 4 .11 .1 of the EIR (p .353) is now the Monterey County Regional Fire District . Comment
noted . This will be corrected in the FEW Errata .
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II-28 : The commenter notes that the CHP office is no longer located on Potrero Drive ( P . 354) .
Comment noted. This will be corrected in the FEW Errata .

11-29: The commenter notes that only three of the 9 homes in-the Oaks subdivision have been built . (page
374) . The commenter is correct . This will be corrected in the FEIR Errata .

II-30: The commenter requests information on the availability of the Traffic Report for the Wan g
Subdivision mentioned on page 380 . This report is available for review at the Resourc e
Management Agency — Planning Department (County Planning Department File No . 010422) .

II-31: Commenter notes inconsistencies with respect to conclusions regarding traffic impacts in Sectio n
1 .4 and Table 1 .B Section 1 .4 is correct . Table 1B should be revised to reflect that for Impac t
4.12.1, the direct impact of traffic at Corral de Tierra and Highway 68 is significant an d
unavoidable . The chart will be revised accordingly.

II-32: Commenter suggests that the County use updated population estimates for the text on page 40 3
consistent with the information on page 346 . Although the commenter is accurate that there i s
more accurate population data, the County does not have an updated demand number, which is th e
issue discussed on page 403 . Accordingly, the County will not be revising the text . It is accurat e
based on the citation provided .

II-33: The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measure 4 .13.7 should be revised. The County agrees .
The Mitigation Measure has been revised as follows :

Capacity of Wastewater Treatment Facility . "Prior to approval of any building permits ,
the applicant shall verify that there is sufficient capacity in the California Utilities Service ,
Inc. (CUS) wastewater treatment facility to address the wastewater needs of the Project . If
the Project would cause the CUS facility has	 exceeded	 60% ofits existing	 capacity or the
Project would cause	 the facility to exceed its permitted capacity, then the County of
Monterey would shall not issue a building permit until such time as the CUS wastewater
treatment facility has attained a revised permit from the Regional Water Quality Contro l
Board ." The revision to the language of this mitigation measure will also be reflected in th e
FEIR errata.

II-34: Commenter suggests that the County provide a quantitative discussion of how the mitigatio n
measures for climate change will meet AB 32 thresholds . The County had not adopted a threshold
for GHGs at the time of the preparation of the DEIR and the recently adopted General Pla n
provides target reductions to 2020, but not specific thresholds for individual projects . Accordingly,
based upon information received from a number of jurisdictions and the recommendations from
the ARB detailed in the DEIR, the County has been imposing more stringent conditions o n
projects with respect to air quality, operation and traffic than are in current ordinances . These are
reflected in the DEW in Table 4 .14.D. The VMT reduction that will be achieved by the project i s
consistent with the reduction target adopted by AMBAG in August 2010- 0% increase in
VMT/resident by 2020 .

II-35: Commenter suggests that the DEIR describe a specific quantitative threshold for GHGs . The
commenter also indicates that the estimates of VMT reductions are inaccurate . The County used
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the Cal Trans accepted methodology for determining the traffic that could be avoided by th e
proposed project based upon the local serving functions of the Center . Mitigation Measures 4 .14 . 3
does provide additional mitigation that will result in reduced vehicle trips beyond what is
associated with the operation of the Project . See also response to 11-34 .

II-36: Commenter suggests that the methodology is not stated in the DEIR text but is in an appendix an d
should be in the text . The County believes that it is appropriate to provide the methodology in th e
appendix . The commenter also states that the significance conclusions of comparing the projec t
GHG emissions to a vacant site should be revised . The County does not believe that AB 32
requires a no increase in emissions threshold as the significance threshold . Climate change goal s
are far more complex and are based upon estimates of growth that are likely to occur. The goal is
to reduce the increase in emissions that would occur without any changes to project design an d
policies .

II-37: The commenter states that it is difficult to distinguish the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project
Alternative from the mitigated project and that most of the components of this alternative are also
proposed as mitigations for the proposed project .

The mitigation measures recommended throughout the DEER would reduce identified impacts t o
less than significant levels as required under CEQA. Mitigation measures recommended for th e
identified visual and traffic impacts would require some physical modifications to the Project .
Alternative 3 was conceived to reduce the proposed Project's impacts to a higher degree than th e
mitigations identified for the project as required by CEQA; this Alternative includes changes to the
site plan to address impacts on the designated scenic corridors on State Route 68 and Corral de
Tierra Road, reduce potential access and egress conflicts on State Route 68 and Corral de Tierra
Road and to enhance the Project's accessibility to public transportation in compliance with policie s
of the Toro Area Plan .

The Alternative includes changes to the configuration of parking areas, changes to the mai n
access/egress driveway on Corral de Tierra Road, reduction of 8,600 square feet from the tota l
building area proposed, reduction of 34 parking spaces and other measures identified in Sectio n
6.2 .3 of the DEIR and which clearly differentiate the Alternative from the mitigated project .
Seeing together, these project changes and reduced impacts, would substantially lessen a numbe r
of the proposed Project's environmental impacts consistent with the provisions of Section s
15126.6 (b) and 15126.6 (f) of the CEQA Guidelines, and result in a project that is more balanced
vis-a-vis the applicable regulations and development policies .

11-38 : The commenter suggests that Section 6 .2.5 of the DEER (Summary Comparison of Projec t
Alternatives) should be expanded to identify mitigation measures that would be applicable to eac h
of the alternatives and the resulting level of significance from the application of the mitigation .
All mitigation measures recommended for the proposed project would be applicable to th e
alternatives to the extent that they do not conflict with the project design changes included in the
alternatives . Although the County may decide to approve one of the alternatives and concurrentl y
impose all the mitigation measures that were suggested for the Proposed Project, the County doe s
not believe that the alternatives should include the imposition of the mitigation measures . This
would make it too difficult for the public to distinguish one alternative from another .
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II-39: The commenter suggests that the environmentally superior alternative would be a blend of the
LEED Alternative and the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative with no subdivision ;
also, that any reduced size/redesigned project alternative must be balance to attain the key projec t
objectives to "create a commercial design of high quality, consistent with the configuration of th e
Site and compatible with the rural character of the Toro Area," and to "develop a center o f
adequate size and quality to be financially feasible and capable of attracting on a sustained basi s
high-quality tenants consistent with the needs and desires of Toro Area residents ." The commenter
also states that alternative redesign must not eliminate floor area to the extent that the basic design
concept is rendered infeasible . The Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative (Alternative
3) includes some of the components of the LEED Alternative (Alternative 2) . Staff believes that ,
even though it would reduce the size of the project by 8,600 square feet and eliminate 34 of th e
proposed parking spaces, the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative would still meet th e
objectives of the Project and would be consistent with the provisions of Chapter 15126 .6 of the
CEQA Guidelines . More specifically, this alternative would be consistent with the provisions o f
Chapter 15126 .6 (b) of the Guidelines which requires consideration of alternatives that "ar e
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if thes e
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would b e
more costly" (emphasis added) .

11-40: RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT A-2 TO FINEGAN'S LETTER (LUHDORFF/SCALMANINI JUL Y
13, 2010 MEMORANDUM) RELATIVE TO THE GEOSYNTEC 2007 REPORT .

II-40 .a The commenter summarizes his understanding of the Geosyntec (2007) study area .
Comment noted .

II-40 .b The commenter suggests that the Geosyntec Report did not clearly address historica l
development in the Laguna Seca area . GeoSyntec 2007 evaluated Laguna Seca Subare a
Phase III Hydrogeologic Update 2002 as a key source of information leading to the
conclusions and recommendation in this report . No further response is required .

II-40.c The commenter raised questions about the relationship of the study area to Zone 2C.
The County updated the GeoSyntec Report in August of 2010 with respect to the
connectivity of the El Toro Groundwater Basin . A new exhibit is included in the updat e
which indicates the demarcation between those portions of the study area that are in
Zone 2C and those that are not as an indication of the areas that have available wate r
supply. The exhibit is provided in the FEIR Appendix K. See also Master Response 5

II-40 .d Commenter questions the labeling of geologic cross sections A-A' versus B-B' an d
provides comments on the thickness of the primary aquifer units and underlying units .
With respect to cross section D-D' the labeling is reversed . Remainder of comment
reflects opinion of the commenter .

II-40 .e Commenter suggests that a isopach map would have been a helpful tool . Comment
noted .

11-40 .f Commenter suggests the value of showing storage values from the aquifer test analyses .
Commenter is referred to Appendix C which shows monitoring data, type-curves fitted

1 89



NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEI R
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEI R

to the drawdown data, and estimates of aquifer properties based upon the type-curv e
solutions .

II-40.g Commenter suggests that there was an omission in the transmissivity values calculate d
using the Logan approximation . Commenter is referred to Section 4 .2.1 of the
Geosyntec report .

II-40.h Commenter suggests several deficiencies in the evaluation and treatment of rainfall data .
Rainfall data and correction factors were derived from Monterey County Wate r
Resource Agency analysis of long term mean annual rainfall data for the County .

II-40.i Commenter suggests that there was a misapplication of trend lines and the resultin g
interpretation . The County disagrees. The commenter has not provided us with an y
specific rational or data for the approach that he has proposed . The Geosyntec report
evaluated long term trends which covered periods of varying hydrologic conditions ,
resulting in short term variation in the long term data trends . All available data was
evaluated and its relevance was weighted in developing the findings of the Geosyntec
report .

II-40 .j Commenter suggests a different approach regarding pitfalls in the use of graphs re
departure from mean precipitation . For a discussion of the historic precipitation recor d
used in the report see section 4 .3 of the Geosyntec Report . Geosyntec supports it s
methodology in analyzing water level elevation trends in Section 4 .4 .

II-40 .k Commenter indicates that a water budget or balance of the el Toro areas was no t
presented. Comment noted .

II-40 .1 Commenter raises questions about the long term historic trends in groundwate r
elevations. Commenter also comments on the qualitative description of groundwater
production potential . With respect to the comments on historic trends, the commenter i s
referred to Master Response 5. With regard to groundwater production potential
classification: Comment noted .

II-40.m Commenter asserts that the GeoSyntec Report conclusion that overdraft exists in the E l
Toro area is not fully supported by the findings presented, nor is there information re th e
absence of overdraft . With regard to these "Conclusions", the comment is referred t o
Master Response 5 .
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JJ. COMMENTS FROM STEVE FREMGEN

191



JJ

Osorio, Luis x5'177

From :

	

Steve Frem gen [ferraritec@aol .com]
Sent:

	

Wednesday, July 14, 2010 10 :26 P M
To:

	

Osorio, Luis x517 7
Subject :

	

Phelps Family Project at Corral de Tierra

Dear Mr . 0sorio ,
I have been a resident of Corral de Tierra for over 12 years . Ever since I heard about the
Phelps proposal for a community shopping center I have been in favor of such a
development . It would be a great asset to the residents in the area to not have to driv e
10 miles to get groceries or other basic needs . The drawings of the proposed center ar e
architecturally pleasing and appropriate for the setting . After reading the EIR report for
the project I was pleasantly surprised to find that the impact on the water supply is .
positive! I see no reason for the county to'withhold this community shopping center fro m
us any longer and encourage you to recommend it's immediate approval .

Steve Fremgen

JUL 15 201 9

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

JJ- 1

1
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JJ. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STEVE FREMGEN

JJ-1 : The commenter states that he is in support of the proposed project . He states that the proposed projec t
would be a great asset to the residents in the area in that they would not have to drive 10 miles to ge t
groceries and other basic needs . The commenter also stated that the proposed project is
architecturally pleasing and appropriate for the setting . Comment Noted .
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KK. COMMENTS FROM BRENT HOEFT
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KK

7/14/201 0

Luis Osorio, Project Planne r
Monterey County Planning Departmen t
168 West Alisal Street, 211d Floo r
Salinas, CA 93901-248 7
a sorial @ co.monterey .ca .u s

%I

-* JUL 14 ZO j O

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMEN T

SUBJECT: DEIR for Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village (PLNO20344)

Dear Mr. Osorio :

I am writing in support of the Phelps family project and to comment on the DEIR .

I noticed that the DEIR concludes that the "Reduced Density Alternative" is th e
Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA). I challenge that choice. Instead, I woul d
argue that a combination of Alternative 2, the LEED Silver Alternative, and the "N o
Subdivision Alternative" should be the ESA. The resulting project would not only be better
for the environment, but also better for our community than the Reduced Densit y
Alternative. Here is why :

The Reduced Density Alternative reduces impacts on air quality, noise, traffic an d
transportation and global climate change, but the DEIR found that the proposed projec t
did not have significant impacts in any of these categories either .

Alternatively, if you combine Alternative 2, the LEED Silver Alternative, with th e
"No Subdivision" project, you would have a project that reduces the impact o n
groundwater from significant and unavoidable to less than significant and a project tha t
would be consistent with county code.

The Reduced Density Alternative would likely produce a smaller center that coul d
not provide a sufficient scope of goods and services to reduce traffic on Highway 68, an d
would be unlikely to produce sufficient revenue to create the high-quality design of th e
Phelps family village. We cold get a less expensive strip mall type of development that
would be both ugly and unlikely to attract high-quality tenants that our community really
wants.

Thank you for your cpnsideration .

t

KK -l

Brent Hoeft
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KK. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRENT HOEF T

KK-1 : The commenter states support for the Project, however disagrees with the DEIR's conclusion tha t
the "Reduced Density Alternative" is the Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) . The
commenter suggests that Alternative 2 (LEED Silver Alternative) combined with the "No
Subdivision Alternative" should have been considered the ESA, citing the following :

1) The Reduced Density Alternative reduces impacts on air quality, noise, traffic an d
transportation and global climate change, but the DEW found the Project did not
significantly impact any of these categories either ;

2) The combination of Alternative 2 (LEED Silver) and "No Subdivision" would produce a
project that reduces impacts on groundwater and be consistent with County Code ; and

3) The Reduced Density Alternative would not supply the needed scope of goods and/o r
services to reduce traffic on SR-68, and would not produce sufficient revenue to suppor t
the proposed design, nor attract high-quality tenants that the community really wants .

The County is required to look at a range of alternative which would reduce impacts identified for
the proposed project. The "no subdivision" alternative without a reduction in the scope of the
project would not be considered a distinct alternative under CEQA . In addition, per CEQA, it i s
acceptable for an alternative to reduce the size and scope of a project, even though it might no t
fully achieve all the objectives of an applicant . However, it is possible that the decision maker for
this project would accept the commenter's recommendation . The DEW will not be revised to
include the recommendation.
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L L
Osorio, Luis x517 7

From :

	

Brent Hoeft [Brent@tricord.net]

Sent :

	

Thursday, July 15, 2010 8:58 AM

To:

	

Osorio, Luis x517 7

Subject : Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Villag e

Mr.Osorio,

	

'

As a home owner in the Serra Village/Toro subdivision, my wife and I would appreciate the opportunit y
to attend all public meetings regarding this project .
For any correspondence, my address is :

	

Brent & Amanda Hoeft
20231 Portola Drive
Salinas, CA 9390 8

Thanks again for your time .

Brent Hoeft I Sales Manage r

TriCord Tradeshow Service s

738 Neeson Rd . Marina, CA 9393 3

p : 831 .883 .8600 I f: 831 .883.8686 I c : 831 .320 .5797

www .tricord .net

Please consider the environment before printing this email .

[Ii

	

r ^ r n
L JUL 1 5 2010 b)

MONTEREY COUNTY
!PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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LL. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRENT AND AMANDA HOEF T

LL-1 : As requested, the commenter shall receive notices pertaining to all public meetings regarding th e
proposed project when they are available .
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Osorio, Luis x5177

From : JOHN KEITHLY jjandbkeithly@sbcglobal .netl

Sent :

	

Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:39 PM

To:

	

Osorio, Luis x5177

Cc:

	

phelpsfamily@corraldetierra .com

Subject: Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village

Dear Sir:

I am writing in support of the proposed development of the Phelps family property, at the corner of Highway 6 8
and Corral de Tierra Road . A neighborhood shopping center is sorely needed in our community, especially no w
that the mini market by the gas station has closed .

With the price of gas these days, and the amount of traffic on Highway 68, a small grocery store and other
businesses would be so welcome . The central, easily accessible location is a natural for a small retail center . I t
would also enhance our sense of community, as a gathering place, and give our area a better sense of identity .
Carmel Valley has several such centers, which demonstrate how a well planned project can benefit a communit y
without detracting from the rural atmosphere . Why don't we? The land has been zoned commercial for decades .
From the plans and information t have read, the Phelps family is proposing an attractive, well thought out center .
They have responsibly addressed water and safe access issues as well .

As twelve year residents of this beautiful area, we urge approval of this much needed project .

Sincerely, John and Bonnie Keithly
13265 Corte Und o
Corral de Tierra, Ca 93908

IBC EHE -Th
-* JUL 142010 -'

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMEN T

MM-1

07/14/2010
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MM. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN AND BONNI E
KEITHLY

MM-1 : The commenter state that they are in support of the proposed project . They state that a neighborhood
shopping center is sorely needed in the community. The commenter state that with the high price o f
gas and the traffic along SR-68, the proposed project would be welcome and would enhance th e
area's sense of community. The commenter urges the County to approve the project. Comment
Noted.
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Osorio, Luis x517 7

Stefan Konderski [stiwkot@sbcglobal .net]

Thursday, July 08, 2010 4:13 PM

Osorio, Luis x5177

July 8, 201 0

' Subject: Fw: The planned development of the shopping center - PLNO2034 4

Sent :

To :

MONTEREY COUNT Y
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

C El
JUL 0 8 2010 .='

5
.n-:'n

Luis Osorio
Planning Department
Monterey County
168 West Alisal Street , 2nd Floor
Salinas , CA 93901

Stefan and Yvonne Konderski
23799 —. 41 Monterey-Salinas Hwy
Corral de Tierra, CA 9390 8

VIA Mail and email osorial(cJrco.monterey.ca .us

RE: The planned development of Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village (PLNO20344)

Dear Mr. Osorio :

My wife and I have lived at Corral de Tierra Villas Homeowners Association, a
Ll6lopment of 63 condo-type homes since 1998 . Our complex is adjacent to the planned projec t
shopping center on its east side . This is one of the most scenic and serene residential locations in
Monterey County with a golf course, fishing pond, swimming poollspa, tennis/basketball court, a
clubhouse, and a large green common area surrounding our homes . The entrance to and exit
from our development is off SR 68 only about two hundred yards from the intersection of SR 6 8
and Corral de Tierra Road . Due to this proximity, we would be most directly affected by th e
planned shopping center.

1. Traffic Although the EIR addresses the traffic impact of the project at th e
intersections of SR-68 and Laureles Grade and SR-68 and Corral de Tierra Rd . ,
nowhere does the EIR address the impact on the residents of 63 homes at The Villa s
Homeowners Association development. Everyday we struggle to exit our residences ont o
SR-68 due to heavy eastbound traffic coming from the Monterey direction and tha t
turning east from Corral de Tierra Rd . The Mitigation Measure 4 .12 .2 of the EIR call s
for a 60 foot deep driveway off SR68 leading to/from the shopping center on it s
easternmost side, i .e. directly adjacent to our property. The consequence of that driveway
location will be that there will be unregulated increased traffic from the shopping cente r
turning east (toward Salinas) substantially increasing our current problems in exiting th e
complex and increasing our residents' risk of accidents and/or delays in getting to thei r
destinations, including in emergency situations . In addition, that factor may very likely
devalue our property and discourage potential buyers from moving into our complex _

As the only feasible solution,. on behalf of the residents of the Corral de Tierra Villas, we,
submit that the driveway leading to/from the planned shopping center off SR-68 b e
eliminated. If all traffic to/from the shopping center were to enter and exit from Corral

07/08/2010

NN-1
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2. Water Due to the reasons the B-8 zoning had been approved for the location of th e
proposed new development, we submit that the onlyreasonable option, as recommende d
by EIR, is the LEED Silver Reduced Water Consumption/Full Recharge Alternative tha t
will avoid further depletion of the aquifer.

3. Sizeof the shopping center.Due to the general rural character of the surroundin g
area, the lifestyle of its residents, and the increased traffic concerns, we further submi t
that you approve the project on the condition that the developer reduces its size accordin g
to the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative, as recommended by EIR .

We do hope that you will take our concerns and recommendations into consideration in makin g
your decision about the planned development of the shopping center at our vicinity .

Respectfully,

Stefah Konderski
Resident and member of the Board of Directors

Yvonne Konderski, resident
Corral de Tierra Villas
23799-41 Monterey-Salinas Hw y
Corral de Tierra, CA 9390 8
(831) 484-646 1
stiwkot@sbcglobal .net

NN-2

N N-3
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NN. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STEFAN AND YVONNE
KONDERSKI

NN-1: The commenter states that DE1R does not address traffic impacts to Corral de Tierra Villas
Homeowners Association (63 homes / 207 residents) adjacent to the project proposal site. The
commenter states that entering and exiting this residential development is tough now, and feel s
the Mitigation Measures applied to project relative to traffic do not do enough to diminish any
additional traffic impacts to their entry/exit driveway . The commenter suggests that the drivewa y
exiting the Shopping Center on to SR-68 be eliminated forcing all traffic to exist and enter the
development from Corral de Tierra Road, where it could be regulated by the existing traffic ligh t
at SR-68 and Corral de Tierra Road . See Response to Comments 0-1 and 0-2

NN-2: The commenter expresses concerns over the request to remove the B-8 Overlay on the subjec t
property. The commenter feels that this would allow other developers to use this project as a
precedent for other development to petition for the removal of the B-8 zone, therefore renderin g
the overlay useless . The commenter states that unless the project pumps less or equal to water i t
recharges, then the only sensible alternative it the LEED Silver Reduce Water Consumption/Ful l
Recharge Alternative . See Response to Comment 0-5

NN-3: The commenter expresses the belief that the Shopping Center is designed on too grand a scale fo r
the community of only 5,328 homes with 15,029 residents . The commenter states that the
existing service station parcel is not included in the DEIR, and if developed or replaced at a later
date, would make the overall development a total of 12 acres, not 11 as discussed in the DEIR .
The commenter states the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative (Alternative 3) seem s
to limit the size more appropriately . See Response to Comment 0-6 .
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