





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Page 12 - _ July 16, 2010

requirement for:Caltrans review/consideration is onerous and unnecessaryin
context with the statemients above.

Page 265 MM 4.7.7: Retaining Wall. The Fugro report cited as the.
basis for this mitigation méasure, does not recommend a refa;mng wall. The
project geotechnical report: (Twrmng Laboratories, [nc., November 17, 2000),
cited in the' EIR, dlse makes no recommendation for: re’_faini,_'mg walls alongthe
eastern edge of the Project site. This mitigation measureshould be revised to
provide that such retaining walls are required only if detailed site specific:
soils/geologic studies done for improvenient plans demanstréte that the walls be
so desigrnied and constructed.

~ Pdde 285, Last Paradtaph. As:noted above, the GeoSyntec report is not
reliable substantial evidence for the conclusion that the:Project will have
“sigriificant and unavoidable impact to groundwater supplies.”

Page 280, Last Paragraph: Build-out Deficits. The textreports that the
SGD reporticoncluded that “at build-out the: stibject areas were projected to
display water supply deficits.” The build-out that SGD referred to was a study
area poputation.of 8,760, a 140% increase in population over the existing 1991
population. (SGD Report, p. 34, Table 2.):. B To avoid the water supply deficits
referred to in their report, SGB recommended that'the County ‘review and revise
the proposed build-otit developmerit for each area:to assure that build-out is
consistent with estimated groundwater. supplies.” Shortly thereafter, the County
enacted the B-8 zoning ovarlay for the efitire El Toro study area,- thergby
proiibiting further subdivisiori. The B-8 moiatorium has beén ini effect
continuously sinee 1992, with the result that the build-out population that SGD

‘anticipated has'never ocourred. |n its 2010 draft General Plan Update, the

County propoeses to adept Policy T-1.7 that would limit new residential
devniopmem in'the Toro’ Groundwatex Basin‘fo the first single-family residence

‘on existing lots of record.™

Page 353, Secfion 4.11.1: Fire District. Salinas Rurdl Fire Protection.

District is now Monterey County:Regional Fire District.

3 The total populatlon of the entlre Toro Area is anly 10,424 according to-the 2000 census, most-
of which is coricentrated:along River Road (Las Palmas Ranch,-Indian: Springs, Pine Canyon
Estates) and along Highway 68 {Creekside; Serra Village, Toro Hills and Tore Park Estates)
outsite of the El'Tora grofindwater study aréa. (See p. 346 of the EIR.)

14 There are.only approximately _946 vacant lots ofi_ﬁe’cqtﬁ i thE'entire Tore Arsa-(p. 347, last
paragraph). The number of these lots within the Toré Groundwater Basin would béa significantly
smaller number. Historically; aply a small number-of these lots'are devejoped on an anpual
basis.

il-24
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'Page 354, CHP Office. The CHP office is no longerlocated -on Potrero
Drive. ltis now located on.Blanco Road between Abhott Strest and Blance
Ciicle.

Page 374, First Builet: The Oaks Subdivision. Accordingto a personal
communication with the developer, Ray Harred, Jr., three of the nine homes in
this. subdivision have been constructed.

Page 380, Wang Traffic Analysis. The second-fo-last paraqraph on this.
page cites'the Wang Subdivision Traffic Impact Analysis. This report is-not cited
inthe bmhography (Chaptes 9.0), nor is it referenced as a source document on p.
357, Please disclose where it can be reviewed by the public.

Page 392, Last Paragraph. Please clarifythe last paragraph on this
page. Altiough-the coriclusion (“the Projest’'s cumulative impact on'traffic:
operations urider Cumulative ¢onditions would be reduced fo a less than
sigrificant level”} is consistent with Table 1.B (p. 23), it appears to-bé
inconsistent-with the text at the bottom of p. 2 (§1.4),:and with the earliertext on
p: 392 concludmg that tmpacts at SR~68 and Corra! de Tierra and SR-68 and

Page 403. First Paragraph: Population/Dweiling Unit Data. Some:

more recent population ard dwealling unit data is-found &t p. 346 6f this DEIR, and

in the Monterey County” 2007 General Plap EIR:

Page-425, MM 4.13.7: CUS Capacity. This measure indicates thatthe
County wauld not issue-permits “If the CUS facility has exceeded 60% ofits
axist] '“g capacity.” Accordmg to Table 4.13.A, the plant is currently processing
an average flow of 220,000 gpd which is 78% of its"300,000 gpd capacity.
Please clarify this matier... -

Pade 427 ot 380, §4.14: Giobal Climidte Change. Gengtally $peaking,

his section of the DEIR $hould be reinforced by including a quarititative

demoanstration that the: mitigated- emlssmns wm meet etther AB32 doals.ora
project-specificthr eshold.

Page 438, §4.14.4: Imipact Significance Criteria. Although the
thresholds of significance are identified and reflect Appendix G-of the CEQA-

:gmdnlmes the Draft EIR doss not describe whait would constitute a-significant
impact - L.e: how much GHG wotlld represént a'signifieant impact. The threshold

should be identified and quantified given the quantitative nature of the analysis.

Pages 438-440, §4.14.5: Projectimpacts. The analysis does not ideniify
any ‘project components that-would potentially reduce GHG emissions as

compared to the “business as usual”-model. Itis correct that the proposed project:

would increase emissions as-compared to existing conditions {undeveloped site),

-28
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but-components-of the project, such as landscaping, and-energy’ efficiency’
meastres (including incorporation of LEED standards) would result in GHG
reductions. This ‘section should alse reflect the beneficial impacts of the
anticipated reduction in vehicle miles traveled as a.result-of the project (see.p.
381}

Page 439, MotorVehicle Use. The analysis does not discuss any’
potential project glements that might reduce GHG emissions, particularly inlight
of the project’s patential to reduce traffic trips and per capita VMT 61 SR-68 (see
p. 381). Given the potential for VIMT reductions, the proposed projéct should,
result in a reduction of GHG emisstons as compared 1o “business as. usual.” This
shiould be reflected in the gnalysis, both quantitativaly and quah’catweiy The
analysis, therefore, overstates the. pro;ects potential GHG emissions assogiated
‘with Motor Vehicle Use. The-analysis does identify VMT reductions on p. 445, but
riot within the- context of the impact discussion.

Page 440, Table 4.14.C: Project-Related GHG Emissions. GHG
.emissions:are quantified forthe project, but the methodology is rot stated in the
DEIR text- itds included as a technical appendix in a tabular form. The DEIR
discussion in this sectioh:shotild be revised tb ciéarly state methodology. The:
DEIR should consider revising Table 4.14.C to provide additional informatian
related 10-GHG estimales.

Page 440, Fourth Paragraph: Significance Gonclusion. This statement.

requires clarification. Any development would increase emissions as compared
fo 2, Vacant s:re in order fo fuﬂy mxttga’ce xmpacts as compared ‘zo the vacant s;te_
would be ;mpo‘ssxbie The busmess as usual’ mode! shouia not be the ex:_stmg
‘site co'ndl’cmn bt rather“s‘ﬁc"tﬁd ‘reﬂeét an ’unmiﬁgated p"r‘eje‘ct The ana'lys‘fs

reductions sﬁpulatmd i AB 3_2,

CHAPTER 6.0: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PRCJECT

Page 466, §6:2.3: Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative. It
ns dn‘ﬁcul’z to- dxszmgu’zsh thzs aitemattve as desc:nbed rrom the m:trgated P‘ro'jecf

the Reduced Densx‘cy/Redeszgned Pro;ect Aitema’ctve are smpiy the PrOJect as
proposed with the recommended Project mitigation measures. Please clarify.

Page 484, §6.2,5: Summary Comparison of Project Aliernatives. This
section should be expanded {o-specifically identify-what mitigation measures; if
any, would be apphcah & to-each of the alternatives, and the resultantlevel of
‘signifficance of each impact with mitigation..

11-35
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Page 484, §6.3: Environmentally-Superior Alternative. |t would appear
that the true environmentally supetior alternative would be a blend:of the LEED
Sitver Alternative and the Rediiced-Density/Redesigned Project Alternativeswith
no subdivision. Any Reduced Density/Redesigned Project-Alternative must be
balanced to gttain two key project.objectives (see p. 41):

¢ “Creatéd '*o.mm_grcial design of high quality, comsistent With the
configuration of the Site and compatible with the.rural characterof the
Toro Area” {as opposed to-a linear strip mall with all-of the parking in front,

of the buildings- seé p. 300); and

s. "Develop a center of adequate size'and quality fo be financially feasibie
and capable of dttracting on a stistaified basis high-quality tenants
consistent with the nesds-and desires of Toro Area residents:” (L., the:
altetnative rédesign mustiriot eliminate floor area 16 the-éxteritithat the
basic design coricept is rendered infeasible.)

We-appreciate your review'and consideration of these comments. if you have
any questions orconcerns, please do not hesitate to contactme.

Aftorney for¥ _ppircant

Cer  Eric Phslps
Denise Duffy

11-38




M::MORANDUM

Confidential and Privileged
Pursuant to Evidence Code Section 1119

=3 LUHDORFF & SOALMANINI
2§ CONSULTING ENGINEERS

Review Of Geosyntec Report On El Toro Grounidwater Study,
NMonterey County, California

FPREPARED FOR: Brian Fitiegan

DATE:

July 13,2010

PROJECT NUMBER: 03-1-043

Asrequested, Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) have reviewed the El Toro
Groundwater Study (Report) by Geosyntes; July 2007. The Report was commissioned by the
Montétey County Water Resources Agency4o mvestlgate groundwater resources-of the El Toro
area -and to providé: recommendaﬁons for removing, maintaining, or expanding the B-§ zoning
overlay that currently existsin selected subareas-of the Bl Toto arez. The Report presented
several conclusions inclading the following:

‘The primary aquifer system is in overdraft.
) TheB 8 zonmg could be remove__dﬂ the County isin favor of lonrr term: duclmes n

:e_s__pecmﬂymﬂmse suoareas ‘th_i.l'ﬁ the pnmary aquar _ha,_;‘ a large saturate_d tmcime‘s’s‘

Groundwater production’potential is poorin the following areas:
- where there is less than 100to 200 feet of saturated thickness;
~ where the greundwater is primarily pumped:frow the Monterey Rermation due o
poor guaritity and-quality; and,
-~ inarees underlain By granitic ofmetdmorphic basement rocks.

Significant groundwater production may* be possible.from the basal sand unit inthe
:Upper Corral de Tiérmra Valley, however, this conclusion is rigted to be based on limited
datd.

Groundwater quality is poor throughout the Bl Toro area, especially inrespect to arséhiic

:and total dissolved solids toncertrations.

Along with the conclusions, the following recommendations were presented:

g2

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

EXHIBIT A-2
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Review Of Geosyntes. Rﬂpct‘ ©ni'El Toro Groundwater Study,
‘Monterey County, California

:aquifer.

+ Establish 2 formal collaborative groundwater management program for the Lagina Seca
and El Toro Planning Ateas since they are hyiiroge‘old gically contiguots.

o E}:pand the; vroundwater momto;rmg program in the Bl Toro 2 area, including the:
installation of dedicated monitoring wells and the expanded use of iiactive production
wells:.

o Bvaluatethe poteritisl for wastewater reclamation in'the. éoiral'.'ﬂa'ttierra subarea-to
reduce the amount of wastewater outflow to the.Salinas Vaﬂ

= Evaluate the po‘cennal for etaining surface water runoz"i‘ and. enhancmcr aqulfer recharge,
including siurface Water lmpoundmenia

e Evaluate the Feasxbﬂxty of ificreasing groundwater prodiiction and’ Sterage i in the Corzal de
Tierra subares and exportmg itto Calera Canyon-and Wat§en Creek subareas.

' Byalimte potential risks of groundwater subsidence near Highway 68 resulting from
declings in groundwater levels.

This memorandum. presents the results of the LSCE review of the Reporty with particular focus
on the interpretations or presentation of dafa.that were used to arrive af the conclusions.and
rééommiehdations preserited absve.. Thereview presented herefnrdoes not:contain-any

-111depend°nt ana1y31s ornterpretation 6f data présénted in the Repért for the purposes of deriving:

differant canclusmns of ‘groundwater: sonditions-onths El Toro: ared.
‘Review Results

® The Report nterchangedbly uses both:Calera Creek and. Calera Canyon for the sane
subarea-of the El Tord area.

Laguna,seca_-ar_ea, Th_e,. Rs_ppr fazls, to address thn.se._ issues m.detaﬂ aiong_ Wlﬂl_ thc
_potential impact.ori the Corral'de Tierra subarea from historical developmentin the
Laguna Secaarea. Although many geologic cross sections-were prepared as part.of the
Report, theydo not'incliide an east-west geologic cross section to illustrate the hydraulic
connection. Additional investigationon the potential irtipacts to the El Toro-ares (and the
Corrél de Tiera subares in particulsr) fiom the Lagiina Secd area ate necessary,
mcludmg histotical pmpmg trends, futire deriiand, apd groundwater thanggemetit
agtivities, pamcuiaﬂy since the Laguna Seca area:is now in an adjuchcated basin.

e The Report mentions that portions of the northern area of the El Toro. area are inSalinas
Valley Zone2C, yet did not-elaborate on'the relevance-ofthat-detail fo the El Toro area.

I
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Review Of Geosyritec Repofi On Bl Tore Groundwater Smdy,
Monterey County, California

®

Geologic cross sections A-A” and B-B* should show well logs that were used as control
points for the-geclogic units, similar-to-the-other cross sections presented in the Report.
Crosgsection D-D” isnot labeled consistent.with the base-map. There is no geologic
control (L.&. well logs) in many areas to supportthe reported thickness of the: primary
aquifer-units and underlying units, yet solid lines are shown, suppesedly delieating
observed contacts, Estimates O.L f aqhifer fransmissivity and potential yield estimates of
aquifer units may be impacted by these Scairrendes.

A total primary agnifer system isopach inap would have been helpful to fully visnalize

available aquiférsystem thickness. This isopach map along: with the saturated thickness
1s_o,pach. map_.lpr.escnted in Section 4 would be useful for water resourcs mahagement
options in the Bl Toro area.

The Report lacks any deseription of storage values from aquifer test analyses as well as

any determinations of the leaky or confiried nature of any of the primary aquifer units
‘described in the Report. This information is necessary to review the aquifer storage
volume presented in the Report.

“The fransmissivity values calculated using the Logan approximation (based on Theis)
‘equation did notcorrect for potential well nefficiency. This-omission resulted in the
Teporting. of lowerthan aotual T values presented ini Table:4+1 and lower groundwater -
.yleld potential from the ‘primary: aquer

The écst;riiaﬁdn in the Reéport regarding the avaliation and treatment o rainfall data was
partial and ingomplete. Data from four rainfall gageslocated within the El Torodrea

were used to produce a composite period of tainfall data. Precipitation data from periods
-of overlap betweernr-the four stations were averaged, Inaddition, rainfall data from'the
‘Salinas. Airport Station was used to extend the period of record from 199510:2006;
however a “correction” factor of 1.24.was applied the data from that station. There was
no-explanation in the-Report for how the 1.24 correction factor applied-to the Salinas

Ajrport Station gage was.derived. Three ofthe four precipitation stations Tocated in'the
El'Toro area (Corrdl de Tierra. gage, Calera Creek gage, and Toro Park gage) have very
Tittle overlapping data; in addition to very shott periods of récord (5 years'for the Corral
de Tierra ahd Toro Park gagesand 171 years:for Calera Creek). In addition, these three
gages have 11tt1e orno overlappmv dara Wlﬂl the Los Laureles gage (ll ‘:o 5 years oveﬂap
discussion of* Ihb vanablhty of prec*pltatlon data a_monv the _statrons Wh_en ihere were
periods:of overlap and whatdmpact the averaging processinay or may net have on the
interpretation of the cumulative-departure from the mean rainfall curve.

(S8
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b -

‘The groundwatcr level trend line analysis was. mxsanphed due 1o inaccurate application of

‘trend tines and resiilting interpretation. The'dnalysis and adcompanying Teporttable
:(Table 445 dnd trend lines overlain on groundwater elevation hydrographs presented 1 in
Appendix D are misleading and result in naccurate evaluations of groundwater trends,
“which presumably led to the Report’s ¢onclustons of overdraft-conditions.

= Thetrend lines appeared-to-be arbitrarily located on many-hydrographs which led
to-an interpretation of negative sloping hydrographs. More representative trend
lines (shioWn in blie in attached figures derived from the Geosyrites report) would
‘have led some. hydrographs to have relatively flat or posmve slopas ratherthan
negative. slopes.. "W, ells with identification numbers of 158, 20; and 148 are some
‘notable z,xamples Tni addition, seme hydrographs'had several differenttrends:
which did not supportbeing addressed as having one gensral trend-as reported.
"These wells generally had groundwater.elevation‘irends (shown in bluein
attached figures derived from the Geosyntec report) which were- similar to trends
A presipitation & fioted:on the cimilative departire fromi the mesn data’that was
'platted oni the hiydro; grapns :Some- examples of. hydrographs with mu]uple trends
"mduded weﬁs Wlth 1denmf cahon numbers 11-4. and 12’7 Welis with Im‘uted dafa,

;.gmundwaper dcglm,e.s S.om,e cxamples_ m" hydrocrap.hs tha 'fﬂluatréié ve:.r.y shgx.f

periods of record include well numbers 37, 1435, 162, and 171. The datashown on

thess hydrographs-often followed the trend. raﬂectnd in the cumulative depachure.
from the mean praclpitatlon data. Thefrend linss shouk ‘fﬁtfémpf”té-iféllow speing
watér level data if possibleiand avoid protfidwatsr levels collected n fhie 211 and
those tnflueniced by pumping:;

-~ The extrapolation of groundwater level:changes over the 1966 te 2005 time perfod
from hydrographs-with limited historical data (as shown inwell hydrographs 37,
145,162, and 171) is misleading-and leads:to inaccurate reportingof total
grotridvater slevaticii changes as:shown in Table 44,

The Repért’sisummary of potential pitfalls in using graphs showmg curnulative-departiire
from the miean of prempltatmn (graph) by referring to a'study by Weber and Stewartis
m1sapphed as the Report did not attempt to calculate cumulative storage changes using
these graphs {which was the-focus of the study-conducted by Weber and Stewart).or a-
attemnpt to develop.a-water budget from whichito compare-changes in storage between
Water budge’c estnnates and those denved ﬁom the graph What 15 helpful in using

representauve. smdy perlod over w_hlch 1o e.valuate groundwater elevatlon trends when

11-40.9
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5

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 consideting the hydrologm period-{along with other factors
itsiiized. below) can provmie tiased tesults'which até not representative.of basin
conditions. ‘When seléefing # représenitative study peried from the. grapho evaluate
trends. in groundwater slevations, the following criteria should beconsidered:

~  Inclusion.of beth wet and dry periods,

- Availability of data,

- Proximityito present ime,

- Reflection of cultural-and water management conditions in-the basin (cultural and
‘water management-conditions should reflect current/projected conditions and not
change during the selected study period),

~  Minimizing change ir'storage.in the unsaturatéd zorie (starting and ending points
should by preceded by a.dsy year), and

~ Equivalengs to long:ferm mean-water supply (line-connecting beginning and
ending peints.on the graph is horizontal).

If thése criteria.are not used in the-seleétion of a répresentative study period in evaluating

trends in groundwater elsvations, then analysis and iriterpgstation of igrouridwater

€levation trends Thay ot bé representative of basin conditions and erroneous conclusions

can be reached.

As mertioned dbove, a-water budget or balance of the Bl Toro area was not presented in

the Report; consequently, the Section 6 heading’ “Water Balance” and Figure 6-1 are
misleading: The title for Table 6-2 is misleading as it does not contain estimated annual
water wse; rather, it presetits water iiSe factors by selécted land uise categories. The total
‘areas served. by the selected Tand use catégories dre not'pres'ent'ed therefore, any
calculation of total water use, return flow; and pumping by fand use category is not
pasmble nor are-they presented in the Report. The omission of these data prevents any
comparison between recharge and other-water budget components estimates and

caleulated change in- storage.

Tédble 6-3 pressnts “current” (1995)-demand and recharge by subarea; overall, the results

L,

1i-40.10

-40.11

i1-40.12

W



‘wonld ocour if the B-8 zoning were removed entirely orin selected areas;

Review OF Geosyntec Repart On El Toro Groundwater Study,
Jdonterey:County,.California

show & long ferm average surplus The Report does not Bxpléin how there: can'be
‘historical- declining groundwater elevations under conditions in which there is a: surplas in
‘recharge (with the exception of the Calera Canyon subarea).

a Classification of srouhdwWaterproduction’ potcnﬁal in four goalitative terms (good, poor,
posslble and. necrhglble) doesnat prov1da useful information on quanmatlve productzon

[ for various-end users rangiig froni water companies 6. individual ranchettes.

The Report.mclades aquifertesting results, aquifer parameter data analyses, and satucated

aquifer thickness inférmation, therefore, a more:complete approach to groundwater

production poteritial showld have been included that-would allow different well owners to

méke qualitative interprefitions on groundwater potential based on individual-demand.

Conclusions

‘Based.on the-review of the Report’s analysis and interpretations, the-conclusion that overdraft

exists in the El Toro-area isnot fully supported by the:findings presented in the Report, nor is

there enough information torsupport the dbsence-of overdraft. No-discussion was presented that
provided a nexus between thetrend.line analysis that estimated approximately 80 percentofthe
Hydrographs had trends of declining groundwater-élevitions and “current” (1995) demand

estimateés which are less'then. Iopg term avérage recharge ranges in all subaréas except for Calera

Canyon (wherethe: prithary aguifer gystem'is thit ornonnexzstent} The Repcrt’s findings of

overdraft, prmarﬂy on the anthor’s interpretations of leng-term historical ieroundwater glevation

.dectines conflict with estimates of average recharge that are greater than historical demand.

The other-conclusions presented in.the Keportappearto besubstantiated by theinyestigation

-condueted by Geosyntec with the exception:of the B-8 zoning discussion. Review ofthe

adequacy-of the interpretation and amalysis-of-data ih'the Report above, especially the analysis of

frends andithe Jagk of a representative study penod calls’inte. questmp the conchusion that long

term declines in groundwater: elevations ard mining of groundwater siorage over several decades

The recomnmendations presented by Geosyntec-are adequate based on, current groundwater
managerment and monitoring:in place inrthe El Toro ares with the exception of the two
recommendations regarding exporting of groundwater from Corral de Tierrato-other parts of the
El Toro area-and potentiel risks of subsidence along Highway 68. Adter concluding: that the Bl
“Toro area is in.overdraft, Geosyntec recommends pumping more groundwater from Corral de
Tietra (according to the: auithor’ s trend line: analys1s, 75 petcent 6f fthe Corral de Tierra
‘hydrographs show gretmdwater elevations indecline) and exporting it to other subareas of the El
Toro arez, such. as Watson Creek and Calera Canyon, while at the same time recommending that
potential risks of subsidence should be-evaluated primarily in thesame area that the increase in

N
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pumping would generally oocur; However, based:on a review of the geologic cross-sections
prepared by Geosyntec (primarily cross section D-D?), there are not-any laterally extensive clay

Iayers present in the Highway 68 arsa from which subsidence coitld oscit, should thiey Become

permenently-dewatered-as a result-ofia decrease mn groundwatey storage.

1-40.13



NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEIR
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEIR

II-1:

1I-2:

II-2a:

II1-2b:

I-2¢c:

-2d:

I-3:

11-4:

II. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRIAN FINEGAN

Applicant is thanking County for opportunity to provide comments. Comment noted.

Commenter states that the DEIR should summarize where experts reach different conclusions and

that each conclusion should be summarized. Commenter gives summary of expert reports
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.

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

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.

Commenter identified the Komex H20, 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 the
site and suggestions for how to determine whether the B-8 could be removed on a site by site
basis. The County elected to contract Geosyntec for this task.

Commenter identifies the Luhdorff & Scalmanini (2010) memorandum. The Luhdorff &
Scalmanini 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 that
there is no overdraft in the study area: it is intended to present that it is not conclusive whether the
study area is in overdraft. See Master Response 5 for a discussion of why Geosyntec is relied
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 II-40.

Comment that the Project’s cumulative increase in traffic on the regional network and the
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 the
SR-68/Laureles Grade and SR-68/Corral de Tierra intersections would be Significant Unavoidable
impacts. Table 1.B is modified in the errata.

The commenter notes that the existing convenience market located across the Project Site to the
west, mentioned on the third paragraph on page 35 of the DEIR, is closed and out of business. This
comment is noted.
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The commenter states that The Cypress Community Church intersection improvement mentioned
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 this
intersection are related to the new access to the Cypress Community Church and the west-east
approach to the intersection on SR-68. Another project currently under review by the County
Department of Public Works would further improve the intersection.

Commenter states that the Project as proposed does not have the bright red roofs shown in the
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.

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 review
by the Planning and Public Works Departments.

‘Referring to recommended Condition of Approval No. 4.1.6 in the DEIR, the commenter states

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.”

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 the
Project site. The DEIR (p.147) states that “California annual grassland on the Site provides
suitable upland habitat” for this species and that “Consequently, there is low potential for western
spadefoot to occur on the Site.” The DEIR (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 the
DEIR. The text on page 157 will be corrected in the errata to clarify that California annual
grassland is potential aestivation habitat for this species and to make the text on this page
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, Mitigation
Measure 4.3.5 CRLF and WST on pages 164 and 165 of the DEIR has been revised as stated in
the errata to the FEIR.

The commenter suggests that the discussion on page 197 of the DEIR related to groundwater
contamination in the Former Fort Ord next to the City of Marina should be deleted because it is not
related to the project site and its environs. The area of Fort Ord closest to the Project site is not
known to have sources of contamination for groundwater. The source of water for the project is
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not located in Fort Ord. The discussion (p. 917, third paragraph) concludes that ‘there is no known
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 the
boundary of the former military base is located across the subject site on State Route 68.

The commenter refers to the discussion in Section 4.6.6 of the DEIR (p. 200), where the DEIR
states that the cumulative impacts of the projects listed in Table 4.A (Cumulative Project List) of
the DEIR cannot be assessed with respect to hazardous materials. Although the County appreciates
the information provided by the applicant which does suggest that it is unlikely that many of the
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 still

- believes that it does not have sufficient information to assess the impact at this time.

The commenter states that recommended Conditions. No. 4.6.1 and 4.6.3 in the DEIR 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 public
with respect to how the county will address these issues should the project be permitted.

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 (Volume
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.

The commenter states that the Geosyntec report is not reliable evidence to support the conclusion
that the El Toro Primary Aquifer System “exceeds the rate of groundwater replenishment” and is
in overdraft. See response to Master Response 5.

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 expansion
of commercial uses where such construction can be found to not adversely affect the constraints
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 classification
for the El1 Toro Area and that the County’s legislative intent was that the B-8 overlay was to be
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 the
constraints which caused the B-8 to be applied to the property.” The DEIR (p.280, last sentence,
second paragraph) states that at the time of the adoption of Ordinance No0.03647, “the B-8 did not
restrict development of the first single family dwelling on a lot of record, or the addition or
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
DEIR (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 does
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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 Chapter
21.42.030 H.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; the discussion should have quoted the related regulations
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 DEIR (p.280) includes narrative summarizing the history of the
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 approval
of the original B-8 District regulations, attached to Exhibit 1 in Appendix J, reflect that the final
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 attached
under Appendix J that the Phelps Family property was identified for consideration of early
removal from the B-8 district as stated by the commenter.

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 of
Supervisors directed staff to consider extending the B-8 to other portions of the study area and to
explore the recommendations in the Geosyntec Report for addressing conditions in the El Toro
Area.

The commenter refers to the conclusion of the last paragraph on page 255 of the DEIR that the
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 already
overdrafted groundwater basin.” The commenter states that this conclusion is not supported by the
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 net
benefit to the ground water basin.

The commenter requests that a reference be made on Footnote No.1 on page 255 of the DEIR to

Section 6.2 of the DEIR where the proposed alternatives to the project can be reviewed. The
County-proposed alternatives are contained in Chapter 6.0 of the DEIR. 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.

The commenter states that page 5 is missing from the Whitson October 14, 2009 report in
Appendix I of Volume II of the DEIR. The commenter refers to the October 14, 2009, “Revised
Evaluation of Potential for Increased Groundwater Recharge” cited in a footnote on page 256 of
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 Final
EIR. '
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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 that

“deny the subdivision. See Master Response 5.

The commenter indicates that the proposed drain design is a representation of an engineering
solution. This is correct.

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 be
a cumulative impact. This is based upon the fact that the project itself resulted in a net negative
impact to the groundwater.

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 to
modify Mitigation Measure 4.7.5 to delete the 2™ paragraph and include the following:

“Should the drainage plans submitted by the Applicant demonstrate that there may be a need to
provide additional drainage diversion to the existing culvert under SR-68 the plans shall
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.”

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.

Commenter states that the Geosyntec Report is inadequate. See Master Response 5.

The commenter notes that the growth projected in the SGD Report has not materialized and that
potentially the impacts in the B-8 District have been overestimated. The SGD Report is mentioned
in the referred paragraph of the DEIR as part of the background information presented on the
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 to

- 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 population

growth in the groundwater resources could be less.. However, the Geosyntec Report indicates that
groundwater levels have continued to decline under existing B-8 restrictions and that further
growth - would result in a significant impact. '

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 FEIR Errata.
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The commenter notes that the CHP office is no longer located on Potrero Drive ( P. 354).
Comment noted. This will be corrected in the FEIR FErrata.

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.

The commenter requests information on the availability of the Traffic Report for the Wang
Subdivision mentioned on page 380. This report is available for review at the Resource
Management Agency — Planning Department (County Planning Department File No. 010422).

Commenter notes inconsistencies with respect to conclusions regarding traffic impacts in Section
1.4 and Table 1.B Section 1.4 is correct. Table 1B should be revised to reflect that for Impact
4.12.1, the direct impact of traffic at Corral de Tierra and Highway 68 is significant and
unavoidable. The chart will be revised accordingly.

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

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-existingcapacity-or-the
Pfejeet—weuld—eaﬁse—the—f&elhty to exceed its permitted capacity, then the County of

Monterey weorld 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 Control
Board.” The revision to the language of this mitigation measure will also be reflected in the
FEIR errata.

Commenter suggests that the County provide a quantitative discussion of how the mitigation
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 Plan
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 on
projects with respect to air quality, operation and traffic than are in current ordinances. These are
reflected in the DEIR in Table 4.14.D. The VMT reduction that will be achieved by the project is
consistent with the reduction target adopted by AMBAG in August 2010- 0% increase in
VMT/resident by 2020.

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 the
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 II-34.

Commenter suggests that the methodology is not stated in the DEIR text but is in an appendix and
should be in the text. The County believes that it is appropriate to provide the methodology in the
appendix. The commenter also states that the significance conclusions of comparing the project
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 goals
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 and
policies.

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 DEIR would reduce identified impacts to
less than significant levels as required under CEQA. Mitigation measures recommended for the
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 the
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 policies
of the Toro Area Plan.

The Alternative includes changes to the configuration of parking areas, changes to the main
access/egress driveway on Corral de Tierra Road, reduction of 8,600 square feet from the total
building area proposed, reduction of 34 parking spaces and other measures identified in Section
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 number
of the proposed Project’s environmental impacts consistent with the provisions of Sections
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.

The commenter suggests that Section 6.2.5 of the DEIR (Summary Comparison of Project
Alternatives) should be expanded to identify mitigation measures that would be applicable to each
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 the
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 concurrently
impose all the mitigation measures that were suggested for the Proposed Project, the County does
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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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 project

11-40:

objectives to “create a commercial design of high quality, consistent with the configuration of the
Site and compatible with the rural character of the Toro Area,” and to “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 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 §,600 square feet and eliminate 34 of the
proposed parking spaces, the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative would still meet the
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 of
Chapter 15126.6 (b) of the Guidelines which requires consideration of alternatives that “are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these

alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be
more costly” (emphasis added).

RESPONSE TO EXHIBIT A-2 TO FINEGAN’S LETTER (LUHDORFF/SCALMANINI JULY
13,2010 MEMORANDUM) RELATIVE TO THE GEOSYNTEC 2007 REPORT.

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

I-40.b The commenter suggests that the Geosyntec Report did not clearly address historical
development in the Laguna Seca area. GeoSyntec 2007 evaluated Laguna Seca Subarea
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.

-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 update
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 water
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’ and
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.

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

II-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

189



. NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEIR
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEIR

I1-40.g

-40.h

1-40.1

1140 j

I-40.k

-40.1

I1-40.m

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

Commenter suggests that there was an omission in the transmissivity values calculated
using the Logan approximation. Commenter is referred to Section 4.2.1 of the
Geosyntec report.

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

Commenter suggests that there was a misapplication of trend lines and the resulting
mterpretation. The County disagrees. The commenter has not provided us with any
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.

Commenter suggests a different approach regarding pitfalls in the use of graphs re
departure from mean precipitation. For a discussion of the historic precipitation record
used in the report see section 4.3 of the Geosyntec Report. Geosyntec supports its
methodology in analyzing water level elevation trends in Section 4.4.

Commenter indicates that a water budget or balance of the el Toro areas was not
presented. Comment noted.

Commenter raises questions about the long term historic trends in groundwater
elevations. Commenter also comments on the qualitative description of groundwater
production potential. With respect to the comments on historic trends, the commenter is
referred to Master Response 5. With regard to groundwater production potential
classification: Comment noted.

Commenter asserts that the GeoSyntec Report conclusion that overdraft exists in the El
Toro area is not fully supported by the findings presented, nor is there information re the
absence of overdraft. With regard to these “Conclusions”, the comment is referred to
Master Response 5.
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Osorio, Luis x5177

JJd

From: Steve Fremgen [ferrarifec@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 10:26 PM
To: Osorio, Luis 5177

Subject: Phelps Family Project at Corral de Tierra

Dear Mr. Osorio,

I have been a resident of Corral de Tierra for over 12 years. BEver since I heard about the
Phelps proposal for a community shopping center I have been in favor of such a
development. It would be & great asset to the residents in the area to not have to drive

DEGCEIVE
. JUL 15 200

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT |

10 miles to get groceries or other basic needs. The drawings of the proposed center are JJd-1

architecturally pleasing and appropriate for the setting. After reading the EIR xeport 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 from
us any longer and encourage you to recommend it's immediate approval.

Steve Fremgen
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JJ. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STEVE FREMGEN

The commenter states that he is in support of the proposed project. He states that the proposed project
would be a great asset to the residents in the area in that they would not have to drive 10 miles to get
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

7afe DECEIVE

) ) . JUL 14 2018
Luis Osorio, Project Planner
Monterey County Planning Department MONTEREY COUNTY
168 West Alisal Street, 27 Floar PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Salinas, CA 93901-2487
osorial@co.monterey.c.us

SUBJECT: DEIR for Cotral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village {PLNG20344)
Dear Mr, Osorio:
1 am wrlting in support of the Phelps family project and to comment on the DEIR.

1 noticed that the DEIR concludes that the “Reduced Density Aliernative” is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA). 1 challenge that choice. Instead, | would
argue that a combination of Alternative 2, the LEED Silver Alternative, and the *No
Subdivision Alternative™ should be the ESA. The resulting project would not only be better
for the envirenment, but also beiter for our community than the Reduced Density
Altemative. Here Is why:

. The Reduced Density Alternative reduces impuacts oh oir quality, noise, traffic and
transportation and global climate change, but the DEIR found that the proposed project
did not have significant impacts in any of these categories either.

. Alternatively, if you combine Alferative 2, the LEED Silver Alternative, with the
*No Subdivision” project, you would have a project that reduces the Impact on
groundwater from significant and unavoidable to less than significant and a project that
would be consistent with county code,

* The Reduced Density Aliemative would likely produce a smailer center that could
not provide a sufficient scope of goods and services fo reduce traffic on Highway 68, and
would be unlikely fo produce sufficient revenue fo create the high-quality design of the
Phelps family village. We could get a less expensive strip mall type of development thot
would be both ugly and uniikely to ativact high-quality fenanis thot our community really
wants,

Thank you for your cpnsideration.

F>_f

Brent Hoeft

KK-1
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KK. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRENT HOEFT

KX-1: The commenter states support for the Project, however disagrees with the DEIR’s conclusion that

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 and
transportation and global climate change, but the DEIR 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/or
services to reduce traffic on SR-68, and would not produce sufficient revenue to support
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 is
acceptable for an alternative to reduce the size and scope of a project, even though it might not
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 DEIR will not be revised to
include the recommendation.
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Osorio, Luis x5177

From: Brent Hoeft [Brent@tricord.net] ' T:;\‘ ERELYER
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 8:58 AM ~ T T =H ]

o Lui UoJUL 15200 i/
To: Osorio, Luis x5177 JUL Lo dUiu =
Subject: Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village . MONTEREY COUNTY
Mr. Osorio, ! PLANNING DEPARTMENT

!

As a home owner in the Serra Village/Toro subdivision, my wife and | would apprecxate the opportunity B .
to attend all public meetings regarding this project. . ) LiL-1_

For any correspondence, my address is: Brent & Amanda Hoeft
' 20231 Portola Drive
Salinas, CA 93908

e

Thanks again for your time.

Brent Hoeft | Sales Manager

TriCord Tradeshow Services

738 Neeson Rd. Marina, CA 93933

p: 831.883.8600 | f: 831.883.8686 | c: 831.320.5797
www.tricord.net

b‘% piease consider the environment before printing this 2mail.

Tl A A
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LL. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BRENT AND AMANDA HOEFT

LL-1: Asrequested, the commenter shall receive notices pertaining to all public meetmgs regarding the
proposed project when they are available.
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Osorio, Luis x5177

From: JOHN KEITHLY Uandbkeithly@sbcg]oﬁai,net]

Sent:  Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:39 PM : =
To: Osorio, Luis x6177 D E @ E H M E
Ce: phelpstamily@corraldetierra.com + JUL 142010
Subject: Corral de Tieira Neighborhood Retail Village MONTEREY COUNTY
Dear Sir PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1 am writing in support of the proposed development of the Phelps family property, at the comner of Highway 68
and Corral de Tierra Road. A neighborhood shopping center is sorely needed in our community, especially now
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 50 welcome. The central, easily accessible location is a natural for a small retail center. it MM-1
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 community
without detracting from the rural atmosphere. Why don't we? The land has been zoned commercial for decades.
From the plans and information | 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 iwelve year residents of this beautiful area, we urge approval of this much needed project.
Sincerely, John and Bonnie Keithly

13265 Corte Lindo
Corral de Tierra, Ca 93908

07/14/2010
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MM. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOHN AND BONNIE
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 of
gas and the traffic along SR-68, the proposed project would be welcome and would enhance the

area’s sense of community. The commenter urges the County to approve the project. Comment
Noted.
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Osorio, Luis x5177

Page 1 of 2

ﬂ: Stefan Konderski [stiwkot@sbcglobal.net]

Sent:  Thursday, July 08, 2010 4:13 PM _
To: Osorio, Luis x56177 . E @ E ﬂ W E
+ Subject: Fw: The planned development of the shopping center - PLN020344 JUL-08 2010
MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
July 8, 2010

Stefan and Yvonne Konderski
23799 — 41 Monterey-Salinas Hwy

Corral de Tierra, CA 93908
Luis Osorio
Planuing Department
Monterey County
168 West Alisal Street , 224 Floor
Salinas , CA 93901 VIA Mail and email osorial@co.monterey.ca.us

RE: The planned development of Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village (PLN020344)
Dear Mr. Osorio:

re l My wife and T have lived at Corral de Tierra Villas Homeowners Association, a
iw_.€lopment of 63 condo-type homes since 1998. Our complex is adjacent to the planned project
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 pool/spa, tennis/basketball court, a
clubhouse, and a large green commen 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 68
and Corral de Tierra Road . Due to this proximity, we would be most directly affected by the
planned shopping center.

1. Traffic Although the EIR addresses the traffic impact of the project at the
intersections of SR-68 and Laureles Grade and SR-68 and Corral de TierraRd. ,
nowhere does the EIR address the impact on the residents of 63 homes at The Villas
Homeowners Association development. Everyday we struggle to exit our residences onto
SR-68 due to heavy eastbound traffic coming from the Monterey direction and that
turning east from Corral de Tierra Rd. The Mitigation Measure 4.12.2 of the EIR calls
for a 60 foot deep driveway off SR68 leading to/from the shopping center on its
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 center
turning east (toward Salinas) substantially increasing our current problems in exiting the
complex and increasing our residents’ risk of accidents and/or delays in getting to their
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 be
eliminated. If all traffic to/from the shopping center were to enter and exit from Corxal

07/08/2010

NN-1




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

3. Size of the shopping center. Due to the general rural character of the surrounding
area, the lifestyle of its residents, and the increased traffic concermns, we further submit
that you approve the project on the condition that the developer reduces its size according
to the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative, as recommended by EIR.

NN-3

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

Respectfully,

Sée Al bd
Stefan Konderski
Resident and member of the Board of Directors

Yoarrrne Koadersl

Yvonne Konderski, resident

() Corral de Tierra Villas :
N 23799-41 Monterey-Salinas Hwy
Corral de Tierra, CA 93908
(831) 484-6461
stiwkot@sbeglobal net
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NN. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STEFAN AND YVONNE

NN-1:

NN-2:

NN-3:

KONDERSKI

The commenter states that DEIR 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 feels
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 driveway
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 light
at SR-68 and Corral de Tierra Road. See Response to Comments O-1 and O-2

The commenter expresses concerns over the request to remove the B-8 Overlay on the subject
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 rendering
the overlay useless. The commenter states that unless the project pumps less or equal to water it
recharges, then the only sensible alternative it the LEED Silver Reduce Water Consumption/Full
Recharge Alternative. See Response to Comment O-5

The commenter expresses the belief that the Shopping Center is designed on too grand a scale for
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) seems
to limit the size more appropriately. See Response to Comment O-6.
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