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Chapter 1. Introduction 

This final draft environmental impact report (EIR.) has been prepared pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines. CEQA requires that 
all state and local government agencies consider the environmental consequences of projects over 
which they have discretionary authority before taking action on those projects. 

The purpose of this EIR. is to analyze the environmental effects of the proposed project and 
to identify measures and alternatives to the project that would reduce or avoid significant 
environmental impacts resulting from the project. CEQA requires that each public agency mitigate 
or avoid significant effects on the environment of projects it approves or implements, whenever it is 
feasible to do so. 

The EIR. must also disclose significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided, growth­
inducing impacts, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative impacts. 

An EIR. is an informational document used in the planning and decision-making process. It 
is not the purpose of the EIR to recommend either approval or denial of the project. 

SCOPE OF THE EIR 

Notice of Preparation 

Two notices of preparation (NOP) for the draft EIR. were prepared ( one for the combined 
development permit which consists of a tentative map, General Development Plans Permit, and Use 
Permits and the other for the combined development permit for the golf trail) by the Monterey County 
Planning and Building Inspection Department pursuant to Section 15082 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. The NOPs and comments are included as Appendix A to this final draft EIR.. The 
following agencies and individuals submitted comments on the NOP: 

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region; 
• Monterey Peninsula Water Management District; 
• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District; 
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• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments; 
• Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District; 
• Monterey County Department of Health; 
• Monterey County Water,Resources Agency; 
• Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission; 
• Monterey County Department of Public Works; 
• Richard and Eleanor Avila; 
• Dick Heuer; 
• Bruce Dormody, San Clemente Rancho; 
• Patrick L. Dormody; and 
• Sierra Club, Ventana Chapter. 

Issues Addressed 

Based on the responses to the NOPs and a review of site conditions and the proposed project, 
the following issues are addressed in this EIR: 

• project consistency with relevant plans and policies, including the Monterey County 
General Plan (GP), the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (GMPAP) and 
amendments including Monterey County Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 93-115, 
the Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP), the Carmel Area Land Use Plan, Local Coastal 
Program, and the Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan; 

• socioeconomics, including the effects of population, housing, and economics associated 
with the proposed project; 

• geology, minerals, and soils, including seismic, grading, and erosion impacts, and the 
effects of on the gravel quarries in the project vicinity;_ 

• groundwater, including effects on the groundwater basin hydrology and water quality; 

• surface water, including effects on drainage, runoff, and water quality; 

• biological resources, including effects on vegetation, wildlife, fisheries, and special-status 
species; 

• visual resources, including the changes in views from scenic highways and sensitive 
viewsheds; 

• traffic, including the effects on state facilities, local roadways, and intersections; 
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• air quality, including the effects on the air basin and local sensitive receptors; 

• noise, including the effects on existing land uses adjacent to the project site; 

• public services, including the effects on water, wastewater, schools, parks, and recreation, 
electricity, fire protection, and law enforcement; 

• cultural resources, including the effects on archaeological and historical artifacts in the 
area; and 

• cumulative impacts. 

APPROVAL PROCESS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The decision-making process for the proposed project involves three advisory or decision­
making agencies. The subdivision committee is an advisory agency and will conduct a hearing to 
consider the combined development permit, the tentative map, and EIR.. The committee will make 
a recommendation to approve or deny the project to the Monterey County Pianning Commission, also 
an advisory agency for this project. The planning commission will conduct a hearing to consider the 
two combined development permits, the tentative map, and EIR. and will then make a 
recommendation to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. The board of supervisors, the 
decision-making agency, will conduct a hearing to consider the project and EIR. arid will then decide 
whether: 

• to certify the EIR. as legally adequate and 
• to approve the project. 

INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

This EIR will be used by the aforementioned committees and boards, including the subdivision 
committee, the planning commission and the board of supervisors, to provide information about the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. In addition, the EIR will also be used by the County 
of Monterey in its discretionary approval processes for the project. The EIR will be reviewed by the 
following responsible and trustee agencies for the issuance of permits and for comments on the 
project's environmental impacts and mitigation measures: 

• California Department of Transp~rtation, which will review the EIR to assess impacts on 
state facilities; 
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• California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region, which will 
review the EIR to assess impacts on water quality and the project's compliance with water 
quality standards; 

• California Coastal Commission, which has jurisdiction over resources in the coastal zone; 

• California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), which will review the EIR to assess 
impacts ori biological resources and as a basis to enter into a streambed alteration 
agreement if one is needed to implement the project; 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), which will review the EIR to assess impacts on 
jurisdictional wetlands (the proposed project may require a Section 404 permit to fill any 
jurisdictional wetlands onsite ); 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), which will review the EIR to assess impacts on 
any federally listed species, candidate species, or species of special concerns (if the 
proposed project adversely affects these species, a permit from USFWS tnay be necessary 
to implement the proposed project); 

• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD), which will review the 
EIR to assess the proposed project's impacts on air quality and its consistency with the 
Air Quality Management Program for the Monterey Bay region; 

• Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD), which will review the EIR 
to assess impacts on water supply; 

• Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), which will review the 
project for consistency with its policies for formation of county service areas; 

• Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), which will review the EIR to 
assess impacts on the groundwater basin hydrology and water quality and surface water 
drainage; 

• Monterey County Health Department, which will review the EIR to determine whether 
an adequate water supply and wastewater treatment system will exist to serve the site; 

• Monterey County Department of Parks, which will review the EIR to determine the 
impacts on parks and recreation; and 
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• Monterey County Department of Public Works, which will review the EIR. to assess 
traffic impacts and sewage disposal. 

• Monterey Penirzsula Regional Park District, which will review the EIR to assess the open 
space component of the comprehensive development plan and associated impacts. 

The EIR will also be used by interested individuals and groups to review the environmental 
impacts of the proposed project and recommended mitigation measures. 
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Chapter 2. Project Description 

LOCATION 

Regional Location 

The project site, known as Rancho San Carlos, encompasses approximately 20,000 acres 
located in western Monterey County. The site is located approximately 2-10 miles south of Carmel 
Valley and 5 miles east of the Pacific Ocean (Figure 2-1). Rancho San Carlos Road and Robinson 
Canyon Road, which extend south from Carmel Valley Road, currently provide access to the site 
(Figure 2-2). 

The.project region has a varied topography of valleys, flat lands, rolling hills, and steep slopes, 
with San Francisquito Flat occupying the south-central portion of the project site. Topography on 
the site ranges in elevation from 3,000 feet along the southwest boundary to approximately 30 feet 
on the floor of the Carmel Valley in the north. The ridges and valleys generally trend northwest­
southeast. 

Site Location 

The project site is bounded by the Carmel Valley on the north and northeast and by relatively 
undeveloped land on all other sides, except for recreational development of approximately 200 cabins 
at San Clemente Rancho and White Rock Club to the south and southeast. The site encompasses a 
portion of the Sarita Lucia Range southwest of the Carmel River. The property includes many of the 
drainage basins of Hitchcock Canyon, Las Garzas Creek, Potrero Canyon, Robinson Canyon, and San 

· Clemente Creek, all tributaries of the Carmel River, and San Jose Creek, which flows into Carmel Bay 
just north of Point Lobos. 

Lands surrounding the approximately 20,000-acre site have a variety of uses, including 
ranching, public and private recreation and open space, and residential and second-home 
development. Public and private recreation and open space uses surround the project site to the east 
and south, with the more urbanized lands located north of the site in the Carmel Valley (Figures 2-2 
and 3-2). 
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Rancho San Carlos Partnership is the applicant, and its project objective is to secure . 
approval for two combined development permits to create a project known as the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. The partnership seeks to establish a permanent preserve for native plant and wildlife habitat 
while pursuing limited development ( e.g., housing, visitor-serving accommodations, commercial and 
recreation facilities) of the least environmentally sensitive land. The full plan proposes a maximum· 
of 150 visitor-serving units; 297 market rate lots; 53 employee housing units; and commercial, 
equestrian, and recreational uses on 2,000 acres ("settled lands"). Open space/"preserve lands" 
constitute the remaining 17,815 acres of the site (Figure 2-2). 

BACKGROUND 

Over the past 4 years, the landowner, the Rancho San Carlos Partnership, has undertaken a 
comprehensive planning effort to inventory and understand the natural resources of the site. 
Following this analysis, the partnership devised a conceptual plan with the goals of placing a limited 
amount of development on the land and supporting the protection and enhancement of the natural 
resource systems. 

In March 1993, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors, recognizing the unique natural 
and scenic resources ofRancho San Carlos, adopted Resolution No. 93-115, amen.ding the GMPAP 
to designate that portion of the ranch included within the GMP AP area as a "Comprehensive Planned 
Use" area. 

To carry out that designation, the board required that a comprehensive development plan be 
prepared for the entire site, which would include lands within the GMP AP area and those additional 
portions of land located outside the GMP AP area within the CVMP area and the CZ. Specifically, 
Board Resolution No. 93-115 states that: 

• particular attention be given toward siting so that planning development is compatible 
with existing resources and adjacent land uses; 

• the total density included in the entire comprehensive development plan does not exceed 
150 visitor accommodation units and 350 single-family residential dwelling units; and 

• the comprehensive development plan shall include an open space component specifically 
describing the manner in which at least 14,467 acres of Rancho San Carlos will be 
retained in perpetuity for grazing, recreation, and resource conservation. 
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Board Resolution No. 93-115 established the framework for the Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership to continue planning for the site in accord with the objectives of preserving the natural 
setting while providing for a limited amount of development. This framework resulted in the 
applicant's plan for a community preserve that includes the following components: 

• 90% of the land, or approximately 18,000 acres, including the property's natural 
resources, is proposed to be set aside as "preserve lands" to maintain the vitality and 
character of the overall landscape; and 

• 100/o of the land, or approximately 2,000 acres, is proposed to be developed as "settled 
lands" for housing, recreation areas, and a community center. 

Together, the "preserve lands" and the "settled lands" constitute the community preserve 
known as the Santa Lucia Preserve (Figure 2-3). The comprehensive development plan prepared for 
the Santa Lucia Preserve documents resources of the ranch and identifies guiding principles for their 
conservation and protection. The plan also addresses development compatibility, along with defined 
land use and phasing program for each of the three county planning areas, and proposes a system of 
development standards to guide design, siting, and construction of all buildings, roads, landscape, and 
infrastructure improvements in response to existing county policy and the unique natural and scenic 
resources of the ranch. 

A resource management plan was also prepared for the Santa Lucia Preserve in response to 
Board Resolution No. 93-115. This plan details the applicant's method of conservation through the 
establishment of the Santa Lucia Conservancy. According to the plan, the preserve lands will be 
owned and managed through two organizations: the Santa Lucia Conservancy (the Conservancy) 
and the Stewardship Company. The functions of each are described briefly below: 

• The Conservancy will be organized as an independent nonprofit corporation to oversee, 
govern, and control the resource management of the Santa Lucia Preserve. As proposed, 
the Conservancy will also coordinate public access to the site through ongoing education 
and interpretive programs and publicly licensed trails. 

• The Stewardship Company will be a separate but wholly owned subsidiary of the 
Conservancy, responsible under contract with the Conservancy for implementing all 
resource management, scientific, and educational objectives of the Conservancy. 
Additionally, the Stewardship Company will conduct commercial, recreational, and 
community-serving responsibilities, including fire protection and security services, 
operations and maintenance of the water and wastewater facilities and roads under 
contract to the ranch county service area (CSA), landscape maintenance services for 
homeowners, and a native plant materials nursery. 
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EXISTING ThIPROVEMENTS 

Most of the Rancho San Carlos property is undeveloped. Access to the site is currently 
provided by Rancho San Carlos Road, a 10-mile paved private rural road, and Robinson Canyon 
Road, a 9-mile paved county road. Internal access is provided by over 100 miles of existing ranch 
roads. Stock ponds are scattered throughout the property. Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) and Pacific Telephone (PacTel) easements cross the site, and power and telephone services 
are available on portions of the property. Cattle grazing has occurred on the site for two centuries. 

Land uses that presently occupy the site include the ranch house, guest accommodations, 
offices, and employee housing, as well as ranch operation facilities, including barns, stables, and 
equestrian facilities. A total of 14 existing and approved dwelling units are on the property. These 
units include the ranch house, auxiliary buildings with 16 guest rooms, a dining room, kitchen, two 
meeting rooms, and approximately 1,000 square feet of office space, which is used by employees and 
guests of the ranch. 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The project proposed for the Rancho San Carlos property is detailed in the applicant's 
comprehensive development plan (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a). The comprehensive 
development plan includes 20,000 acres within the GMPAP, CVMP, and the Carmel Area CZ. At 
this time, the applicant is seeking entitlements to only those portions of the site within the GMP AP 
area and has submitted applications for combined development permits that cover 16,541 acres of 
Rancho San Carlos within the GMP AP area. The combined development permit applications include 
interrelated entitlements and permits necessary to implement the policies for Rancho San Carlos, 
which are stat~ in the Monterey County GP (1982 i-992), the GMPAP, and the Santa Lucia Preserve 
Comprehensive Development Plan (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a). 

This EIR evaluates the entire comprehensive development plan; however, approvals would 
be granted only for uses within the GMP AP as described in the combined development permit 
applications. The application for PC94067 (incorporated herein by reference) includes: 

• a vesting tentative map to create 266 lots and 31 parcels (Figure 2-4); 

• a rezoning of portions of the Santa Lucia Preserve within the GMP AP area; 

• general development plans for portions of the GMP AP area where resident-serving 
commercial, recreational facilities, and visitor accommodations are planned (Figure 2-5) 
( see also Appendix G which contains the site plans and the fact sheets for the general 
development plans); and 
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• major use permits for some of the nonresidential uses provided for in the G:MP AP, 
including a tertiary treatment plant (Appendix G), tree removal, and limited development 
on slopes in excess of 30% (see also Appendix H). 

A separate combined development permit application for the golf trail (PC94218), 
(incorporated herein by reference) includes three use permits for: 

• a golf trail, practice range, clubhouse, and tree removal (Appendix I); 
• ridgeline development for the clubhouse; and 
• reduction in parking requirements. 

The project applicant intends to propose that the official name of Dormody Rood be changed 
to San Clemente Road, which is its previous name. For clarity and because all application materials 
refer to the road as San Clemente Road, the text of this document has been revised to refer to the 
road as San Clemente Road (Dormody Road). 

Proposed Land Uses on the Project Site 

The proposed comprehensive development plan consists of the following types of land uses. 

Residential Uses 

The project will contain 350 residential units consisting of single-family lots and some 
multifamily housing units for employees. Residential development will be restricted to a building 
envelope called a "homeland". All built improvements related to a house other than the supporting 
infrastructure would be constructed within the homeland. A range of lot sizes from 2 to 
approximately 100 acres would be created, each with a specific homeland envelope of 1-5 acres. 
Outside the prescribed homeland, the remaining portion of the lot, known as "openland", will be 
generally left in open space except for drives, trails, and utilities, subject to a conservation easement 
owned and managed by the Conservancy. 

The comprehensive development plan states that 15% of all housing (53 units) will be 
inclusionary in compliance with the Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. 
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Visitor Accommodations 

A lodge and an expanded hacienda will be operated at the center of the ranch community. 
These facilities will provide lodging, meal service, meeting rooms, and other guest services for lodge 
and ranch guests. The hacienda, comprising the existing main ranch house and its guest house, will 
be remodeled and expanded to provide dining facilities and a total of 40 rooms. The lodge would be 
a 110-room full-service visitor accommodation facility located north of the hacienda overlooking San 
Francisquito Flat. 

Ranch Center 

The ranch center will provide residential-serving uses such as a post office, grocery store, ga,s 
station, retail stores, and offices. In. addition, a portion: of the inclusionary housing ( eight units) 
would be accommodated within the ranch center. 

Conservancy \ 

; 

The conservancy 'Vill provide a library, gallery, meeting rooms, multipurpose room, and 
administration building within the ranch center. 

Open Space 

Open space refers to the approximately 18,000 acres, which will be set aside as "preserve 
lands" and maintained through a resource management plan to safeguard the natural resources of the 
site. The resource management plan includes . measures· to protect resources during project 
implementation and in perpetuity. The resource plan was developed based on an inventory of 
resources, a forest management plan, fire safety management plan, and a cattle grazing plan, herein 
incorporated by reference .. 

Recreational Facilities 

Recreational facilities will consist of resident-serving facilities such as a sporting center with 
swimming and tennis facilities, located near the ranch center; an employee recreation center, with a 
play field, swimming pool, basketball court, tot lot, picnic facilities, and 2,000-square-foot 
multipurpose building located adjacent to the junction of Rancho San Carlos Road and Robinson 
Canyon Road; an equestrian center including stables, arenas, and paddocks, located adjacent to the 
sporting center; and a golf trail. The golf trail facility proposes to accommodate 15,000 rounds of 
golf per year, a 15,000-square-foot clubhouse, and a driving range. 
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Service/Operations 

This use consists of ranch management, security, maintenance, and operations. 

Public Trails 

Two public trails are proposed to be licensed to an appropriate public agency: a new public 
trail to link the Pen.on Peak area with existing trails in Garland Ranch Regional Park and a segment 
of the proposed Carmel Valley trail, which would cross the northern edge of the site parallel to the 
Carmel River. Refer to Chapter 16, "Public Services and Utilities", for additional discussion of these 
trails. Specific alignments have not been identified and would require additional environmental review 
before they are constructed. 

Tertiary Treatment Plant 

A tertiary treatment facility (see Appendix G) is included in the comprehensive development 
plan. The wastewater treatment facility ( on Lot 261) will generate up to 70,000 gallons per day (gpd) 
of irrigation-quality water. 

Site Improvements 

Implementation of any required onsite and offsite infrastructure improvements and ancillary 
facilities will also be incorporated into overall project phasing. Proposed improvements include the 
following: 

• Water supply. Domestic and fire flow water supply will be provided by a community 
water system coordinated and managed on a ranchwide basis by a CSA or other public 
entity through a system of deep wells, ~d storage and distribution facilities constructed 
by the developer. Irrigation water supply for the golf trail will be provided from 
reclaimed domestic wastewater, recycled irrigation water, and rainfall. 

• Wastewater system. Most of the lots would be served by individual septic tanks and leach 
field system. The ranch center, conservancy, lodge, hacienda, sports center, equestrian 
center, ranch operations center, employee recreation center, the golf trail clubhouse, 
The ranch centet and some of the lots in the vicinity 78 market-rate, 44 inclusionary, and 
12 noninclusionary employee homes would be served by a tertiary treatment facility. 
(See Table 4 of the Golf Trail Water Supply Plan) Treated effluent from the treatment 
plan would be used for onsite irrigation and landscape and golf trail irrigation. The 
applicant has prepared a wastewater disposal plan for the project. 
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• Road maintenance. Road maintenance services for all paved and unpaved roads will be 
provided by the Stewardship Company under contract to the CSA. 

• Utilities. All new and existing utility service will be placed underground in accordance 
with county policy and located within road rights-of-way and driveways wherever 
feasible. Natural gas would not be distributed within the preserve. Power and telephone 
services are available on portions of the site. Telephone, cable, and other communication 
services would be provided in a common trench. 

• Solid waste. Solid waste will be collected by the Carmel Valley Disposal Service and 
delivered to the Monterey Regional Waste Management District (MRWMD) landfill 
facility located north of the City of Marina. MRWMD operates a recycling program that 
will be incorporated in the collection system at the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

• Emergency services. Security, communications, emergency, and fire protection services 
will be provided by the Stewardship Company under contracts with the CSA. Fire 
protection would be augmented by a trained volunteer fire department made up of 
employees and residents of the preserve. The Monterey County SherifPs Department 
would have primary responsibilities for law enforcement within the preserve. 

• Ranch operations. A new ranch operations center will be built at the intersection of 
Rancho San Carlos Road and Robinson Canyon Road to provide a new centralized 
location for Santa Lucia Preserve operations.· Many of the operations to be located here 
already occur at other locations on the ranch as a part of existing resource management 
activities. 

• Quarry, aggregate borrow site, Quarries, rock crusher and portable asphalt plant. 
Materials such as Carmel stone, granite, and aggregate will be quarried, processed, and 

· stored onsite for use in the construction of the proposed project. The location of the 
quarry and borrow site are quarries is described in Chapter 6, "Geology and Minerals". 

All road improvements, which may be required as a condition of approval of any discretionary 
entitlement, shall be installed and constructed phase by phase or guaranteed through an appropriate 
adequately secured agreement before the issuance of building permits. Off site improvements may be 
provided through the payment of appropriate fees and/or an agreement with the county to participate 
in improvement financing techniques. 

Additional uses that would fall within the CVMP · arid CZ boundaries are residential uses, 
which include market rate single•.family homes, inclusionary multifamily units, and employee housing. 
These uses will require further environmental review when specific permit applications are proposed 
but are evaluated in this BIR based on the amount of information available describing these uses. 

Prior landowners had filed water rights applications with the SWRCB for winter on-stream 
storage of 6,000 acre-feet per year in the San Jose Creek watershed (application 29281), winter on-
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stream storage of 6,000 acre-feet per year in the Las Garzas Creek watershed (applications 29282 
and 29283), and combined year-round diversion from wells in the Carmel River alluvial aquifer of 
386 acre-feet per year (applications 30149, 30150, and 30154). These applications were associated 
with an earlier proposal for developing Rancho San Carlos, in which the water supply for the 
development was to be obtained by impounding and diverting surface water. In the present 
proposal, water will be supplied by a nenvork of wells, and large surface water storage facilities will 
not be needed Consequently, the applications probably will be withdrawn, except that the 
application for Las Garzas Creek will be used to cover the existing impoundment at Moore 's Lake, 
which is presently unauthorized. For practical purposes, the application will be for impoundment 
only. There are no diversions from Moore's Lake and the water level remains essentially constant. 
The only consumptive use is evaporation from the lake surface. 

Project Phasing 

Implementation of the project will be accomplished in 24 phases, with full build out expected 
to require 20 years or more. Development will be initiated within the Grvu> AP area, followed by 
subsequent development in the CVMP and CZ areas. Conveyance of parcels to the Santa Lucia 
Conservancy will take place in conjunction with recordation of final maps for each phase. 
Conservation easements on the openlands will be conveyed to the Conservancy phase by phase upon 
recordation of final maps. At any stage of development, inclusionary housing in an amount equal to 
or greater than 15% of the total completed units will be provided. The combined development permit 
application includes only general development plans for the land uses described above. Specific use 
permits will be required at a later stage of the project. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The project applicant is proposing to several mitigation measures to reduce impacts of the 
proposed project. These measures are listed within the relevant sections of the EIR, and some of 
which are not assumed to be part of the project description. Following the discussion of a particular 
significant impact, the EIR discusses whether the applicant is proposing a mitigation measure to 
reduce the level of significance of that impact. If so, the EIR identifies that measure as the 
"Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure". If the applicant's proposed mitigation measure would 
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, no additional mitigation measures are recommended. 
In contrast, if the applicant's proposed mitigation measure would not reduce the impact to a less-than­
significant level, "Additional Mitigation Measures" are recommended. 

In addition, the applicant has proposed a mitigation monitoring program (Appendix B) that 
has been modified to include the additional mitigation measures included in this EIR. The applicant's 
proposed mitigation measures are assumed to include the monitoring recommendation specified in 
the applicant's monitoring program. 
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VESTING TENTATIVE MAP 

The combined development permit application includes an application for a vesting tentative 
subdivision map for the 16,541 acres of Rancho San Carlos within the GMPAP area (Figure 2-4). 
The vesting tentative map provides for the creation of 254 residential lots providing for 297 
residential units consisting of239 market rate single-family lots and 15 lots for 58 single-family and 
multifamily housing units for employees (including 14 replacement units for existing or approved farm 
employee housing), of which 53 will be inclusionary units. 

In addition, the vesting tentative map proposes to create 31 parcels comprising 9,300± acres 
of open space "wildlands" and 12 lots comprising 519± acres for nonresidential uses (resident-serving 
commercial, recreational facilities, visitor accommodations and operations services). 

The vesting tentative map has been revised by the applicant to address septic requirements 
of the County Environmental Health Division and soils, geologic, and aesthetic considerations 
raised in the draft EIR. The revised vesting tentative map is found in Appendix J. 

ZONING 

The entire portion of the Rancho San Carlos property that falls within the GMP AP area is 
currently zoned Resource Conservation (RC) with a 40'-acre per unit density, Design Control (D), 
and a Site Plan Review (S) overlay zoning. In addition, two small Historic Resource District (HR) 
overlays exist for the San Francisquito Adobe and the Wright/ Stevenson Cabin. 

Monterey County Planning staff has recommended the following zoning designations for 
portions of the Santa Lucia Preserve: 

• Ranch center and the sporting center, be zoned as LC-D (Light Commercial/Design 
Control) and subject to the development standards established by Title 21, Chapters 18 
and 44 of Monterey County Code; 

• Ranch operations center and the employee recreation center be zoned as HC-D (Heavy 
Commercial/Design Control) and subject to the development standards established by 
Title 21, Chapters 20 and 44; 

• Hacienda and the lodge be zoned as VO-D (Visitor Serving/Professional Office/Design . 
Control) and subject to the development standards established by Title 21, Chapters 22 
and 44; 

• Tertiary treatment plant, the equestrian center, and the golf trail, and the open space 
parcels retain the existing RC-D-S (Resource Conservation/Design Control/Site. Plan 
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Review) zoning, subject to the development standards established by Title 21, Chapters 
36 and 45; 

• Inclusionary housing units on Lots 28 through 32, Lots 62, 63, 64, and 93 be zoned as 
:MDR-B6-D (Medium-Density Residential/Building Site/Design Control), and subject to 
the development standards established by Title 21, Chapters 12, 42, and 44; and 

• All other proposed residential lots (except those referred to above) be zoned as LDR-B6-
D (Low-Density Residential/Building Site/Design Control), and subject to the 
development standards established for such zoning by Monterey County Code Title 21, 
Chapters 14, 42, and 44. 

In addition, the following groups of lots should have a height limit imposed as part of the 
zoning to avoid potential for ridgeline development or to reduce potential for visual impact. Unless 
otherwise noted, this height limit should be 24 feet high. 

VTM Sheet #8: 

VTM Sheet #IO: 

VTM Sheet #11: 

VTM Sheet #13: 

Lots 224, 225, and 226 

Lot 134 
Lots 28, 29, 30, and 31 (18-foot height limit) 
Lot 27 (16-foot height limit) 

Lots 251, 253, and 254 

Lots 65, 77, 83, and 84 

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLANS 

Under the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, all development within the Light Commercial 
(LC), the Heavy Commercial (HC), and the Visitor-Serving/Professional Office (VO) zoning districts 
requires approval of a general development plan prior to the establishment of any development within 
the district. General development plans are intended to address the general long-range development 
and operation of improvements on a parcel in excess of I acre. General development plans may be 
applied for and approved prior to or concurrently with approval of any other required permits for 
development. 

The combined development permit application for the Santa Lucia Preserve includes 
applications for approval of six general development plans for the lodge, the hacienda, the ranch 
center, the sporting center, the ranch operations center, and the employee recreation center. 
Following approval of general development plans, specific use permits for each will be required 
before the use can be established. The requirement of a general development plan for the tertiary 
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treatment plant was waived because the application includes a specific use permit application for that 
facility. 

Details concerning the uses covered by the general development plans, including site plans, 
are contained in Appendix G. 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS 

The combined development permit application includes applications for conditional use 
permits for the tertiary treatment plant, tree removal, and limited development on slopes in excess of 
30%. In addition, a separate combined development permit application (PC94218) includes three use 
permits for the golf trail, practice range, clubhouse, and tree removal; for ridgeline development for 
the clubhouse; and for a reduction in parking requirements for the clubhouse. 

Tertiary Treatment Plant 

,.A 6±-acre parcel to the east of the equestrian center (Lot 261) is proposed for a 70,000_± gpd 
wastewater treatment facility. The facility is proposed to contain a fully automated three-pass 
trickling filter system with rapid sand filters, chlorination, full redundancy, odor control and standby 
power, all contained in a 3,000± square foot building. Peripheral facilities include a 3-day emergency 
raw sewage storage tank and a 120-day treated water storage facility. The treatment plant will serve 
the ranch center, the hacienda, the lodge, the sporting center, the equestrian center, the employee 
recreation center, the ranch operations center, and approximately 94 residential lots in the vicinity of 
the core facilities. The treated and reclaimed effluent may be used initially for wetland and riparian 
rehabilitation programs, and ultimately for golf course irrigation. 

Details concerning the tertiary treatment plant, including site plans, are contained m 
Appendix G. 

Tree Removal 

Under the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, a use permit is required for the removal of 
oak and certain other protected trees in designated zoning districts. 

The combined development permit application for the Santa Lucia Preserve includes an 
application for a use permit to remove an estimated 1,480 trees within the 16,541± acres of the 
GMP AP area. Of the trees to be removed, an estimated 4 51 will be removed to provide homesites, 
and 1,029 will be lost due to road and driveway construction. Seventy-one percent of the trees to 
be removed are coast live oaks. Two redwoods will be removed in connection with the widening of 
Rancho San Carlos Road. 
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Details concerning the proposed tree removarare included in the Forest Management Plan 
(Ralph Osterling Consultants 1994a, b) submitted with the combined development permit application. 

Development on Slopes in Excess of 30% 

Under the Monterey County General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance, development on slopes 
in excess of 30% requires a use permit. 

The combined development permit application for the Santa Lucia Preserve includes an 
application for a use permit to allow existing roads crossing slopes in excess of 30% to be improved, 
and to allow some new driveways to cross short distances of slope in excess of 30%. The application 
proposes 25 road segments, totaling 21,975 linear feet of roadway, to cross slopes in excess of 30%. 

A key map showing the locations for which this use permit is sought, tables identifying each 
road segment and applicable county policies, and drawings of the type of road improvements 
proposed in each case are contained in Appendix H. 

The Golf Trail Facility 

The golf trail facility is proposed as a low-volume play (15,000 rounds per year), private 
18-hole golf course, including a 15,000± square foot clubhouse and a driving range. Located on 
three parcels of the "settled lands" (Lots 264, 265, and 266) in the Touche and San Clemente 
planning areas, the golf trail is designed to combine a challenging golf experience with a 5. 5±-mile 
walking trail through many of the natural resources of the preserve. The design of the golf trail 
minimizes the use of motorized carts and also minimizes the area of high maintenance/irrigated turf. 
Of the 337± total acres within the golf trail parcels, 125± acres will be mown grass, of which 71± 
acres· will be irrigated turf The areas of "rough" surrounding the turf will be used by the 
Conservancy for continued experimentation with the program for reestablishment of native California 
grasses. The combined development pe~t application for the golf trail includes an integrated golf 
course management plan, a water quality protection plan, and a water supply plan. This proposes a 
combination of reclaimed domestic wastewater, diffuse stormwater runoff from the golf trail irrigated 
turf areas, and groundwater wells as sources of irrigation for the course. 

The application for the golf trail includes a use permit for the removal of 136 trees in 
connection with the construction of the golf trail. Of these, 106 22-S are valley oak; 13 :3-B are coast 
live oak; 11 tz are black oak; and the remaining six tB are bay, madrone, and sycamore., and willow. 
Seventy-eight of the trees to be removed are "landmark" oak trees (i.e., trees measuring 24 inches 
and larger in girth 24 inches above ground). Details regarding tree removal and the tree replacement 
program for the golf trail are included in the Tree Management Plan (Ralph Osterling Consultants 
1994b) contained in the golf trail application on file with the county. 
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The application for the golf trail also includes a use permit for ridgeline development. A small 
portion of the clubhouse roofline has been found to have the potential to create a silhouette when 
viewed from Robinson Canyon Road. In such cases, a use permit is required in order to ensure that 
a substantially adverse visual impact is avoided. The clubhouse is approximately 85 feet by 146 feet 
in maximum plan dimension and will include dining facilities and a lounge, a board room, locker 
rooms, and upper and lower terraces. Details regarding the clubhouse design, including site plans, 
dnd floor plans, and elevations; are contained in Appendix I. A visual analysis is included in the golf 
trail application on file with the county. 

In order to reduce potential site disturbance, the applicant proposes that the parking lot 
located to the north side of the clubhouse be reduc.ed from the ±87 parking spaces prescribed by 
ordinance, to ±40 spaces. The Monterey County Zoning Ordinance provides that the parking 
standard may be modified by use permit in cases where circumstances show that reduced parking will 
be adequate because of specific features of the use, the site or the site vicinity. 

APPLICABLE PLANS 

The entire property is within three planning areas: the GMP AP, the CVMP, and the CZ. This 
BIR assesses the consistency of the proposed comprehensive development plan with these and other 
applicable plans described in Chapter 3, "Land Use". The combined development permit area is 
located exclusively within the GMP AP area and is not subject to the CVMP or the Carmel Area 
Valley Land Use Plan. Some of the proposed road improvements, however, will be located in the 
CVMP area. 

Monterey County General Plan 

The GP is a long-range, comprehensive plan addressing all aspects of future growth, 
development, and conservation in the county. It was adopted by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors in September 1982 and subsequently amended on several occasions. At the countywide 
level, the plan designates all proposed major land uses by one of seven basic designations:. residential, 
commercial, industrial, agricultural, resource conservation, public/quasi-public, and transportation. 

Under the agricultural designation, the Rancho San Carlos property is specifically mentioned 
with a notation that the property may be considered for development of a "rural village". According 
to the GP, allowable Uses for Rancho San Carlos may consist of residential, visitor accommodation, 
community shopping, and recreational uses ·on approximately 2,500 acres. The balance of 
approximately 17,500 acres should be retained in grazing, recreation, and resource conservation. 
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Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and Amendments 

The GMP AP, a component of the GP, is one of eight area plans that address local issues. It 
was adopted by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors in December 1987 and subsequently 
amended in March 1993. As an area plan, it is more specific than the GP because of its geographic 
focus. Development opportunities, constraints, and natural resources of the Greater Monterey 
Peninsula planning area are unlike those in other parts of the county; hence, the policies for this 
planning area are more precisely adapted to the characteristics of this area than are the more general 
policies of the GP. Most of the project site is located within the GMPAP planning area. 

Carmel Valley Master Plan 

The CVMP, adopted by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors in 1986, is a component 
of the 1982 t99z GP. The intent of the plan is to recognize the existing broad-scale differences in 
development intensity in the valley, and to guide new development in directions that support the 
desirable attributes of existing land use patterns while discouraging resource conflicts that would 
endanger the valley's essential character. A small portion on the northeastern border of the project 
site is located in the CVMP planning area. 

Carmel Area Land Use Plan Local Coastal Program 

The Carmel Area Land Use Plan details the plans and policies that apply to the Carmel coastal 
segment of Monterey County's Local Coastal Program. The plan includes policies that are intended 
to guide the use and development of the coast and to provide a reasonable degree of protection of 
the natural resources of the area. The plan was adopted by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors in October 1982 and certified by the California Coastal Commission in April 1983. 
Subsequent revisions to the plan were approved by the board in October 1984 and amended and 
certified by the California Coastal Commission in January 198 5. The northwestern comer of the site 
is located within the Carmel Area Land Use Plan Local Coastal Program area. 

Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan 

The Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan is intended to establish regulations, 
standards, and procedures to fully implement the policies of the Carmel Area Land Use Plan. These 
regulations apply only to the parcels within the Carmel Area CZ, which are subject to the Carmel 
Coastal Program area and would therefore be subject to the regulations of the Monterey County 
Coastal Implementation Plan. 
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Chapter 3. Land Use 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes existing regional and local land uses, zoning designations, and relevant 
land use plans and policies related to the proposed project. Impacts are assessed by determining the 
compatibility of the proposed project with existing land uses, consistency with land use and zoning 
designations, and consistency with relevant land use plans and policies. Information for this section 
was compiled from the EIR for Rancho San Carlos (Planning Analysis & Development 1992) and the 
Santa Lucia Preserve Comprehensive Development Plan (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a). 

SETTING 

Regional Setting 

The approximately 20,000-acre project site is located in western Monterey County, 
approximately 2-10 miles south of Carmel Valley and 5 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. The region· 
has a varied topography of valleys, flats, rolling hills, and steep slopes, with San Francisquito Flat 
occupying the south-central portion of the project site (Figure 3-1). 

Local Setting 

The project site is bounded by the Carmel Valley on the north and northeast and by relatively 
undeveloped land on all other sides, except for recreational development of approximately 200 cabins 
at the San Clemente Rancho and White Rock Club to the south and southeast. These cabins are in 
a single cluster with most of the San Clemente Rancho and U'hite Rock Club 's property that borders 
the project site being undeveloped The site constitutes a portion of the Santa Lucia Range 
southwest of the Carmel River (Figure 3-1 ). 

Lands surrounding the site have a variety of uses, including ranching, public and private 
recreation, open space, and residential and second-home development. Public and private recreation 
and open space uses surround the project site to the east and south, with the more urbanized lands 
located north of the site in the Carmel Valley. 
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Relevant Plans and Policies 

The entire property is located within three planning areas: the GMP AP, the CVMP, and the 
CZ. This EIR assesses assess the proposed project's consistency with policies from the applicable 
plans described below. Table 3-1 (at the end of this chapter) presents a detailed description of the 
relevant policies from these plans and assesses the proposed project's consistency with them. 

Monterey County General Plan 

The GP is a long-range, comprehensive plan addressing all aspects of future growth, 
development, and conservation within the county. It was adopted by the Monterey County Board 
of Supervisors in September 1982 and subsequently amended on several occasions. At the 
countywide leve~ the plan designates all proposed major land uses by one of seven basic designations: 
residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, resource conservation, public/quasi-public, and 
transportation. 

Under the agricultural designation, the Rancho San Carlos property is specifically mentioned 
with a notation that the property may be considered for development of a "rural village". According 
to the GP, allowable uses for Rancho San Carlos may consist of residential, visitor accommodation, 
community shopping, and recreational uses on approximately 2,500 acres. The balance of 
approximately 17,500 acres should be retained in grazing, recreation, and resource conservation. 

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and Amendments 

The GMP AP, a component of the GP, is one of eight area plans that address local issues. It 
was adopted by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors in December 1987 and subsequently 
amended in March 1993. As an area plan, it is more specific than the GP because of its geographic 
focus. Development opportunities, constraints, and natural resources of the GMP AP planning area 
are unlike those in other parts of the county; hence, the policies for this planning area are more 
precisely adapted to the characteristics of this area than are the more general policies of the GP. 
Most of the project site is in the GMP AP planning area. 

Carmel Valley Master Plan 

The CVMP, adopted by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors in 1986, is a component 
of the 1992 GP. The plan's intent is to recognize the existing broad-scale differences in development 
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intensity in the valley and to guide new development in directions that support the desirable attributes 
of existing land use patterns while discouraging resource conflicts that would endanger the valley's 
essential character. A 2,400-acre portion on the northeastern border of the project site is located in 
the CVMP planning area. 

Carmel Area Land Use Plan Local Coastal Program 

The Carmel Area Land Use Plan details the plans and policies that apply to the Carmel coastal 
segment of Monterey County's Local Coastal Program. The plan includes policies that are intended 
to guide the use and development of the coast and to provide a reasonable degree of protection of 
the natural resources of the area. The plan was adopted by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors in October 1982 and certified by the California Coastal Commission in April 1983. 
Subsequent revisions to the plan were approved by the board in October 1984 and amended and 
certified by the Coastal Commission in January 1985. The northwe_stem corner of the site is in the 
Carmel Area Land Use Plan Local Coastal Program area. 

Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan 

The Monterey County Coastal Implementation Plan is intended to establish regulations, 
standards, and procedures to fully implement the policies of the Carmel Area Land Use Plan. These 
regulations apply only to the parcels in the Carmel Area CZ, as subject to the Carmel Area Land Use 
Plan. The plan was adopted by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors in January 1988. As 
noted above, the northwestern comer of the site is in the Carmel Area Land Use Plan Local Coastal 
Program area and would therefore be subject to the regulations of the Monterey County Coastal 
Implementation Plan. 

Monterey County Zoning Ordinance 

The Monterey County Zoning Ordinance was adopted by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors in 1991 and amended in September 1994. The zoning ordinance consists of the 
establishment of various districts, regulations, and permit processes for the unincorporated territory 
of the County of Monterey. The districts were established to regulate residential, commercial, visitor­
serving/o:ffice, agricultural industrial, industrial, farmlands, grazing, resource conservation, 
public/quasi-public, and open space uses. The zoning districts list uses that are allowed ot may be 
allowed subject to discretionary permit processes. 
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Oak Tree Ordinance No. 3420 

Ordinance No. 3420 is an ordinance established to preserve oak and other protected trees. 
The ordinance and Title 21 (Zoning Ordinance), specifically states that "No oak tree may be removed 
in any area of the County of Monterey designated in the applicable area plan as Resource 
Conservation, Residential, Commercial, or Industrial ... without approval of the permit(s) required in 
Section 16.60.040 of this ordinance." This ordinance and Title 21 (Zoning Ordinance), specifically 
Chapter 21.64.260D., require Rancho San Carlos Partnership to obtain a use permit for the removal 
of more than three protected trees. 

lnclusionary Housing Ordinance 

The Inclusionary Housing Ordinance requires that 15% of housing units in new developments 
with more than seven houses be provided as affordable housing. If more than 25% of the 
development is provided as inclusionary housing, the board of supervisors may elect to approve a 
density bonus of one market value unit for every inclusionary housing unit above 25%. Development 
for agricultural purposes, including the development of land for housing for farm workers, is exempt 
from the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. The proposed project is consistent with this ordinance 
because at least 15% of the housing units will be inclusionary housing. 

Air Quality Management Plan 

Reducing air pollution throughout California is required by both the federal and the 
California Clean Air Acts. The 1994 MBUAPCD Air Quality Management Plan addresses state 
requirements by updating the 1991 Air Quality Management Plan. states that "Land use within the 
ait basin must be consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan." Consistency of the proposed 
project with the Air Quality Management Plan is addressed in Chapter 14, "Climate and Air Quality". 

Existing Land Uses Surrounding the Project Site 

Much of the land surrounding the project site consists oflarge parcels that date back to the 
Mexican Spanish land grants. Palo Corona Ranch, the Sawyer property, and Point Lobos Ranch are 
located west of the project site on the coast-facing slopes of the Santa Lucia Range. Lands to the 
east of the project site have a mountainous terrain similar to the uplands of the ranch and are used 
for limited grazing and some vacation homes. San Clemente Reservoir is located approximately 1 
mile east of the project site's southeastern boundary. Figure 3-2 illustrates the existing land uses 
surrounding the project site. 
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North 

Carmel Valley is located north of the project site. Existing land uses in this area just north 
of the project site include three golf courses, several shopping centers, food service establishments, 
visitor-serving facilities, including destination resorts, residential subdivisions, ranch estates, 
retirement communities, and agricultural land uses. 

In this area, residential and recreational uses predominate. The Carmel Valley Ranch resort 
is located on the east side of Robinson Canyon Road approximately 1 mile north of the project site. 
The Carmel Valley Golf and Country Club is located just north of the project site at Rancho San 
Carlos Road. The Rancho Canada Golf Course and Country Club is located to the north of a 
noncontiguous parcel of the project site at its northwestern boundary. These resort land uses include 
golf courses, lodging and dining facilities, and other recreational amenities. Both Carmel Valley 
Ranch and Carmel Valley Golf and Country Club include high-density (up to 10 units per acre) 
residential subdivisions. 

Other development north of the project site includes the residential Hacienda Carmel, the Mid­
Valley Shopping Center, the Farm Center commercial complex, Saint Dunstan's Church, a residential 
subdivision, and the Carmel Associated Sportsmen's Gun Club, comprising a shooting range and 
clubhouse facilities. 

Southwest 

South and west of the project site is a mix of small and large land holdings that are generally 
undeveloped. Several parcels are portions of the original homesteads and are inhabited by their 
descendants. Larger land holdings include Palo Corona Ranch, Little Horse Ranch, and the Big Sur 
Land Trust's ''M_itteldorf Preserve". Westbrook Land and Timber Property. 

Southeast 

The most intensive developments in the immediate project site vicinity ai-e the White Rock 
Club and San Clemente Rancho. These two developments are located south and east of the project 
site. The White Rock Club is located approximately 0.5 mile from the project site's southern 
boundary at the southern end of Robinson Canyon Road. The White Rock Club consists of 
approximately 2,300 acres, with approximately 100 second homes and facilities for swimming, 
hunting, and hiking. The San Clemente Rancho is located in San Clemente Canyon east of the project 
site and consists of approximately 2,050 acres. The San Clemente Rancho includes approximately 
100 second homes and facilities for tennis, swimming, fishing, hunting, and hiking activities. 
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Existing Open Space and Parklands Surrounding the Project Site 

Open space in the vicinity of the project site include two major parks, a 400-acre passive 
recreation area and l; 100 acres of open space easements. The 2,300-acre .Garland Ranch Regional 
Park shares a 3-mile common boundary along the northeastern portion of the project site at Las 
Garzas Creek. As a passive recreation area, it is designated for hiking and equestrian uses. East of 
Garland Ranch Regional Park and contiguous to the project site is the Monterey Peninsula Regional 
Parks District's 400-acre passive recreation area in Hitchcock Canyon .. The Ventana National 
Wilderness Area in Los Padres National Forest is located just south of the project site. 
Approximately 1,100 acres of scenic open space on the adjacent Carmel Valley Ranch are available 
to park users by trail easements granted to the Monterey Peninsula Regional Parks District. 

Rancho San Carlos Zoning Designations 

In March 1993, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors, recognizing the unique natural 
and scenic resources of the Rancho San Carlos property, adopted Resolution No. 93-115, amending 
the GMPAP to designate that portion of the site included in the GMPAP area as a "Comprehensive 
Planned Use" (CPU) area. The CPU designation is an overlay designation that is intended to be used 
with the underlying land use designations. The designation requires that the comprehensive 
development plan prepared for this site include additional portions of land located outside the 
GMP AP area but within the CVMP area and the Carmel Area CZ. The purpose of this designation 
is to create a comprehensive development plan that emphasizes siting and planning development 
comp~tible with existing resources and adjacent uses, shall be oflimited density, and include an open 
space component that preserves at least 14,450 acres in perpetuity for grazing, recreation, and 
resource conservation. 

Before March 1993, most of the project site within the GMPAP was zoned "Rural Grazing" 
(RG). A small amount of the project site within this area was zoned "Resource Conservation" (RC). 
The entire portion of Rancho San Carlos property that falls within the GMP AP is currently zoned 
Resource Conservation (RC), with a 40-acre-per-unit density, Design Control (D), and a Site Plan 
Review (S) overlay zoning. In addition, two small areas, the .San Francisquito Adobe and 
Wright/Stevenson Cabin, are designated Historic Resource District (HR HS) (Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership 1994a). 

Zoning designations on lands surrounding Rancho San Carlos included RG, RC, Permanent 
Grazing (PG), as well as Public Quasi-Public,(PQP). These zoning designations are defined below: 
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Rural Grazing (RG) 

The purpose of the RG zoning district is to preserve and enhance the productive grazing lands 
of the county while providing the opportunity to establish support facilities for grazing uses and 
clustered residential uses. 

Allowed uses in the RG zoning district include soil-dependent agricultural uses; single-family 
dwellings for owner, operator, or employees employed onsite (not to exceed three per lot); 
appurtenant accessory structures; and other similar uses. Additional uses, such as public or quasi­
public uses, airports, and public or private riding or hiking clubs, may be allowed with a discretionary 
permit. 

Resource Conservation (RC) 

The purpose of the RC zoning district is to allow development in the more remote and 
mountainous areas of the county while protecting the significant and highly sensitive resources of the 
area, such as viewsheds, watersheds, plant and wildlife habitat, streams, and riparian corridors. 
Development is to be carried out by allowing only such development that can be achieved without 
adverse effect and that will be subordinate to the resources of the particular site and area. 

Allowed uses in the RC zoning district include soil-dependent agricultural uses, one single­
family dwelling per lot, appurtenant accessory structures, and other similar uses. Additional uses, such 
as public or quasi-public uses, golf courses, and public or private riding or hiking clubs, may be 
allowed with a discretionary permit. 

Permanent Grazing (PG) 

The purpose of the PG zoning district is to preserve, protect, and enhance those productive 
exclusive grazing lands in the county. 

Allowed uses in the PG zoning district include soil-dependent agricultural uses; single-family 
dwellings for owner, operator or employees employed onsite (not to exceed three per lot); 
appurtenant accessory structures; and other similar uses. Additional uses, such as the division of 
property to create a I-acre minimum building site for family members who earn their livelihood from 
grazing contiguous land, public or quasi-public uses, agricultural processing plants, and public or 
private riding or hiking clubs, may be allowed with a discretionary permit. 

Santa Lucia Presen>e Final EIR, Volume II 
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Public Quasi-Public (PQP) 

The purpose of the public/quasi-public zoning district is to allow in designated areas 
public/quasi-public uses such as schools, parks, regional parks, recreation areas, and uses that serve 
the public at large. 

Allowed uses in the PQP zoning district include crop and tree farming; grazing of sheep, 
cattle, and goats; water system facilities including wells and storage tanks serving four or fewer 
service connections; home occupations; and other uses of similar character, density, and intensity. 
Additional uses allowed with a permit include caretaker facilities for providing onsite security, 
accessory structures, water system facilities oflarger size, public recreational uses, mineral extn1.ction, 
golf courses and country clubs, hospitals, churches, cemeteries, and other similar uses. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Technical information used in the impact assessment was obtained from various Monterey 
County planning documents including the Carmel Area Land Use Plan and Local Coastal Program, 
the CVMP, the GMPAP, the GP, conversations with Monterey County planning staff, and a 
December 1994 site visit. 

Significance Criteria 

The following significance criteria used to study the proposed project were compiled from 
Appendices F and G of the State CEQA Guidelines and professional standards. A project will 
normally have a significant effect on the environment if it would: 

• result in the substantial alteration of the present or planned. land use of an area; 

'; 

• conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is located; 

• induce substantial growth or concentration of population; 

• displace a large number of people; 

• disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community; 
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• conflict with established recreational, educational, religious, or scientific uses of the area; 

• convert prime agricultural land to nonagricultural use or impair the agricultural 
productivity of prime agricultural land; 

• conflict with local general plans, community plans, or zoning; or 

• create land uses that are incompatible with existing or planned land uses or inconsistent 
with community goals. 

Impact: Potential Incompatibility of Proposed Land Uses with Existing or Planne~ Land Uses 
Onsite 

The project proposes to develop various types ofland uses in the project area. These uses 
include residential, visitor-serving commercial, and commercial. These uses may be incompatible with 
the existing uses on the site, which include grazing, residential, and recreation. The proposed 
project's development plan, however, would result in development for the various proposed land uses 
being clustered in areas where grazing does not occur and would not be disturbed. This impact is 
considered less than significant because the proposed land uses are compatible with the existing or 
planned land uses. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Potential Inconsistency of Proposed Land Uses with Existing Land Use and Zoning· 
Designations 

The project proposes to develop various types ofland uses within the project area, which has 
recently been designated a Comprehensive Planned Use (CPU) area. This designation requires that 
a comprehensive development plan be prepared for the entire property and that it include open space 
components, very low-density residential, and attention to siting and compatibility with existing 
resources. The proposed project includes these elements and the comprehensive development plan 
for the Santa Lucia Preserve fulfills these requirements. This impact is considered less than significant 
because rezoning is a part of the proposed project and the project is consistent with existing land use 
designations. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II Land Use. 
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Impact: Potential Incompatibility :with Adjacent Land Uses 

The proposed project has the potential to be incompatible with adjacent land uses, such as 
grazing, residential, and recreational uses. Incompatibility with adjacent grazing operations would 
be minimized because a minimal number of residential lots will be located near the Palo Corona Ranch 
( where grazing occurs) and grazing operations will be maintained in the area of the Santa Lucia 
Preserve adjacent to the Palo Corona Ranch. 

The White Rock Club and San Clemente Rancho are the most intensive developments in the 
immediate vicinity of Rancho San Carlos. Because hunting is an element common to both these 
establishments, the potential exists for the project to be incompatible with these land uses. The 
closest proposed building envelopes to the White Rock Club property line are approximately 666 
yards (most of the proposed building envelopes are located approximately 1,000 yards from the 
property line). Proposed building envelopes are located more than 50 yards from the property line 
for the Dormody family. California hunting regulations for mammals state that it is illegal to hunt 
within 150 yards of an established dwelling (California Department of Fish and Game 1994). 
Additionally, most of the land between the White Rock Club and the proposed project would consist 
of dense trees and changes in topography, which would serve as additional buffet between 
the proposed project and adjacent land uses. This impact is considered a less"'than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Potential Inconsistency with Relevant Plans and Policies 

The project proposes to create. a housing development that has the potential to be inconsistent 
with relevant plans and policies for Monterey County. Table 3-1 lists the relevant policies and 
indicates whether the project is consistent with those policies. This impact is considered less than 
.significant because the proposed project is consistent with the relevant plans and policies. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Resource/Plan 

WATER RESOURCES 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Monterey County 
Board or Supervison 
Resolution 
No.93-115 

WATER QUALITY 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Cannel Valley 
Master Plan 

Table 3-1. Policy Consistency Page I of20 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 5.1.3 states: Monterey County will encourage 
development projects to be served by water from public 
utilities or mutual waler companies. If this is not 
possible, the County shall consider the cumulative effects 
of the development's waler use on wildlife, fish and plant 
communities, and the supply available to existing users. 

This resolution contains policies aimed at protecting 
water resources. 1be policies of this resolution and 
consistency of the proposed project are assessed at the end 
of this table. 

Policy 21.2.3 states: Residential, commercial, and 
industrial developments which require 20 or more 
parking spaces shall include oil, grease, and silt traps, or 
other suitable means, as approved by the Monterey 
County Surveyor, to protect water quality; a condition of 
maintenance and operation shall be placed upon the 
development 

Policy 21.1.6.1 states: The County shall require water 
quality analysis for all new domestic wells. 

Policy 21.3.9 states: Septic tank locations should be 
permanently marked in a manner as directed by the 
Health Department 

Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent. The project is consistent with this policy because 
the hydrology study and the analysis in the EIR constitute 
careful consideration of cumulative effects of the development's 
water use on wildlife, fish, and plant communities and the 
supply available to existing users. 

Consistent. The project is consistent with this policy because 
water quality for proposed wells has been and currently is 
being analyzed and septic tank location will be permanently 
marked as directed by the Health Department. Additionally, 
residential and commercial developments that require 20 or 
more parking spaces will include oil, grease, and silt traps, or 
other suitable means, as approved by the Monterey County 
Surveyor, to protect water quality. 

WATERSHED RESOURCES 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Monterey County 
Board or Supenison 
Resolution 
No. 93-115 

Carmel Valley 
Master Plan 

Cannel Valley 
Master Plan 
( continued) 

Objective 5.1. states: Protect and preserve watersheds 
and recharge areas, particularly those critical for the 
replenishment ofreservoirs and aquifers. 

Policy 5.1.1 states: Vegetation and soil shall be 
managed to protect critical watershed areas. 

Policy 5.1.2 states: Land use and development shall be 
accomplished in a manner to minimize runoff and 
maintain groundwater recharge in vital water resource 
areas. 

This resolution contains policies aimed at protecting 
watershed resources. The policies of this resolution and 
consistency of the proposed project are assessed at the end 
of this table. 

Policy 3.1 .1.2 states: As part of the building permit 
process, the erosion control plan shall include these 
elements: 

• Provision for keeping all sediment onsite. 

• Provision for slow release of runoff water so that 
runoff rates after development do not exceed rates 
prevailing before development. 

• Revegetation measures that provide both temporary 
and permanent cover. 

• Map showing drainage for the site, including that 
coming onto and flowing off the property. 

• Storm drainage facilities shall be designed to 
accommodate runoff from 10-year or 100-year storms 
as recommended by the Monterey County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District. 

3-13 

Consistent. The proposed project incorporates the following 
watershed resource protection principles: 

• Development is sited in areas oflow erosion potential, on 
slopes ofless than 30%, and outside riparian corridors. 

• Vegetation removal and the addition of impermeable 
surfaces are minimized. 

• A program to control the effect of potential pollutants such 
as pesticides, fertilizers, and petroleum products is 
formulated in the resource management plan presented in 
Section 3 and in the Golf Trail Integrated Management Plan. 

• Ranch wells will be located sufficiently distant from streams, 
seeps or springs, and where the static groundwater level is 
sufficiently below the surface water feature, to avoid any 
direct water-level impacts that could induce infiltration. 

• Pumping cycles for production wells will be established to 
limit the radial distance of pumping impacts on adjacent 
wells, streams, and seeps and springs. 



Resource/Plan 

Carmel Area Land 
Use Plan - Local 
Coastal Program 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 26.1.10.1 states: The County shall prohibit 
development on slopes greater·than 30%. It is the general 
policy of the County to require dedication of scenic ease­
ment on slopes greater than 30%. Exception may be 
made for deveiopment that can further the goals and 
policies of this plan. 

· Policy 3.1.5 states: The amount ofland cleared at any 
one time shall be limited to the area that can be developed 
during one construction season. This prevents unneces­
sary exposure oflarge areas of soil during the rainy 
season. 

Policy 3.1.9 states: A condition of approval requiring 
ongoing maintenance of erosion control measures 
identified in the erosion control plan shall be attached to 
all permits allowing development in areas prone to slope 
failure, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• all development in areas classified as highly 
susceptible to slope failure; , 

• all development on sites with slopes of greater than 
20%;and 

• where roadways are cut across slopes greater than 
30%, or across slopes with thin and highly erosive 
soils. 

General Policy 2.4.3 states: The effects of all new 
development proposals or intensification ofland use 
activities or water uses on the natural character and 
values of the Carmel coast streams will be specifically 
considered in all land use decisions. Subjects to be 
addressed in such evaluations include protection of water 
quantity and quality, wildlife and fish habitat, and 
recreational and sce1iic values. Land use proposals deter­
mined to pose unacceptable impacts on the natural 
integrity of the strean1 must be modified accordingly. 
The County should request technical assistance from the 
Califotnia State Departn1ent of Fish and Gwne in 
detennining effects on fish and wildlife habitat and 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

General Policy 2.4.3.2 states: New development 
including access toads shall be sited, designed and 
consiiucted to minimize runoff, erosion, and resulting 
sedimentation. Land divisions shall be designed to 
minimize the need to dear erodible slopes during 
subsequent development. Runoff volumes and rates 
should be maintained at predevelopment levels, unless 
provisions to implement this result in greater 
environmental damage. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

• Onsite engineering and construction techniques will avoid 
potential erosion and siltation. · 

• Grazing activities will be limited to suitable portions of the 
Sarita Lucia Preserve and managed through rotation to 
ensure ample residual forage, minimizing soil erosion and 
the potential siltation of watersheds. 

In addition, mitigation measures proposed in the development 
plan shall contribute to the proposed project's consistency with 
the various policies. Mitigation measures include reducing 
erosion and surface runoff, inspecting and replacing failed road 
crossings, revegetation of eroded areas, water conservation, and 
operating policies for recreation uses such as golfing and 
equestrian activity to minimize the potential for water quality 
degradation of streams. 



Resource/Plan 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Specific Policy 2.4.4 (water availability) states: As part 
of the permit process, the applicant must also demonstrate 
that the proposed new water use or use intensification will 
not adversely affect both the natural supply necessary to 
maintain the environment, including wildlife, fish, and 
plant communities, and the supply available to meet the 
minimum needs of existing users during the driest year. 
Al the County's discretion, the applicant may be required 
to support his application through certification by a 
consultant deemed qualified by the County to make such 
determinations. The County will request that the 
California Department of Fish and Game provide a 
written recommendation on each application 

Specific Policy 2.2.4 (erosion and sedimentation 
control): All grading requiring a County permit which 
would occur on slopes steeper than IS% and requiring a 
County permit shall be restricted to the dry season of the 
year. 

Specific Policy 2.2.4 (erosion and sedimentation 
control): The native vegetation cover, temporary 
vegetation, seeding. mulching. or other suitable 
stabilization methods shall be used to protect soils subject 
to erosion that have been disturbed during grading or 
development. All cut-and-fill slopes shall be stabilized as 
soon as possible with planting of native annual grasses 
and shrubs, appropriate non-native plants, or with 
approved landscaping practices. 
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Assessment of Consistency 



Resource/Plan 

WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors 
Resolution 
No.93-115 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives.lP.olicies. 

Policy 9.1.1 states: Development shall be carefully 
planned in areas known to have particular value for 
wildlife and, where allowed, shall be located so that the 
reasonable value of the habitat for wildlife is maintained. 

Policy 9.1.1.1 states: Open space areas should include a 
diversity of habitats with special protection given to 
ecologically important zones such as areas where one 
habitat grades into another and areas used by wildlife for 
access routes to water or feeding grounds. 

This resolution contains policies aimed at protecting 
wildlife. The policies of this resolution and consistency 
of the proposed project are assessed at the end of this 
table. 

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE HABITATS 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

WETLAND RESOURCES 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Policy 7.2.3 states: Plant materials shall be used to 
integrate the manmade and natural environments, to 
screen or soften the visual impact of new development, 
and to provide diversity in developed areas. 

Policy 7.1 .5 states: In recognition of their function as 
important habitat for many wildlife species and their 
substantial contribution to scenic resources within the 
planning area, coastal and interior wetlands should be 
retained as open space through conservation easements 
or, where necessary, fee acquisition. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent. The proposed project incorporates the following 
wildlife corridor protection principle: 

Although traditional wildlife corridors are not found, attention 
must be focused on all the contributory elements to the 
landscape mosaic and their use by wildlife to ensure that 
appropriate pathways for wildlife are provided. Tius will be 
accomplished by the following provisions in the development 
plan: 

• The very low-density nature of development and spacing of 
building envelopes in the Santa Lucia Preserve will ensure 
adequate space in and around development to allow 
unencumbered movement by all species throughout the 
Santa Lucia Preserve. 

• By placing approximately 18,000 acres of the ranch in 
pem1anent open space, tl1e proposed comprehensive 
development plan will ensure the wildlife habitat value of 
large contiguous areas of the Santa Lucia Preserve in 
perpetuity. 

Consistent. 111e project is consistent with this policy because 
the Conservancy will require that the design of any "improved" 
landscape areas surrounding the buildings will be required to 
reflect the dominant role of the natural landscape utilizing 
native plant species. Additionally, revegetation of cut-and-fill 
slopes will conform to prevailing and/or adjoining natural 
vegetation patterns and make use ofappropriate native plant 
species. Native plant species will be available at an onsite 
nursery. 

Consistent. The project is consistent with this policy with 
proper implementation oftl1e recommended mitigation 
measures, compensation measures, and long-range 
management measures set forth in the EIR. 

The proposed project incorporates tl1e following wetland 
resource protection principles: 



Resource /Plan 

Carmel Area Land 
Use Plan - Local 
Coastal Program 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

General Policy 2.3.3 states: Development, including 
vegetation removal, excavation, grading, filling, and 
the construction of roads and structures, shall be 
avoided in critical and sensitive habitat areas, 
riparian corridors, wetlands, sites of known rare 
and endangered species of plants and animals, 
rookeries and major roosting and haul-out sites, 
and other wildlife breeding or nursery areas 
identified as critical. Resource-dependent uses, 
including nature education and research, hunting, 
fishing, and aquaculture, shall be allowed within 
environmentally sensitive habitats and only if such 
uses will not cause significant disruption of habitat 
values. Only small-scale development necessary to 
support the resource-dependent uses may be 
located in sensitive habitat areas if they cannot 
feasibly be located elsewhere. 

REDWOOD FOREST RESOURCES 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Carmel Area Land 
Use Plan - Local 
Coastal Program 

Policy 7.1.3 states: In recognition of its status as a 
threatened resource. its function as riparian habitat 
and its important role in watershed protection, 
redwood forest habitat should be retained as open 
space through conservation easements or, where 
necessary, fee acquisition. 

Policy 7.1.4 states: Redwood forest and chaparral 
habitat on land exceeding 30% slope should remain 
undisturbed due to potential erosion impacts and 
loss of visual amenities. 

Specific Policy 2.3.4 states: Redwood forest and 
chaparral habitat on land exceeding 30% slope 
should remain undisturbed due to potential erosion 
impacts and loss of visual amenities. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSmVE HABITAT RESOURCES 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Policies 9.1.1 and 9.1.2: These policies require 
special care in the development of areas known to 
have particular value for wildlife. 

Policy 21.3.5: Wastewater treatment facilities shall 
not be sited in, or allowed to expand into, 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas unless 
environmental impacts can be mitigated. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

• Where feasible, wetland resources will be avoided 
when improvements are made related to grazing, 
recreation, and development; 

• ranch wells will be located sufficiently distant from 
wetland resources and where the static groundwater­
level is sufficiently below the surface water feature, to 
avoid any direct water-level impacts that could induce 
infiltration from the wetland resource; and 

• pumping cycles for production wells will be 
established to limit the radial distance of pumping 
impacts on adjacent wetland areas. 

Mitigation of wetland loss will include replacement at a. 
level of 3:1. In addition to possible loss replacement. 
and with or without actual loss, the Conservancy will 
restore existing degraded wetland sites and/or create 
new sites at a rate of approximately 10 acres during a 
10-year period after a final map is filed. Long-range 
management will include periodic monitoring of 
hydrologic assays and appropriate response to potentially 
deleterious changes that may be caused by natural or 
human factors. 

Consistent. The project is consistent with these policies 
with proper implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures, compensation measures and long­
range management measures set forth in the EIR. 

The proposed project incorporates the following 
redwood forest resource protection principles: 

• Where feasible, redwood forest resources will remain 
undisturbed and retained as open space, and 

• no existing redwood groves will be lost to 
development. 

Tree replacement and replanting shall be based on 
minimum replacement ratios of 3:1 for non-landmark 
trees and 5:1 for landmark trees and redwoods. Upon 
the initiation of development of each project phase, the 
Conservancy shall implement a long-term monitoring 
program that will support the evaluation and 
maintenance of protected forest ecosystems within the 
respective phase-area. 

Consistent. The proposed project incorporates the 
following environmentally sensitive habitat resource 
protection principles: 



Resource/Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Monterey County 
Zoning Ordinance 

Canitel Valley 
Master Plan 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 11.1.6 states: Environmentally sensitive areas 
as shown on the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map should 
be preserved as open space. When an entire 
parcel camiot be developed because of this policy 
a low intensity, clustered development may be 
approved. However, the development should 
be located on those portions of the land least 
biologically significant. 

Policy 26.1.6.2 states: Open space, low-intensity 
educational and recreational uses should be 
considered to be appropriate and compatible land 
uses in environmentally sensitive areas and areas of 
high visual sensitivity. 

Section 21.66.020 states: This ordinance provides a 
permitting procedure for the protection, 
maintenance, and, where possible, enhancement 
and restoration of environmentally sensitive 
habitats. 

Policy 7.1.1.1 states: Areas of biological significance 
shall be identified and preserved as open space. 
These include, but are not limited to, the redwood 
community of Robinson Canyon and the riparian 
community and redwood community of Las Garzas 
Creek. When a parcel cannot be developed 
because of this policy, a low-density, clustered 
development may be approved. However, the 
development shall occupy those portions of the 
land not biologically significant or on a portion of 
the land adjoining existing vertical forms, either 
onsite or offsite and either natural or human-made, 
so that development will not diminish the visual 
quality of such parcels or upset the natural 
functioning of the ecosystem in which the parcel is 
located. If this policy precludes development of a 
parcel because of biological .significance, a low level 
of development (but no subdivision) may be 
allowed provided impacts on the resource are 
minimized. Additional such areas include: 

• all wetlands, including marshes, seeps and springs 
(restricted occurrence, sensitivity, outstanding 
wildlife value); 

• ,native bunchgrass stands and natural meadows 
(restricted occurrence, sensitivity); 

• cliffs, rock outcrops, and unusual geologic 
substrates (restricted occurrence); and 

• ridgelines and wildlife migration routes (wildlife 
value). 
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Assessment of Consistency 

• Where feasible, identified sensitive habitats will be 
avoided by development uses and infrastruct.ure 
improvements, and 

• development will be permitted only where it has been 
determined by the biological survey that the potential 
impacts of the proposed use will not harm the long­
term, ranchwide maintenance of the resource. 
Compliance with GMPAP policy 26.1.6.2 includes 
ongoing educational and interpretive programs. 



Resource/Plan 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 26.J.9 states: To preserve the county's scenic 
and rural character, ridgeline development shall not 
be allowed unless a special permit is first obtained. 
Such permit shall only be granted upon findings 
being made that the development as conditioned by 
permit will not create a substantially adverse visual 
impact when viewed from a common public viewing 
area. New subdivisions shall avoid lot 
configurations that create building sites that will 
constitute ridgeline development. Siting of new 
development visible from private viewing areas may 

.be taken into consideration during the subdivision 
process. 

Policy 40.2.1 states: Additional sensitive treatment 
provisions shall be employed within the scenic 
corridor, including placement of utilities 
underground, where feasible; architectural arid 
landscape controls; outdoor advertising restrictions; 
encouragement of area native plants, especially on 
public lands and dedicated _open spaces; and 
cooperative landscape programs with adjoining 
public and private open space lands. 

Policy 40.2.2 states: Land use controls shall be 
applied or retained to protect the scenic corridor 
and to encourage sensitive selection of sites and 
open space preservation. Where land is designated 
for development at a density which, should 
maximum permissible development occur, would 
diminish scenic quality, the landowner shall be en­
couraged to voluntarily dedicate a scenic easement 
to protect the scenic corridor. 

Policy 40.2.4 states: The Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Visual Sensitivity Map shall be used to 
designate visually "sensitive" and "highly sensitive" 
areas generally visible from scenic routes. 
However, due to map scale, coding an area as 
visually "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" does not 
necessarily mean all of that area is visible from the 
scenic route. All subsequent uses of the terms 
"sensitive" or "highly sensitive" shall be interpreted 
within the meaning of this policy. 

Policy 40.2.5 states: Landowners will be encouraged 
to dedicate scenic easements to an appropriate 
agency or non-profit organization over portions of 
their land shown as "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" 
on the Greater Monterey Peninsula Visual 
Sensitivity Map or, where easements already exist, 
to continue this protection. 

Policy 40.2.6 states: Areas shown as "highly 
sensitive" on the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Visual Sensitivity Map should be preserved as open 
space to the maximum extent possible through 
scenic easements or, if necessary, fee acquisition. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent. The proposed project incorporates the 
following visual resource protection principles: 

• Avoid lot configurations that create building sites that 
will constitute ridgeline development. 

• Avoid development that will occur within 100 feet of a 
scenic corridor right-of-way. 

• Avoid development within the highly sensitive visual 
resources area except where siting such development 
maximizes the goals, objectives, and policies of the 
GMPAP. 

In addition, the mitigation measures proposed in the 
development will (1) minimize the impact of new 
buildings, roads, and other built improvements through 
siting and design, including the restrained use of color, 
non-native building materials, and formal landscaping; 
(2) establish development/design standards that 
differentiate between open grassland and forestland to 
reflect the natural landscape pattern; (3) minimize tree 
removal; (4) impose special height limits in zoning of 
identified lots to avoid potential for ridgeline 
development; and (5) establish strict design controls on 
site planning, architecture, and building materials, 
including architectural review procedures. 

In areas that are confirmed as visually "sensitive" or 
"highly sensitive", mitigation steps in Policy 40.2.9 of the 
GMPAP would be followed. These mitigation measures 
contribute to the proposed project's consistency with 
these visual resources policies. 

Additionally, by placing approximately 18,000 acres of 
the ranch in permanent open space, visual quality of 
large contiguous areas of Rancho San Carlos will be 
visible from public viewing areas and scenic corridors. 



Resource/Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan (continued) 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 40.2.7 states: New development should not 
be sited on those portions of property that have 
been mapped as "highly sensitive". Where 
exceptions are appropriate to maximize the goals, 
objectives and policies of this plan, development 
shall be sited in a manner that minimizes visible 
effects of proposed structures and roads to the 
greatest extent possible and shaH utilize landscape 
screening and other techniques to achieve 
maximum protection of the visual resource. 

Policy 40.2.8 states: In cases where the extent of 
visibility of development proposed in "highly 
sensitive" areas is not clear, individual onsite, 
investigations by the Planning Department staff 
shall be required. 

Policy 40.2.9 sia'tes: New development to be located 
in areas mapped as "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" 
and which will be visible from the scenic route shall 
maintain the visual character of the area. In order 
to adequately mitigate the visual impacts of 
development in such areas, the following shall be 
required. 

a) Development shall be rendered compatible with 
the visuai character of the area using 
appropriate siting, design, materials, and 
landscaping. 

b) Development shall maintain no less than a 100-
foot setback from the scenic right-of-way. 

c) The impact of any earth movement associated 
with the development shall be mitigated in such 
a manner that permanent scarring is.not 
created. 

d) Tree removal shall be minimized . 

. e) Landscape screening and restoration shall 
consist of plant and tree species consistent with 
surrounding native vegetation. 

f) Architectural review of projects shall be 
required to ensure visual compatibility of the 
development with the surrounding area. 

g) New development in open grassland areas 
shown as "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" on the 
Visual Sensitivity Map should minimize its 
impact on the uninterrupted viewshed. 

h) Exceptions to the above may be considered if 
compelling circumstances are demonstrated. 
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/ 

Resource/Plan 

Carmel Valley 
Master Plan 

Carmel Area Land 
Use Plan. Local 
Coastal Program 

HIGH F1RE HAZARD 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Carmel Valley 
Master Plan 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 26.1.9.1 states: In order to preserve the 
County's scenic and rural character, ridgeline 
development shall not be allowed unless a Use 
Permit is first obtained. Such permit shall only be 
granted upon findings being made that the 
development as conditioned by permit will not 
create a substantially adverse visual impact when 
viewed from common public viewing area. New 
subdivisions shall avoid lot configurations which 
create building sites that will constitute ridgeline 
development. Siting of new development visible 
from private viewing areas, may be taken into 
consideration during the subdivision process. 
(Note: verbatim from 1982 County General Plan) 

Policy 26.1.10.1 states: Materials and colors used in 
construction shall be selected for compatibility with 
the structural system of the building and with the 
appearance of the buildings [sic] natural and man­
made surroundings. 

General Policy 2.2.3 states: New subdivision which 
creates commitment to new development of the 
coastal hills and ridges east of Highway 1 shall be 
permitted only where every parcel to be created has 
an adequate building site that cannot be seen from 
public viewing points and corridors. New lots and 
access roads shall also be designed to minimize tree 
removal and visually intrusive grading. 

Policies 17.3.1 through 17.3.14 state: Provide 
detailed standards for the use, location, type, and 
design of roadways to reduce fire hazard risk. 

Policies 17.4.1 through 17.4.12 state: Provide 
detailed standards for regulating the type, density, 
location, and/or design and construction of 
development to reduce fire hazard risk. 

Policies 17.2.1.1. through 17.4.13 state: Provide 
extensive fire safety standards with emphasis on 
access issues. 

Policy 17.4.13 states: All existing or new residential 
structures, at time of sale or resale, shall provide 
smoke detectors and shall have one-half inch mesh 
screen on all chimneys to be verified by the County. 

Sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems. and one-half 
inch mesh chimney screens are recommended in 
residential developments. 

Policy 17.4.15 states: In high and very high fire 
hazard areas, as defined by the California 
Depanment of Forestry and Fire Protection and 
shown on California Department of Forestry Fire 
Hazard Maps, roof construction (except partial 
repairs) of fire-retardant materials. such as tile, 
asphalt or asbestos combination, or equivalent, 
shall be required ad per Section 3203 ( e ). 
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Consistent. The project is consistent with these policies 
with the proper implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures and the Fire Safety Management 
Plan set forth in the EIR The mitigation measures 
require the homeowners to maintain a firebreak around 
and adjacent to buildings and structures and that fire 
flow standards are satisfied. The Fire Safety 
Management Plan includes the following fire prevention 
strategies in the proposed project. New homes and 
facilities will be located outside of identified high fire 
hazard areas. Road widths, surface materials, and 
alternative routes will provide emergency access to the 
project area. Architectural Design Guidelines 
incorporated in the CC&Rs will require the use of 
noncombustible materials for roof and exterior wall 
construction. Additionally, fuel modification zones will 
be maintained and monitored by resource managers of 
the Stewardship Company. 



Resource/Plan 

Carmel Valley 
Master Plan 
(continued) 

Carmel Area Land 
Use Plan - Local 
Coastal Program 

EROSION CONTROL 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

(excluding 11) of the Uniform Building Code, or as 
approved by the fire district. Exterior walls 
constructed of fire resistant materials are recom­
mended but not required. Vegetation removal will 
not be allowed as a means of removing high or very 
high fire hazard designation from an entire parcel. 

Specific Policy 2.7.4 (fire hazards) states: Where 
development is approved within or adjacent to 
areas of high to extreme fire hazard, the County 
should require the use of fire-resistant materials in 
the construction of exterior walls and fire-retardant 
(tile, asphalt, treated fire-retardant shingles) 
materials in the construction of roofs. 

Specific Policy 2.7.4 (fire hazards) states: The 
County shall require all new development to have 
adequate water available for fire suppression. The 
Fire Districts and the Planning and Building 
Inspection Department shall determine the 
adequacy and location of individual water storage 
to be provided. 

Objective 3.2 states: The prevailing slope of the 
land shall be used as an additional criterion in 
evaluating land use activities. 

Policy 3.2.2 states: Lands having a prevailing slope 
above 30% shall require adequate special erosion 
control and construction techniques. 

Policy 3.1.1.1 states: Erosion control procedures 
shall be established and enforced for all private and 
public land cle11ring projects. 

GEOLOGIC AND SEISMIC HAZARDS 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Policies 15.1.1 through 15.1.13 state: Provide 
detailed requirements for geotechnical 
investigations and soils reports. 

Policies 15.1.1.1 a11d 15.1.11.1 state: Refer to the 
County's seismic haza.rd categories and the 
requirement for detailed geologic investigation and 
soils report, in identified high-hazard areas. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent. The project is consistent with these policies 
with the proper implementation of all recommended 
mitigation measures described in Chapter 6, "Geology 
a.nd Minerals", of the EIR Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would minimize erosion and 
designate an onsite staff erosion control coordinator who 
would be responsible for implementation of the erosion 
control plans and for aiiy necessary erosion control 
measures. In addition, no building envelope will contain 
slopes in excess of 30% and mitigation measures to 
reduce erosion would be implemented during project 
construction. 

Consistent. The proposed project incorporates the 
following geologic and seismic hazard principles: 

11 Avoid all potentially active faults identified and 
mapped by the geologic and geotechnical investigation 
by establishing minimum setbacks for all habitable 
structures; and 

a avoid locating any new buildings on potentially active 
landslides as identified and mapped by the geologic 
and geotechnical investigation. 

In addition, mitigation measures proposed in the 
development plan shall contribute to the proposed 
project's consistency with these policies. 



. / 

Resource/Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan ( continued) 

FLOOD HAZARD 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

IAND USE 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors 
Resolution 
No. 93-115 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policies 16.2.1 through 16.2.10 state: Establish the 
means for regulating land uses within floodprone 
areas and reducing erosion potential. 

Policy 26.1.2 states: The County shall discourage 
premature and scattered development. 

Policy 27.3.3 states: Residential subdivisions shall 
be sited with sufficient distance from normal 
agricultural activities to prevent these activities 
from becoming hazardous or attractive nuisances to 
the residents of the subdivisions. 

Policy 27.3.4 states: In areas designated for 
agricultural uses where development of legally 
subdivided land would promote incompatible 
residential development, the County shall solicit 
and encourage the voluntary donation of 
conservation easements or other development 
restrictions to the County or to a qualified private 
nonprofit organization in order to preserve the 
agricultural use of the land. 

Policy 26.1.6.1 states: Development proposals 
should include compatible open space uses located 
between other developed areas in order to maintain 
a rural atmosphere and to protect scenic resources. 

Policy 26.1.9.1 states: Development on canyon 
edges and hilltops shall be designed to minimize 
the visual impact of the development. 

a. Uses which may be considered for Rancho San 
Carlos may consist of residential, visitor 
accommodation, neighborhood serving 
commercial, and recreational uses on 
approximately 2,500 acres. The balance of no 
less than 14,467 acres shall be retained in 
perpetuity for grazing, recreation and resource 
conservation . 
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Assessment of Consistency 

These mitigation measures include construction 
techniques for road and driveway improvements where 
they cross inactive faults or potentially active slides and 
designing structures that are located in areas potentially 
subject to liquefaction using special mat or grid 
foundations and/or soil replacement and densification 
techniques. 

Consistent. The proposed project incorporates the 
following flood hazard principle: 

• Avoid development of habitable structures in areas 
potentially at risk from a 100-year flood occurrence. 

In addition, the following mitigation measure is 
proposed in the development plan and shall contribute 
to the proposed project's consistency with these 
Monterey County General Plan policies. Where 
construction of roads, bridges, and utilities is necessary 
within a 100-year flood zone, all the appropriate FEMA 
mitigation measures for flood proofing will be complied 
with. 

Consistent. The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy because the project includes clustered develop­
ment for the homelands in the least environmentally 
sensitive ponions of the ranch. 

Consistent. The proposed project is consistent with 
these policies because building envelopes are sited with 
sufficient distance from agricultural activities and the 
proposed project is compatible with adjacent land uses. 

Consistent. The project is consistent with these policies 
because open space is located throughout the proposed 
project, the design of the Homelands provides expansive 
areas of contiguous open space, and buildings will not be 
visible as silhouettes on ridgelines. Please refer to the 
consistency determination for "visual resources" for 
visual resource protection principles for the proposed 
project. 

a. Consistent. The proposed project calls for 
residential, visitor accommodation, neighborhood­
serving commercial, and recreational uses on 
approximately 18,000 acres and the balance 
(approximately 2,000 acres) will be retained in 
perpetuity for grazing, recreation, and resource 
conservation. 



Resource/Plan 

Monterey County 
Board or Supervisors 
Resolution 
No. 93-115 
(continued) 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

b. At 40 acres per unit the maximum potential 
allowed density for that portion of Rancho San 
Carlos within the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan, subject to policy 1-c below, is 424 
units which may consist of a mix of residential 
and visitor accommodation units with a 
maximum of 150 visitor accommodation units. 
In the event the developer of Rancho San 
Carlos prepares and submits, and the County 
approves, a comprehensive development plan 
pursuant to policy 1-c below, the developer may 
transfer development rights of up to 76 
residential units from portions of Rancho San 
Carlos located within the Carmel Valley Master 
Plan and within the coastal zone to that portion 
of Rancho San Carlos located within the 
Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan; 
however, no more than 350 single family 
residential units shall be developed on Rancho 
San Carlos. 

c. The density provided in policy 1-b above shall be 
allowed only if: 
(1) An application for development includes a 
comprehensive development plan for the 16,967 
acres of Rancho San Carlos within the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area Plan, the 
approximately 2,400 acres of the Rancho San 
Carlos wiihin the Carmel Valley Master Plan, 
and the approximately 600 acres of the Rancho 
San Carlos within the coastal zone; 
(2) The total density included within the entire 
comprehensive development plan does not 
'exceed 150 visitor accommodation units and 350 
single-family residential dwelling units; and, 
(3) Each owner of property within Rancho San 
Carlos applies for and agrees to be bound by the 
comprehensive development plan. 

If all of the conditions of this policy _l-c are not 
complied with, the total potential allowed density 
for the 16,967 acres of Rancho San Carlos wiihin 
the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plari shall 
be 160 acres per unit, for a maximum of 106 
units, the transfer of development rights 
pursuant to policy 1-b above shall not be 
allowed, and visitor accommodation and 
neighborhood serving commercial shall not be 
allowed. 

d. Development shall be in one or more clusters 
located in the least environmentally sensitive 
portions of the property. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

b. Consistent. The applicant has submitted a 
comprehensive development plan and the proposed 
project calls for 350 residential units. 

c. Consistent. 

(1) A comprehensive development plan addressing 
the entirety of Rancho San Carlos was submitted with 
the combined development permit. 

(2) The total density included within the 
comprehensive development plan does not exceed 350 
single-family dwellings units and 150 visitor 
accommodation units. 

(3) Each owner within Rancho San Carlos has 
applied for and agrees to be bound by the 
comprehensive development plan. 

d. Consistent. The proposed project locates 
development in clusters in the least environmentally 
sensitive portions of the property. Impacts can be 
further reduced to Jess-than-significant levels through 
the implementation of mitigation measures 
recommended in this EIR 



Resource/Plan 

Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors 
Resolution 
No. 93-115 
( continued) 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

e. Any discretionary development application for 
the property shall include a proposed draft 
Resource Management Plan which is consistent 
with the mitigation measures identified in EIR 
#87-013 (Rancho San Carlos Subsequent EIR), 
and consistent with the mitigation measures 
identified in the project level environmental 
impact report. The Resource Management Plan 
shall: 

(1) Identify unique and valuable resources to be 
protected, including but not limited to, all 
sensitive habitats. wetlands, riparian corridors, 
wildlife corridors, watersheds and visually 
sensitive areas; 

(2) Establish standards for building and road 
construction, design and siting such that the 
resources are not adversely impacted; 

(3) Specify one-time and on-going actions to 
protect the resources from development; 

(4) Propose implementation for resource 
protection and conservation measures identified, 
and coordination of implementation programs at 
each stage of development; 

(5) Develop a monitoring program to assure 
compliance with the standards set forth in the 
Resource Management Plan. 

f. To reduce traffic impacts, development shall 
include employee housing. 

g. Rancho San Carlos Road shall be improved and 
serve as the main access for Rancho San Carlos. 
Robinson Canyon Road should be used for 
emergency access and agricultural ranch 
operations on Rancho San Carlos. The design 
and improvement of any projecr shall minimize 
the use of Robinson Canyon Road for traffic 
associated with, or generated by, uses maintained 
on Rancho San Carlos. Minimization of use may 
be achieved through various techniques, 
including, but not limited to, dedication of access 
rights, development of interior roads and 
alternative access, and installation or 
construction of such other improvements as may 
deter or discourage the use of Robinson Canyon 
Road. 

h. (1) Development shall be permitted on Rancho 
San Carlos to a level consistent with safe yield 
of the proven water resources, provided that the 
level of development has no adverse impact on 
off-site water resources. Before deeming a 
discretionary development application complete, 
an applicant must submit a comprehensive 
hydrological study to the Director of 
Environmental Health and the Water Resources 
Agency for review and approval. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

e. Consistent. A Resource Management Plan which 
identifies unique and valuable resources to be 
protected, establishes standards for resource 
protection, specifies actions to protect resources from 
development, proposes implementation measures, 
and establishes a monitoring program was submitted 
with the combined development permit application. 
The Resource Management Plan is consistent with 
mitigation measures identified in EIR 87-013 and 
with the mitigation measures recommended in this 
EIR 

f. Consistent .. The proposed project calls for 53 units 
of employee housing. · c-,-

g. Consistent. The proposed project proposes to 
improve Rancho San Carlos Road as the main access 
for the project. The design and proposed 
improvement of the project will minimize use of 
Robinson Canyon Road by dedication of access 
rights along Robinson Canyon Road, avoidance of 
development which would access on substandard 
sections of Robinson Canyon Road, development of 
interior roads which limit access to Robinson Canyon 
Road to east-west links through established ranch 
gates, improvement to Rancho San Carlos Road as a 
faster and safer link to Carmel Valley, and the 
establishment of a Traffic Management Association 
to manage on and offsite trip patterns. 

h. Consistent. 
(1) The proposed project with the implementation of 
mitigation measures recommended in this EIR would 
not exceed the safe yield of the proven water 
resources and there would be no significant adverse 
effect on offsite water resources. A comprehensive 
hydrologic study containing all required components 
was submitted for review and approval before the 
application was deemed complete. 



Resource/l'la_n 

Monterey County 
Board or Supervisors 
Resolution No. 93-115 
(continued) 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Unless modified by the Director of 
Environmental Health and the Water Resources 
Agency, the comprehensive hydrological study 
shall include, at minimum, the following: 

(a) Delineation of aquifers and hydrogeologic 
units where any production well is located. 

(b) Detailed hydrogeologic characterization of 
aquifer and hydrogeologic units including 
tiansmissivity and storage capacities. 

(c) Delineation of recharge areas for aquifers 
and hydrogeologic units on the ranch. 

( d) Detailed water balance for the ranch as a 
whole and for each aquifer or hydrogeologic 
unit where any production well is located for 
existing and proposed uses. The water balance 
should quantify precipitation, recharge, runoff, 
evaporation, evapotranspiration, soil absorption, 
as well as domestic and grazing demands, and 
should quantify in each case the safe yield and 
cumulative impacts of all wells in production. 

( e) Extended pumping tests of up to 30 days 
shall be conducted on selected wells to be 
performed during the driest time of the year. 

(f) Delineate interconnection of each aquifer 
and hydrogeologic unit to off-site basins and 
aquifers. Quantify development impacts to off­
site basins and aquifers and development 
impacts to on-site and off-site vegetation within 
the accuracy liinits of standard hydrogeologic 
practices, as determined by the Director of 
Water Resources and the Director of 
Environmental Health. 

(g) Evaluate the impact of the occurrence of a 
droughi of record on the water resources of the 
ranch and the order of magnitude impact, if 
any, to related off-site basins and aquifers. 

(2) The Division of Environmental Health or 
the Water Resources Agency may, at their 
discretion, request a third party review of the 
hydrology report prepared by the applicant's 
consultant. The third party review will be at the 
expense of the applicant. If the reviewing 
hydrologist reasonably determines that additional 
data is required to provide the conclusions 
required under section (h), the applicant shall 
provide said data at applicant's expense.· The 
Comprehensive hydrogeologic study shall be 
submitted to the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District for review and comment. 

(3) Water systems serving development on the 
ranch shall be coordinated and managed on a 
ranchwide basis. Formation of mutual water 
system(s) will be prohibited. 

(4) Wastewater systeii1s serving development ·on 
the ranch shall be coordinated and managed on a 
ranch-wide basis. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

(2) The county has retained an independent third­
party consultant to review the hydrologic information. 

(3) The proposed project provides for a ranchwide 
water system to be managed by a CSA. 

(4) Wastewater systems for the ranch, including both 
a proposed wastewater treatment facility and 
individual septic systems, are proposed to be managed 
on a ranchwide basis through a CSA. 



Resource/Plan 

Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors 
Resolution No. 93-115 
(continued) 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

(5) Before deeming a development applicant 
complete, an applicant must submit to the 
Director of Environmental Health for review and 
approval a comprehensive wastewater disposal 
plan which includes the following: 

(a) Adequate soil testing to establish that the 
soils are capable of receiving the expected 
wastewater flow. 

(b) Estimated sewage flow from the proposed 
uses and a plan which details the proposed 
method of disposal from each use. 

(c) A nitrogen loading study for each of the 
aquifers and/or hydrologic units identified in 
the hydrology report. The nitrogen study must 
identify and consider all sources of nitrogen, 
including background levels; provide a nitrogen 
equilibrium level based on full buildout of the 
development. 

(6) Community septic systems are prohibited. 
Collection and treatment facilities (other than 
individual) shall be privately owned and 
operated, or fall within a County Service Area. 

(7) Wastewater, other than individual systems, 
shall be reclaimed to the maximum extent 
feasible, as determined by the Director of 
Environmental Health. Reclamation shall be in 
a manner consistent with Federal, State, and 
local regulations. 

i. To ensure that the level of service does not fall 
below County standards on any County or State 
road within the County that may be affected by 
development within Rancho San Carlos, all road 
improvements which may be required as a 
condition of approval of any discretionary 
entitlement or development, shall be: 

(1) installed and constructed, or 

(2) guaranteed through an appropriate 
agreement and secured by adequate security 
prior to the issuance of any grading or building 
permit for any development within Rancho San 
Carlos. 

In the event improvements are located outside 
the boundaries of Rancho San Carlos which may 
be affected by development within Rancho San 
Carlos, such improvements may be provided 
through: 

(1) the payment of appropriate fees as may be, 
or may have been, established by the Board of 
Supervisors and/or 

(2) an agreement or covenant with the County 
consenting and agreeing to participate in 
improvement financing techniques, including, but 
not limited to, assessment districts, that the 
Board of Supervisors may approve or establish. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

(5) A comprehensive wastewater disposal plan 
containing all the required components was submitted 
for review and approval before the application was 
deemed complete. 

(6) The proposed project does not involve community 
septic systems, and collection and treatment will be 
managed by a CSA. 

(7) The project proposes to reclaim wastewater other 
than from individual septic systems, including 
wastewater from irrigated portions of the golf trail, to 
the maximum extent feasible in accordance to all 
applicable regulations. 

i. Consistent. If mitigation measures recommended in 
this EIR or equivalent mitigation measures are made 
conditions of approval, the level of service on roads 
affected by the project will not fall below County 
standards. 



Resource/Plan 

Monterey County 
Board or Supervisors 
Resolution No. 93-115 
( continued) 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

j. The Comprehensive Development Plan shall 
include an open space component which shall 
specifically describe the manner in which at least 
14,467 acres of Rancho San Carlos will be 
retained in perpetuity for grazing, recreation and 
resource conservation. The open space 
component shall be submitted to the Monterey 
Regional Parks District for review and comment. 

COMMERCIAL IAND USE 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

RESIDENTIAL DENSTIY 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Policy 28.1.2 states: Commercial uses shall be 
developed in a compact manner; no new are:3s of 
strip commercial development shall be allowed. 

Policy 28.1.4 states: A mix of residential and 
commercial uses shall be allowed in instances where 
good site design and utilization of the property can 
be demonstrated. 

Policy 28.2.2 stales: Commercial areas shall be 
designated in a manner which offers convenient 
access. 

Policy 3.2.4 states: Except in areas designated as 
medium or high density residential or in areas 
designated as commercial or industrial where 
residential use may be allowed, the following 
formula shall be used in the calculation of 
maximum possible residential density for individual 
parcels based lipori slope: 

• Those portions of parcels with a cross-slope of 
between zero and 19 .. 9 percent shall be assigned 
1 building site per each 1 acre. 

• Those portions of parcels with a cross-slope of 
between 20 and 29.9 percent shall be assigned 1 
building site per each 2 acres. 

• Those portions of parcels with a cross-slope of 
30 percent or greater shall be assigned zero 
building sites. ' 

• The density for a particular parcel shall be 
computed by determining the cross-slope of the 
various portions of the parcel applying the 
assigned densities listed above according to the 
percent of cross-slope and by adding the 
densities derived from this process. The 
maximum density derived by the procedure shall 
be used as one of the factors in final 
determination of the actual density that shall be 
allowed on a parcel. 

Where an entire parcel would not be developable", 
because of plan policies, an extremely low 
density of development should be aliowed. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

j. Consistent. The proposed project calls for 
approximately 18,000 acres· of open space to be used 
for grazing, recreation, arid resource conservation and 
has been submitted to the Monterey Regional Parks 
District for review and comment. 

Consistent. The proposed project is consistent with 
these policies because the project includes clustered 
commercial development in the center of the ranch 
community that is easily accessible from other project 
components. Visitor accommodations and the ranch 
center are located on Rancho San Carlos Road, a main 
thoroughfare of the project site. The ranch center will 
include a post office, grocery store, gas station, retail 
stores, offices, and eight inclusionary housing units. The 
inclusionary housing units at the ranch center will create 
a convenient living environment for employees of 
Rancho San Carlos. 

Consistent. The proposed project is consistent with 
these policies because the portions of parcels with a 
cross-slope of between zero and 19.9% are assigned 1 
building site per acre, portions of parcels with a cross­
slope of between 20 and 29% are assigned 1 building site 
per 2 acres; and portions of parcels with a cross-slope of 
30% or greater have no building sites. 



Resource/Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 3.2.4.1 states: Except in areas designated as 
medium or high density residential or in areas 
designated as commercial or industrial where 
residential use my be allowed, the following 
formula shall be used in the calculation of 
maximum possible residential density for individual 
parcels based upon slope: 

a. Those portions of parcels with a cross-slope of 
between zero and 19.9 percent shall be assigned 
1 building site per each 1 acre. 

b. Those portions of parcels with a cross-slope of 
between 20 and 29.9 percent shall be assigned 1 
building site per each 2 acres. 

c. Those portions of parcels with cross-slope of 30 
percent or greater shall be assigned zero 
building sites. 

d. The density for a particular parcel shall be 
computed by determining the cross-slope of the 
various portions of the parcel applying the 
assigned densities listed above according to the 
percent of cross-slope and by adding the 
densities derived from this process. The 
maximum density derived by the procedure shall 
be used as one of the factors in final 
determination of the actual density that shall be 
allowed on a parcel. 

Where an entire parcel would not be 
developable because of plan policies, an 
extremely low density of development should be 
allowed. 

Policy 36.0.4.l states: Except in areas designated as 
medium or high density residential or in areas 
designated as commercial or industrial where resi­
dential use may be allowed, an applicant wishing to 
apply for a subdivision under the countywide 
General Plan and the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan must use the following procedures to 
calculate the maximum density that can be 
considered in order to prepare an application 
consistent with, or less than, the maximum 
allowable density: 

a. One factor in density determination shall be the 
land use designation. The maximum density 
allowable under the Area Plan for a parcel shall 
be divided into the total number of acres found 
within the parcel. For example, a 100-acre 
parcel with a maximum density of 1 unit per 
2.5 acres would have a potential of 40 building 
sites. 

b. The slope of the property shall be determined 
and the slope density formula defined in this 
Area Plan applied. For example, a 100-acre 
parcel might consist of 50 percent of the land 
having a slope of over 30 percent and the other 
50 percent below 19 percent. The maximum 
density allowable on that parcel as calculated 
according to slope would be 50 sites. 
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Resource/Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan (continued) 

TRANSPORTATION 

Monterey County 
General Plan 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

1994 Regional 
Transportation Plan 

Ta~le 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

c. All of the policies of the Area Plan and 
countywide General Plan must be applied to the 
parcel. Any policies resulting in a decrease in 
density must be tabulated. This decrease in 
density would then be subtracted from the 
maximum density allowable under the slope 
formula. 

d. The maximum density allowable according to 
the Area Plan land use designation (Step A 
above) and the maximum density allowable 
according to the Plan policies (Steps B and C 
above) shall then be compared. Whichever of 
the two densities is the lesser shall be 
established as the maximum density allowable 
under this Area Plan. 

e. The calculations of maximum density made by 
an applicant will be reviewed during public 
hearings prior to the approval of any permits or 
quota allocation pursuant to this Area Plan. 

Policy 27.2.1 states: Residential areas shall be 
located with convenient access to employment, 
shopping, recreation, and transportation. High 
density residential areas should also be located with 
convenient access to public transit. 

Policy 27.2.2 states: Adequate circulation rights-of­
way shall be delineated within each residential area. 

Policy 41.1.2.1 states: If new sites for office 
employment, services, and local conveniences are 
found to be appropriate, such sites should 
incorporate designs and be located to allow use of 
alternate modes of transportation such as public 
transit buses, bicycles and walking. 

Policy 1.1.1 states: Land use planning shall be 
coordinated with transportation planning to fully 
mitigate the traffic impacts of new development. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent. The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy because shopping, employment, recreational 
facilities, and recreational trails are located at the 
project site. The ranch center, located in the center of 
the community, will provide residential-serving uses such 
as a post office, grocery store, gas station, retail stores, 
and offices. Recreational facilities will include 
swimming, tennis, golf, and equestrian facilities. 
Additionally, the project includes a system of 
conservancy trails that will connect the ranch center with 
central portions of the Santa Lucia Preserve. Additional 
employment, shopping, and transportation are available 
in Carmel Valley and Monterey. 

Consistent. The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy because driveway easements are a component of 
the projeci for all residential areas. 

Consistent. The proposed project is consistent with this 
policy because the project includes a system of trails that 
will connect the ranch center with central portions of the 
Preserve. These trails will allow employees of various 
residential-serving commercial facilities who live at the 
Preserve to walk or use bicycles as an alternative mode 
of transportation. 

Consistent. One of the fundamental purposes of the 
environmental review processes is to consider the 
impacts of projects (including consistency with local 
plans) and to mitig!lte impacts. The environmental 
review process of the proposed project will result in the 
adoption of mitigation measures to reduce traffic 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. 



Resource/Plan 

1994 Regional 
Transportation Plan 
· ( continued) 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 1.1.2 scaces: 

(1) Public transit, ridesharing, carpooling, bicycle 
and pedestrian access; park and ride facilities, and 
other transportation demand management 
strategies shall be pursued as preferred alternatives 
over transportation construction projects where 
feasible. 

(2) Bicycle and pedestrian facilities and high 
occupancy vehicle treatments should be provided as 
part of construction or improvements to all major 
roadways where feasible. 

Policy 1.2.2 scaces: To ensure long-range 
effectiveness for new or expanded transportation 
facilities, a design standard of LOS C should be 
striven for in the twenty year RTP. This does not 
preclude consideration of other improvements that 
would improve safety or level of service. These 
improvements must maintain or improve traffic 
level of service on streets and provide for 
alternative transportation modes. Multimodal 
alternatives to inajor road construction shall be 
evaluated and analyzed by the implementing 
agency. 

Policy 1.1.4 staces: New recreational and visitor 
oriented development should be designed to 
encourage visitor use of alternative modes of 
transportation. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent. 

(1) The proposed project includes a trip reduction 
program including the formation of a Traffic 
Management Agency and a program to minimize traffic 
on Robinson Canyon Road. The principal features 
include onsite production, stockpiling, and delivery of 
construction materials; the reduction of offsite trips 
through vanpooling of employees and students; the 
consolidation of deliveries from an offsite location; 
onsite convenience retail services; onsite recreation; 
onsite concierge and building maintenance facilities; 
onsite construction, maintenance, landscaping, and 
gardening services; and a signage information education 
program. In addition, the proposed project will provide 
some employee housing that will reduce offsite traffic 
impacts. 

(2) No new major roadways are proposed under the 
proposed project; the primary access road would be 
Rancho San Carlos Road, which will be improved to 
meet county and CDF requirements, including providing 
two 10-foot-wide travel lanes and two 2-foot-wide paved 
shoulders. This roadway is not considered appropriate 
for bicyclists because it is a winding roadway and will 
only be widened to 24 feet maximum (including 
shoulders); further widening to accommodate bicyclists is 
not considered feasible because of adverse 
environmental impacts including impacts on sensitive 
habitats (e.g., wetlands and riparian habitats), landmark 
trees, water quality, fisheries, aesthetics, and soils. A 
pedestrian path will be added to the Rancho San Carlos 
Road bridge over the Carmel River. Pedestrian.facilities 
are proposed throughout the ranch center area; in 
addition, a system of trails is proposed to link the ranch 
center to the interior of the preserve; these trails will be 
suitable for bicycle use. 

Consistent. If the mitigation measures recommended in 
this EIR or other conditions that achieve the same result 
are adopted, then levels of service on affected roadways 
will be maintained or improved. The proposed project 
also proposes to implement a trip reduction program 
that includes van pooling of employees and students and 
a series of conservancy trails linking the ranch center 
with central portions of the preserve. 

Consistent. The plans for the ranch center include a 
visitor-serving lodge and other amenities. Pedestrian 
facilities are proposed throughout the ranch center area 
to promote walking access to points within this area. 
The applicant also proposes to develop a shuttle/van 
pool service that will transport visitors to the ranch and 
will also transport visitors to the golf trail clubhouse. 
The proposed golf trail has been designed to allow many 
of the players to walk rather than use a golf cart. In 
addition, equestrian trails will promote this form of 
recreation and encourage visitor use of this alternative 
form of transportation. 



Resource/Plan 

1994 Regional 
Transportation Plan 
(continued) 

RECREATION 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Table 3-1. Continued 

Objectives/Policies 

Policy 3.3.1 states: Well-defined pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, including standard signing and 
alternative routing, should be encouraged to 
enhance safety. 

Policy 51.1.4 states: Riding and hiking trails should 
be acquired and developed with the intent of 
creating a coordinated, areawide trails system. All 
motorized vehicles shall be prohibited from using 
these frails. 

In supporting a coordinated areawide trails system, 
the County should give the highest priority to 
esta_blishing the following trails systems: 

a. establish a permanent tiding and hiking trail 
from Roach Canyon to Jacks Peak Park; 

b. establish an easterly ridgeline trail from Jacks 
Peak Park to Laureles Grade; 

c. establish a major trail link which generally 
traverses in a southeasterly direction from 
Carine! Valley and forms a trail connection with 
the Los Padres National Forest trail system; and 

d. establish a connection trail from the Jacks Peak 
Park/Laureles Grade ridgeline trail to the 
entrance of Laguna Seca Recreation Area to be 
used as a point of departure to Toro Regional 
Park along Highway 68. 

Policy 51.2.4.1 states: Each development proposal 
shall be evaluated to determine the extent to which 
such development may help further the County's 
park and recreation facility goals, objectives and 
policies. 

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 

Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area 
Plan 

Policy 62.1.14 states: All development proposals 
shall make provision for low or moderate income 
housing in accordance with the lnclusionary 
Housing Ordinance. 
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Assessment of Consistency 

Consistent. The project proposes a series of 
conservancy trails linking the ranch center with central 
portions of the preserve. In addition, the applicant 
proposes to provide a segment of the Carmel River 
Trail, which is proposed by Monterey County Public 
Works/TAMC Bicycle Committee to connect Highway 1 
with Carmel Valley. See consistency discussion 
regarding bicycle facilities above under Policy 1.1.2. 

Consistent. Although the proposed project does not 
aide in establishing the trail systems regarded by the 
County as having the highest priority, the proposed 
project is consistent with these policies because two 
public trails will be created and licensed to an 
appropriate public agency. A loop trail will link Penon 
Peak with Garhmd Park and in the Carmel Valley a 
segment of the proposed Carmel Valley Trail will cross 
the proposed Santa Lucia Preserve parallel to the 
Carmel River. 

Consistent. The proposed P,rojc,:ct is consistent with this 
policy because the applicant is proposing to comply with 
the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance by including 53 
affordable housing units in the project. Compliance with 
the ordinance shall be subject to review and approval by 
the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection 
Department before approval and recordation of the final 
map, 



/ 

Chapter 4. Population and Housing 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the population and housing impacts that may result from the proposed 
project. Sources of information for this chapter include the Monterey County General Plan, the 
Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, and the 1994 Regional Population and 
Employment Forecast prepared by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). 
Additional 1990 census information (as detailed in the State Department of Finance Summary Tape 
File 1 Standard Profile) was used for both Monterey County and the adjacent city of Carmel-by-the­
Sea (Carmel). Specific details on the project were obtained through review of the proposed project's 
Comprehensive Development Plan and personal communications with the project applicant and 
associated project consultants. 

SETTING 

Population 

The current population of the project site is 22 persons. This figure includes 15 of the ranch's 
current 20 employees and seven family members (Wilcoxon pers. comm.). The site is located in the 
unincorporated County of Monterey. The population for the unincorporated county in 1990 was 
100,474. The population for Carmel in 1990 was 4,241. Table 4-1 identifies the historical, present, 
and future population for the unincorporated areas of the county and Carmel, as prepared by 
AMBAG. 

Table 4-1. Historical, Current, and Future Population 

Carmel 

Unincorporated Monterey 
Cowity 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990. 
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1990 

4,241 

100,474 

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

Year 

1995 2000 2005 

4,350 4,671 4,791 

96,673 100,058 109,129 

_ 4-1 

2010 2015 

4,846 4,930 

113,080 115,817 
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The proposed project includes 350 housing units. According to the 1990 census, the average 
number of persons per housing unit is approximately 1. 82 persons in the city of Carmel and 2. 79 
persons in Monterey County. With this range, the project is expected to generate a population of 
approximately 637-977 persons at buildout. Projected employment for the proposed project at 
buildout has been estimated by the project applicant is estimated at 200 employees (Froke pers. 
comm.), which may further affect the population of the county. An independent assessment of direct 
employment generated by the proposed project indicates that up to 258 full-time, onsite jobs could 
be generated by project operations (refer to Table 5-1). 

Housing 

Currently, a total of 14 existing and approved dwelling units are on the property.· These 
include the ranch house, guest accommodations, and employee housing. 

As of J ariuary 1, 1991, the California. Department of Finance estimated the total number of 
housing units in the unincorporated area of the county to be 34,645. The number of occupied units 
totaled 31,577, leaving 8.86% vacant. The unincorporated area of the county is expected to gain 
9,000 new residents by 1995 and needs 5,800 new housing units, most of which will be required by 
lower income residents. The Monterey County Housing Authority currently has 7,000 people with 
less than 80% of the median income for the county, on a waiting list for affordable housing. Because 
of the county's water constraints, its desire for environmental preservation, and the competition for 
available land by agriculture, providing that quantity of housing will be difficult or impossible. 

In response to this need, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors has had an Inclusionary 
Housing Ordinance in effect since 1981. The intent of the ordinance was to encourage production 
of lbw- and moderate-income units alorig with market rate units, either onsite or through offsite 
transfers, or donation of land or a fee in lieu of providing such units. In 1985, the board of 
supervisors changed the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to require onsite contributions for projects 
that are seven or more units in size. This change requires that 15% of all housing units onsite be 
designated for low- and/or moderate-income households. 

The proposed project includes 350 dwelling units: 297 market-rate single-family residences 
and 53 housing units to be occupied by project employees. Resort accommodations planned for the 
site include a 110-room lodge and a 40-rooin hotel. Two kinds of single-family market-rate housing 
will be available: 

• "estates", lots consisting of approximately 2.5-acre building envelopes ("homeland") 
surrounded by a 10- to 100-acte conservation easement, and 

• "villas", lots consisting of approximately 1-2.5-acre building envelopes surrounded by a 
2- to 7-acre conservation easement. 
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The value of undeveloped lots is anticipated to range from $500,000 to $1 million (Duffy pers. 
comm.). Development of the Santa Lucia Preserve project is planned to be accomplished in a total 
of 24 phases. Full buildout of the project is anticipated to take approximately 20 years. 

According to the Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, 15% of the total number 
of units proposed (or 53 units) must be set aside for low- to moderate-income households. 

WPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

This section discusses the environmental impacts related to population and housing resulting 
from the proposed project. For population, impacts will be determined based on whether the 
increased population associated with the proposed project exceeds the future population projections 
for the unincorporated area of Monterey County. For housing, impacts will be determined based on 
whether the proposed project increases the need for affordable housing in the project area. 

Significance Criteria 

The environmental impacts on population and housing will be assessed using the significance 
criteria presented in this section. The significance criteria use two parameters identified by Monterey 
County. Impacts on population are considered significant if growth from the project causes a 
substantial exceedance of the AMBAG population projections for the unincorporated area of 
Monterey County. Impacts on housing are considered significant if the project creates a need for 
affordable housing yet does not comply with the Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. 

Population 

Impact: Increased Population Exceeding AMBAG Projections for Unincorporated Area of 
Monterey County 

As discussed above, buildout of the proposed project will add approximately 637-977 
residents and 200 employees (some of whom are included in the resident estimate) to the population 
of the county. Because the population growth associated with the proposed project does not exceed 
the AMBAG population projections for the unincorporated area of Monterey County, this impact is 
considered less than significant. The impact of the population increase on public services is described 
in Chapter 16, "Public Services and Utilities". 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Housing 

Impact: Increased Need for Housing 

The impact of the proposed project on the housing market is considered negligible, although 
beneficial becaus-e it would provide ptovides additional housing units in a county where there is a 
current housing shortage. In total, 350 housing units will be added to the housing supply. According 
to the Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, 15% of the total number of units proposed 
must be set aside for low- to moderate-income units. This equates to 53 units;:- however, these units 
are not expected to offset the increased demand for affordable housing generated by the estimated 
258 onsite employees, even though the residual demand for additional affordable housing within 
Monterey County is expected to be relatively small because of the following factors: 

• The proposed project would provide 53 employee housing units that would be 
affordable to low- and moderate-income households, as defined by the Monterey 
County lnclusionary Housing ordinance. 

• Of the remaining 205 employees requiring housing, a large portion of these 
employees probably already reside within Monterey County and would not require 
additional affordable housing. 

• Not all of the onsiie employees would fall into the low- and moderate-income 
categories and therefore would not require housing affordable to low- and moderate­
income households. 

Because of these factors, the residual demand for new affordable housing within Monterey 
County generated by the proposed project is not expected to be large, resulting in adverse, but 
small, housing market effects. 

The project applicant is proposing to comply with the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. 
Compliance with the ordinance shall be subject to review and approval by the Monterey County 
Planning and Building Inspection Department befor.e approval and recordation of the final map. 
Because the proposed project is consistent with the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, this impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Chapter 5. Economics 

INTRODUCTION 

Economic effects are not normally considered environmental effects under CEQA. CEQA 
generally applies to project-related effects on the physical environment; however, the economic 
effects may be considered in an EIR under two conditions. 

First, if the economic effects of a project may result in a physical change in the environment, 
the physical change (not the economic effect) must then be evaluated to determine the significance 
of the change. For example, the economic effects of the project (i.e., generation of onsite 
employment, income, and housing demand) could result in traffic, air quality, and housing-related 
impacts. The significance of these potential physical effects are evaluated in other chapters of this 
EIR. 

Second, the adverse economic effects resulting from a project-related physical change may 
be used to judge the significance of the physical change; however, the economic effects of the Santa 
Lucia Preserve project, including the generation of employment and spending in the regional 
economy, are expected to be beneficial, as discussed later in this chapter. 

A lead agency, however, has the discretion to include relevant discussions of project-related 
economic effects within an EIR. This chapter discusses various economic issues related to the 
proposed Santa Lucia Preserve project. These issues include the following: 

• the generation of direct employment through project-related construction, operations, and 
maintenance activities; 

• the creation of secondary economic activity within the region through project-related 
expenditures on goods and services; and 

• the effect of the project on the region's existing jobs/housing balance. 

An independent assessment of the project's impact on Monterey County's fiscal conditions was 
not conducted as part of this EIR. Most of the public services provided to the project site would be 
financed through a CSA. A CSA is an administrative mechanism used by the County of Monterey 
to finance services in unincorporated areas. CSAs may establish zones of benefit, issue bonds, charge 
user fees, and enter into contractual agreements to provide services. CSAs can provide a wide variety 
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of services, including sewer, street lighting, water, drainage control, police protection, fire, and open 
space maintenance. A CSA presumably would be created to encompass the proposed project site. 

CSAs have the authority to levy benefit assessments on properties within the CSA's boundary. 
The benefit assessment levied on individual properties and users of public services would depend on 
the type and level of services provided by the CSA. According to the Monterey County LAFCO 
(Cook pers. comm.), CSA benefit assessments have provided secure financing for public services and 
have minimized the potential for future financial problems. Property and sales tax revenue generated 
by the project would also help to offset public costs not directly offset through benefit assessments 
levied by the CSA Public services issues related to the project are addressed in Chapter 16, "Public 
Services and Utilities". 

The financial and market feasibility of the proposed project are also not addressed in this EIR. 
This information, considered privileged by the project applicant (Duffy pers. comm.), is not normally 
included in an EIR. 

Information contained in this chapter was provided by the project applicant (Duffy pers. 
comm.), the California Employment Development Department (1994), previous environmental 
documents prepared for the project (Planning Analysis & Development 1992), and the California 
Department of Finance (1994). 

SETTING 

Employment 

Existing Onsite Employment 

Most of Rancho San Carlos (the project site) is leased and operated primarily as a cattle 
ranch. A small amount ofland on the site is also leased to a farmer who produces row crops. Land 
near the entrance of Rancho San Carlos is leased for a racquet, swim, and fitness center and for a 
daycare center .. The owners of Rancho San Carlos maintain the ranch house, guest house, and 
recreational amenities (i.e., tennis court, swimming pool, and equestrian facilities) at San Francisquito 
for their use and that of guests and ranch employees. (Planning Analysis & Development 1992.) 

The existing ranch operations recently employed 18 permanent full-time staff, including a 
ranch manager, cowboys, ranch hands, house helpers, and a groundskeeping staff. Additional 
temporary employees are occasionally hired to supplement the ranch, house, and groundskeeping 
staff. (Planning Analysis & Development 1992.) 

The operation of the ranch and the spending of ranch employees generate a small amount of 
additional employment and income in the region. Specifically, ranch purchases generate employment 
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in the ranch and farm supply retail sectors, while employee expenditures are spread across numerous 
retail and services sectors. 

Regional Employment 

Monterey County's economy is largely supported by tourism, agriculture, and the military. 
The county's economic base is undergoing changes, however, with the closure of Fort Ord, and the 
resulting transfer of troops to Fort Lewis, Washington, and the eventual loss of2,000 civilian jobs. 
Reuse of Fort Ord is expected to ultimately offset the closure-related loss of employment and provide 
a broader economic base in the county; however, full redevelopment of the base is likely to take many 
years. 

The effects of Fort Ord closure began to be felt during mid-1993 as troop transfers and 
civilian layoffs began. Department of Defense civilian employment in the county fell from 4,700 to 
3,900 jobs during 1993 (California Employment Development Department 1994). Reduced military 

· spending and civilian employment reductions likely were responsible for employment reductions or 
slow employment growth in other sectors such as retail trade during 1993. 

The combined effects of the recent recession and Fort Ord closure have slowed overall 
employment growth in Monterey County. Employment in the county increased by 17% over the 5-
year period from 1983-1988, but increased by only 3% between 1988 and 1993. Employment in the 
county is dominated by the agriculture, retail trade, services, and government sectors. Together, 
these four sectors accounted for 79% of the 138,200 civilian wage and salary jobs in Monterey 
County in 1993. (California Employment Development Department 1994.) 

Monterey County's economy, which produces a large number of seasonal jobs related to 
agriculture and tourism, is generally characterized by unemployment rates higher than California's 
overall unemployment rate. Unemployment in the county averaged 12.3% in 1993, compared with 
9.2% in California. Monterey County's unemployment rate represented an estimated 21,400 
unemployed workers in 1993. (California Employment Development Department 1994.) 

Jobs/Housing Balance 

The adequacy of an area's housing supply can be generally characterized by evaluating the 
ratio of jobs to housing in an area. Achieving a jobs/housing balance is believed to reduce excessive 
commute distances, reduce automobile-related air pollution and traffic congestion, and decrease 
upward pressure on housing prices. 
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A jobs/housing ratio is often used to evaluate the balance between local jobs and housing, 
even though income distribution and housing prices play an important role i.n achieving a realistic 
balance. Jobs/housing ratios, however, provide an indication of whether a local area provides a 
sufficient supply of housing to meet the needs of the local workforce. Characteristics such as the 
average number of workers per household, average household size, and the mix of housing in an area 
help determine the ratio of jobs to housing that reflects a realistic balance in an area; however, 
communities are generally considered to be in balance when the ratio of jobs to housing lies within 
the range of0.75-1.25 (Sedway & Associates 1992). 

The overall Monterey County jobs/housing ratio of 1.11 in 1993, based on 138,200.jobs and 
124,170 housing units (California Department of Finance 1993) in th.e county indicates a generally 
balanced relationship between jobs and housing in the county. This ratio indicates an improvement 
in the recent balance between jobs and housing in the county and likely reflects the effects of slow 
• employment growth in the county in recent years. 

ThfPACTS AND MITIGATION M}:ASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

The primary economic effect of the proposed project would be the generation of employment, 
.both onsite and offsite. Employment would be directly generated by project construction and 
operations and indirectly generated elsewhere in the economy by the expenditures of onsite businesses 
and their employees. Indirect employment refers to jobs generated offsite by the demand for goods 
and services by onsite business ( e.g., onsite restaurants buy food products and other goods from 
offsite businesses). Induced employment refers to jobs created offsite by the consumer purchases of 
onsite employees (e.g., employees spend portions of their income on food, gasoline, and furniture). 
Indirect and induced employment are hereafter referred to as secondary employment. 

Construction· of project facilities and housing would generate temporary construction 
employment during the project's construction period. The number of construction jobs that could be 
generated by the project cannot be accurately estimated because of the lack of information regarding 
construction costs and details concerning construction phasing. Construction-related employment 
is qualitatively discussed based on the amount of construction that would result from the project. 
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· , Permanent employment generated by operation of the project was estimated using the 

/ 

following methods. 

• Onsite employment was estimated based on the square footage of employment-generating 
development and the number of guest rooms proposed as part of the project (Table 5-1). 
Employment was then estimated using appropriate square-feet-per-employee estimates 
(Association of Bay Area Governments 1987) for onsite land uses and estimates of 
employees required per guest room (Planning Analysis & Development 1992) that would 
be developed as part of the lodge and the hacienda. Employment generated by the 
operation of horse stables and equestrian facilities was estimated based on professional 
judgment. 

• Offsite secondary employment generated by operations of the project was estimated using 
employment multipliers from an economic input-output model developed by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (1987). The multipliers predict the number of 
secondary jobs that would be generated offsite for every job created onsite. The estimates 
of secondary employment include all jobs that would be generated by onsite activities. 
These estimates represent the most optimistic estimate of secondary jobs that would be 
generated in Monterey County because many of these jobs would likely be generated in 
businesses located outside the county. 

The project's effect on Monterey County's jobs/housing balance was evaluated based on the 
number of housing units and jobs that would be generated onsite by the proposed project. Secondary 
employment generated by the project was not considered in the evaluation of jobs/housing effects 
because the location of these jobs and the availability of housing near secondary jobs are not known. 

Significance Criteria 

As discussed previously, economic effects alone are generally not considered significant 
impacts on the environment under CEQA. The economic effects described below are characterized 
as either beneficial ·or adverse. Employment and income growth is generally characterized as a 
beneficial economic effect because jobs growth provides new employment opportunities for the local 
and regional workforce and income growth usually stimulates additional jobs creation within the 
region. 

The proposed project's effect on the county's jobs/housing balance is characterized by how 
the addition of housing and jobs resulting from the project changes the county's overall jobs/housing 
ratio. As discussed previously, areas are generally considered to be in balance when the ratio of jobs · 
to housing units lies within the range of O. 7 5-1.25. The significance of environmental effects such 
as increased traffic congestion and decreased air quality that could result from an adverse change in 
the balance of jobs and housing are addressed in other chapters of this EIR. 
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Table 5-1. Estimated Employment Generated by the Proposed Project 

Employment-Generating Employees Number Square Feet per 
Facilities · ERoom' ofRooms EmJ:!Io:i::ee• 

Lodge 
Guest rooms 0.6 110 
Meeting rooms 840 
Lounge/lobby/ gift 450 
Dining 300600 
Services 860 
Horse stables/paddocks NIA 

Hacienda 
Rooms 0.6 40 
Dining room/kitchen 300600 

Ranch center 
Post office 250 
Retail 450 
Cafe 300600 
Offices 300 
Miscellaneous commercial• 450 
Library/ gallery 500 
Meeting/multi-purpose rooms 840 
Administration 350 

Golf trail, clubhouse and 
practice range• NIA 

Sporting center' ii10 

Ranch operations center 
General storage/maintenance 1,400 
Equipment maintenance 860 

Equestrian Center NIA 

Employee recreation center• 870 

Wastewater treatment plant b NIA 
Total employment 

Notes: FTE = full-time equivalent jobs (i.e., two part-time jobs equal one full-time job). 
NIA= not applicable. 

Source: Planning Analysis & Development 1992. 

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments 1987. 

Square 
Feet 

7,500 
2,500 
2,750 

12,600 
NIA 

3,080 

500 
5,000 
1,000 
5,500 
3,000 
2,000 
5,000 
5,000 

NIA 

6,000 

l0,000 
5,000 

NIA 

2,000 

NIA 

Estimated Estimated 
Number of Number of 
Onsite Jobs Secondary Jobs • 

{FTE2 {FTE2 

66 87 
9 12 
6 7 

95- 20 
15 25 

2 3 

24 32 
105- 23 

2 5 
11 13 
4r 7 
18 98 
7 8 
4 6 
6 8 

14 24 

19 8 

7 9 

7 8 
6 IO 

4 5 

2 3 

6 15 
25824-i- 4364%8 

Secondary employment includes the indirect and induced employment generated by onsite activities. These estimates represent the most optimistic 
estimate of additional of employment generated in the region. These estimates were prepared based on employment multipliers developed by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (1987). 

Includes ATM/banking space and commercial storage space. 

Employment estimated based on U.S. Bureau of the Census 1989. 

The sporting center includes buildings for a pro shop, lockers, exercise and fitness rooms, massage and spa therapy facilities, and a snack bar. The 
center also includes six tennis courts and a swimming pool. 

• The employee recreation center will include a multipurpose community building, a basketball court, a softball/soccer field, outdoor picnic facilities, 
a tot lot, and ii swimming pool. 

Estimated assuming three two'.-person shifts per day. 
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Employment 

Impact: Generation of Construction-Related Employment 

Construction of project facilities and housing would probably require at least 20 years to 
complete, generating construction-related jobs over a long period of time. General development 
plans prepared for the project indicate that nearly 207,000 square feet of lodging, commercial, 
administrative, and recreational building space would be constructed as part of the project. 
Additionally, infrastructure development and the construction of outdoor recreation facilities would 
also generate construction jobs. The construction of297 custom homes and 53 employee housing 
units would generate additional employment in the residential construction sector. 

No estimates are available on the number of construction jobs that would be generated by 
project-related construction; however, the number of direct and secondary jobs generated by 
construction activities could be substantial. Phasing of construction activities over 20 years would 
likely allow Monterey County's construction sector to absorb much of this work, reducing the need 
for large numbers of construction workers to move into the county. Competitive bidding for 
construction contracts, however, could result in the temporary in-migration of construction firms and 
workers to the local area. 

The generation of construction-related employment is considered a beneficial economic effect 
of the project because it provides new employment opportunities for construction workers and 
generates income in the construction industry and related sectors. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Generation of Operations-Related Employment 

The proposed project includes a number of employment-generating land uses, including the 
lodge and hacienda facilities that will comprise guest rooms, dining facilities, a lounge and gift shop, 
meeting rooms, and other visitor services; the ranch center, which will offer a post office, resident­
serving retail shops, offices, a library and gallery, meeting rooms, and administrative facilities; a golf 
course, clubhouse, and practice range; a sporting center for residents and a recreation center for ranch 
employees; the ranch operations center that will contain storage and maintenance facilities; an 
equestrian center; and a wastewater treatment plant. 
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The project applicant estimates that onsite employment would total approximately 200 jobs, 
including operations and maintenance jobs (Duffy pers. comm.). Employment estimates (Table 5-1) 
indicate that onsite employment could reach 258 24+ full-time positions. As Table 5-1 shows, 55% 
-5-4% of the estimated employment would be generated by the operations of lodging and related 
facilities located at the lodge and the hacienda developments. Much of the remaining employment 
(26% rr¾) would be related to retail, office, and administrative uses at the ranch center 
development. 

No payroll estimates related to oil.site employment are available (Duffy pers. comm.). Many 
of the jobs, including those related to the lodging facilities, restaurants, retail businesses, and 
recreation facilities, are likely to be low-wage jobs. For example, according to the California 
Employment Development Department (1994), a retail clerk in Monterey County can expect to earn 
approximately $4.25 per hour; a dining room attendant, $4.42 per hour; a food service manager, 
$9.40 per hour; a gardener/groundskeeper, $9.14 per hour; a housekeeping supervisor, $7.52 per 
hour; a maid, $6.22 per. hour; and a grocery stock clerk $7.00 per hour. Facility managers, 
administrative workers, and office employees would likely earn much higher wages; however, these 
jobs would account for a relatively small proportion of onsite employment. 

Even though many of the onsite jobs would be low paying, the expenditures of onsite 
businesses and their employees would generate a substantial amount of secondary employment. As 
Table 5-1 shows, secondary employment is estimated to total 436 4zS jobs. As discussed previously, 
many of these jobs would likely be located outside Monterey County; however, a number of 
secondary jobs woul~ probably be generated in communities in the Monterey Peninsula. 

The employment generated by project operations would provide new opportunities for the 
local and regional labor force, especially for low-skilled workers. This economic effect is considered 
beneficial. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Jobs/Housing Balance 

Impact: No Change in Monterey County's Jobs/Housing Balance . 

' ' ' 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of 350 housing units 

(297 market rate homes and 53 inclusionary housing units) and the generation of an estimated 258 
:24t onsite jobs. The addition of project-related jobs and housing would have little effect on 
Monterey County's existing jobs/housing ratio; the county's ratio would remain at approximately 1.11 
jobs per housing unit. 
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The onsite relationship between jobs and housing indicates that many employees would live 
offsite and commute to their onsite jobs. Only 53 of the 350 housing units that would be constructed 
onsite would likely be affordable for most of the estimated 258 24-t onsite workers. Workers and 
their families would seek housing in nearby communities such as Carmel and Monterey; however, the 
search for affordable housing could result in workers commuting from communities such as Marina 
and Seaside, where the closure of Fort Ord has caused the vacancy of low-cost housing units. 

The potential environmental and housing effects of the imbalance in onsite jobs and housing 
are discussed in other chapters of this EIR, including Chapter 4, "Population and Housing", Chapter 
13, "Traffic", and Chapter 14, "Climate and Air Quality". The economic effect of higher commute 
costs for onsite workers would be adverse, but would probably not represent a substantial cost for 
most workers. In addition, the applicant is proposing to operate an employee shuttle service at 
buildout of the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Chapter 6. Geology and Minerals 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the geology and mineral resources of the project site, constraints to 
development and impacts on these resources. Geologic hazards and constraints addressed include 
seismicity, landsliding, liquefaction, and paleontological resources. Additional information on geolo­
gic conditions is found in Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply 
and Demand". 

The principal source of geologic information for this chapter is the Geological and 
Geotechnical Investigation, Vesting Tentative Map Submittal, Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County, 
California, prepared for the Rancho San Carlos project (Cleary Consultants 1994). This report is 
available at the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department. The Cleary Con­
sultants report covers the 16, 540-acre portion of the site that lies within the GMP AP. The scope of 
the geological and geotechnical investigation included literature review; historical aerial photograph 
analysis; a geologic reconnaissance; magnetometer surveys; excavation of 20 exploratory trenches 
and 20 fault test pits; compilation of the seismic history of the area; detailed geologic mapping and 
subsurface investigation (borings) of three old, large landslides in the vicinity of proposed home sites; 
laboratory testing of soil strength; and engineering and geotechnical engineering analyses for the 
Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) stage of the development. 

A third-party review of the Cleary Consultants report was conducted by Weber, Hayes & 
Associates (Appendix C). This review found the Cleary Consultants report to be generally compre­
hensive and competently executed, but several issues were identified that needed to be resolved. 
Weber, Hayes & Associates later discussed these issues with Cleary Consultants, with some issues 
being resolved and other issues determined to require further site investigations (Cleary and Nolan 
pers. comms.). The results of these discussions have been incorporated into this draft EIR. Some 
of Weber, Hayes & Associates' conclusions and recommendations for additional geologic and 
geotechnical investigations relate to individual building site viability. Accordingly, these recom­
mendations are included with the impacts and mitigation measures in this report. 

Revisions were made to the text of this chapter in response to additional geotechnical 
investigations by Cleary Consultants (1995a, b, and c). Table 1 in Appendix C was also revised to 
reflect the results of the additional investigations. 

This description of mineral resources at the site is partly based on information in the 
Geological and Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the Rancho San Carlos Project (Cleary 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

6-1 

Geology and Minerals 
September 14, 1995 



Consultants 1994). Additional information was taken from a report by the California Division of 
Mines and Geology (1966), personal communications, and unpublished material provided by Rancho 
San Carlos Partnership (Panzer pers. comm.). 

SETTING 

Regional and Site Geology 

Topography 

The project site is located at the northern terminus of the Santa Lucia Range, beginning at the 
southern edge of the Carmel River floodplain and rising toward the south. Elevations at the project 
site range from approximately 30 feet to more than 3,000 feet. The highest elevations are found 
along the southwest boundary of the site along the crest of the SaJJ.ta Lucia Range (Figure 6-1). 
Approximately 59% of the site has slopes in excess of 30% (Figure 6-2), 17% has slopes of 20-29%, 
.and 24% has slopes less than 20%. Most of the site has steep to ve1y steep slopes, ranging from 
30% to 11101e than 85% (Figme 6-2). The largest area of more gentle slopes, ranging from Oto 30%, 
are centered around San Francisquito Flat and San Clemente Flat, located in t.he central and 
southeastern portions of the project site. Other large areas with slopes less than 30% are also found 
along San Jose Creek; portions of Chamisal, Long, and Pen.on Peak Ridges; and in the Pqtrero, Mesa, 
and Vasquez Knob/Touche Pass areas. · 

Bedrock and Surf ace Geology 

The granitic bedrock in the region forms a portion of the Pacific (crustal) Plate known as the 
Salinian Block. The Salinian Block is bounded on the northeast and separated from the North 
American Plate by the active San Andreas fault and is bounded on the southwest by the inactive Sur"' 
Nacimiento fault (Figure 6-3). The Pacific Plate (including the Salinian Block) is moving to the 
northwest along the San Andreas fault relative to the North American Plate. The relative movement 
of the two crustal p·lates have caused considerable pressure,·folding, faulting; and uplift within the 
Salinian Block. These tectonic (crustal movement) forces have caused the formation of the abrupt 
rise and rugged terrain of the Santa Lucia Range, which originated within the last 5 million years. 

All of the bedrock and part of the surface rocks of the project site (Figure 6-4) consist of 
granodiorite and quartz diorite, both types of granitic rock. Small areas of metasedimentary rock 
(sedimentary rock altered by heat or pressure) occur in association with the granitic rocks. Overlying 
the granitic rocks in places are sandstone and conglomerate of the Temblor (or Chamisal) formation 
(consisting of the Robinson Canyon fo1mation nonmarine sandstone member and the Los Tularcitos 
formation marine sandstone member). Fossils occur locally in the Temblor formation. Small areas 
of volcanic rock, such as basalt and andesite, occur as ridge caps within the Temblor formation.· The 
Monterey formation, consisting of marine shale and some sandstone, also overlies the granitic rocks 
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and Temblor fonnation sandstone. In the valleys and along creek floodplains are recent deposits of 
mostly sandy alluvium (Cleary Consultants 1994). (A more detailed discussion of the geologic 
formations is found in Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply 
and Demand".) · 

Regional and Site Faulting and Seismicity 

The project site is located in a seismically active region. In addition to the San Andreas fault 
(30 miles from the site, as measured from San Francisquito Flat), other active faults capable of 
causing strong ground shaking at the site include the Palo Colorado-San Gregorio fault complex ( 6 
miles from the site) and the Monterey Bay fault zone (11 miles from the site) (Figure 6-3). Other 
regional faults, such as the King City, Cypress Point, Tularcitos-Navy, and Chupines faults, have 
potential to be active. Hundreds of earthquakes of varying magnitude have occurred along these 
faults during the 20th century (Cleary Consultants 1994). 

The site is in Seismic Hazard Zones III to VI, indicating that the area is subject to earthquakes 
rated as moderate to very high in intensity. The maximum credible earthquake, defined as the 
maximum earthquake appearing capable of occurring under known tectonic conditions, for regional 
faults ranges in Richter scale magnitude from 6.0 on the Chupines fault to 8.5 on the San Andreas 
fault (Cleary Consultants 1994). 

Five faults, the San Francisquito, San Jose thrust, San Clemente thrust, Potrero, and Robinson 
faults, have been mapped by Cleary Consultants on the project site (Figure 6-4). (See Chapter 8, 
"Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand", for a detailed 
description of the structural features of these faults.) An additional fault, the San Clemente Ridge 
fault, was identified by Nolan Associates (1995) subsequent to Cleary Consultants' investigations. 
The San Clemente Ridge fault was determined to be pre-Holocene, in contrast to the five faults. The 
faults are generally of the normal or reverse types, in which one block has moved upward or 
downward relative to the adjacent block. Gleary Consultants conducted an investigation of these five 
faults by digging exploratory trenches and concluded that there was no evidence of recent activity. 
(Nevertheless, the lack of evidence of activity does not prove that a fault is inactive.) Evidence of 
strong past activity was found, however, to the extent of finding zones of granodiorite folded and 
faulted over the top of younger sandstone. The high natural rate of erosion, landslide occurrence, 
soil creep, prevalence of poorly developed soils, and recent alluvial deposition all tend to obscure 
evidence of recent fault activity (Cleary Consultants 1994). Because there is no clear evidence of 
fault activity or inactivity, the six faults are considered potentially active, as defined by California 
Division of Mines and Geology guidelines. 
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Landsliding 

Slope instability and mass movement features are common in the Santa Lucia Range. Slope 
failures, such as earth flows, debris flows, slumps, and soil slips, may be caused by grading, 
vegetation removal, intense wildfire (including formation .of water-repellant soils), and periods of high 
rainfall. Such mass failures may be activated by earthquakes. The layered sedimentary rock and 
weathered rock and soil of the Temblor and particularly the Monterey formations are subject to 
massive landslides, both on disturbed and undisturbed slopes. Although the granitic and metamorphic 
rocks of the Santa Lucia Range are less prone to landsliding than other rocks in the region, they are 
nevertheless subject to failure. For example, the town of Big Sur was extensively damaged by a 
mudflow generated from hillslopes underlain by granitic and metamorphic rocks in winter 1972 
following a relatively small wildfire (Henson and Usner 1993). 

Cleary Consultants (1994) analyzed slope instability in areas of the site proposed for 
development. Landslides were classified into three categories according to their level of activity: 
active, dormant, and old. Active landslides show recent movement and are not suited to 
development. Dormant landslides show no evidence of current movement but are potentially 
unstable; development should be avoided. Old landslides are not currently moving and are 
moderately stable to stable. They are generally suitable for development under static and dynamic 
( e.g., ground movement acceleration during a seismic event) conditions and are now stable and have 
a low potential for renewed movement under the existing geomorphic and climatological conditions. 
Their stability, however, should be confirmed through more detailed geological and geotechnical 
investigations if development could be affected (Cleary Consultants 1994). 

Landslide types on the site identified by Cleary Consultants (1994) include rotational and 
translational bedrock slump and rock block glides, earth flows, debris flows, rock falls, and rock 
topples. Abundant medium to massive old landslides and relatively smaller dormant and active 
landslides have been identified, mostly on the Temblor and Monterey formations. The massive old 
landslides, up to 3,200 feet long and 1,900 feet wide, are believed to date from the early Holocene 
(i.e., the past 12,000 years) or earlieriatet, during the last Pleistocene ice age, when the climate was 
·generally wetter than at present. The larger landslides appear to be primarily complex, bedrock slump 
and rock block slides controlled by the underlying bedrock orientation. Recent landslides occurring 
on naturally steep slopes are primarily debris flows and earth flows. The latter are the most 
hazardous for public safety because they are the fastest moving and are the least predictable. 

Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

Liquefaction is the relatively rapid loss of soil shear strength caused by strong ground shaking 
resulting from an earthquake. Sediments most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, unconsolidated, 
saturated fine sands lying within about 50 feet below the soil surface. Lateral spreading is a failure 
of soil/sediment within a nearly horizontal zone (possibly due to liquefaction), which causes the soil 
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\ to move toward a free face (such as a streambank) or down a gentle slope. Lateral spreading can 
occur on slopes as gentle as one half a degree. 

!fhc Cleary Consultants (1994 and 1995a) report evaluated liquefaction hazard by boring in 
the Sm1 Ftm1cisquito Fla:t m ea a:t two locations. one at the proposed equestrian center, and the othe1 
at the proposed ranch center, and at building lots identified by the draft EIR as having possible 
liquefaction hazard. The equestrian center site was determined to have a possible liquefaction hazard 
due to saturated silty sand at 13 feet depth (Cleary Consultants 1994). Lots 19 and 65 were also 
identified to have a liquefaction hazard sufficient to warrant special engineering considerations for 
foundations. Based on the soil survey map (U.S. Soil Conservation Set vice 1978), other sites 
p1oposed fo1 development; such as in Smr F1mrcisquito Flat and Smr Clemente Flat (e.g., Lots 95, 96, 
and 97) and in the narrow floodplains of San Jose Creek and Potrero Canyon, may also have a 
liquefaction hazai d. 

The boring at the ranch center revealed no apparent liquefaction hazard. Site conditions at 
the proposed hacienda site similar to the ranch center suggest the hacienda site has no liquefaction 
hazard (Cleary Consultants 1994). 

Mineral Resources in Monterey County 

Ovenriew 

The most important mineral-bearing geological formations in the county are the Sur Series 
(cont~ning dolomite, limestone, and barite); the Franciscan formation and associated serpentine 
(gold, chromite, mercury, and asbestos); older granitic rocks (stone and feldspar); Miocene 
sedimentary rocks ( oil, gas, coal, dimension stone, and diatomite ); and Quaternary alluvial, beach, 
and dune deposits (sand, gravel, and clay) (California Division of Mines and Geology 1966). 

Mineral resources found on the project site are discussed below in the context of their 
occurrence and use in the county. 

Sand and Gravel Deposits 

A variety of sand and gravel resources are found in the county, including Quaternary 
(approximately 2 million years old or less) beach and dune sands, sand and gravel from stream 
deposits, and older formations of sand and gravel. Much of the sand and nearly all the gravel. 
extracted in the county that is used for construction purposes is taken from Quaternary stream 
channel deposits (California Division of Mines and Geology 1966). 
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Dimension Stone . 

Dimension stone, taken from several geologic formations in the county, is used as an 
architectural building material (California Division of Mines and Geology 1966). Dimension stone 
that is taken from the Monterey formation siliceous shale is called Carmel Stone in the Carmel area 
(Cleary Consultants 1994). 

Regionally, the Monterey formation crops out from Monterey to San Luis Obispo County 
{California Division of Mines and Geology 1966). 

Crushed Rock 

A variety of rocks in the county are used for landscaping and (nondimension stone) 
construction purposes and for·riprap. Sources of these materials in the county are granitic rocks 
(including granodiorite), sandstone, siliceous shale, chert, greenstone, and other rocks. Some of these 
rocks are extensive throughout the county. 

Mineral Resources at the Project Site 

Sand and Gravel Deposits 

Sand and gravel deposits occur within the active stream channel of the Carmel River at the 
extreme northern end of the site and cover a 5- to 10-acre area. These deposits consist of 
unconsolidated, unsorted fine to coarse sands and gravels, with lesser quantities of cobbles and 
boulders (Cleary Consultants 1994). The sand and gravel deposits on the site are not currently being 
extracted, nor is there evidence that any significant extraction of these materials has ever occurred 
in this area. 

Dimension Stone 

On the project site, the Monterey formation, the source of dimension stone, primarily occurs 
in the northern portion (Cleary Consultants 1994). The project site has one existing, active quarry 
located neat the Rancho San Carlos Road entrance to the site. The quarry, located in Monterey 
formation siliceous shale, has been used since the tum of the century to extract Carmel Stone for 
ortsite use (Cleary Consultants 1994). A cluster of now abandoned quarries, operated by Santa Lucia 
Quarries, Ltd., is described as existing near this quarry by the California Division of Mines and 
Geology (1966). 
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Because the Carmel Stone material taken from the existing quarry is used only for onsite use, 
1t 1s exempt from requirements of the County Use Permit and the state Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA). 

Crushed Rock 

As described previously, the predominant rocks underlying the site are granodiorite, Monterey . 
shale (some ofit siliceous), and sandstone. Relatively small amounts of these materials were probably 
used in constructing roads and other pavements on the site. Because crushed rock material will be 
taken from a proposed borrow site on the property and will be used only for onsite use, the use of 
this rock is exempt from the requirements of the County Use Permit and the state Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA). 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Potential impacts and constraints to development related to geologic hazards and constraints 
and to the use of mineral resources are evaluated. The evaluation was based on review and analysis 
of existing literature including the geologic and geotechnical investigations discussed previously under 
"Introduction". 

Significance Criteria 

The following significance criteria, derived from Appendices G and I of the State CEQA 
Guidelines and from professional judgment, are applicable to the proposed project under review. The 
project would result in a significant impact if it would result in: 

• exposures of people or property to geologic hazards, such as earthquakes, landslides, 
debris flows, liquefaction, or similar hazards; 

• a substantial change in topography or ground surface relief features; 

• unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic substructures; 

• destroying, covering, or modifying any unique geologic or physical feature, such as a 
disruption or other adverse effect on a paleontological resource of limited surface 
exposure; 
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• substantial depletion ofa limited mineral resource; and · 

• preclusion of a substantial amount of an economically extr.actable mineral resource that 
is of limited regional abundance from being used in the future. 

Topography and Paleontological Resources 

' Impact: Change in Topography/Ground Surf ace Relief 

Approximately 425,000 cubic yards of soil and rock will be excavated, cut and filled, or 
otherwise graded for use as engineered fill, road subbase and base material, asphalt aggregate, riprap, 
and topsoil (Cleary Consultants 1994). For reference, this is equal to a 176-acre area graded to a 
depth of 1.5 feet. Cut-and-fill amounts are expected to balance onsite. Because this amount of 
grading is small in relation to the overall project site size; this impact is not considered significant, 
provided other indirect effects associated with grading ( e.g., erosion) are properly mitigated. 
Similarly, although site grading would significantly alter individual site microtopographical contours 
and relief features, the extent of earth movement is not expected to constitute a significant impact on 
the large-scale relief of the site. The exception to this assessment is effects associated with the 
proposed aggregate borrow site, which is discussed later in this section. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Possible Disruption and Destruction of a Limited Paleontological Resource Resulting 
from Site Grading 

The Temblor/Chamisal formation is described as locally fossiliferous (fossil-bearing) (Cleary 
Consultants 1994) and has limited surface exposure in northern Monterey County. Most of the extent 
of this formation is present on the project site. Grading, excavation, and other bedrock-disturbing 
construction activities within this formation could significantly disturb or destroy the geologic record 
contained in this formation. This impact is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less­
than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Mitigation Measure 1: Implement a Paleontological Site Mitigation Pla:n .. A mitigation 
plan should be prepared and implemented in conformance with Title 21, Chapter 21.66.050.D of the 
County Zoning Ordinance. The plan should include the provision that in the event that any fossils 
are found during bedrock-disturbing construction activities in Temblor/Chamisal formations, grading 
should be discontinued to allow analysis of the significance or recovery of fossils, as required. The 
mitigation plan should be submitted to and approved by the Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department. 
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Seismicity 

Impact: Potential Structural Damage and Threat to Public Safety Resulting from Fault 
Displacement during a Seismic Event 

Onsite fault activity investigations by Cleary Consultants ( 1994) have concluded that the 
known faults on the project site do not show evidence of recent activity. Geologic conditions (see 
"Setting" section) at the site, however, do not allow for precise determination of the date of the last 
fault movements. Approximately 45 proposed building envelopes are crossed by or are in proximity 
to the five faults investigated by Cleary Consultants. The location of structures and facilities on, over, 
or near any of the faults on the project site could result in structural damage and personal injury from 
fault displacement, including ground surface rupture, at the surface in a seismic event. 

The Cleary Consultants report concluded that because of the apparent low potential for future 
fault movement on the project site, no special mitigation measure for road construction and 
underground utility placement is required. 

The third-party review conducted by Weber, Hayes & Associates (Nolan pers. comm.) also 
determined that Lots 157 and 206 may be located on the lip of the overthrust block of the San 
Clemente thrust fault. Surface displacement/ground surface rupture along this fault could result in 
structural damage and personal injury. 

The potential structural damage and threat to public safety resulting from fault displacement 
is considered significant. Implementation of the applicant's mitigation measure and the additional 
mitigation measure described below would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant leveL,. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 2: Establish 50- or 100-Foot (Depending on 
the Degree of Fault Trace Definition) Habitable Structure Setbacks from Fault Lines. 

) 

The applicant's VTM shows the required setbacks within the proposed development lots (Table 6-1) 
from faults identified by Cleary Consultants. Because of the additional hazards identified by Weber, 
Hayes & Associates and by Nolan Associates, an additional mitigation measure is required to reduce 
the hazard of ground surface displacement to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 3: Provide Sufficient Setback from Additional Faults 
or Provide a Mat or other Engineered Foundation. The applicant should conduct additional site 
investigations of lots affected by the San Clemente thrust (Lots 157 and 206), splay of the Potrero 
fault, and provide sufficient setbacks (as required) from the San Clemente thrust, or provide a mat 
or other engineered foundation, as appropriate. For the San Clemente Ridge fault, structures should 
not be placed directly over the trace of the San Clemente Ridge fault, as recommended by Nolan 
Associates (1995). The investigations should occur and contingency mitigation (i.e., setback or 
foundation) should be determined before issuance of a building permit. 
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Lot 
Number 

8 

IO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

26 

27 

30 

32 

33 

37 

53 

55 

57 

58 

59 

62 

64 

65 

67 

Table 6-1. Recommended Setbacks for Habitable Structw"es from Fault Traces 

Causative Fault 

Potrero Fault 

San Jose Thrust Fault 

Sart Jose Thrust Fault 

San Jose Thrust Fault 

San Jose Thrust Fault 

Sart Jose Thrust Fault 

San Jose Thrust Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

$an Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

. San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

Robinson Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Frartcisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

6-14 

Dwelling Setback 
from Fault (Feet) 

100 

50 

50 

100 

50 

100 

100 

50 

50 

50 

50 

100 

50 

50 

100 

50 

50 

100 

50 

Sb 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

100 



Lot 
Number 

68 

73 

75 

77 

83 

85 

93 

99 

100 

119 

157 

169 

~ 

t-98 

t-99 

206 

Table 6-1. Continued 

Causative Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

Robinson Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

Robinson Fault 

Robinson Fault 

Robinson Fault 

San Francisquito Fault 

San Clemente Thrust Fault 

San Clemente Thrust Fault 

San Clemente Thrust Fault 

Poti:ern Fattlt 

Pott er o Fattlt 

Pott er o Fattlt 

San Clemente Thrust Fault 

Note: Additional lots may require setbacks based on additional site investigations. 

Source: Cleary Consultants 1994, 1995c. 

6-15 

Dwelling Setback 
from Fault (Feet) 

50 

50 

50 

100 

100 

100 

50 

100 

100 

100 

50 

50 

tOO 

5e 

5e 

100 



Impact: Potential Structural Damage and Threat to Public Safety Resulting from Ground 
Shaking during a Seismic Event 

Strong ground shaking caused by regional earthquakes could result in severe damage to 
structures and utilities and pose a significant risk to public safety. Unless constructed to withstand 
the shaking caused by an earthquake, structures could collapse or be shifted off their foundations, 
aboveground and underground utilities could fail, and loss oflife or injury could occur. This impact 
is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 4: Design and Construct New Buildings 
in Accordance with Current Standards of Earthquake-Resistant Construction. Structures 
would be designed and constructed according to Uniform Building Code Zone IV criteria. This 
would reduce the impact of strong ground shaking to a' less-than-significant level, given current 
construction te<::hnology. 

Impact: Potential Increased Earthquake Activity Due to Groundwater Withdrawal and 
Consequent Potential Structural Damage and Threat to Public Safety 

It has been well established theoretically and empirically that motion along fault planes is 
affected by the pressure of fluid (e.g., groundwater) in the fault plane. High fluid pressure 
counteracts the normal stress between the structural blocks on either side of the fault plane, thereby 
decreasing the frictional resistance to slippage along the plane. Hubbert and Rubey (1959) 
demonstrated that this decrease in frictional resistance is the mechanism that makes thrust faulting 
possible over large distances. A dramatic demonstration of the relationship between fluid pressure 
and seismicity was the close correlation between the frequency of small earthquakes and the rate of 
deep injection of waste fluids at high pressure at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal near Denver during 
1962-1965 (Evans 1966): However, only a very high increase in fault plane fluid pressure would 
cause an increased likelihood of fault movement. No impact is expected. 

Ilowevet, because the faults on the. site wei.e not found to be active by Cleaty Consultants and 
because the nearest active faults to the site, the Cypress Point-Tularcitos faults, are well beyond the 
cones of depression (extending no more than several hundred feet) of the proposed water supply 
wells, no increased fault movement/earthquake activity due to groundwater withdrawal is expected. 
Mmeover, the Cypress Point-Tularcitos faults are more likely to be affected by groundwater 
withdrawal fiom the Carmel Valley alluvium than by groundwater withdrawal from onsitc wells. No 
impact is expected. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Landsliding 

Impact: Potential Structural Damage and Threat to Public Safety Resulting from Landsliding 
or Other Slope Failure 

As described in the "Setting" section above, the steep slopes of the project site are susceptible 
to landsliding and other types of slope instability. Large areas of old, dormant, and active landslides 
occur on the project site, primarily on the Temblor and Monterey formations. The Cleary Consultants 
report concludes that the old landslides are stable and suitable for development. Recommendations 
were made and incorporated within the VTM (Cleary Consultants 1994) to relocate road alignments 
and building envelopes, thereby avoiding small areas within old landslides judged to be unstable and 
the mapped areas of dormant and active landslides. The report concludes that factors that could 
destabilize currently stable slopes, such as removal of landslide toe support, or changes in 
groundwater regime, such as introduction oflandscape irrigation and septic effluent water to existing 
old landslides, would not substantially affect slope stability. No examples of anticipated slope 
undercutting or steepening by either grading or existing erosion were identified. The amount of 
added water from landscape irrigation and septic effluent was judged to be minor in comparison to 
normal runoff and rainfall (Cleary Consultants 1994). The conclusion by Cleary Consultants that 
septic tank leachate would not affect the stability of deep-seated slides is confirmed by Weber, Hayes 
& Associates. According to Weber, Hayes & Associates, however, movement of small, shallow 
failures (e.g., soil slips) could be activated by introduction of septic leachate into slopes. 

There is the possibility oflandslides or other types of mass movement occurring on slopes that 
do not now show evidence of past or present instability. The absence of landslides is ·not an 
indication for the low potential of future landslides in an area of steep slopes and bedded and porous 
sedimentary bedrock. Just as the occurrence of an earthquake on a given fault may relieve stress on 
that fault and reduce the potential for near-term future earthquakes, so the occurrence of a landslide 
lowers the potential instability of that earth material by moving it to a lower and less steep slope and 
closer to its angle of repose. In general, areas of steep slopes and bedding planes parallel to the slope 
that do not show evidence oflandsliding_should be of concern for future landsliding. Most of the 
proposed building envelopes, driveways, and roads are on topographic high points, saddles, and 
slopes of less than 30%. Although the potential for landsliding is less for gentler slopes, it is not 
eliminated. 

Geographic variations in precipitation in the Santa Lucia Range are also a concern for 
landslide hazard. The abrupt elevation rise of the range directly in the typical winter storm path 
results in potentially high rainfall amounts within short time periods. At elevation 3,800 feet on 
Anderson Peak, 134 inches of rainfall were recorded during the El Nino winter of 1982-1983, and 
at 4,800-foot elevation on Mining Ridge, 173 inches ofrainfall were recorded during the same winter 
up to the time the rain gauge broke (Henson and Usner 1993). The project site is situated on the 
rising mountain slopes directly in the path of advancing winter storms, with a varied topography 
causing large differences in rainfall over short distances. Disturbances such as cutting and filling of 
existing slopes for road alignments and building pads, combined with minor, yet additional, subsurface 
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water input from septic systems and increased surface runoff inputs from impervious surfaces, and 
coincident with appreciable ground shaking from a seismic event, may act to substantially increase 
the landslide hazard in some areas during wetter-than-average conditions. 

Debris flows are most likely to occur during extended periods of high rainfall and following 
wildfire. Building envelopes at proposed Proposed lots identified as being particularly subject 
to debris flows are discussed in a report by Cleary Consultants (1995b), and include Lots 19, 21, 
22, 52, 91, 101, and 189. are indicated in Table 1 of the Weber, Hayes & Associates report 
(Appendix C). 

Webet, Hayes & Associates' 1ep01talso indicated that the exposme of the Pot1e10 fault tiace 
identified in Clearly Consultants' t1 ench 2 may actually be a landslide slip surface. The landslide, if 
p1esent, would include lots 194 to 200. 

Dipslopes (i.e., slopes in which the rock strata bedding is generally parallel to the land surface 
slope) of the Monterey formation were also reported by .Weber, Hayes, & Associates to be 
susceptible to slope failure, including slopes usually too shallow for mass movement on other. rock 
types. 

The landslide hazards or other slope failure constitute a significant environmental impact by 
exposing people and property to the hazard of landsliding. To reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level, the following mitigation measures shall should be implemented. ~.;, , 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 5: Provide 50-Foot Building Envelope 
Setbacks from the Base of Slopes, Dormant or Active Landslide Scarps, Stream Cutbanks, 
Erosion Gullies, and Steep Slopes for Lots 8, 188, and 247. Fifty-foot building envelope setbacks 
from the base of slop~s, dormant or active landslide scarps, stream cutbanks, erosion gullies, and 
steep slopes have been specified for Lots 8, 188, and 247. 

Final geotechnical reports containing individual soil and foundation studies during the design 
phase of building construction would be conducted and would include a landslide or other slope 
instability evaluation on any building sites located on sloping Monterey and Temblor formation areas, 
or areas on granitic rocks exceeding 30% slope. 

Unconsolidated and unstable earth material and colluvium in areas of slopes within building 
envelopes and subject to a landslide hazard would be excavated down to solid and stable bedrock and 
replaced as compacted and engineered fill. Keyways would be excavated into the stable material and 
then backfilled with compacted material. Appropriately engineered buttresses and retaining walls; 
debris benches; catchment and deflection structures; and surface, subsurface, and keyway drainage 
structures would be constructed where necessary. The final geotechnical report would contain 40-
scale grading and engineering plans specifying all mitigation measures. 

Road widening, road reconstruction, and new road construction guidelines would be 
established. Proposed new roads on the project site would cross a number of areas of old, dormant, 
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and active landslides, and slopes greater than 30%. Some of the existing roads, which would be 
widened, also cross such features. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 6: Provide Setbacks from Unstable Slopes for 
Additional Lots or Implement Appropriate Engineering Design as Required. The stability of 
any recognized landslides containing sites for development should be analyzed using appropriate 
parameters and geometrics. The potential for secondary landslides should be included in the 
evaluation. Based on the results of the calculations, proper setbacks from unstable slopes should be 
provided. 

h1 addition to the three lots that would contain setbacks, lot-specific geotechnical evaluations 
01 soifslfoundation analyses should be conducted fo1 additional lots dming the building pennit p1ocess 
to dete1 mine the need fot SO-foot building envelope setbacks fi 0111 the base of slopes, dormant or 
active landslide scmps, st1eam cutbanks, gullies, and steep slopes to mitigate debt is flow haza1ds fot 
Building envelope setbacks of 50-100 feet shall be established from possible debris.flow paths or 
slough walls shall be constructed to avoid debris.flow hazards at Lots ts-;- 19, 20;- 21, 22, 49, 50, 51, 
52, 66, 67, 91, 9r, and 101, 188, and 189. Ifit is detennined that an appropriate SO-foot setback 
cam1ot be p10vided, an effective enginee1ing design should be implemented based on p10pe1 design 
studies conducted before issuance of a building pe1 mit. The VIM has been revised to reflect these 
setback and engineering requirements for these lots (See Appendix J). 

As specified in the Cleary Consultants report, Lot 188 is in an a.tea subject to debris flow 
hazard. Stmctures on this lot should be set back at least 50 feet fiom the base of slopes and from 
sideslopes. 

Additional l\fitigation l\feasm e. Pa o"ide Setbacks foa Lots 194 to 200 if Reqnia ed 
Based on Additional Field Imestigations at the Poh ea o Fault T1 ace/Landslide Slip Sm face. 
This potential landslide exists at Lots 194 to 200. The featme should be ret1enched to determine its 
actual 01ientation and movement and app10p1iate setbacks should be detennined fo1 Lots 194 to 200. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 7: Prepare Contingency Plan That Provides Alternative 
Access Routes. The applicant should prepare a contingency plan that provides alternative access 
routes to and from the project site if an access road is closed by a landslide. The contingency plan 
must include a stipulation that landslide debris removed from roads be disposed of such that it does 
not affect sensitive habitats and is not subject to subsequent erosion. The contingency plan should 
be submitted to Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department for approval. 
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Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

Impact: Potential Structural Damage and Threat to Public Safety Resulting from Earthquake­
Induced Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading 

Earthquake-induced liquefaction could cause destruction or damage to structures and 
aboveground an~ underground utilities and pose a threat to public safety. This impact is considered 
significant. 

The Weber, Hayes & Associates report indicated lateral spreading could occur at sites located 
adjacent to incised stream channels. Such an event could cause damage to structures and pose a 
threat to public safety. This impact is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than­
significant level, the following mitigation measures should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 8: Use Appropriate Engineering Tech­
niques to Reduce Liquefaction and Lateral Spreading Hazard. The use of appropriate 
Appropriate engineering techniques, such as installing a grid or mat systems, system 01 other 
specialized foundation, soil densification, in-place treatment with grout, construction of retaining 
walls, in areas subject to liquefaction and lateral spreading shall be used These measures would 
reduce the level of liquefaction and lateral spreading hazard to a less-than-significant level. would 
reduce the level ofliquefaction hazai d at known liquefaction ai eas to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation r.leasme. Al'oid Del'elopment in A1eas of Liquefaction Potential 
01 Use App• op1 iate Enginee1 ed Foundation. As I ecommended by Webe1, Hayes & Associates, 
a liquefaction hazard assessment should be conducted at all proposed development sites underlain by 
recent alluvium, such as San Clemente Flat and along San Jose Creek and Pot1e10 Canyon. Ateas 
identmed as having significant liquefaction hazard should be avoided, building envelopes should be 
1econ:fig01ed, 01 foundations should be specially enginee1ed, as app1op1iate. 'Nhe1e site conditions 
indicate that avoidance is not feasible, mitigation could include the use of mat, grid, 01 deep 
foundations, soil densification, in-place t1eatment with giout, constrnction of 1etaining wells, 01 othet 
method. These measures would reduce the level ofliquefaction hazard to a less-than-significant level. 

The hazard oflate1al: spreading should be evaluated for sites at which structures are proposed 
to be located adjacent to cutbanks of stt eains. Atiy building sites whe1 e late1 al. spt eading conditions 
are deter rnined to exist n1ay require in.sittt soil tr eatment, such as densification 01 g1 outing, in lieu of, 
01 in addition to, the installation of special foundations. 
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Golf Trail Clubhouse Geologic Hazards 

Impact: Potential Geologic Hazards Associated with the Golf Trail Clubhouse 

Based on the geological data review and prior site exploration in this area, the Cleary 
Consultants report concluded that there are no geological hazards that would preclude construc­
tion of the proposed clubhouse. The site is on top of a low, rounded hilltop underlain by sandstone 
bedrock of the Temblor formation at an elevation of approximately 1,570 feet and slopes in the 
range of 20 to 30%. The site is not in an area subject to liquefaction, and no evidence oflandsliding 
or erosion was observed in the proposed building area or the immediately adjoining downslope 
areas. 

In addition, there do not appear to be any problems with faulting since the clubhouse site is 
about 800 feet southwest of the San Clemente thrust fault, a northwesterly trending moderately. 
dipping reverse fault that offsets sandstone bedrock on the southwest side against granodiorite 
bedrock on the northeast side. The proposed clubhouse lies well outside the recommended fault 
setback limits for construction near the San Clemente thrust fault. Therefore, the potential geologic 
hazards associated with the clubhouse are considered less than significant. The applicant will, 
however, conduct an in-depth geotechnical investigation for building design purposes at the time of 
project design. 

Mitigation Measure: No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Mineral Resources 

Impact: Extraction of Dimension Stone and Aggregate 

The applicant proposes to use dimension stone from the existing quarry for landscape 
improvements associated with the commercial and recreational facilities and aggregate from a borrow 
area site (Figures Figure 6-4 and 6-5) for various construction purposes. Because the amounts that 
would be used would not represent a substantial depletion of a limited resource or preclude extraction 
of a limited resource in the future, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Because the dimension stone and aggregate would be used only onsite, extraction will be 
exempt from requirements of the County Use Permit and SMARA. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. Potential impacts relating to 
erosion and sedimentation at the aggregate borrow area are described in the following chapter.) 
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Figure 6-5 
Proposed Borrow Area 
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Chapter 7. Soils 

INTRODUCTION 

This description of existing soil conditions is primarily based on the Soil Survey· of Monterey 
County, California (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). Additional information was also taken 
from the Geological and Geotechnical Investigation Vesting Tentative Map Submittal, Rancho San 
Carlos, Monterey County, California, prepared by Cleary Consultants (1994). The Cleary 
Consultants report covers the 16,540-acre portion of the site that lies within the GMPAP and 
analyzes soil expansion potential and soil stability as related to building foundations. The Rancho San 
Carlos Cattle Grazing Plan, Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, California, prepared by Sage 
Associates (1994a), describes past and proposed grazing practices, which influence erosion and 
sedimentation. The Rancho San Carlos Preliminary Drainage and Erosion Control Report, Monterey, 
California, prepared by Bester Engineers (1994a), describes the types of erosion and sediment control 
practices that will be implemented for the project in general. The Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, prepared by Sage Associates ( 1994b ), describes detailed 
erosion and sediment control measures for the golf trail. 

SETTING 

Soil Characteristics 

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service (1978) has mapped approximately 20 soil series on the 
site. Because of the large size of the project site and variety of parent rocks, soil characteristics vary 
widely. 

Soils on the site range in depth from less than 11 inches over hard bedrock to more than 80 
inches in alluvial areas. The texture of the surface horizons and subsoils ranges from sandy loam to 
clay loam (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). Deep soils especially exist in old landslide areas 
and on gentle sideslopes and drainages (Cleary Consultants 1994). 

The drainage class of the soils ranges from somewhat poorly drained to excessively drained. 
Runoff rates range from slow to very rapid. The soils' erosion hazard varies from slight to rapid when 
vegetation is disturbed or removed (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). Alluvial soils along creeks 
are highly subject to erosion because of the effects of stream cutting (Cleary Consultants 1994). The 
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decomposed granite underlying many of the soils on the site is particularly erodible because of its low 
cohesion (Megahan 1992). Decomposed granite exposed along road ditches and roadcuts is 
especially subject to erosion. 

Most of the soils on the site have low to moderate expansion-contraction potential. Soils with 
a high expansion-contraction potential exist in several areas but primarily in the northwestern portion 
of the site and in association with old landslides (Cleary Consultants 1994). 

The tendency of the soils to corrode concrete and uncoated steel, such as that found in 
underground utilities, ranges from low to high. Acid soils on the site tend to be more corrosive than 
the alkaline soils (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). 

Limitations due to the structural load-bearing capacity of the site soils range from low to 
severe. Soils with low load-bearing capacity exist at the site because of steep slopes, high expansion­
contraction potential, or high sand content (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). 

The site soil's suitability for onsite wastewater disposal systems (septic tanks and leach fields} 
varies widely. The primary limitations on the site are the shallow depth of the soil over bedrock, slow 
permeability, and steep slope. 

A large portion of the project site is underlain by the Junipero and Santa Lucia soil series. 
Because of their widespread occurrence on the site, these two series are discussed in detail below. 

The Junipero series consists of well-drained, sandy loam soils approximately 30 inches deep 
over granitic and schistose rocks. Junipero soils on the site are found on uplands with slopes ranging 
from 30% to 70%. The runoff rate is rapid, permeability is moderately rapid, and the erosion hazard 
is generally high. Junipero soils are slightly acidic and have·a high potential to corrode concrete and 
uncoated steel The expansion-contraction potential is low. They have poor structural load-bearing 
capacity. Junipero soils have low suitability for onslte wastewater disposal because of their steep 
slopes and shallow depth to bedrock. 

The Santa Lucia series consists of well-drained, shaley clay loam soils approximately 24 inches 
over hard, fractured shale. Santa Lucia soils on the site are found on uplands with slopes ranging 
from 2% to 50%. The runoff rate is rapid, permeability is moderate, and the erosion hazard is high. 
Santa Lucia soils are strongly acidic and therefore highly corrosive to concrete and uncoated steel 
and concrete. The expansion-contraction potential is low. They have poor structural load;.bearing 
capacity. Santa Lucia soils have low suitability for onsite wastewater disposal because of their steep 
slopes, high clay content in the subsoil, and shallow depth to bedrock. 

Soils in the areas proposed for commercial development (i.e., San Francisquito Flat and San 
Clemente Flat) are the San Andreas, Gorgonio, and Pfeiffer series. 
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Part of the proposed lodge site (Lot 255) is underlain by San Andreas soils, which are 
shallow, sandy loams over sandstone on slopes varying from 15% to 30%. The soils are primarily 
limited by high runoff rate, high erosion hazard, and poor structural load-bearing capacity. 

The remainder of the proposed lodge (Lot 256), and the hacienda (Lot 257), ranch center 
(Lot 258), and sporting center (Lot 259) are underlain by the Pfeiffer series. This series consists of 
deep, fine sandy loams over a variety of parent rocks on slopes varying from 2% to 85%. The soils 
have no significant limitations, except for high erosion hazard in steep areas. 

The proposed equestrian center and employee housing units (Lot 260) are underlain by San 
Gorgonio soils, which are deep, sandy loams over sandy sediments on slopes varying from 0% to 5%. 
The soils are primarily limited only by poor structural load-bearing capacity. 

Watershed Conditions and Land Management Practices 

Historically, livestock grazing occurred on over 17,000 acres of the 20,000-acre site. Valley 
areas on the project site, containing large annual grassland meadows, have been grazed for more than 
a century (Sage Associates 1994a). Historical Assuming the cattle grazing consisted of 
approximate/ywere 850 cow-calf pairs grazing year-round ( equates to 850 animal-;unitslyear mrit 
years) and 250:-to 500-pound yearlings grazing for 4 months (equates to approximately 42 animal-= 
units/yeai writ yems), the total amount of grazing was approximately 892 animal-=units/yea:i unit yems 
(Sage Associates pers. comm.). 

Sage Associates (1994a) determined that approximately 14,000 acres of the 20,000-acre site 
are unsuitable for grazing. Some of this acreage has been overgrazed, causing soil compaction, 
vegetation removal, and accelerated erosion. Overgrazing decreases vegetative cover that stabilizes 
and aerates the soil. Without vegetation, compacted soil usually cannot self-remediate its structure. 

Approximately 11,400 acres (57%) of the project site have slopes in excess of30% (Rancho 
San Carlos Partnership 1994a). Most of these slopes are heavily forested and therefore have not been 
subject to intensive grazing (Sage Associates 1994a). 

The project site has a network of more than 100 miles of paved and dirt roads, varying in 
width between 10 and 30 feet. A major portion of those roads is on cross slopes, resulting in cut-and­
fill slopes ranging from 1 foot to 15 feet. Some cutslopes are eroded and produce sediment flowing 
onto roadways and into creeks, such as on the southwestern side of Rancho San Carlos Road (Cleary 
Consultants 1994). 

Past cultivation practices on a slope on the north side of San Clemente Road, near the 
proposed golf course, resulted in a network of severe gullying. The gullies are apparently stabilizing 
since modification of livestock stocking rates by the current owners (Panzer pers. comm.). The slope 
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below Chamisal Pass in Potrero Canyon is undergoing accelerated erosion. Active gullying is 
occurring in some of the drainages on the project site and below some of the roads (Cleary 
Consultants 1994). 

IMPACTS AND MmGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Potential soil-related hazards and constraints to development are evaluated based on review 
and analysis of existing literature. Other than a brief site reconnaissance, no field surveys were 
conducted. 

Significance Criteria 

, The following significance criteria, based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and 
on professional judgment, are applicable to the proposed project. The project would result in a 
significant effect on the environment ifit would result in: 

• significant accelerated wind or water erosion, significant sedimentation of receiving 
waters, substantial reduction in onsite soil productivity or revegetation potential; 

• substantial failure of or damage to structures due to soil. expansion-contraction or poor 
load-bearing capacity; 

• substantial failure of underground utilities due to soil corrosion; or 

• hazard to human health or creation of objectionable odors due to failure of onsite septic 
systems. 

Impact: Potential Accelerated Erosion, Sedimentation, and Reduction in Soil Productivity and 
Revegetation Potential 

The project would entail cutting, filling, and removal of vegetation to construct or widen 
roads, driveways (some of which would be constructed on slopes over 30%; see Appendix H), 
building pads, utility lines, and other features. · This activity could cause substantial accelerated soil 
erosion and sedimentation of receiving waters if erosion and sediment control measures are not 
properly implemented. Eroded and compacted areas could have reduced · productivity and 
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revegetation potential. Cutslopes and fill slopes, if not properly constructed, could be highly erodible, 
particularly on steep slopes (i.e., those over 30%). Water quality and fisheries habitat could be 
degraded, and flooding could increase. (Impacts of sedimentation and mitigation measures are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 9, "Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality".) The highest rates of 
accelerated erosion are expected to occur during development of a particular site and the first few 
years following completion of construction at that site. Once vegetation is established, erosion and 
sediment rates are expected to decline. Potential accelerated erosion, sedimentation, and reduction 
in soil productivity is considered a significant impact. 

A reduction in acreage being ·grazed and better grazing practices, compared to the existing 
condition, would, however, decrease erosion and sedimentation from areas that would otherwise not 
be affected by the project. This would result in a beneficial impact. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 9: Implement Erosion Control Plans. The 
applicant is proposing to implement erosion control plans for the development areas and the golf trail 
as described below. 

Preliminary Erosion Control Report. The applicant's preliminary erosion control 
report (Bestor Engineers 1994a) outlines the types of erosion control measures that will be 
implemented for the project in general; these measures are presented in the following discussion. 

Site-specific erosion control plans, to be approved by the Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department and Water Resources Agency, would be prepared for each project 
component. The plans would prescribe appropriate Best Management Practices and be prepared in 
accordance with Monterey County Erosion Control Ordinance Number 2806. The erosion control 
plans would specify the precise placement and types of erosion and sediment control materials and 
measures. These materials and methods may include, for example, soil binders, straw bales, silt 
fencing, sand bags, and use of erosion control blankets and hydroseeding. In addition, a supply of 
erosion control materials would be kept onsite for emergency erosion and sedimentation control 
measures. 

The Conservancy would designate an onsite staff erosion control specialist who will be 
responsible for implementation of the erosion control plans and necessary emergency erosion control 
measures. 

Generally, cutslopes would not exceed 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) to minimize erosion and 
sedimentation and to enhance revegetation efforts. Some cutslopes may be steeper than 2: 1 to 
conform to adjacent topography, as appropriate, and to minimize the area of disturbance. Cutslopes 
would be only as steep as is practical for site-specific soil properties and would be left rough rather 
than finished with a sloping bar. Where practical, surface flow above cuts would be intercepted by 
swales, temporary berms, sediment traps, or drainage systems to minimize flow down cutslopes and 
unnecessary sedimentation. Grading would be conducted along contours; cutslopes and fill slopes 
would follow the curves of the natural topography where possible. The tops of cutslopes would be 
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rounded off to minimize cutslope erosion. Where feasible, fill slopes will be track-wallced with a 
crawler tractor to compact the fill. All fill slopes will be hydroseeded or mulched with straw. 

Driveway design for cross-slope sites (including those on slopes over 30%) would include one 
or more of the following features to control runoff: rock-lined ditches, rolling dips, in-sloping and/or 
out-sloping of roadbeds, culverts,. and energy dissipa~ers. All private driveways will be surfaced and 
positive drainage control will be provided. Water bars would be constructed on steep dirt roads that 
would not sustain winter use. Water bars on dirt roads used during the wet season would be .checked 
during storms and repaired as problems are detected. Water bars on dry season roads would be 
checked each spring and repaired as necessary. 

After clearing, grading, earthmoving and/or excavation is completed, the entire area of 
disturbed ground would be treated immediately by watering, seeding, 1 evegetation, or applying soil 
binders to control wind erosion until the area is revegetated, paved, or otherwise developed. When 
feasible, grading would occur in phases to minimize the amount of surface area that is disturbed at 
any one time. All grading spoils would be deposited on alluvial flats or gentle swales or used as road 
or trail fill material. If spoils are to be deposited in flats or swales, these would be dispersed and 
stabilized according to instruction from the designated erosion control specialist. 

All topsoil Topsoil removed from graded areas will to be used for revegetation purposes 
1evegetated 01 landscaped The soil would be stockpiled until it can be put back in place. No topsoil 
suitable for use in revegetation or landscaping would be spoiled or covered by spoils. Stockpiled 
soil would not be compacted. Soil stockpiled for more than 1 day would be covered, kept moist, or 
treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation, erosion, and sedimentation. If a construction site 
is graded and must be left undeveloped for more than 3 weeks, the site would be seeded and/or 
plugged with non-invasive, naturalized annual grasses. (The applicant's proposed mitigation measure 
specifies use of native plants, which are generally perennials, for erosion control. Use of native plants 
may not provide the early germination and establishment required for rapid erosion control.) These 
plantings would be irrigated to promote vegetation growth and inhibit dust generation. 

Unless otherwise approved by the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection 
Department and Monterey County Water Resources Agency, grading would be prohibited from 
October 15 through April 15, and no excavation or grading would be allowed when it is raining. 
Section 16.12.090 of the County Erosion Control Ordinance permits grading and land clearing in 
certain areas during this period with approval by the county. The use of heavy equipment would be 
limited to areas immediately within the construction site. Natural groundcover outside the areas of 
approved grading and landscaping would be retained. 

Golf Trail Geological Report. Grading as well as reshaping of existing topography 
(rather than substantial regrading) will require approximately 292,000 cubic yards of earth movement. 
Cut and fill requirements have been balanced within the project on site (Cleary Consultants 1994). 
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Golf Trail Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. The applicant's golf trail 
erosion and sediment control plan (Sage Associates 1994b) provides the detailed erosion and 
sediment control measures that would be implemented for the golf trail area of the project. The plan 
provides all the required elements of a comprehensive erosion and sediment control plan, including 
preconstruction, construction, postconstruction measures; implementation, maintenance, and 
monitoring schedules; and emergency preparedness procedures. Proper implementation of the plan 
would reduce potential accelerated erosion and sedimentation to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 10: Monitor Effectiveness and Modify Erosion Control 
Measures as Necessary. The Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department and 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency should conduct inspections of the effectiveness of the 
erosion and sediment control measures at least two times each rainy season while the project is under 
construction. If problem areas are observed, erosion control measures should be modified to correct 
erosion problems. 

Impact: Potential Damage to Structures and Underground Utilities Caused by Soil Expansion­
Contraction or Poor Load-Bearing Capacity · 

Underground utilities, such as water supply pipelines and stormwater drains, could be 
damaged because of the effects of soil expansion-contraction or poor load-bearing capacity. 
Additionally, foundations, driveways, and sidewalks could shift or crack due to the movement of the 
soil. Because all underground utilities and aboveground structures must comply with the Uniform 
Building Code to withstand such soil conditions, however, these impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Possible Failure of Structures and Utilities Due to Soil Corrosion 

Both aboveground and below-ground structures and utilities could be damaged or fail if 
unprotected metals or concrete are exposed to soils with high corrosivity. Because all underground 
utilities and aboveground structures must comply with the Uniform Building Code to withstand such 
soil conditions, however, these impacts are considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact: Potential Water Quality Degradation or Human Health Hazard Due to Onsite Septic 
System Failure 

Soil suitability for onsite septic systems is controlled by such factors as slope, depth to rock, 
permeability; and drainage. Failure of an onsite wastewater disposal system can cause effluent to seep 
onto the soil surface or reach groundwater without adequate treatment. Effluent seepage to the soil 
surface could threaten. human health if contact is made with the effluent or could create objectionable 
odors. 

Based on field evaluations, the Monterey County Division of Environmental Health has 
approved all lots for either installation of onsite septic systems (162 residential lots) or connection 
to the wastewater treatment plant (94 lots induding all commercial facilities and employee housing). 
All sites that will be on a septic system have passed rigorous Division of Environmental Health soil 
and percolation testing and setback requirements. The Division ofEnvironmental Health has required 
that some sites originally proposed for onsite septic systems to be connected to the wastewater 
treatment plant, thereby reducing the potential for onsite system failure on more marginal sites. This 
impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Vegetation Removal and Potential Accelerated Soil Erosion and Sedimentation 
Caused by Establishment of a New Bo"ow Area Qua11y 

The applicant has identified a borrow area site (Figure 6-4) where rock would be extracted 
for use as base rock, aggregate, and other construction materials (Panzer pers. comm.). The 12-acre 
area site, referred to as the Chamisal Ridge site, is underlain by granodiorite. A maximum of 
approximately 300,000 cubic yards of material would be taken from the borrow area. 

In addition to material taken from the Chamisal Ridge borrow area site, base rock material 
would also be acquired during grading for roads and structures; this material and the overlying topsoil 
will be used for construction and landscaping uses. The applicant intends for cuts and fills to balance 
onsite (Panzer pers. comm.). 

The applicant also intends to continue using the established Carmel Stone quarry borrow area 
to acquire building materials (Panzer pers. comm.). The continued extraction of Carmel Stone at the 
quarry would represent no change in the existing condition or land use at the site. 

If appropriate erosion and sediment control measures are not implemented at the borrow area 
site, removal of vegetation and soil disturbance to facilitate extraction could cause accelerated soil 
erosion and sedimentation in downstream receiving waters. This impact would be considered 

1 significant. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less­
than-significant level. 
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Additional Mitigation Measure 11: Prepare an Erosion and Sediment Control/ 
Revegetation Plan for New Borrow Area Site. The plan shal{ should provide for temporary 
stabilization of the borrow area during the extraction process and long-term revegetation after 
extraction is complete. The plan shall also require that, once borrowing operations are complete, 
the borrow area be recontoured The plan shall should be prepared by a qualified 
revegetation/restoration professional and should be submitted to another such professional for critical 
review. The reviewing professional should notify the Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department and Monterey County Water Resources Agency of the adequacy of the plan. 
Because the material would be used only onsite, the extraction would be exempt from County Use 
Pennit and SMARA permitting and reclamation planning requirements. 

Erosion control/revegetation measures required for road grading operations, during which 
aggregate would be acquired for onsite construction purposes, are included in the applicant's erosion 
and sediment control report (Bestor Engineers 1994a). No additional mitigation measure is required 
to control erosion and sedimentation from the road grading/aggregate extraction operations. 

Impact: Potential Accelerated Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Caused by Development on 
Slopes in Excess of 30% 

The proposed project involves limited driveway development on slopes in excess of 30% (see 
AppendixH -f), which requires a use permit. Development of driveways on steep slopes could ,cause 
accelerated soil erosion and sedimentation if proper erosion control measures are not implemented. 
(See discussion above under "Potential Accelerated Erosion, Sedimentation, and Reduction in Soil 
Productivity and Revegetation Potential II for more details regarding the associated affects of erosion 
and sedimentation.) This impact is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than­
significant level, the applicant is proposing the following mitigation measure. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 9: Implement Erosion Control Plans. This 
mitigation measure has been previously described for the impact, "Potential Accelerated Erosion, 
Sedimentation, and Reduction in Soil Productivity and Revegetation Potential 11

• 
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Chapter 8. Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, 
and Water Supply and Demand 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter addresses the feasibility and environmental impacts of meeting the water 
demands of the project with onsite wells. Feasibility is an issue because the project area is underlain 
by fractured bedrock, and the yields of wells drilled in fractured rock aquifers are more variable and 
difficult to measure than yields of wells in alluvial aquifers. The feasibility issue principally concerns 
water supply reliability. Specifically, it is a question of whether available well test information is 
sufficient to conclude that the wells will be able to supply maximum day demand and maximum 
seasonal demand during a drought. Reliability is related to environmental impacts because an 
unreliable supply would result in water delivery shortages that could lead to mortality of irrigated 
landscape vegetation or prompt the project to seek water from some other source on an emergency 
basis. With the mitigation measures proposed in this EIR, the supply would be reliable and these 
potential environmental impacts would be avoided. 

The project applicant retained five technical consulting firms (Camp Dresser & McKee, Inc.; 
Balance Hydrologies; David Keith Todd Consulting Engineers; Geoconsultants Inc.; and Luhdorff 
& Scalmanini Consulting Engineers) to perform extensive preliminary studies of surface water and 
groundwater hydrology at the project site. These included geological and geophysical surveys, 
drilling of 51 boreholes and wells, aquifer tests at 43 wells, gaging of streamflow on several creeks, 
development of a long-term_ average water balance for the project site, measurement of surface water 
and groundwater quality, and preparation of detailed water demand estimates for the proposed 
project. The results of these studies were compiled into a Comprehensive Hydrological Study report 
released in March 1994 (Camp Dresser & McKee, Balance Hydrologies et al. 1994a), which was 
reviewed by a third-party consultant (Ogden Environmental and Energy Services 1994) and by local 
agencies. Three supplements to the report dealing with specific technical details and potential 
environmental impacts were prepared by Camp Dresser & McKee, Balance Hydrologies et al. (1994b, 
1995a, 1995b ). Two technical memoranda regarding the water system design have also been 
prepared recently (Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers 1995a, b). Finally, two technical 
studies have been prepared addressing the golf trail, including design features related to irrigation 
water supply and water quality protection (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a, 1994b ). 
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The analysis in this chapter draws principally on information presented in the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study and its three supplements, which are available for review at the Monterey County 
Planning and Building Inspection Department. Unless otherwise noted, information presented in this 
chapter was obtained from those documents, which are collectively referred to as the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study. Where supplements or technical memoranda provided revised or more complete 
information, they were used instead of the information in the original study. Additional information 
for this analysis was obtained from a site visit, discussions with members of the consulting team that 
prepared the hydrological study, discussions with local agency officials, and review of literature 
related to selected topics. 

SETTING 

Hydrogeology 

Geology 

Rancho San Carlos is underlain by several bedrock units, principally granitic basement rocks, 
continental and marine sandstones and conglomerates of the Chamisal Formation, and marine shales 
and sandstones of the Monterey Formation. Geophysical and borehole data indicate that these 
formations extend at least several thousand feet below the land surface, or greater than the depth of 
any proposed water supply wells. 

Unconsolidated alluvial deposits less than 100 feet deep are present along some of the creek 
channels. Although these deposits store and transmit groundwater more readily than the bedrock 
units, their contribution to the overall groundwater resources at Rancho San Carlos is small because 
of their limited depth and areal extent. ' 

The bedrock formations are all of Miocene age or older (greater than 5 million years old) and 
are distributed in a complex spatial pattern reSt.i°lting from depositional contacts and faults. Five faults 
have been mapped within the boundaries of Rancho San Carlos. The faults were active during the 
Miocene epoch and offset all of the granitic and sedimentary bedrock units. Investigation revealed 
no evidence of recent fault activity. None of the faults are presently active, howevet. The nearest 
active fault is the Tularcitos Fault, which approximately follows the Carmel River valley upstre~ of 
the Narrows (near the lower end of Robinson Canyon Road). See Chapter 6, "Geology and 
Minerals", for additional information about the geology of the project site and region. 
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Flow Boundaries 

The Comprehensive Hydrological Study concluded that there are no major barriers to 
groundwater flow within or near the project site and that the area can be considered as a single 
hydrogeologic unit for the purpose of estimating the overall availability of groundwater to supply the 
project. This conclusion was supported by the lack of significant discontinuities in groundwater levels 
across faults and the lack of consistent or large boundary effects in the drawdown patterns measured 
during aquifer tests. 

In the absence of barriers, groundwater theoretically could flow freely between any two points 
within the rancho. In practice, the groundwater flow system naturally subdivides itself into 
functionally separate local flow systems corresponding approximately to the creek watersheds. 
Groundwater levels are relatively high beneath topographic ridges, not because recharge is greater 
on ridges but because recharge occurs at a higher elevation. Groundwater levels are relatively low 
along the creeks because seepage into the creeks prevents adjacent groundwater levels from rising 
substantially above the level of the creek. The flow boundaries along ridges and creeks are flexible 
divides that reflect the present balance between recharge, discharge, and aquifer characteristics. They 
are not flow barriers. Thus, a well located near a ridgetop could capture some groundwater from the 
local groundwater flow system in the neighboring watershed, and a well ori one side of a creek could 
draw groundwater from the opposite side of the creek. 

Although the area can be considered a single hydrogeologic unit because there appear to be 
no major internal barriers to groundwater flow, groundwater throughout the area may not be readily 
accessible to the proposed network of water supply wells because of the low permeability of the 
fractured bedrock. This issue is discussed in greater detail as it relates to water supply reliability in 
the "Impacts and Mitigation Measures" section, below. Also, the present number and locations of 
wells might not be large enough to reveal local discontinuities in the groundwater flow system 
associated with contacts between geologic formations or variations in fracture continuity. 

Aquifer Characteristics 

The transmissivity and storage coefficient (storativity) of the fractured bedrock aquifer system 
were measured by aquifer tests at 43 wells, of which 12 were tested more than once. Tests consisted 
of measuring drawdown during pumping at the pumping well and at six locations in a nearby 
observation well. Most tests lasted 24 hours, although 23 wells were pumped for 72 hours and five 
wells were pumped for 30 days. Details of the testing procedure and plots of the drawdown data are 
provided in Chapter 6, "Geology and tvfinerals", and Appendix E of the Comprehensive Hydrological 
Study. 

The hydraulic conductivity (permeability) of fractured bedrock is typically much lower and 
more variable than the hydraulic conductivity of alluvial aquifers. Measured hydraulic conductivities 
at the wells ranged from 0.02 to 13.60 gallons per day per square foot (gpd/fl:2), although most of the 
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values were between 0.02 and 2.0 gpd/fl:2. This is a reasonably narrow range of values, given that 
hydraulic conductivities of naturally occurring geologic materials can range over 13 orders of 
magnitude (Freeze and Cherry 1979). The distribution of hydraulic conductivity was similar for all 
of the fractured bedrock formations. The geometric mean (average) hydraulic conductivity of the 
porphyritic granodiorite (0.44 gpd/fl:2) was 70% greater than the mean for all bedrock formations 
combined (0.26 gpd/fl:2), but the difference might not be statistically significant because of the fairly 
small number of Wells sampled. The test results may p1 obably slightly overestimate the average 
permeability of the bedrock because five boreholes with very low initial yields Were not completed 
as wells and included in the testing program. However, this bias would be somewhat offset by the 
tendency for tests with large drawdowns in unconfined aquifers to underestimate hydraulic 
conductivity. 

Hydraulic conductivity was found to decrease with depth below the land surface. Values 
decreased from greater than 1 gpd/ft2 for most wells less than 400 feet deep to less than 0.1 gpd/ft2 

for most wells greater than 1,000 feet deep. The hydraulic conductivity ( or transmissivity) was used 
in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study to calculate the radius of influence of pumping wells and 
subsurface outflow to offsite areas. 

Aquifer storativity was estimated for the Comprehensive Hydrological Study by two methods. 
Analysis oftest results at the two wells with suitable data indicated storativity values between 0.5% 
and 1.2%. This range includes the uncertainty created by effects of partial penetration of the wells. 
A larger estimate of storativity (3%) resulted from a comparison of the average water-level rise in 
wells during the recharge season (10 feet) with the estimated unit rate of groundwater recharge (0.29 
foot per year). The Comprehensive Hydrological Study indicates that the larger storativity obtained 
from the recharge calculations could be representative of water table fluctuations in relatively porous 
· weathered bedrock at shallow depths, whereas the smaller storativity obtained from the aquifer tests 
could represent storativity at greater depths. Decreasing storativity with depth has been documented 
in other fractured rock systems (Bedinger et al. 1986) and could result from decreasing fracture 
porosity with depth Also, seasonal storage responses would be expected to be larger than responses 
to short-term stresses such as well tests because the water-table response to pumping at depth is 
delayed by the low vertical permeability of the intervening depth interval. It should be. noted, 
however, that the amplitude of seasonal hydrographs does not appear to correlate with depth to 
water. This implies that the st01age 1esponsc to sh01t-te1m stresses, such as aquife1 tests lasting a 
tew· days, is smaller than the response to long-tcr m str esscs, such as recharge ocean ing o v c1 a period 
of months. Although this type of delayed yield effect is connnon in deep, layered alluvial aquife1 
systems, the physical mcchmrism for causing those types of delays in fiactm cd bedrock aquifc1 sis not 
as obvious.· Also, the seasonal amplitude of water table fluctuations does not cor1elate with depth 
to water, which would be expected if ncar-smfacc water tables were fluctuating within porous, 
weathered material. 
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Other factors could also account for the discrepancy between the storativity estimates. The 
average annual groundwater recharge rate could have been overestimated (as explained below). Also, 
the recharge rate during the relatively dry years included in the water-level record (1990-1992 t-993-) 
could have been substantially less than the average recharge rate used in the storativity calculation. 

Aquifer storativity affects the radius of influence of a pumping well. More important, it is a 
crucial factor for detennining the volume of groundwater storage beneath Rancho San Carlos. 
Assuming an average well depth of 800 feet (the "optimal" depth for future wells and approximately 
the yield-weighted average depth of the existing bedrock wells (842 feet), an average depth to water 
of 150 feet, and the smallest measured value of storativity (0.5%), the amount of groundwater in 
storage is 64,675 acre-feet (af). Because the storativity was calculated from the amount of water 
actually yielded to wells, the total storage amount represents usable storage. If average storativity 
is 1.00/o and wells are drilled to a depth of2,000 feet, the total amount of usable groundwater storage 
is 398,000 af The ability of project wells to reach this storage is discussed in the section on "Water 
Supply Reliability". 

The second supplement to the Comprehensive Hydrological Study addressed questions raised 
by local agencies related to anisotropy (permeability that varies with direction) and the assumption 
that the fractured bedrock aquifer can be treated as an equivalent porous medium. The drawdown 
pattern for a well pumping from a linear, vertical fracture system would theoretically create a 
concave-downward pattern on semilogarithmic drawdown plots. Although many of the draw down 
plots presented in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study deflected downward, most of the 
deflections were abrupt and more likely indicative of boundary conditions or casing and borehole 
storage effects than fracture flow. Only the plot for well T-29 showed a continuous downward 
curvature. A carefully instrumented aquifer test in fractured bedrock in Maine found that drawdown 
patterns in the pumping well and nearby observation wells showed some evidence of fracture flow 
but that patterns in distant observation wells (greater than about 150 feet from the pumping well) 
conformed to theoretical drawdown patterns for porous media (Muff 1993). These results confirm 
that for the temporal and spatial scales of interest for this impact analysis, it is reasonable to assume 
that the fractured bedrock aquifer is equivalent to a porous medium. 

Anisotropy creates an asymmetric cone of depression around a pumping well. Drawdown 
data for two well pairs at Rancho San Carlos were suitable for detecting the presence of anisotropy, 
but none was found. If anisotropy were present, the radius of influence of the pumping well could 
be underestimated in one direction and overestimated in another. However, anisotropy would not 
affect the estimated well yield. 

Water Levels 

Figure 8-1 is a map of groundwater levels at Rancho San Carlos in April 1993. The water­
level contours were based on water levels measured at the wells and the constraint that water levels 
beneath creeks not exceed the elevation of the creekbed. Although the well data are somewhat 
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clustered, they indicate that water levels are generally higher beneath ridges and lower along the 
creeks. This pattern indicates that groundwater generally flows toward the nearest creek, whereupon 
much of the groundwater flow seeps into the creek and becomes streamflow. 

The water-level data are also consistent with smooth, continuous contours that mimic the 
overlying land surface topography. The data do not indicate any local discontinuities in water levels 
such as might result from flow barriers along fault planes. Thus, the data support the conclusion that 
the fractured bedrock aquifer is effectively a single hydrogeologic unit throughout the area. 

Vertical water-level gradients are present in some locations. At seven locations, pairs of wells 
were installed at different depths, allowing vertical water-level differences and gradients to be 
measured. Vertical water-level differences were detected at only two of the locations. The 
hydrographs for well pairs T-6 and T-9 indicated downward gradients of about 0.28 and 0.038 foot 
per foot, respectively. At well pairs T-18, T-26, and T-29, water levels in the shallow and deep wells 
were essentially the same. Well pairs T -11 and T-14 are located next to creeks. The water levels in 
the shallow and deep wells remained constantly at or near the ground surface, indicating that the 
water levels were higher fhan the level of the creek and that groundwater probably discharges into 
the creek consttained by seepage into the adjacent creek. Under these conditions of groundwater 
discharge, small upward gradients are normally present. 

The presence of springs and seeps on hillsides above the creeks indicates that in at least a few 
areas, the geometry of the bedrock fracture systems impedes downward movement of rainfall 
recharge sufficiently to cause the percolating water to flow horizontally and emerge on the hillside. 
In general, however, the data do not indicate the widespread presence of perched or vertically 
separate groundwater flow systems. This means that base flow in the creeks is not hydraulically 
separated from the adjacent aquifer and that water can move freely between the creek and the aquifer. 
This conclusion is also supported by water-level contour patterns and the presence of persistent dry­
season base flow supported by groundwater discharge along some reaches of most creeks. 

Hydrographs of water levels at 33 wells during 1990-1993 were presented in the 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study. At 12 wells, the period of record was too brief or water levels 
were too strongly affected by well development or pump tests to indicate the amount of natural 
seasonal water-level fluctuation. At four wells near creeks, the water level remained constantly at 
the level of the creek. The seasonal fluctuations in the remaining 17 wells ranged from 1 to 20 feet 
and averaged about 8 feet. 

Water Balance 

An average annual water balance for Rancho San Carlos was described in the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study. The analysis treated the area (including the parts of the creek watersheds 
upstream of the rancho boundary) as a single, lumped hydro logic system. Rainfall was the inflow to 
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the system, and interception, evapotranspiration, streamflow, phreatophyte use of groundwater, ~d 
subsurface outflow (assumed equal to g1oundwa:te1 1eehmge} were the outflows. Budgets were 
calculated annually for 1961-1990, but only the average annual budget was considered reli~ble. 

The purpose of the water balance was to determine whether average groundwater recharge 
and the overall groundwater budget were substantially larger than the estimated project water demand 
and thus capable of supporting the project on a long-term basis. The analysis concluded that average 
annual recharge is approximately 6,800 af/yr, which is much larger than the average annual project 
net water demand at buildout (400 af/yr). 

The water balance was revised slightly for this environmental impact analysis. The purpose 
of the revisions was to facilitate the evaluation of impacts by representing more explicitly some of the 
physical processes in the hydrologic system. In particular, accurate partitioning of flows within the 
hydrologic system is important for estimating impacts. For example, direct runoff needs to be 
differentiated from base flow because groundwater pumping would affect the latter and not the 
former. The original water balance treated all streamflow equally as a single item in the balance. 
Similarly, subsurface groundwater outflow was not clearly differentiated from groundwater recharge 
in the water balance. In reality, these flows are governed by different processes, and groundwater 
pumping could affect one and not the other. Thus, the processes need to be estimated separately. 

A conceptual diagram of the revised water balance is shown in Figure 8-2. The estimated 
flows in the budget reflect a balanced, long-term average budget under existing conditions. There 
is assumed to be no net long-term change in soil moisture or groundwater storage. Individual flows 
in the budget are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Rainfall and interception flows are the same as those in the original water balance (53,000 and 
3,200 af/yr, respectively). Average annual rainfall was estimated using an isohyetal map developed 
from several rain gage records and is probably reasonably accurate. (An isohyete is a line on a map 
connecting points having equal amounts of annual precipitation.) Average annual interception was 
assumed to equal 6% of annual rainfall, based on data from studies in other areas. The accuracy of 
this assumption for the Rancho San Carlos area is unknown. 

Total streamflow is the same as that in the original water balance (12,100 af/yr), but it is 
partitioned into direct runoff, interflow, and base flow. Total annual streamflow was estimated by 
a combination of gage records and regression and is probably reasonably accurate. Direct runoff 
consists principally of overland flow of rainwater that never enters the soil. Direct runoff occurs 
rapidly in response to rainfall and ceases within hours after rainfall stops. lnterflow is streamflow 
generated from water that infiltrates into the soil but moves rapidly downslope to the creek through 
macropores. Interflow might persist for a few days following the cessation of rainfall. Base flow 
consists of groundwater discharge that occurs where groundwater levels adjacent to a creek channel 
are higher than the surface elevation of the creek. Because of the large volume of groundwater 
storage and the generally low hydraulic conductivity ofthe fractured bedrock aquifers, base flow is 
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relatively constant. It can persist all year in places, but it is typically highest in late spring after the 
recharge season and gradually recedes during the dry season. 

Hydrographs of monthly stream discharge data reported in the Comprehensive Hydrological 
Study do not reveal distinct differences between periods of runoff and periods of base flow. A rough 
estimate of base flow can be obtained by assuming that all streamflow measured during May through 
October is base flow. During 1989-1993, the combined discharge during these months at gages on 
four of the six watersheds ranged from 24 af to more than. 696 af. A reasonable average would be 
on the order of 300-500 af. Streamtiow data were incomplete for some months and gages so actual 
base flow was larger by an unknown amount. Assuming groundv.:ater discharge to streams is 
somewhat greater in winter than in summer and increasing the estimates for both seasons to account 
for ungaged watershed areas within Rancho San Carlos ( 18% of the total water balance area) result 
in an estimated average annual base flow of approximatdy 1,000-2,000 af/yr. Although this estimate 
is rough, it indicates that base flow is a relatively· small fraction (less than 20%) of the total annual 
stream discharge. · 

Evapotranspiration of soil moisture by plants is perhaps the most difficult flow to estimate 
because of large variations in root depths, "crop coefficients", soil type, and slope and aspect. For 
the revised water balance, this term was estimated as the residual in the water balance. Although 
evapotranspiration is one of the largest terms in the water balance, it would not be affected by 
groundwater pumping. It could be affected by the proposed changes in grazing management, but the 
effect would probably be beneficial. Thus, estimating this term by difference is reasonable and 
probably as accurate as other simple methods. 

The revised estimate of average annual evapotranspiration is 33,300 af/yr, or 5,500 af/yr more 
than that in the original water balance. The increase is balanced by a decrease in groundwater 
recharge. This shift is considered reasonable because the root depth assumed in the original water 
balance (5 feet) may have been unrealistically small and consequently groundwater recharge would 
have been overestimated. An independent indication that groundwater recharge might have been 
overestimated in the original water balance is the discrepancy between the storativity estimate derived 
from well tests and the estimate derived from recharge and seasonal water-level fluctuations. A 
smaller recharge estimate would decrease the discrepancy. It should be noted, however, that other 
assumptions in the original water balance might have tended to underestimate recharge. For 
example, native vegetation was assumed to transpire at the same rate as well-watered turf. 

Direct use of groundwater by phreatophytic vegetation was estimated for the original Water 
balance by multiplying the area of riparian vegetation by the difference between potential 
evapotranspiration and available soil moisture. In other words, riparian vegetation was assumed to 
transpire at a rate equal to reference evapotranspiration ( evapotranspiration by well-watered ~hort­
cropped grass), and any of the transpiration demand that could not be met by infiltrated rainfall was 
assumed to be met by groundwater. These assumptions introduce some errors, but the errors 
probably counteract each other. Not all of the vegetation types mapped as riparian are obligate 
phreatophytes. In other areas, for example, California bay and redwood trees commonly grow on 
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hillsides where a shallow water table is not present. In other words, they can grow solely on rainfall 
if rainfall is adequate. Also, unlike the grasses used to define reference evapotranspiration, many of 
the species included in the riparian vegetation map units have physiological characteristics designed 
to minimize water loss, such as stomatal hairs and waxy cuticles on leaves. These factors indicate 
that the water demand for riparian vegetation may have been overestimated. On the other hand, the 
original water balance assumed all net rainfall (after interception losses) infiltrated into the soil and 
became available to plants. With direct runoff not estimated, available soil moisture was probably 
overestimated in some years, and the amount of evaporative demand met by groundwater was 
consequently underestimated. In the absence of additional information to resolve these uncertainties, 
the original estimate of phreatophyte use of groundwater (3,100 af7yr) was retained. 

Subsurface groundwater outflow to the Carmel Valley was calculated for the original water 
balance by applying an unconfined groundwater flow· equation to a simplified geometric 
representation of the flow system. The flow domain was conceptualized as two trapezoidal prisms, 
one upstream of the Narrows and one downstream of the Narrows. The approximate locations of 
the prisms are shown in Figure 8-3, and a diagram of the downstream prism is shown in Figure 8-4. 
Given the slope of the water table, the hydraulic conductivity of the fractured bedrock aquifer, and 
the length of the outflow boundary, subsurface outflow to the Carmel Valley was estimated to equal 
2,200 af7yr. This estimate would be reasonably accurate if groundwater were forced to remain 
underground along the entire length of the assumed flow paths. However, the region of groundwater 
flow represented by the calculations includes Las Garzas Creek and Potrero, Robinson, and 
Hitchcock Canyons. The water-level contours (Figure 8-3) indicate that much of the groundwater 
assumed to exit as subsurface outflow actually flows locally toward the creeks and exits the 
watershed as base flow in the creeks. Flow lines drawn perpendicular to the contours indicate that 
flow from approximately two-thirds of the area included in the original prismatic flow tubes probably 
enters local creeks rather than the Carmel Valley alluvium. Direct subsurface outflow to the alluvium 
appears to occur in five triangular areas at the ends of the ridges separating the creek valleys (see 
Figure 8-3). Applying the same equation and hydraulic conductivity used in the original calculations 
to these revised flow areas results in an estimated average annual outflow of approximately 1,300 
af7yr, or 60% of the original estimate. 

An independent estimate of subsurface inflow to the Carmel Valley was developed during 
calibration of the Carmel Valley Simulation Model (CVSIM) used to simulate reservoir operations 
and groundwater flow for water resources planning studies. The model initially included no 
subsurface inflow. When the model was first calibrated in 1988, simulated drawdown in storage unit 
3 (between the Narrows and Potrero Canyon) during the 1976-1977 drought was too large. The lack 
of drawdown in the measured data was assumed to have resulted from subsurface inflow. An inflow 
of 5.12 afper day (equivalent to 1,870 af7yr) to storage unit 3 improved the simulated water levels 
during the drought but resulted in water levels that were too high during normal conditions (Fuerst 
pers. comm.). Thus, this estimate of inflow is probably a high one. Even if the estimate is decreased 
somewhat to account for subsurface inflow from the north side of the Carmel Valley (where drainage 
areas are smaller and drier than on the Rancho San Carlos side), it would still be substantially larger 
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than the estimate obtained in this study for subsurface inflow from the triangular subareas between 
Potrero Canyon, Robinson Canyon, and Las Garzas Creek (a total of857 af/yr). 

In addition to groundwater outflow to the Carmel Valley, there is groundwater outflow in the 
San Clemente and San Jose Creek watersheds. Rancho San Carlos is in the upper parts of these 
watersheds, where almost all groundwater outflow probably emerges as base flow in the creeks. The 
steep topography and the water-level contours on the Rancho San Carlos sides of those creeks 
indicate that groundwater flow is almost entirely toward the creeks rather than down the valley. 
There is no offsite alluvial groundwater basin in these watersheds for groundwater to flow toward 
directly, and only a very small fraction of total groundwater outflow might be through the fractured 
bedrock in the downvalley direction as subsurface flow beneath the creeks. Thus, groundwater 
outflow from these two watersheds was effectively accounted for in the estimates of base flow in the 
creeks. 

The estimate of subsurface outflow included in the water budget shown in Figure 8-2 is 
somewhat inconsistent with the other terms in the budget. The other terms are only for Rancho San 
Carlos and upstream tributary areas and do not include areas between the Rancho San Carlos 
property boundary and the Carmel Valley. The groundwater outflow estimate, on the other hand, 
is for areas where groundwater flows directly to the Carmel Valley alluvium. These areas are located 
almost entirely between Rancho San Carlos and the Carmel Valley. The method used here to 
calculate subsurface outflow is appropriate for an analysis of project impacts, even though it creates 
an inconsistency in the water budget. Similarly, the streamflow estimate shown in the water budget 
does not include all surface runoff from the tributary creeks to the Carmel Valley. Runoff originating 
from rainfall and groundwater seepage between Rancho San Carlos and the Carmel Valley is not 
included. 

Groundwater recharge from deep percolation .. can be estimated from the other terms in the 
groundwater part of the water balance. Assuming no net long-term change in groundwater storage, 
recharge must equal the sum of the groundwater outflow terms, or. 5,900 af/yr. 

The differences between the original and revised water balances are not considered large. The 
consequences of the differences, especially the smaller estimate of groundwater recharge and the 
explicit estimate of base flow, will become apparent in the "Impacts and Mitigation Measures" 
section. It will be shown that of the three groundwater outflow terms, base flow is most likely to be 
affected by groundwater pumping. 
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IMPACTS AND MmGATION MEASURES 

This section describes water demand for the proposed project and the adequacy and reliability 
ofthe proposed water supply wells. It describes the potential impacts of increased consumptive use 
of groundwater on groundwater levels, base flow in streams, phreatophytic vegetation, and 
subsurface outflow to offsite areas. Impacts of septic systems and use of reclaimed water for 
irrigation on groundwater quality are also discussed. Impacts on surface runoff during storms 
(including flood peaks) and surface water quality are discussed in Chapter 9, "Runoff, Flooding, and 
Water Quality". 

In some cases, the evaluation of impacts presented in this chapter draws on hydrologic 
interpretation or impact analysis presented in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study and its 
supplements. In those cases, a review of the adequacy of those analyses for this EIR is presented, 
and modifications are made as necessary. 

Significance Criteria 

The State CEQA Guidelines (Governor's Office of Planning and Research 1986) provides 
several general significance criteria for environmental impacts associated with groundwater and 
related resources. A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will: 

• substantially degrade or deplete groundwater resources; 
• interfere substantially with groundwater recharge; 
• substantially degrade water quality; 
• contaminate a public water supply; or 
• substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife, or plants. 

For this EIR, additional significance criteria were developed that refine the concepts in the 
general criteria to.reflect the project design, local hydrologic system, and important local and regional 
resource issues. Thus, impacts are considered significant if any of the following thresholds apply: 

• The yield of the groundwater system is not capable of supplying the net consumptive use 
demand of the project on a long-term average annual basis and during droughts. 

• The water supply wells and water distribution network for the project is not capable of 
supplying water at a rate equal to maximum day demand. 
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• The project substantially decreases the availability of groundwater to existing users in 
adjoining offsite areas (by intercepting subsurface outflow and streamflow that would 
have recharged those areas), and the amount of the decrease exceeds a reasonable 
correlative share of groundwater yield. 

• Water use for the project does not fall within the safe yield criterion imposed by the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors in Resolution No. 93-115: "Determine within 

· the accuracy of standard hydrogeologic practices, whether the level of development 
proposed by the applicant is consistent with safe yield of the proven· water resources 
without adverse impacts on off-site water resources." 

• The project lowers groundwater levels near creeks that support phreatophytic vegetation 
such that the total area of riparian vegetation on the Santa Lucia Preserve·decreases by 
more than 5% below the 1994 baseline area on a long-term basis ( either by direct 
mortality or impaired regeneration). 

• Groundwater pumping for the project induces seepage that depletes pool volume and base 
flow in local creeks during summer by more than 10%, or to the point that resident fish 
populations are substantially decreased or substantially more vulnerable to severe impacts 
caused by natural fluctuations in flow and other environmental factors. 

• Groundwater pumping for the project induces seepage that decreases the total area of 
wetlands on a long-term basis. 

The significance thresholds related to the yield of the groundwater system and the capacity 
of the water distribution network address the reliability of the water supply system. Reliability is 
related to environmental impacts because an unreliable supply could prompt the project to pump 
groundwater in excess of safe yield, deplete stream base flow, or attempt to import water on an 
emergency basis from some other source that might be similarly drought-stricken. 

The significance threshold for impacts on riparian vegetation is based on professional 
judgment and is considered reasonable in light of the widespread historical decreases in riparian 
habitat area in California and the relatively high habitat value of riparian areas. Further discussion of 
this significance threshold and the value of riparian habitat is presented in the section on "Impacts on 
Riparian Vegetation and Wetlands" and in Chapter 11, "Biological Resources". 

The significance threshold for decreases in stream base flow is based on professional 
judgment. Resident fish populations are gerierally limited by the availability of habitat in summer. 
Given the small flows and short lengths of protected base flow reaches under existing conditions, a 
decrease of 10%, is considered a reasonable upper limit of acceptable decline. Wildlife management 
agencies generally prefer no decrease in summer flows. A map of the locations of protected base flow 
(as defined later in this chapter in mitigation measure ''Monitor Base Flow in Creeks and Provide 
Supplemental Water if Necessary") is shown in Figure 8-4a. 
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A distinction is made in this environmental impact analysis between impacts on groundwater 
resources and related natural resources and impacts on other groundwater users, such as well owners 
in the Carmel Valley. Evaluation of impacts of groundwater pumping on groundwater and related 
resources is relatively straightforward, and the groundwater-related significance criteria listed in the 
State CEQA Guidelines suggest ,that these are the principal types of impacts CEQA is intended to 
address. Evaluation of impacts on other groundwater users is more difficult because it raises issues 
related to water rights and because reasonable thresholds of significance are difficult to define. Under 
California law, groundwater rights are generally not quantified, and it is not· the role of an EIR to 
quantify or prioritize those rights. Impacts on other water users is clearly an important issue to 
residents and local agencies in the Carmel Valley and Monterey Peninsula region, howeyer, and a 

· discussion of the physical impacts on groundwater conditions and water supply is certainly 
appropriate under CEQA. Determining the significance of those impacts ultimately is somewhat 
subjective and relies on professional judgment. The legal concept of correlative groundwater rights 
is useful in this analysis because it reflects the reality that ground~ater users commonly adversely 
affect one another and, up to a point, accept these effects as an inevitable consequence of using the 
resource. Although this analysis draws on legal concepts, it should not be misconstrued as a legal 
determination of water rights. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Many features of the project design were selected to increase water supply reliability or 
minimize hydrologic impacts. In particular, some details of the water system design ariµ proposed 
programs for testing new wells and monitoring water levels have been presented, in technical 
memoranda prepared after the project description was developed for this EIR (Luhdorff & Scalmanini 
Consulting Engineers 1995a, b ). These features are described in the following discussions of 
individual impacts. If they are considered essential for mitigating impacts, they are reiterated in this 
document as mitigation measures to ensure that they will be included in the project design and 
implemented. · · 

Water Supply Reliability 

The water supply system for the project would be considered unreliable if it were unable to 
meet the water demand on a long-term average annual basis, during moderately severe droughts, or 
during short-term peak demand periods. Potential environmental consequences of such a shortfall 
include mortality of irrigated landscape vegetation if extreme water conservation measures are 
imposed during droughts and depletion of off site water supplies if water were imported to the site 
to eliminate the shortfall. The project applicant intends to avoid these potential impacts by 
developing a reliable water supply. The mitigation measures proposed in this EIR serve to ensure that 
the supply is reliable. 
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Evaluating the reliability of the proposed water supply system requires a thorough 
understanding of the anticipated water demands and the proposed wells and water distribution 
network. These subjects are discussed below before evaluation of the impacts. 

For the purpose of discussion, reliability can be divided into short-term and long-term issues. 
Short-term reliability is principally an issue of delivery rate and whether the wells and distribution 
system are able to extract and deliver groundwater at a rate equal to the maximum day demand. 
Water storage tanks included in the distribution system will meet even shorter-term peak demands, 
such as fire flows and hourly demand peaks within the maximum demand day. Long-term reliability 
is principally a function of the groundwater budget and whether the project demand can be met under 
various climatic conditions without causing groundwater overdraft. 

Water Demand 

An itemized water demand estimate for the project was prepared for the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study using water demand factors for each proposed type of water use. Most of the 
water demand factors were developed by local water resources agencies from metered water use 
records. In any case, all of the factors used for this project were reviewed and approved by local 
agencies, including the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD), Monterey 
County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA), and Monterey County Division of Environmental 
Health (Bilse pers. comm.). The water demand factors appear reasonable and possibly generous in 
some cases. Of particular interest are the assumed demand factors for the golf trail and the market 
rate homes, because together they represent 77% of the overall net water demand for the project. 
The assumed irrigation rate for the golf trail is 31 inches per year (slightly higher on tees and greens 
and lower on fairways), or 78% of the estimated water demand for turf (3 9 inches at the golf trail 
site). The remaining 8 inches of water demand is assumed to be supplied by effective rainfall, which 
is reasonable at a location where average annual rainfall is about 30 inches. 

The water demand factor assumed for market rate homes was 0.75 af/yr per home, as 
recommended by the MPWMD (Bilse pers. comm.). This factor appears to be ample, given that the 
largest measured water use rates in nearby areas with large single-family homes (i.e., Pebble Beach, 
Del Monte Forest, and Rancho Fiesta) were slightly less than 0.50 af/yr per home. 

The annual groundwater demand for the GMP AP part of the project is summarized by 
watershed in Table 8-1. The table lists gross water demand, return flows, and net water demand. 
The net annual water demand is of greatest importance to long-term impacts on the groundwater 
system, because return flows become groundwater recharge. The only differences between this table 
and the tables in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study are the inclusion of the golf trail demand 
with the combined development permit demand and a decrease in the estimated golf trail demand to 
reflect a revised estimate of irrigated area (71 acres versus 90 acres) (Wilcoxon pers. comm.). The 
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Table 8-1. Estimated Average Annual Groundwater Demand for the GMP AP Part 
of the Santa Lucia Preserve Project, by Watershed 

Gross Ground- Net 
water Demand Groundwater 

Watershed and (af/yr) Return Flow Demand 
Demand Item (af/yr) (af/yr) 

Hitchcock Canyon 
Market rate homes (10.5 units) 7.88 3.94 3.94 

Subtotal 7.88 3.94 3.94 
Las Garzas Creek 

Existing uses 17.24 6.88 10.36 
Market rate homes (103 units)• 77.25 22.13 55.12 
Inclusionary housing b 7.44 1.15 6.29 
Visitor rooms 47.31 3.03 44.28 
Neighborhood commercial 4.51 0.18 4.33 
Recreational 21.67 3.30 18.37 
Services/Operations 2.20 0.26 l.94 
Golf trail cotn"SC and facilities0 106.94 0.36 106.58 
Reclaimed water supply! -78.75 NA -78.75 
Stormwater supplye -24.0 NA -24.0 

Subtotal 181.81 37.29 144.52 
Potrero Canyon 

Market rate homes (34 units) 25.50 12.75 12.75 
Subtotal 25.50 12.75 li.75 

Robinson Creek 
Market rate homes (8.5 units) 6.38 3.19 3.19 

Subtotal 6.38 3.19 3.19 
San Clemente Creek 

Market rate homes (59 units) 44.25 15.23 29.02 
Golf trail course0 103.69 0 103.69 
Stormwater supplye -34 NA .. 34 

Subtotal 113.94 22.12 98.71 
San Jose Creek 

Market rate homes (24 units) 18.00 9.00 9.00 
Subtotal 18.00 9.00 9.00 

Total 353.51 81.40 272.11 

• 55 market rate homes in the Las Garzas watershed and 23 in the San Clemente watershed will be sewered; return flow 
rate is 0.075 af/yr (versus 0.375 af/yr for homes with septic systems). 

b All of the 44 inclusionary housing units in the Las Garzas watershed will be sewered; return flow rate is 0.0169 af/yr 
(versus 0.0845 af/yr for units with septic systems). 

0 Half of the golf trail C0!l1"SC irrigation demand ( 103 .69 af/yr) is for turf in the Las Garzas watershed. The clubhouse will 
also be in the Las Garzas watershed (3.25 af/yr). The remaining irrigation demand will be in the San Clemente watershed. 
Return flow is for clubhouse landscape irrigation only. Golf trail eottrSC irrigation is assumed fo have zero return flow 
to groundwater. be 100% efficient. 

d The reclaimed water supply is for a treatment plant capacity of 70,300 gpd ( 49 gpm) operating continuously at full· 
capacity with seasonal storage of reclaimed water to match the seasonal irrigation demand. 

• In an average year, 58 af of diffuse stormwater runoff from the golf trail eottrSC will be collected and stored in ponds for 
use during the irrigation season (Camp Dresser & McKee and Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers 1994). 

NA = not available. 
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estimated gross annual water demand is 354 af and the net demand is 272 af Return flows consist 
of deep percolation of septic system leachate and excess applied irrigated water. 

The annual irrigation water demand for the golf trail will be 207 af/yr, ranging from a peak 
of 28.8+ af in July to as little as 5.7+ af in December. This includes 184 af7yr for irrigation of 
71 acres of turf and 23 af7yr evaporative losses from storage facilities for the golf trail. Golf trail turf 
acreages and associated water demands were developed based on the following irrigation 
requirements. 

Acres Percent Use 

Greens 2.5+ 3.6 

Tees 3.5+ 4.2 

Fairways 35.0+ 43.5 

Aprons 8.5+ 9.4 

Close rough 21.5+ 25.0 

Three sources of supply are proposed for the golf trail: reclaimed domestic wastewater, 
diffuse stormwater runoff from the golf trail irrigated turf areas, and pumpage from wells. The use 
of reclaimed domestic wastewater and diffuse stormwater runoff will reduce the demand on 
groundwater as an irrigation water supply. 

• Reclaimed Domestic Wastewater. The wastewater treatment facility on Lot 261 will 
generate up to a maximum of 70,000 gallons per day of irrigation quality water. This 
represents 79 af7yr or 39% of the estimated irrigation water demand. 

• Recycled Golf Trail Irrigation and Rainfall. In order to mitigate potential water 
quality degradation, the drainage system for the golf trail has been designed to capture all 
irrigation and stormwater runoff from those turf areas subject to intensive turf 
management techniques. This water will be recycled and returned to the irrigation supply 
system. Up to 28% (58 af7yr) of the estimated irrigation water demand will be met from 
this source. 

• Wells. Additional demand beyond that capable of being supplied by the two sources 
described above will be met by pumping from wells (70 ajlyr). 

Potable water for the clubhouse will be provided by the Santa Lucia Preserve County Service 
Area as a part of the same domestic water supply system ·proposed for all improvements with the 
preserve. 
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Water from the three sources described above is to be collected, mixed, and storep in/our 
three new ponds capable of storing 58 -3-8- af adjacent to the golf trail. The irrigation system will be 
supplied from these storage ponds. 

Storage facilities are proposed to meet p·eak summertime demands for the golf trail and reduce 
the need for peak groundwater pumping capacity. Although short-term (maximum day) peaks may 
be as high as 421 gpm, these peak demands will be met from storage and will not require source 
capacity equivalent to the peak demands. The required peak groundwater pumping capacity to serve 
the golf trail will be approximately 152 gpm. 

A computerized irrigation system linked to aii onsite weather station will automatically control 
daily water usage to achieve efficient water replacement within the turf root zone. Surface runoff and 
deep percolation (below the root zone) of irrigation water will be negligible during the irrigation 
season. 

Reclaimed water used for irrigation of the golf trail is included in the water demand table as 
a negative demand. This supply corresponds to the revised wastewater treatment plant capacity of 
70,300 gallons per day (= 49 gpm = 79 af/yr) (Camp Dresser & McKee and Luhdorff and Scalmanini 
Consulting Engineers 1994). 

Stormwater runoff collected from the golf trail com se and stored in ponds for use during the 
irrigation season is also shown in the water demand table as a negative demand. In an average year, 
this source of water would supply 58 af of water for irrigation. 

In addition to the residences and facilities included in the water demand table, the project 
applicant expects to build another 67 residential units to achieve complete buildout of the project. 
This would. result in an additional 45.0 and 22.5 af/yr of gross and net annual water demand, 
respectively. 

The instantaneous combined pumping capacity of the water supply wells is also an important 
factor affecting water supply reliability because Title 22 of the California Administrative Code 
requires that water supply systems be able the wells need to be able to meet the gross water demand 
on the day of the year with the highest demand rate. Two methods have been used to estimate the 
maximum day demand. 1equi1ed pumping capacity of the well network. Following customary 
engineering practice for residential developments, the maximum day demand was assumed in the 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study to equal twice the average daily demand. This resulted in 
pumping capacity estimates of353 gpm for the combined development permit (excluding the golf 
trail) and 750 gpm at buildout. A subsequent analysis (Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers 
1995b) used the minimum source capacity curves published in Title 22 the Califoniia Administiative 
Code Title 22 1 equiI ements, which indicated a required specify a pumping capacity of 1 gpm per 
service connection to meet maximum day demand. Including all residences and facilities at buildout 
and supplemental irrigation: requirements at the golf trail (152 gpm in addition to the reclaimed water 
supply), this method resulted in a pumping capacity requirement of 584 gpm. Applying this same 
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method to the homes and facilities included in the combined development permit as presently defined 
(i.e., everything except 58 market rate homes and nine 2 gpm for inclusionary homes not within the 
GMPAP), results in a pumping capacity requirement of 524 526 gpm. 

Water Supply Wells and Distribution Network 

Thirty-seven existing wells are proposed for inclusion in the water supply system for Rancho 
San Carlos. The combined yield of these wells is sufficient to meet the water demand during the early 
phase of project completion. The project applicant plans to drill additional wells to meet the higher 
water demand levels during the later phases of project completion. Figure 8-5 shows the locations 
of the existing wells and tentative locations for future wells. Table 8-2 lists the estimated 24-hour 
yield of each well as stated in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study. The 24-hour yield, or 
demonstrated pumping capacity, is the amount of water a well can produce in 1 day without 
exceeding the available drawdown. Available drawdown was defined as equal to two-thirds of the 
vertical distance between the static water level and the top of the well screen. 

Well yields in fractured bedrock aquifers tend to be highly variable, as illustrated by the yields 
of the Rancho San Carlos wells. The estimated yields range from 1 to 50 gpm, although wells 
expected to produce less than 1 gpm were not included in the program. The highest yield (65 gpm) 
was at well E-3, which is screened in alluvium rather than bedrock. The yields do not appear to 
correlate significantly with location or with bedrock formation type. Consequently, the average yield 
of future wells drilled for the water supply system would probably be approximately the same as the 
average for the wells that have already been drilled and tested . 

. A sufficient number of wells will be included in the water supply system so that collectively 
they will be able to meet the maximum day demand without operating more than 12 hours per day.·' 
The normal operating mode for wells will be 12 hours of pumping followed by 12 hours of recovery, 
with additional capacity obtained by turning on additional wells. This means that the sustained yield 
of the. wells in actual operation will be one-half the 24-hour yield. The total 24-hour yield cited in 
the Comprehensive Hydrological Study was 527 gpm. The actual effective pumping rate would be 
264 gpm, which equals about 53% of the maximum day demand rate (500 gpm). 

The water distribution system/or well water will be entirely interconnected, so that each well 
could potentially deliver water to any service connection in the system. Because of the large 
topographic relief encompassed by the distribution system, it will be divided into 23 interconnected 
pressure zones with flow and pressure maintained by pumping stations and pressure regulators. 

Construction of the water distribution system will proceed in phases corresponding to the 
phasing of overall project construction. At any time during the development process, the amount of 
on-line well yield and storage tank capacity will be adequate to serve the on-line water demand. 
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Table 8-2. Locations and Yields of Existing Water Supply Wells 

Estimated Yield (gpm) 

Comprehensive Reason for 
Well Test Hydrogeologic Adjusted Adjustment or 

Number Watershed Duration Study Estimates Uncertainty 

E-3 Las Garzas 4 hours 65 65? Test too short 
E-4 San Jose 2 hours 3 3? Test too short; results dominated by casing storage 

effect 
S-1 Las Garzas 72 hours 5 3 Fall '94 pumping rate adjusted for available 

drawdown 
S-3 Las Garzas 6 hours 2 2 Fall '94 pumping rate adjusted for available 

drawdown 
S-4 Las Garzas 73 hours 5 5? Large change in pumping rate during test 

S-6 San Jose 4 hours 1 0? Test too short; results dominated by casing storage 
effects 

T-3 Robinson 72 hours 30 11 Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 
T-4 Potrero 74 hours 8 5? Variable pumping rate; adjusted for late-time T 

T-6A Las Garzas 29 hours 8 8 
T-7 San Oemente 24 hours 6 6 

T-8 Potrero 72 hours 15 15 

T-9 Las Garzas 72 hours 50 50 

T-10 Las Garzas 72 hours 25 25 
T-11 Potrero 30 days 35 35 
T-12 San Jose 24 hours 10 9? Variable pumping rate; adjusted for rate during first 

450 minutes 

T-14 San Jose 30 days 10 10? Highly variable pumping rate 
T-17 Robinson 30 days 4 4 
T-18 Potrero 30 days 45 26 Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 
T-20 Las Garzas 24 hours 2 2? Highly variable pumping rate; casing storage effect 

\ 
T-21 Robinson 72 hours 10 10 

) T-24 Las Garzas 72 hours 5 0 Sudden and complete Joss of yield after 2.0 days 
/ 

T-25 Las Garzas 72 hours 17 17 
T-26 San Oemente 30 days 15 9 Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 
T-29 Hitchcock 72 hours 30 5 Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 
R-1 San Clemente 72 hours 21 27 Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 

R-3 Las Garzas 72 hours 5 1? Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 
R-5 Las Garzas 72 hours 3 1 Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 
R-6 San Jose 72 hours 12 12 

R-9 Potrero 72 hours 4 4 

R-10 Las Garzas 72 hours 8 7? Erratic drawdown; adjusted for projected 24-hour 
drawdown 

R-11 Potrero 72 hours 8 4 Boundary effect; adjusted for late-time T 

R-13 San Jose 18 hours 8 8? Test too short; large casing storage effect 

R-14 Robinson 72 hours 6 6 

R-15 San Clemente 72 hours 5 5 

R-27 Las Garzas 50 hours 4 2? Variable pumping rate; adjusted to reflect available 
drawdown 

R-33 Las Garzas 30 hours 6 6 

R-42 Las Garzas 72 hours 31 31 

Total 527 439 

Notes: ? = uncertain test results. 

To adjust for late-time T, transmissivity (T) was calculated from data after a break in the drawdown slope. The yield, or specific capacity, 
was multiplied by the ratio of the revised T to the original T. 
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The total number of additional wells that will be needed for the project is not known at this 
time because it depends on the yields actually achieved by wells drilled in the future and on the 
required system source capacity, which will be determined by measurements of actual water use 
during the early phases of project development. A conservative estimate of the number of wells can 
be calculated from the demand and well yield estimates. As described earlier, the estimated source 
capacity requirement ranges from 524 gpm for facilities included in 'the combined development 
permit to 750 gpm at buildout. Assuming the adjusted well yields shown in Table 8-2 and assuming 
12-hour-per-daywell operation, ihe 37 existing wells can supply 220 gpm. The remaining demand 
to be met by additional wells is therefore 304-530 gpm. Assuming that all additional wells would 
be drilled in bedrock, would have the same average yield as the existing wells (J 0. 4 gpm, using the 
adjusted yields), and would be operated a maximum of 12 hours per day, approximately 58-102 
additional wells will be needed The number of drill holes might exceed this estimate because some 
of the holes (approximately 10%) might not yield enough water to be worth completing as wells. 
These holes would be plugged according to state and county well abandonment regulations. 

The actual ultimate number of wells included in the water supply system (assuming the above 
estimate is reasonably accurate) is inconsequential to this analysis, because the significant 
environmental impacts associated with water use for the project result from the amount of water 
consumed, not from the number of wells used to withdraw the water from the ground As 
demonstrated by the lack of significant environmental impacts caused by installation of the first 3 7 
wells, constructing wells using current standard drilling methods is not considered a source of 
significant environmental impact. Mitigation measures described later in this chapter will ensute 
that new wells are drilled away from sensitive environmental resources such as base flow reaches 
in creeks. 

The applicant estimates that 50 additional wells will need to be drilled to meet the maximum 
day water demand after complete buildoat of the prnject. The locations of future wells will be 
selected so that gtoundwater pumpage is distiibuted among the watersheds in approximately the same 
proportions as groundwater recharge. 

Impact: Water Supply Shortage Because of Overestimated Well Yields 

If the proposed network of water supply wells failed to supply their expected yield after 
demand was already on line, a water supply emergency could result. Many of the possible operational 
responses to the emergency could result in environmental impacts, For example, severe water 
rationing could result in mortality of irrigated landscape vegetation, increased groundwater pumping 
could result in overdraft or excessive streamflow depletion, and attempts to import water from offsite 
areas could affect other users and the environment in those areas. 

The wells need to be capable of supplying water for 1 day at a rate equal to the maximum day 
demand in the middle of the high demand season. Fire flow requirements and hourly demand 
fluctuations within the maximum demand day would be met by storage in above-ground tanks and 
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would not rely on the pumping rates of the wells. This is consistent with the proposed design of the 
water supply distribution system, which includes tank storage equal to four times the maximum day 
demand (excluding golf trail demand) plus fire flow requirements. 

Evaluation of maximum day and month reliability of the wells and distribution system was 
based on a careful review of the well yield analysis presented in the Comprehensive Hydrological 
Study. The results of the review are presented in this section to substantiate the evaluation of 
environmental impacts. 

The 24-hour well yields used in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study to quantify the 
available water supply for the project were based on actual pumping tests of up to 30 days in 
duration. Yield was calculated by multiplying the 24-hour specific capacity (in gallons per minute per 
foot of drawdown) by the amount of available drawdown (in feet). The drawdown plots and 
calculations were documented in Appendix E of the Comprehensive Hydrological Study. 

In spite of the thorough testing program, it remains uncertain whether the yields stated in the 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study could be achieved reliably on the maximum demand day. The 
reasons for the uncertainty include the conceptual appropriateness of using the measured 24-hour 
yield to represent the maximum demand day yield and irregularities or ambiguities in test results. The 
latter include effects caused by variable pumping rates, casing storage, and apparent flow boundaries. 
Each of these is explained below. 

Appropriateness of 24-Hour Yields. The pumping tests used to estimate the yields began 
from static conditions in which water levels in the wells had been allowed to recover to a stable level 
over a long period oftime. In contrast, the maximum demand day will occur in summer, and most 
or all of the supply wells will have been pumping on a cyclic basis for several months prior to the 
maximum day. The aquifer in the immediate vicinity of each well will have undergone Some 
cumulative seasonal drawdown as a result of the prior pumpage, and the wells might not produce at 
as high a rate as when they start with a fully recharged aquifer. The effect of prior pumping on water 
levels is illustrated by comparing the drawdowns after 24 hours with the drawdowns after 30 days 
at the five locations where 30-day tests were performed. The additional drawdown during the 29 
days ranged from 13% to 81 % of the available drawdown. In some cases, the increment was larger 
than would occur in practice because the pumping rate during the test was greater than the 24-hour 
yield rate. Nevertheless, drawdown caused by prior pumping can substantially decrease the amount 
of available drawdown actually available on the peak demand day. In many cases, the rate of 
drawdown increased (relative to the theoretical straight line rate) as the test progressed. These 
apparent boundary effects, discussed below, further indicate the potentially important effects of 
prolonged pumping that are not always reflected in the 24-hour yields. 

Variable Pumping Rates. If the pumping rate does not remain constant during a well test, 
the drawdowns will depart from theoretical drawdown curves and complicate the calculati.on of 
specific capacity. The pumping rate varied during many of the tests. In most cases, the variation was 
small enough or early enough that the test results could be reasonably interpreted using the average 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume JI 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

8-27 

Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Row, 
and Water Supply and Demand 

September 14, 1995 



pumping rate. At wells T-4, T-12, T-14, T-20, and R-27, however, variations in the pumping rate 
were large, frequent, or occurred near the middle of the test, and the drawdown patterns were highly 
irregular. The yields estimated from these wells are consequently somewhat uncertain. 

Casing Storage. In low-yielding wells, the volume of water standing in the well casing prior 
to a pumping test can contribute a significant fraction of the well yield during the early part of the 
test. Formulas are available for calculating the critical time (Tc) at which this effect becomes 
negligible, and the calculated critical time for each well was shown on the drawdown plots presented 
in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study. For most of the tests, enough data were collected after 
Tc that the results were presumably free of any errors resulting from casing storage. For some of the 
shorter tests, however, the test ended either before Tc or too soon after Tc to determine the true 
aquifer response. These include the tests of wells E-4, S-6, T-20, and R-13. Because casing st.orage 
increases the apparent yield of a well, it is possible that the yields of these wells were overestimated. 

Apparent Flow Boundaries. In a large number of the well tests, the rate of drawdown 
departed from the theoretical straight-line trend and shifted either gradually or abruptly to a more 
rapid rate. This pattern raises serious questions about the use of short-term tests to measure the 
reliable well yield in the middle of the peak demand season. Data from the 3-day and 30"'day tests 
demonstrate that tests lasting 24 hours or less can underestimate the long-term drawdown rate and 
consequently overestimate the well yield. In. the tests of wells T-3, T-9, T-10, T-18, and T-24, for 
example, an increase in drawdown rate occurred between 1 and 3 days after the start of the tesJ and 
would not have been detected with a 24-hour test. At well T-26, an increase in drawdown rate 
occurred after 3.5 days of pumping and would not have been detected with even a 3-day pumping 
test. At well T-29, the increase in drawdown rate was gradual rather than abrupt. In only one case 
(well T-21) did the rate of drawdown decrease with time and indicate a higher yield than was 
indicated by the short-term test. 

Several possible causes account for the changes in the measured rate of drawdown. These 
include the "casing storage" effect of the gravel pack surrounding the casing,. the presence of a steeply 
sloping water table in the general vicinity of the well, and limited areal extent of the local fracture 
system tapped by the well. For the purpose of estimating the reliable yield of the wells, it does not 
matter whether one or all of these causes contribute to the effect. The empirical fact remains that in 
many cases the measured yield of the well decreases as the duration of the pumping test increases. 

Cyclic pumping will not prevent the drawdowns from reaching the apparent boundary effects. 
As explained in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study, the long-term drawdown rate associated with 
cyclic pumping (for example, 12 hours on followed by 12.hours oft) is the same as the drawdown rate 
that would result if the well were pumped continuously at half the pumping rate. In other words, 
cyclic pumping does not allow the drawdown to remain perpetually in the first phase following static 
conditions. Furthermore, the time at which a boundary is encountered depends on the rate at which 
the cone of depression expands, which is a function of transmissivity and storage coefficient but not 
a function of pumping rate. So the boundary would be encountered at the same elapsed time even 
if cyclic pumping effectively cuts in half the pumping rate. 
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An obvious consequence of the pattern of decreasing yields is that the yields of wells tested 
for 24 hours or less were probably overestimated in some cases. The wells in this category are wells 
E-3, E-4, S-3, S-6, T-7, T-12, T-20, and R-13, and their combined yield was reported as 97 gpm, or 
18% of the total yield of all wells. These wells were tested for periods ranging from 2 to 24 hours. 

Ai some of the wells with observed increases in drawdown rate, the transmissivity and well 
yield were calculated from data after the increase. This results in a yield estimate that is appropriately 
conservative for conditions oflong-term continuous or cyclic pumping. These include wells T-8, T-9, 
T-10, T-14, T-25, R-6, and R-10. At other wells, however, the transmissivity and well yield were 
calculated from data prior to the increase in drawdown rate, and the results might consequently 
overestimatethelong-termyield. TheseincludewellsS-1, T-3, T-4, T-18, T-26,R-5,andR-11. At 
well R-1, the rate of drawdown decreased, and the long-term yield might have been underestimated. 
Adjusted estimates of yield for these wells are shown in Table 8-2. The yields were adjusted by 
multiplying the 24-hour specific capacity by the ratio of transmissivity calculated from late-time data 
to the transmissivity calculated from early-time data. 

In several cases (wells T-24, T-29, and R-3), the change in the rate of drawdown was 
irregular or drastic enough that an adjustment was already included in the yields reported in the 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study. However, the adjusted value might still be overly optimistic. 
For example, the water level in well T-24 suddenly plummeted from 75 feet to 210 feet (available 
drawdown is 200 feet) during the third day of the pumping test, yet the reported adjusted yield of 5 
gpm is only slightly less than the test pumping rate (8 gpm). In a few other cases (wells T-12, R-10, 
and R-15), a projected rather than actual drawdown after 24 hours might have been more appropriate 
for calculating specific capacity because variations in pumping rate or other factors caused irregular 
water levels 24 hours into the test. 

Finally, the concentration of aluminum in water produced from wells T-6A and R-11 exceeds 
the maximum concentration allowed under California primary drinking water standards. The 
Monterey County Division of Environmental Health has indicated that it does not permit treatment 
as a means of meeting primary drinking water standards. The project applicant plans to retest the 
water quality of those wells because the high aluminum might have resulted from incomplete well 
development. If the wells still fail to meet the drinking water standard, the project applicant proposes 
to use the wells for landscape irrigation by installing nonpotable water distribution lines from those 
wells to nearby residences and community facilities. Thus, it is appropriate to retain these wells in 
the water supply table. 

The combined yield of the proposed water supply wells after making the above adjustments 
is 439 gpm, or 17% less than the yield stated in the.Combined Hydrological Study. This does not 
include the probable decreases in estimated yields that would result from longer tests at wells that 
were tested for 24 hours or less. 

Operating Features That Enhance Reliability. The risk of water supply shortages is 
greatly decreased by two aspects of the planned well operating criteria. First, the wells will be 
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operated only 12 hours per day, or effectively at half of the reported 24-hour yield rate. In other 
words, the wells would only be relied upon to provide 264 gpm, rather than the 52 7 gpm of combined 
yield reported in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study. Second, the available drawdown used in 
the yield calculations was only two-thirds of the maximum drawdown that could occur before 
adversely affecting well operation. Together, these criteria create a safety factor of about 3. That 
is, if wells were pumped continuously at a drawdown equal to the maximum drawdown, the yield 
would be about three times the .yield credited to the wells under the planned operating criteria. These 
operating criteria create a substantial safety factor that is probably sufficient to compensate for any 
overestimates of well yields. 

The foregoing review of the well yield analysis demonstrates that the wells may not be able 
to supply the reported yields throughout the peak demand season without violating the proposed 
operating criteria and encroaching on the safety factor. Without accurate estimates of ~eliable well 
yields, water demand might accidentally be allowed to exceed the available water supply capacity at 
some time during the project construction period. The potential for a water shortfall during the peak 
demand season is considered a significant impact. To avoid this impact and reduce it to a less-than­
significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Addition_al Mitigation Measure 12: Maintain a Water Supply Equal to or Greater than 
Connected Water Demand at All Times. A water supply shortage could occur if new wells are not 
drilled and connected to the water supply system during the 20-year project construction period at 
a rate such that pumping capacity always exceeds maximum day demand. In addition, shortages 
could develop in subsequent years if well yields decline as a result of mineral deposits in the welt The 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study clearly states that additional wells will need to be drilled to meet 
the ultimate project water demand and indicates tentative locations for additional wells. However, \, 
the Comprehensive Hydrological Study does not indicate when the wells will be drilled, although it 
is logically understood that additional wells would be drilled and equipped as demand increases. 

It is recognized that the overall operation of a municipal water system such as planned for 
Rancho San Carlos will be governed by a Water Supply Permit, ultimately issued by the State 
Department of Health Services (DHS) under Section 401 l(a) of the State Health and Safety Code 
(when the total number of connected water services reaches at least 200). It is further recognized 
tha:t, as part of administering the Water Supply Perniit, DHS is mandated by the provisions of Section 
4039 of the Health and Safety Code to annually inspect and evaluate the water system for 
conformance with its permit. Standards for evaluation include sufficient source capacity and storage 
volume to meet maximum day demand, maximum hour demand, and fireflow demand. Specifications 
for source capacity and system storage volume are included in the California Waterworks Standards 
(22 CCR 16). 

The methodologies for determination of well yields, as documented inthe Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study, conform to those specified in the Title 22 Waterworks Standards. As noted 
above, an analysis of projected water demand on the ranch also used the Title 22 Waterworks 
Standards as a basis for water demand projections (Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers 
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1995b ). These standards specify the source capacity, in gallons per minute (gpm), based on the 
maximum monthly temperature at the site. The maximum average monthly air temperature in 
Monterey was 62.4°F for the 1951-1980 period. In consultation with the DHS, the project applicant 
selected the 60°F curve in the Title 22 Waterworks Standards for calculating the necessary source 
capacity. This resulted in a requirement of 1 gpm per service connection, which exceeds the 
maximum day pumping rate requirements estimated from water demand factors in the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study (0.93 gpm per service connection for market-rate homes and 0.21 gpm per 
service connection for inclusionary housing). Thus, the Title 22 Waterworks Standards, which the 
project will be required to meet, are relatively conservative and should ensure that the source capacity 
exceeds demand at all times. 

In light of the mandated annual inspection of the water system, complemented by 
conformance with Title 22 Waterworks Standards, specific operating criteria and/or conditions for 
adding source capacity as a mitigation measure are potentially redundant or in conflict with the 
mandated provisions of the Health and Safety Code and California Administrative Code. It is 
expected that conformance with its Water Supply Permit will accomplish this mitigation measure to 
maintain a water supply equal to or greater than connected water demand at all times. 

However, as part of generally accepted practice in water system· operation, the applicant 
shall monitor the operating time and pumping water level of all active water supply wells shall be 
monitored at least weekly during the maximum demand season (June-August) and monthly during 
the balance of the year. These data shall be reviewed annually to define source capacity versus system 
demand and to determine whether additional well capacity is needed. The following conditions 
should be considered indicators that the overall pumping capacity of the well system cannot meet 
demand within the criteria established by the ranch and that source capacity needs to be increased by 
adding additional wells or rehabilitating existing wells (if yield has declined because of mineralization 

· or clogging): 

• the average operating time during the maximum demand season exceeded 12 hours per 
day for more than 10% of the active wells, 

• more than 10% of the water production during the maximum demand season was from 
wells operating more than 12 hours per day on average, and 

• the average annual operating time throughout the year exceeded 8 hours per day for the 
active wells. 

If a need for additional capacity is indicated by the above criteria, the applicant shall 
rellabilitate existing wells and/or drill, test, and connect new wells will be I ehabilitated and/m new 
"1elis dtiHed, tested, and connected to the water supply system until the total system yield is sufficient 
to meet the system yield objective. The yield objective will ensure that the total connected source 
capacity (with wells operating a maximum of 12 hours per day) equals or exceeds the maximum day 
water demand for all connected water users at all times. The number of wells required will depend 
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on the actual yields achieved in the new wells and the amount of additional overall yield needed. The 
yields of new or rehabilitated wells will be measured in conformance with the Title 22 Waterworks 
Standards (using 72-hour pumping tests similar to those performed for the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study). The yield shall be calculated by multiplying the 24-hour specific capacity 
by the available drawdown. If the apparent transmissivity decreases between the first 24 hours of 
the test and the end of the test, the 24-hour specific capacity shall be adjusted by multiplying the 
ratio of late-time transmissivity to early-time transmissivity. Available drawdown is defined here 
as two-thirds of the vertical distance from the static water level to the top of the well screen. 

In any year in which a need for additional capacity is identified, the additional capacity will 
be provided in accordance with the annual review of the Water Supply Permit by DHS, which is 
expected to limit new cqnnections to the water supply system if total system capacity is insufficient 
to meet demand. 

Monitoring of well operating times and pumping water levels during the maximum-season aQd 
the requirement to meet the system yield objective will continue as long as the base flow monitoring 
program described in mitigation measure "Monitor Base Flow in Creeks and Provide Supplemental 
Water if Necessary". water supply system 1 emains in opet ation. 

Monitoring of operating times and pumping water levels will not incur substantial additional 
expense and is within the scope of activities considered reasonable and prudent for water system 
operation and management. The proposed water system design (Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting 
Engineers 1995b) includes telemetered monitoring and control of all wells from a central control 
station. Operating time and water level are among the variables that will be automatically monitored. 

To improve coordination among county agencies involved in overseeing implementation 
of the project, the applicant shall submit a brief annual report to the Monterey County Division 
of Environmental Health documenting basic water system operations information monitored under 
this mitigation measure or developed for the annual review of the water supply permit, including: 

• the operating times and water levels of wells supplying the water system, 

• daily systemwide water deliveries and monthly delivery summaries by pressure zone, 

• the results of any well yield tests performed during the year, and 

• an analysis of whether and how much additional source capacity is needed to meet 
projected demand for the coming year. 
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Impact: Potential Groundwater Overdraft if Water Demand Exceeds Groundwater Supply 

If the average annual consumptive use of groundwater by the project exceeds the sustainable 
yield of the groundwater basin, groundwater overdraft and steadily declining water levels will result. 

The long-term and drought reliability of the water supply for the project depend primarily on 
the groundwater balance, the usable groundwater storage capacity, and the ability of the well network 
to reach groundwater throughout the ranch.. Each of these factors was carefully reviewed and is 
discussed below. The conclusion reached through this analysis is that the impact is less than 
significant and no mitigation is required. 

Groundwater Balance. The water balance calculations described in the "Setting" section 
indicated that average annual groundwater recharge is on the order of 5,900 af7yr. Although this 
estimate is approximate, it is much larger than the average annual consumptive use of groundwater 
by the project (272 af7yr for the GMPAP part and 295 af/yr at buildout). Thus, it can be safely 
concluded that recharge is adequate to supply the increase in consumptive use of groundwater. 

Conservation of mass dictates that if groundwater storage does not change in the long run, 
the increase in consumptive use of groundwater for-the project must be matched by a corresponding 
change elsewhere in the water balance. In this case, the change would probably consist of one or 
more of the following changes in individual flows in the water balance: 

• an increase in groundwater recharge resulting from implementation of the Cattle Grazing 
Plan, 

• a decrease in subsurface outflow, 

• a decrease in groundwater use by phreatophytes, and 

• a decrease in streamflow. 

Each of these changes could be associated with environmental impacts, and the changes are 
discussed individually later in this chapter. However, it is clear that the combination of these changes 
could provide enough water to meet the consumptive use demand of the project without causing 
long-term groundwater overdraft. 

Usable Groundwater Storage Capacity. Groundwater storage capacity is essential to 
sustain the project during droughts. Although the average annual groundwater recharge is adequate 
to supply the project in the long term, recharge during droughts might be less than the project 
demand. During these periods, the project will have to rely on groundwater storage. Early studies 
by Blaney et al. (1963) of rainfall recharge in the Coast Ranges near Lompoc demonstrated that 
rainfall recharge is limited by a thresholµ level of soil moisture. Deep percolation to the water table 
is negligible until the soil moisture deficit accumulated in the root zone during the dry season has been 
fully replenished. A conservative assumption is that there is no groundwater recharge during 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

8-33 

Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, 
and Water Supply and Demand 

September 14, 1995 



droughts and that the consumptive water deniand must be supplied entirely from groundwater 
storage. The smallest estimate of usable groundwater storage in the depth interval penetrated by 
most of the water supply wells is 64,675 af, as described in the section on "Aquifer Characteristics". 
This volume is sufficient to supply the project demand at buildout for 219 years. Even if the 
distribution of wells (Figure 8-5) allows access to only about half of the total Rancho San Carlos area 
during periods of prolonged pumping, the amount of accessible groundwater would still greatly 
exceed the project's water demand. Thus, there clearly is ample storage to sustain the project during 
droughts. 

Ability of the Well Network to Reach Groundwater. The average annual groundwater 
recharge and the volume of groundwater storage were calculated for a study area that includes all of 
Rancho San Carlos and parts of the creek watersheds upstream of the rancho. The total amounts of 
recharge and storage would not be available to the project unless the project wells are able to draw 
water from all parts of the study area. However, the total amounts of recharge and storage greatly 
exceed the amounts needed to ensure a reliable and sustainable water supply for the project. Average 
annual recharge is 20 times greater than the project's net water demand at buildout, and usable 
storage is 22 times greater than the amount needed to supply the project throughout a 10-year 
. drought. Thus, the project would theoretically be reliable with access to only 5% of the total aquifer 
area, which the locations of existing and proposed future wells would clearly provide. 

The principal reason for spreading the wells out over a large area is to avoid well interference 
effects ( overlapping cones of depression), which would decrease the well yields. The Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study described the radius of influence of a pumping well for pumping cycles lasting 
0.5-3.0 days. For an average well with a hydraulic conductivity of 0.26 gpd/ft2, a saturated thickness 
of650 feet, and a storativity of0.01, this radius would be 50-123 feet. The radius of influence would 
continue to expand as the pumping cycles repeated themselves, however. Cyclic pumping creates 
drawdown equivalent to the drawdown created by continuous pumping at a lower rate. As long as 
pumping is effectively continuous, the radius of influence increases at a rate that is independent of the 
pumping rate. Thus, over a 6-month dry season, the radius of influence of the same well would 
increase to 960/eet, assuming it does not reach a source of recharge such as a stream at a closer 
distance. overall, the distribution of the wells appears broad enough to provide adequate and reliable 
access to groundwater recharge and storage. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impacts on Groundwater Recharge 

· Several aspects of the project would affect groundwater recharge, including impervious 
surfaces, septic systems, irrigation, and range management. 

Impervious surfaces include roads, rooftops, driveways, and parking lots. Infiltration of 
rainfall through these surfaces is negligible, and runoff from these areas is typically concentrated in 
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rills and rivulets where infiltration is small relative to the total flow rate. Thus, groundwater recharge 
from infiltrated rainfall is essentially eliminated in impervious areas. Because the development density 
for the project is extremely low, however, impervious surfaces would occupy only a small fraction 
of the total project area. The amount of impervious surface estimated in the drainage initial study 
(Bester Engineers 1994) is 173 acres, or only 0. 75% of the total project area. Because rainfall 
infiltration contributes almost all of the groundwater recharge at the site and is strongly dependent 
on total land area, groundwater recharge would decrease by approximately the same percentage as 
the percentage of impervious area. This impact is considered too small to substantially decrease 
groundwater availability, because the estimated available yield greatly exceeds the project water 
demand. Additional information regarding the effects of impervious surfaces on surface runoff is 
presented in Chapter 9, "Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality". 

Deep percolation of septic system leachate and applied irrigation water are sources of 
groundwater recharge. These sources were accounted for as return flows in the consumptive water 
demand estimates and are not treated here as separate effects. 

Impact: Increased Groundwater Recharge through Implementation of the Cattle Grazing 
Plan 

The Cattle Grazing Plan (Sage Associates 1994a) was included in the project design partly 
because ofits hydrologic effects, which would be very beneficial. Numerous studies since the 1940s 
have documented the effects of grazing on rainfall infiltration and runoff and demonstrated that 
decreased grazing intensity is associated with increased rainfall infiltration, decreased runoff, and 
decreased erosion. 

The additional water that would infiltrate into the soil would greatly increase the opportunity 
for groundwater recharge that would offset the effects of groundwater pumping for the project. 
Some of the additional water that infiltrates into the soil would be transpired by vegetation, but only 
a small fraction ofit would need to percolate to the water table to offset the project water demand. 
Average annual rainfall on the 8,000 acres of grazed land is approximately 25 inches, so the average 
annual volume ofrainfall on that area is 16, 700 af This is 5 7 times more water than the project's 
average annual net water use. Thus, infiltration. would have to increase by less than 2% of gross 
rainfall to increase groundwater recharge by an amount equal to the project water demand. Deep 
percolation of infiltrated rainfall from the soil zone to the water table would have to increase by less 
than 5%. The grazing studies reviewed for this EIR are described below, and the results of the 
studies indicate that an increase of this magnitude or greater is very likely. Therefore, the Cattle 
Grazing Plan would have a substantial beneficial impact on the groundwater balance that would 
probably more than offset the long-term effects of project water use on groundwater levels, 
subsurface outflow, stream base flow, and phreatophytic vegetation. 

A key variable in all of the grazing studies was grazing intensity, as measured by the number 
of animal units per acre. An animal unit equals 1,000 pounds of grazing animal, which could consist, 
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for example, of two steers, a cow-calf pair, one bull, or a number of sheep. Some of the earlier 
studies (Rhoades et al. 1964, Ravzi and Hanson 1966, Wood and Blackburn 1981) measured the 
effects of continuous grazing at various intensities. The results of these studies are summarized in 
Figures 8-6 and 8-7, which show that infiltration is inversely correlated with animal density and runoff 
is directly correlated with animal density. Most of the studies measured infiltration and runoff during 
short periods ofrelatively intense rainfall generated using rainfall simulators. One study (shown in 
Figure 8-9) found that the relationships were also evident in annual runoff, however. More recent 
studies (McCalla et al. 1984, Warren et al. 1986, Pluhar et al. 1987, and Takar et al. 1990) have 
focused on the effects of grazing systems involving rotational grazing· at various intensities and 
frequencies. The results were less consistent but generally indicated that heavy grazing :with high 
animal densities resulted in significantly decreased infiltration regardless .of whether it occurred on 
an intermittent or continuous basis. 

Specific factors found to contribute significantly to the changes in infiltration and runoff 
included soil compaction by trampling, percent vegetative cover, and total above-ground biomass, 
all of which were directly or inversely correlated with grazing intensity. Range condition was also 
found to correlate with runoff rates during experiments with intense (4 inches in 30 minutes) 
simulated rainfall (Knight 1993). Only 2% of the rainfall became runoff on ranges in good condition, 
whereas 14% and 73% became runoff on ranges in fair and poor condition, respectively. 

The effect of potentially greatest significance to this project is the seasonal shift in rainfall 
runoff, which would manifest itself as a flattening of the flow duration curve. Increasing the 
infiltration rate decreases the direct runoff rate during rainstorms. Much of the infiltrated water 
becomes groundwater recharge that later emerges as base flow in nearby creeks. Thus, the effect of 
grazing management has the double benefit of decreasing floodflows while increasing summer base 
flow. This is illustrated by observed effects in several small watersheds in the interior Coast Ranges 
west of Colusa in northern California, where decreased animal densities and rotational grazing were 
implemented beginning in the early 1990s. The timing and duration of grazing were managed to favor 
perennial rather than annual grasses, similar to the proposed management objective of the Rancho San 
Carlos Cattle Grazing Plan. Beginning in 1993, small creeks in the affected watersheds began flowing 
year round, which had not ever occurred during the previous several decades of intense grazing. 
Runoff during storms simultaneously decreased. On January 6, 1995, after the first several days of 
a major storm event, the creeks were barely starting to flow and stock pond impoundments on the 
creeks were still almost empty. Similar creeks on neighboring ranches were flowing in torrents and 
the impoundments were spilling (Gilgerd pers. comm.). 

Similar changes can be expected at Rancho San Carlos as a result of implementing the Cattle 
Grazing Plan. Historical grazing intensity was substantially higher than the future intensity proposed 
under the Cattle Grazing Plan. Prior to 1991, approximately 850 cow-calf pairs were grazed year 
round and as many as 250 yearlings were brought in from spring to summer (Froke pers. comm.). 
The corresponding total annual grazing amount was about 892 animal unit-years (au-yr) (assuming 
1 animal unit per cow-calf pair and 0.5 animal unit per yearling). The cattle were free to roam 
throughout the rancho and were sometimes found in remote locations. However, most of the rancho 
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has steep slopes or is covered with chaparral, redwood forests, and other types of vegetation not 
particularly attractive to cattle. The most desirable vegetation types for grazing are oak savannahs, 
ruderal grassland, and coastal terrace prairie, which together occupy 5,100 acres. Cattle also used 
riparian corridors adjacent to the grassy areas and local open areas within the oak woodlands. It is 
reasonable to assume that most of the grazing was concentrated on approximately 8,000 acres, or 
40% of the rancho area. Evidence of overgrazing, erosion, and vegetation trampling prior to 1991 
also indicates that grazing was concentrated in selected areas. The Cattle Grazing Plan indicated that 
about 6,000 acres are suitable for grazing, and this estimate excluded riparian areas and steep slopes 
that might have been grazed historically. Assuming historical grazing effectively occurred on 8,000 
acres, the grazing intensity was approximately 0.112 au-yr per acre (au-yr/ac). 

The Cattle Grazing Plan calls for grazing 500 steers on 2,800 acres for 100 days per year, 
which corresponds to a grazing intensity of 0. 023 6:-62-4 au-yr/ac, or one-fifth of the historical rate. 
Frequent rotation of the herd through a large number ofrelatively small pastures would also help to 
ensure grazing uniformity and prevent localized overgrazing. The remaining 5,100 acres formerly 
grazed would not be grazed at all due to sensitive habhat constraints. The data in &=6 indicate that 
a decrease in grazing intensity from 0.112 to 0.023 au-yr/ac could increase infiltration rates by a 
factor of 2 to 3, and a decrease to 0.0 au-yr/ac would increase infiltration rates by an even larger 
factor. The increase in annual infiltration would be smaller because low-intensity rainfall would tend 
to infiltrate in any case, but the effect would nevertheless be substantial. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impacts on Groundwate:r Levels 

Pumping at project wells will cause groundwater levels to be lower than they would be in the 
absence of pumping. As described below, the declines are expected to be too small or transient to 
cause direct adverse impacts on the groundwater system, but they could be large enough to indirectly 
cause significant adverse impacts on base flow in creeks, subsurface outflow, and riparian vegetation. 
The water-level impacts described in this section are used in later sections to evaluate impacts on each 
of those resources. For purposes of discussion, water-level impacts can be divided into localized, 
short-term cones of depression around individual wells and seasonal and long-term water-level 
changes over a much broader area. 

Impact: Localized Local and Short-Term Water-Level Drawdowns near Pumping Wells 

The cone of depression that forms around a pumping well can be described in terms of the 
maximum drawdown near the well and the radius ofinfluence, which is the farthest distance from the 
well at which drawdown would theoretically occur. For an average bedrock well (650 feet of 
saturated thickness, pumping at a rate of 13 gpm in an area with a hydraµlic conductivity of 0.26 
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gpd/fl:2 and storativity of 1%), the drawdown after a 12-hour pumping cycle would decrease from 28 
feet at a distance of 10 feet from the well to zero at a radial distances greater than about 100 feet. 
Drawdown would accumulate during successive pumping cycles, however. The cone of depression 
created by a well pumping 50% of the time (e.g., 12 hours on followed by 12 hours oft) is similar to 
the cone created by a well pumping continuously at half the rate. If the wells are designed to operate 
12 hours per day on the maximum demand day, the average operating time during the peak demand 
season (May through October) would be approximately 8 hours per day. After 6 months of pumping 
8 hours per day, the drawdown created by an average well would decrease from 27 feet near the well 
to zero at radial distances greater than about 960 feet. 

The depth of the cone of depression is directly proportional to pumping rate, whereas the 
radius of influence is proportional to the duration of pumping and is independent of pumping rate. 
Under cyclic pumping conditions, the drawdown created by pumping during the "on" cycle continues 
to propagate outward during the "off" cycle. If hydraulic conductivity is not uniform in all directions 
(i.e., the aquifer is anisotropic), the cone of depression will spread farther in some directions than 
others. However, limited test data did not reveal any indications of anisotropy. 

The localized, short-term drawdowns around pumping wells would not cause any adverse 
impact on the groundwater system itself, such as subsidence or water quality degradation. However, 
indirect impacts of the drawdowns on stream base flow and riparian vegetation are considered 
potentially significant, as discussed later in this chapter. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required for direct impacts. See "Impacts 
on Base Flow in Creeks" and "Impacts on Riparian Vegetation and Wetlands" for mitigation measures 
for indirect impacts. 

Impact: Long-Term Decreases in Groundwater Levels 

Pumping at project wells would result in lower groundwater levels than would be present 
without the project. The amount of decline is difficult to quantify with available information. 
Although the decline is not expected to be large, it could cause adverse impacts on base flow in 
streams, subsurface outflow, and phreatophyte transpiration, which are discussed later in this chapter. 

Over prolonged periods of pumping, such as during the dry season or a multiyear drought, 
the cones of depression from neighboring wells will tend to coalesce, forming a broader area of more 
uniform drawdown. The cone of depression calculations and the distribution of wells on the rancho 
(Figure 8-5) suggest that wells might noticeably affect regional water levels in about half of the total 
rancho area. The average water-level decline in this area after 1 year (in the absence of rainfall 
recharge but including return flows) can be estimated by dividing the annual consumptive use of 
groundwater (272 afforthe GMPAP development and 295 afat buildout) by the affected area (9,950 
acres) and the aquifer storativity (0.01). This results in an annual water-level decline of2.7-3.0 feet. 
This change is moderately small compared to natural seasonal water-level fluctuations that typically 
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average about 8 feet. It is also similar to the estimate (2 feet) developed in the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study using gross pumpage (400 aftyr) and the total rancho area (19,900 acres). 

Groundwater levels would not continue to progressively decline in the long term. Seasonal 
water.:.level declines during the dry season would become larger, but in most years water levels would 
recover to near existing levels the following winter. During droughts, there may be net water-level 
declines over periods of several years, but these levels would recover during wet periods. 
Groundwater levels would not progressively decline because each additional increment of decline 
would tend to intercept an additional amount of groundwater that would have left the groundwater 
system by some other path (subsurface outflow, stream base flow, or phreatophyte transpiration). 
Thus, water levels would cease declining when the intercepted outflow balances the net consumptive 
use of the project. Under this new balance, Water levels will be lower on average than under existing 
conditions. The amount of decline is difficult to estimate, but it would be largest under ridges and 
least near creeks. 

If the Cattle Grazing Plan results in increased groundwater recharge, as expected, average 
water levels would decline less than they would without the plan and might actually rise. 

The long-term lowering of groundwater levels throughout much of Rancho San Carlos would 
not cause any adverse impact on: the groundwater system, such as subsidence or water quality 
degradation. However, indirect impacts on stream base flow and riparian vegetation are considered 
potentially significant, as discussed later in this chapter. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required for impacts on the groundwater 
system. Refer to "Impacts on Base Flow in Creeks" and "Impacts on Riparian Vegetation and 
Wetlands" for mitigation measures for indirect impacts on those resources. 

Impacts on Base Flow in Creeks 

Base flow in creeks is sustained by gradual draining of groundwater from beneath the 
surrounding watershed drainage area. Discharge to creeks is the path ofleast resistance for most 
groundwater outflow. The groundwater contour map (Figure 8-3) confirms that flow from most of 
the rancho area is toward the nearest creek rather than toward an offsite area. 

Figure 8-8 shows the profile of groundwater levels along hydrogeologic section A-A' across 
Potreto Canyon (see Figure 8-1 for section location) and illustrates how the creeks serve to drain the 
groundwater mounds that form beneath the intervening ridges. This draining action prevents nearby 
groundwater levels from rising substantially above the level of the creek. Figure 8-9 shows the profile 
of groundwater levels along the length of Potrero Canyon (section B-B') and also illustrates how the 
groundwater ievel coincides with the level of the creekbed along the reach where of pe1sistent base 
fJ.owwasobservedinAugust 1991. Toward the upper end ofthe creek, the groundwater level rises 
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/ more gradually than the level of the creekbed, creating an unsaturated zone beneath the creekbed and 
an absence of base flow in the creek. The groundwater level also drops below the creekbed where 
the creek enters the Carmel Valley. The regional water table in the Carmel Valley is lower than the 
level of the Potrero Canyon creekbed. Base flow in the creek percolates entirely into the alluvium 
and becomes groundwater recharge. Figure 8-9 indicates the reach of Potrero Canyon where live 
flow was observed in August 1991. The groundwater profile shown on the figure is for April-May 
1993, when water levels were probably higher than in 1991 and the reach with Uve base flow reach 
was probably longer. 

Base flow is greatest during wet years, when recharge is relatively large and groundwater 
levels away from the creek are relatively high. Thus, during wet periods, the slope of the water table 
toward the creek increases and the rate of seepage into the creek consequently also increases. 
Because of the size of the watersheds and the relatively low permeability of the fractured bedrock 
aquifer, the seepage process is gradual and base flow fluctuates less than direct rainfall runoff. 

The total volume of groundwater stored in areas of high water levels beneath the ridges is 
large enough to sustain small amounts of base flow in the creeks for periods of months or even years. 
For example, pools and reaches of continuous or partially continuous flow were surveyed in San Jose 
and Las Garzas Creeks and Potrero Canyon in August 1991. Flows of9-14 gpm were found at all 
observed sites along a 2-mile reach of San Jose Creek above Van Winkley's Creek (Balance 
Hydrologies 1991 c). Largely continuous flows of up to 15 cfs were found along a 1. 6-mile reach of 
Potrero Canyon beginning near the upper road crossing (Balance Hydrologies 1991b). Pools and 
short segments of flow ofup to 2.3 gpm were found along Las Garzas Creek beginning at about the 
600-foot elevation and extending about 1.7 miles downstream, where the water eventually percolated 
into the Carmel Valley alluvium (Balance Hydrologies 1991a). 

Although the large volume of groundwater storage provides a moderately steady supply of 
water for base flow, base flow during the dry season does vary from year to year depending on the 
amount of rainfall received during the preceding winter. Streamflow records during 1989-1993 for 
the gages on Las Garzas, San Clemente, and San Jose Creeks and Potrero Canyon indicate that base 
flow during summer and fall 1993 was higher than during 198 9-1992 because of substantially greater 
rainfall in 1993. Total discharge for the four gages combined during May-October ranged from about 
24 af in 1989 to more than 700 afin 1993, and the variations generally matched rainfall variations. 
These flows should be considered approximate because the streamflow record includes months with 
missing or estimated data. The year-to-year variations in base flow are confirmed by a comparison 
of the August 1991 flow conditions in Las Garzas Creek with flow conditions observed the previous 
October. October 1990 was the end of the dry season in the fourth consecutive year of below-normal 
rainfall and runoff. The length of the wetted reach was about 0.5 mile shorter than in August 1991, 
the flow was smaller by up to 2 gpm, and the overall wetted area was substantially smaller (Balance 
Hydrologies 1990). 

Pumping at project wells could affect base flow in creeks by intercepting groundwater that 
would have discharged into the creeks or by inducing seepage out of the creeks. For discussion 
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purposes, these impacts will be separated into localized short-term impacts near pumping wells and 
regional long-term impacts caused by changes in the groundwater balance. 

The impact discussion in this section is directed toward impacts on aquatic organisms 
dependent on base flow in the creeks. Decreased base flow can also affect the water supply in 
downstream areas such as the Carmel Valley. This impact is discussed in the section "Impacts on 
Subsurface Outflow''. 'The water-level declines that affect base flow could also affect riparian 
vegetation. This impact is described in the section "Impacts on Riparian Vegetation and Wetlands". 

Impact: Induced Seepage Losses from Creeks and Substantial Depletion of Dry-Season Base 
Flow 

The potential for wells near creeks to induce seepage losses was tested during three of the 3 O­
day pumping tests described earlier in the "Aquifer Characteristics" section. All of the wells were 
within 250 feet of a creek reach with continuous live sustained summe1 base. flow, and the tests were 
perfonrted in summer. Streamflow was gaged near the pumping well and at a control point upstream 
of the pumping well before, during, and after the tests. At two locations (wells T-14 and T-26), the 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study concluded that there was no observable depletion of streamflow 
caused by the well. In contrast, streamflow at the third location (well T-11) appeared to be 
diminished by an amount approximately equal to the well discharge. Water quality measurements of 
the creek and well did not detect an obvious contribution of creek water to the well discharge. Also, 
the rate of drawdown at the wells did not noticeably decrease, which would be expected if the cone 
of depression had intercepted a surface water body such as a stream. 

These tests appear to indicate that pumping at wells near creeks does not drastically deplete 
streamflow, at least in most locations. However, whether the effect of pumping could have been 
accurately detected at wells T-26 and T-14 is questionable for the following reasons: 

• Summer base flow was fairly high during the test because of above-average rainfall during 
the preceding winter (1993). The pumping rate at the wells (5-15 gpm) was less than 7% 
of the streamflow rate at the start of the test (229 gpm). Thus, the effect of the pumping 
could have been too small to measure using stage-discharge relations in natural channels. 

• Even with a pe1fectly k11own stage.;.dischaige cu1ve, the wate1-level 1eco1de1 used to 
monitor changes in flow might not have been precise enough to detect changes caused by 
pumping. F01 example, the 15-gpm depletion in flu w I epo1 tedly detected at weH T-11 
conesponded to a change in water level at the staff gage ofless than 0.02 feet. 

• Streamflow decreased substantially due to natural base flow recession during the course 
of the test, possibly masking the effects of the pumping. Streamflow at the control 
stations decreased by 157 gpm (55%) at the control gage for well T-14 and by 198 gpm 
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(94%) at the control gage for well T-26. These changes are large compared to both the 
original flow rate and the well pumping rates. 

Further evidence of a hydraulic connection between certain wells and nearby creeks is 
apparent in the water-level hydrographs presented in Appendix F ofthe Comprehensive Hydrological 
Study. Wells that have a close hydraulic connection to a nearby creek exhibit different seasonal 
drawdown and recovery patterns than wells that are relatively isolated from creeks. Seasonal water­
level fluctuations at isolated wells reflect seasonal variations in rainfall recharge, and the water-level 
fluctuations follow a smooth, sinusoidal pattern created by alternating wet and dry seasons. The 
hydrograph for well S-4, which is not located near a creek, illustrates this pattern. In contrast, water 
levels in wells near creeks often recover abruptly when streamflow commences in winter, and the 
recovery ceases equally abruptly at a water level close to that of the creek level. Wells S-1, T-20, 
T-26, E-5, and S-2 are near creeks and their hydrographs demonstrate this pattern (note that the latter 
two wells would not be part of the water supply system, however). Still other wells are located near 
creeks and their water levels remain at the level of the creek all or most of the time, which probably 
indicates that groundwater at the well is discharging into the creek. The hydrographs for wells S-3, 
T-11, and T-14 illustrate this pattern. If the hydraulic connection between a well and a creek is such 
that flow in the creek can affect the water level in the well, then pumping at the well can affect flow 
in the creek. 

The combined pumping rate of project wells in summer also substantially exceeds the 
combined base flow rate of springs and creeks on Rancho San Carlos. The combined flow rate of 
springs and base flow in creeks at Rancho San Carlos during summer was estimated in the 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study to be 70-100 gpm in normal years and 40-60 gpm in dry years. 
In comparison, the effective combined pumping rate of the project water supply wells at buildout 
(operating as planned in 12-hour pumping cycles) is approximately 247 gpm, or two to six times 
larger than the total base flow rate. Some of the dry season pumping effects will be absorbed by local 
groundwater storage declines near the well, but wells close to base flow reaches will probably deplete 
base flow. The effects of pumping on base flow cannot be deferred entirely from summer to winter, 
as explained later in this chapter under "Impact: Decreased Long-Term or Drought-Period Base 
Flow in Creeks". 

The biological resources dependent on base flow in the creeks are relatively scarce and include 
special-status species (steelhead and red-legged frogs). Aquatic habitat availability is at a minimum 
during the dry season and thus could limit the populations of these dependent organisms. A more 
complete discussion ofbiological resources can be found in Chapter 10, "Fisheries", and Chapter 11, 
"Biological Resources". 

The Cattle Grazing Plan is expected to result in increased groundwater recharge and increased 
base flow that will fully mitigate most of the potential impact of groundwater pumping. However, 
given the uncertainty regarding both the magnitude of the effect of grazing and the results of the 3 O­
day stream-aquifer tests, the evidence in the hydro graphs of hydraulic connection between wells and 
streams, the large magnitude of project pumpage relative to base flow, and the high value of the 
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biological resources at risk, t_he potential effect of groundwater pumping on base flow and aquatic 
organisms is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the 
following mitigation measures should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 13: Monitor Groundwater Levels., The project applicant 
shall monitor groundwater levels in all of the project water supply wells at least monthly quai ler ly. 
Wellhead (measuring point) elevations shall be surveyed at all wells so that water levels can be 
reported as elevation above sea level. The applicant shall produce an annual report containing the 
results of the precipitation, stream.flow, and groundwater production monitoring and shall plot 
water-level hydrographs and_ evaluate the data for trends at least every 3 years. .All data, 
hydrography, and interpretive reports shall be available to local agencies and the public. This 
monitoring program shall continue at least as long as the base flow monitoring program described 
in _the mitigation measure ''Monitor Base Flow in Creeks and Supply Supplemental Water if 
Necessary" in Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and 
D d

» • • 
eman . in perpetmty. 

The most recent description of the water systeni design (Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting 
Engineers 1995b) indicates that all wells would be connected by telemetry to a central control office 
and that static and pumping water levels would be monitored and included in the telemetered data. 
This mitigation measure is included simply to ensure that the monitoring is implemented and the 
results made available to interested parties. 

Applicant's Proposed/Additional Mitigation Measure 14: Delay Pumping at Wells 
near Protected Base Flow Reaches. Existing wells located within 1,000 feet of a protected base 
flow reach (as defined later in this chapter under "Additional Mitigation Measure: Monitor Base 
Flow in Creeks and Provide Supplemental Water ifNecessary") shall be used only when the combined 
capacity of other wells connected to the water supply system is insufficient to meet project demand. 
The radius of influence after 6 months of pumping at an average well in a location with average 
aquifer characteristics is approximately 1,000 feet. This measure will largely avoid the relatively large 
but localized impacts caused by drawdown in the immediate vicinity of wells close to the creeks. It 
will not prevent long-term effects associated with regional water-level declines (described below), 
but it will maximize the extent to which those declines are absorbed by storage depletions away from 
the creeks during the dry season and the extent to which impacts on streamflow are deferred until the 
wet season. 

This mitigation measure is similar to mitigation measure HYD-1 in the Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994), which requires that the direct effects of pumping 
shall be limited to small distances (i.e., from less than 50 feet to about 250 feet) for planned pumping 
cycles. This mitigation measure described above also addresses the cumulative drawdown after_ 
numerous pumping cycles during the dry season. 

Applicant's Proposed/Additional Mitigation Measure 15: Drill New Wells Away from 
Base Flow Reaches. New wells shall be located at least 1,000 feet away from protected base flow 
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reaches (as defined later in this chapter under "Additional Mitigation Measure: Monitor Base Flow 
in Creeks and Provide Supplemental Water if Necessary"). This mitigation measure will further 
protect these reaches from flow depletions caused by relatively large seasonal drawdowns around 
project supply wells. 

This mitigation measure is similar to mitigation measure HYD-2 in the Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994), which requires that future water supply wells 
be located sufficiently distant from streams or where the water table is sufficiently far below the 
streambed to avoid direct water-level impacts that could induce infiltration. As described below, it 
is probably not possible to avoid induced infiltration entirely. This mitigation measure described 
above also is designed to minimize it in a realistic and feasible manner. 

This mitigation measure would not substantially decrease the area available for drilling new 
wells. Assuming the protected base flow reaches along Potrero Canyon, and San Clemente and San 
Jose Creeks (the base flow reach on Las Garzas Creek is outside Rancho San Carlos) are each 
approximately 2 miles long, the area of exclusion for new wells is only 1,455 ac, or 7% of the Rancho 
San Carlos area. 

New wells may be installed less than 1,000 feet from a protected base fl.ow reach. However, 
pumping at these wells during the dry season shall be limited to avoid adverse impacts on nearby 
riparian vegetation or fl.aw in the protected base fl.ow reach. Specifically, pumping shall be limited 
so that drawdawn calculated using measured transmissivity at the well and the average pumping 
rate since April 1 does not exceed 2 feet in any nearby riparian vegetation area or 1 foot at any 
point along the protected base fl.ow reach at any time. 

Impact: Decreased Long-Term or Drought-Period Base Flow in Creeks 

In addition to the localized effects of individual wells on streamflow, the overall effect of 
pumping at all wells could be a general lowering of groundwater levels that would tend to decrease 
the rate of groundwater seepage into creeks on a long-term basis. The Comprehensive Hydrological 
Study asserts that groundwater pumpage during the dry season will come principally from storage 
rather than from a depletion of streamflow, and that the storage deficits will be replenished during 
wet periods, when most recharge is occurring. In other words, the effects on streamflow of pumping 
would occur primarily during the winter streamflow season when water is abundant and biological 
effects would consequently be negligible. However, the mechanism by which pumping effects could 
be deferred from the dry season to the wet season is unclear. 

For summer storage depletions to induce additional recharge in winter, winter water levels 
would have to be lowered near the base flow reaches where groundwater is hydraulically coupled to 
surface water. Groundwater pumping would not increase the amount of rainfall recharge or the 
amount of streamflow percolation upstream of the base flow reaches because there is no hydraulic 
coupling at those locations. The only ways to induce additional recharge from the creek during the 
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winter streamflow season are to pump groundwater in winter or to begin the season with lower 
groundwater levels. The immediate effects of pumping in winter are considered less than significant 
because they would constitute a much smaller fraction of total flow and because they would probably 
not decrease streamflow to levels that would limit populations of natural organisms more than they 
are limited by low flows in summer. 

Summer pumping would not increase the capacity for groundwater storage near the creek in 
winter. It would simply vacate some of the existing storage capacity. The creek fills groundwater 
storage to a point at which.the percolation rate out of the creek is balanced by increased groundwater 
discharge into the creek along reaches farther downstream. In other words, additional recharge is 
rejected. This balance is determined by the percolation rate and aquifer characteristics, neither of 
which is affected by summer pumping. Thus, the only way for summer pumping to induce a greater 
volume of stream recharge in Winter is to draw down water levels near the creek during the dry 
season. However, any such drawdowns would also deplete base flow during the dry season and 
could adversely affect aquatic biota. · 

The effects of pumping on streamflow are likely to be distributed fairly uniformly throughout 
the year, especially if pumpage is concentrated in areas away from the creeks (as the preceding 
mitigation meas~re recommends). Groundwater pumpage will be greater in ·summer than in winter 
because the inigation component of water demand occurs only in summer. This seasonal fluctuation 
will not be extreme, however, because the indoor component of water use (about 45% of total water 
use after allowing for inigation with reclaimed water) is essentially constant year round. The seasonal 
variations in drawdown near creeks will be more uniform than the variations in pumpage because the 
cones of depression created by individual wells will tend to overlap by the time they reach the creek 
and because the drawdown propagates slowly. Consequently, the effects of individual wells are 
attenuated and out of phase with one another when they reach the creek. 

The average annual groundwater pumping rate for the GJ\.1PAP part of the project would be 
219 gpm (354 af7yr). At buildoot, average annual pumping would be 234 gpm (377 af/yr). Relatively 
small fractions of this total would be derived from decreases in subsurface outflow and phreatophyte 
transpiration (discussed below). Assuming no ~ncrease in groundwater recharge, the remainder would 
be derived from depletions in streamflow, approximately half of which would occur during the dry 
season. Even allowing for considerable uncertainty in the estimates of these flows, the long-term 
average amount of streamflow depletion in summer would probably be large relative to the total 
amount ofstreamflow (70-100 gpm in normal years and 40-60 gpm in dry years). These depletions 
would substantially decrease available aquatic habitat during the season when it is most .limited. 
Consequently, the chronic effect of groundwater pumping on base flow in summer is considered a 
significant impact. 

The Cattle Grazing Plan is expected to _result in increased groundwater recharge and increased 
base flow that will fully mitigate most of the potential effects of groundwater pumping on aquatic 
habitat. Mitigation measures discussed in Chapter 9, "Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality", relating 
to runoff and protection of water quality will minimize water quality degradation that could be 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

8-48 

Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Fldw, 
and Water Supply and Demand 

September 14, 1995 



especially harmful at low flows. However, given the uncertainty regarding the magnitude of the 
grazing effect and the high value of the biological resources at risk, monitoring and implementation 
of additional mitigation measures on a contingency basis to provide a safety net for the aquatic habitat 
is appropriate. This impact is considered significant. Implementation of the mitigation measure 
described below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level by providing a minimum 
level of protection for aquatic biological resources. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 16: Monitor Base Flow in Creeks and Provide 
Supplemental Water if Necessary. The project applicant shall measure and record daily flows in 
Potrero Canyon and Las Garzas and San Clemente Creeks at locations near the boundary of Rancho 
San Carlos. This essentially amounts to a continuation of the stream gaging program that has been 
in place on those creeks during the last several years. IfMCWRA or MPWMD chooses to operate 
gages in similar locations on the creeks, records from those gages may be used instead of operating 
duplicate gages. San Jose Creek is not included in the gaging program because of the relatively large 
influence of land management activities in tributaries outside Rancho San Carlos; relatively large 
amounts of streambed sediment that make accurate measurement of low flows difficult; and the 
overriding effects on fisheries of natural barriers, landslides, and an unladdered dam downstream of 
Rancho San Carlos. 

The project applicant shall coil.duct an annual survey of pools and base flow conditions in the 
gaged creeks and San Jose Creek for the same period of time as the stream gaging. The survey shall 
be conducted in September each year. The surveys should be similar to those done in 1990 and 1991. ·. 
It is recommended that temperature and electrical conductivity also be measured at various locations 
along the reach that has flow at the time of the survey. along each base flow I each. The temperature 
and electrical conductivity should be measured at the same locations and approximately the same time: 
of day each year. The surveyed reaches should include any reaches with pools or low flow down to 
the Rancho San Carlos property line on Potrero Canyon and San Clemente and San Jose Creeks and 
down to the end of pools or live flow in Las Garzas Creek (which point is usually on the Carmel 
Valley floor). 

Periodically (at least every 5 years), the applicant shall prepare a report evaluating trends in 
base flow conditions and rel.ltionships between base flow in each creek and rainfall during the 
preceding winter, base flow in the other creeks, project pumpage, groundwater levels, and other 
project-related factors such as grazing that appear likely to affect base flow. Trends in base flow at 
MPWMD gage on lower Las Garzas Creek should also be similarly evaluated. It is also 
recommended that temperature and electrical conductivity data be evaluated for trends and for 
potential effects on resident fish species. The report shall be submitted to MCWRA, MPW110, and 
DFG. 

The analysis of the data shall be directed toward detecting and quantifying effects of the 
project on base flow in the creeks. Effects may be detected by changes in regression relationships 
among variables. For example, streamflow data for the Las Garzas Creek gage near the Carmel 
Valley during 1969-1978 could be used to characterize relationships between wet-season 
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precipitation and total discharge during the following dry season. If the project substantially affects 
groundwater recharge or discharge processes, this relationship would probably be affected and could 
be detected by a statistical comparison of regression slopes. Another method for detecting the effects 
of the project would be to compare dry-season discharge in creeks on Rancho San Carlos with dry­
season discharge in an undeveloped nearby watershed such as Pine Creek. Pine Creek is in the upper 
Carmel River watershed, and its drainage area is expected to remain undeveloped for the foreseeable 
future. MPWMD has operated a gaging station on Pine Creek since about 1992 (Oliver pers. 
comm.). Double-mass plots of dry-season discharge in Pine Creek versus dry-season discharge in 
each of the Rancho San Carlos creeks would reveal any significant changes in base flow conditions 
related to development on Rancho San Carlos. Both of these methods accommodate annual 
variations in base flow related to annual variations in precipitation. Obviously, natural factors such 
as fire and disease-related changes in vegetation type could also affect base flow conditions in any 
of the creeks. These factors would have to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. to distinguish effects 
caused by the project from effects caused by natural factors. 

Using the documented base flow observations from 1990, 1991, and more recent surveys, the 
project applicant shall estimate the reach of each of the four creeks that contained pools or base flow 
in October 1990. For Potrero Canyon and San Clemente and San Jose Creeks, stream segments 
downstream of the Rancho San Carlos property line may be ignored and need not be included in the 
defined base flow reaches. For Las Garzas Creek, the base flow reach is the wetted reach 
documented in the report from the 1990 survey (Balance Hydrologies 1990). These reaches are 
referred to in this EIR as protected base flow reaches. Approximate locations of the protected base 
flow reaches are shown in Figure 8-4a. 

Base flow conditions in October 1990 were selected to define the protected base flow reaches 
because they were at the end of the dry season after 4 years of drought and consequently represent 
the lowest flows that the aquatic habitat would probably have to endure in a 20- to 50-year period. 
These flows are used here to represent the minimum-flow management objective. That is, the 
objective of this mitigation measure is to prevent base flows from decreasing below the October 1990 
level except possibly under more extreme and rare droughts than the 1987-1990 period. 

During dry years when winter rainfall and spring and summer streamflow data indicate that 
base flow could decline below the October 1990 levels by the end of the dry season, t.he applicant 
shall monitor base flow conditions at least monthly beginning in July and continuing until surface 
runoff resumes the following winter. 

If base flow in any of the four creeks drops below the October 1990 level as a result of the 
project, the applicant shall supplement flow by discharging water into the creek near the upstream 
end of the protected base flow reach. The rate of discharge should be great enough to sustain 
pools and base flow approximately equal to conditions in October 1990. The maximum required 
combined discharge for all four creeks is 30 gpm at the points where the discharged water reaches 
the protected base flow reaches. If this maximum amount is insufficient to maintain the objective 
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of the creeks, it may be allocated among the creeks in whatever proportion maximizes the overall 
benefits for aquatic habitat. 

The applicant shall use information from the base flow monitoring and analysis reports to 
determine whether the decline in base flow is from natural or project-related causes. If the project 
appears to have caused a substantial (20% or more) proportion of the decline, flow augmentation is 
required. For smaller proportions, augmentation is optional. 

The maximum flow augmentation rate was chosen for two reasons. First, it approximately 
equals the sum of the summer base flows observed in the creeks in the late summer of 1990 and thus 
would be sufficient to substantially increase the flow under extreme low flow conditions. Second, 
it represents a reasonably small fraction (about 6%) of the total pumping capacity of the community 
water system and is therefore considered feasible for water supply and conveyance purposes. 

If the total groundwater pumping rate is increased by 30 gpm to meet the streamflow 
augmentation requirement, groundwater levels would decline even farther and tend to further deplete 
flow in the base flow reaches. Because of the low aquifer permeability and fairly large distance of 
the wells from the creeks, the effect of increased seepage would be gradual and spread out over a 
long period (probably years). The direct discharge to the creeks would greatly exceed the increase 
in seepage loss for the duration of the dry season, and thus the net effect of pumping groundwater 
into the creeks would still be substantially beneficial. 

The source of the supplemental water may be well water from the community supply system, 
releases from Moore's Lake or other impoundments, or reclaimed water treated through soil 
percolation or other means to a quality that would not adversely affect aquatic biota. 

Hitchcock Canyon and Robinson Creek are not included in the monitoring and mitigation •. 
program because those watersheds appear to be too small and steep to generate prolonged base flow 
capabl~ of suppot ting a fishery. Because because of their locations, those watersheds would probably 
be less affected by the project than the four larger watersheds. 

The stream gaging and flow augmentation program shall continue for a period of at least 20 
years. Beyond that time, the applicant may submit a request to MCWRA that the program be 
discontinued if the following conditions are met: 

• The project water demand has been fully developed and at a stable level for at least 5 
years. 

• Analysis of the streamflow data indicates that summer base flow has remained the same 
or has increased relative to existing conditions as a result of watershed management 
practices associated with the project, such as the Cattle Grazing Plan. 

Otherwise, the stream gaging and flow augmentation program shall continue in perpetuity. 
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Impacts on Subsurface Outflow 

Impact: Minor Reduction in Subsurface Outflow 

In the Comprehensive Hydrological Study, the effect of the project on subsurface outflow was 
estimated by assuming the water level at the upgradient (rancho) end of the flow path would be lower 
by an average of2 feet. This water-level decline was shown to be minuscule compared to the overall 
water-level drop along the flow path (1,500 feet upstream of the Narrows and 1,700 feet downstream 
of the Narrows). The calculated decrease in annual outflow was 5 af, or 0.2%. 

The calculations were revised for this analysis to omit areas where groundwater probably 
discharges to local creeks rather than as subsurface outflow directly to the Carmel Valley. Revised 
areas of subsurface outflow were used, as described previously under "Water Balance" of the 
"Setting" section. 

The Santa Lucia Preserve project would decrease the average annual rate of subsurface 
outflow from Rancho San Carlos by generally decreasing water levels at the up gradient end of the 
flow paths. As discussed above in the section "Impacts on Groundwater Levels", the project could 
cause a general lowering of water levels of as much as 3 feet/yr, but the declines would not 
accumulate indefinitely. Water levels would equilibrate at a new average annual level at which 
decreases in head-dependent outflows (stream base flow, subsurface outflow, and phreatophyte 
transpiration) equal the increase in annual consumptive use of groundwater by the project. Water 
levels, of course, would continue to fluctuate about this level from year to year in response to annual 
variations in recharge and pumping. Although the equilibrium level is difficult to estimate with , 
certainty, it can be shown that the change in subsurface outflow would be small in any case. For 
illustration purposes, a '.'worst case" set of assumptions might be that the long-term average water-
level decline in the upland areas where most of the project wells are located is 20 feet relative to 
existing levels, that an additional decline of 12 feet accumulates during a 4-year drought, and that 
water levels in the Carmel Valley groundwater basin decline by only 10 feet during the drought. The 
overall effect of these declines at both ends of the flow paths would be a decrease in annual 
subsurface outflow of 17 af, or 1.3%. This is considered a worst-case estimate because the transient 
water-level declines at the upgradient end of the flow paths would be substantially attenuated by the 
time their effects reached the boundary of the Carmel Valley alluvium and because cumulative 
drawdown in the alluvium would probably exceed 10 feet during a 4-year drought. 

The outflow calculations were tested for sensitivity to errors in the estimated hydraulic 
conductivity The calculated outflow is directly proportional to the hydraulic conductivity value. For 
example, the Comprehensive Hydrological Study reported that 85% of the measured hydraulic 
conductivity values for bedrock were between 0.02 and 2.0 gpd/fl:2. Inserting this range of values into 
the subsurface outflow equations yields a range of 100-10,000 af/yr. The actual average hydraulic 
conductivity is unlikely to be outside this range of values. The estimated change in outflow resulting 
from the project is also directly proportional to the estima~ed hydraulic conductivity because it is 
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\ 
calculated as the difference of two outflow estimates. Thus, it is very unlikely that the actual change 
in outflow would be less than 1.3 af/yr or more than 130 af/yr. 

The original outflow calculations used a flow equation appropriate for unconfined flow 
conditions. This assumption implied an effective flow depth of 1,800 feet at the upgradient ends of 
the prismatic flow tubes. Because permeability decreases with depth, it might be more realistic to 
conceptualize the subsurface outflow process as consisting of a sloping slab of porous medium of 
constant thickness. In this case, a linear flow equation can be used (such as the equation for flow in 
confined aquifers). The sensitivity of the original outflow calculations to the assumption of 
unconfined flow was tested by repeating the equations with an equation for confined aquifers and 
assuming a constant flow thickness of 800 feet. The resulting estimate of total subsurface outflow 
was within 1 % of the original estimate. Thus, this assumption does not significantly affect the 
estimate in this case. 

The project would result in a very minor reduction in subsurface outflow. This impact is 
considered less than significant because it would not substantially decrease the availability of 
groundwater to existing users. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impacts on Riparian Vegetation and Wetlands 

Riparian habitat is scarce in California and in many areas has diminished to only a small 
fraction of its extent under predevelopment conditions (prior to about 1850). Riparian vegetation 
occupies 8% of the total area of Rancho San Carlos and includes some of the southernmost stands 
of coast redwoods. Riparian vegetation is considered excellent wildlife habitat and often supports 
a relatively large diversity of wildlife. It also creates shade that maintains cool stream temperatures 
for aquatic organisms. Because of its relatively high habitat value and limited areal extent, a decrease 
of more than 5% in the total area of riparian vegetation on Rancho San Carlos is considered a 
significant impact. Further discussion of this significance threshold and the value of riparian habitat 
is presented in Chapter 11, "Biological Resources". 

Riparian vegetation would be adversely affected by the same seasonal and long-term water­
level declines that adversely affect base flow in streams, as described earlier. Water-level declines can 
decrease the total area of riparian vegetation by dewatering and killing mature plants or by decreasing 
the probability ofreproductive success. These mechanisms are discussed as separate impacts below. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

8-53 

Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, 
and Water Supply and Demand 

September 14, 1995 



Impact: Direct Mortality of Established Riparian Vegetation Caused by Dewatering of Plant 
Roots 

In general, established riparian vegetation would be less sensitive to gradual water-level 
declines than seedlings of the same species because the roots of mature plants are able to grow 
downward and remain in contact with the water table, as long as the rate of decline is gradual. 
Riparian vegetation would also be generally less vulnerable to. water-level declines than aquatic 
organisms living in the base flow reaches, because the roots of phreatophytic plants extend below the 
level of the creekbed. That is, if the groundwater level along an existing base flow reach underwent 
a gradual decline to a new equilibrium level a few feet below the level of the creekbed, that reach of 
the creek would be dry much more frequently (with devastating consequences for aquatic organisms), 
but the roots of established phreatophytic plants would be capable of growing downward to the new 
water table level. For example, the roots of cottonwood seedlings grow at an average rate of 6 
millimeters per day (mm/d) and have been observed to grow as much as 13 mm/d if the water table 
declines rapidly during the first summer of growth (Stromberg et al. 1991 ). In other areas where the 
water table has declined gradually with time, such as near a meandering or down cutting stream, 
channel, adult cottonwoods and willows have roots as much as 8 meters (m) deep; which is much 
greater than the maximum depth for successful seedling establishment (Stromberg et al. 1991). Thus, 
gradual water-level declines of several feet over a few years would have a less-than-significant impact 
on established, mature riparian vegetation. · 

In contrast, the localized but large and rapid water-level drawdown near individual pumping 
wells could cause localized vegetation mortality. A well-known example of this impact occurred in 
the Carmel River valley during the 1976-1977 drought, when pumping and lack of recharge from the 
river caused water levels in the reach below the Narrows to decline as much as 40 feet below normal 
dry-season water levels. This resulted in widespread mortality of riparian vegetation (Kondolf and 
Curry 1984 ). Localized dry-season drawdowns around wells near creeks in Rancho San Carlos 
would typically be on the order of tens of feet. Although root depth, soil moisture characteristics, 
and groundwater flow patterns are probably different in the fractured bedrock terrain on Rancho San 
Carlos than in the Carmel Valley alluvium, seasonal drawdowns near project supply wells could be 
large enough to dewater the roots of any nearby riparian vegetation and cause drought stress or 
mortality. Also, the declin.es near water supply wells will be much larger than declines that would 
occur from natural causes to which vegetation might be adapted. This impact is considered 
significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measures 
should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed/Additional Mitigation Measure 14: Delay Pumping at Wells near 
Base Flow Reaches. This mitigation measure is described above under "Impact: Induced Seepage 
Losses from Creeks and Substantial Depletion ofDry-Season Base Flow". 

Applicant's Proposed/Additional Mitigation Measure 15: Drill New Wells Away from 
Base Flow Reaches. This mitigation measure is described above under "Impact: Induced Seepage 
Losses from Creeks and Substantial Depletion of Dry-Season Base Flow". 
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Impact: Long-Tenn Decrease in the Total Area of Riparian Vegetation Caused by Decreased 
Reproductive Success 

Groundwater pumping at the water supply wells could result in groundwater levels that are 
frequently lower by an average of several feet over a large part of the Rancho San Carlos area. These 
declines would appear gradually as water demand increases during the 20-year period of project 
construction. Water-level declines in riparian areas would probably be less than the average regional 
water-level decline because water levels in riparian areas are generally fairly stable. Seepage to the 
creek prevents water levels from rising above the level of the creek, and convergent groundwater 
flow from surrounding upgradient areas tends to prevent large water-level declines. 

On Rancho San Carlos, moderate gradual declines in water levels could potentially impair the 
long-term reproductive success ofphreatophytes near the upstream ends and outer (upslope) fringes 
of riparian areas, because the depth to water would be too great for seedling establishment. Seedlings 
depend on soil moisture derived from rainfall until their roots reach the water table. If the water table 
declines, successful establishment could become altogether impossible or possible only in very wet 
years or sequences of years. 

The effect of water-level declines on seeding establishment would be most noticeable near the 
upstream ends of existing base flow reaches and along the outer, upslope fringes of the riparian 
corridors. Base flow would tend to retreat downstream to shorter reaches as a result of lowered 
groundwater levels. Phreatophytic vegetation upstream of the base flow reaches would experience 
lower water levels and less frequent and prolonged base flow. Even mature individuals of obligate 
phreatophytes commonly found along stream channels (such as willows) could suffer mortality ... 
Similarly, hillside springs supplied by the regional groundwater system could also experience . 
decreases in flow that could adversely affect downslope vegetation. 

Although available information regarding aquifer characteristics, pumping rates and locations, 
water table slopes, and base flow reaches may not be accurate or detailed enough to quantitatively 
estimate the long-term decrease in total riparian area, it is reasonably likely that the decrease would 
be more than 5%. 

This impact might be entirely mitigated by the Cattle Grazing Plan, which is expected to 
increase groundwater recharge, base flow, and groundwater levels in riparian areas. The Cattle 
Grazing Pkm will also benefit riparian vegetation by greatly decreasing livestock access to riparian 
areas. This will decrease browsing and trampling of vegetation and will improve infiltration of 
rainfall, which will promote successful seedling establishment. However, the magnitude of the 
beneficial effect of the Cattle Grazing Plan is difficult to estimate with certainty. The mitigation 
measure that would provide supplemental water for protected base flow reaches during dry years 
would also help to sustain riparian vegetation along those reaches. Riparian vegetation upstream of 
those reaches could still suffer long-term declines, however. The amounts of riparian vegetation and 
base flow may be interdependent because ample groundwater and base flow are needed to support 
riparian vegetation, yet transpiration by riparian phreatophytes consumes groundwater. 
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Given the uncertainty regarding the effects of the Cattle Grazing Plan and the limited extent 
of the protected base flow reaches, a reasonable possibility exists that the area of riparian vegetation 
would decline by more than 5% in the long term. This impact is considered significant. To reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 17: Monitor Riparian Vegetation and Maintain Total 
Area of Riparian Vegetation. Because of the long life span (decades to centuries) of many riparian 
plant species, the effects of a slight decrease in reproductive success caused by water-level declines 
could be difficult to detect. Long-term vegetation monitoring is needed to distinguish this trend from 
short-term fluctuations in vegetation area and vigor caused by drought, fire, disease, or insect 
infestations. 

The project applicant shall monitor riparian vegetation along selected transects on average 
atleast once every 3 years with no periods of more than 4 years between surveys. This allows a 
typical year with extreme conditions (wet, dry, or affected by fire, pests, or diseases) to be skipped. 
Line-intercept or belt transects shall be established along the outer perimeter of the riparian corridor 
just upstream of the upper end of the protected base flow reaches of Potrero Canyon and Las Gar.ias, 
San Clemente, and San Jose Creeks. A similar transect shall be established through the area of 
vegetation dependent on flow from one or more springs on Long Ridge on the north side of the 
San Clemente Creek valley. Percent cover of riparian versus nonriparian species shall be measured 
along each transect. Canopy cover shall be measured separately from understory cover. Other 
variables that shall be recorded are species, stand age structure, evidence of recruitment, vigor, 
habitat value, and evidence of stress or disease. The vegetation types included within the definition 
o_f "riparian" shall be the same ones used in the biological resources report (BioSystems Analysis 
1994b). 

The exact locations, lengths, and widths of the transects shall be specified in a detailed 
monitoring plan to be developed by the project applicant and submitted to MCWRA and DFG for 
consultation and review. The detailed monitoring plan and initial vegetation survey along the 
transects shall be completed within 1 year after final project approval. 

The project applicant ( or its successor in natural resources management at the site, the Santa 
Lucia Preserve) shall plant and actively restore riparian vegetation if all of the following conditions 
occur: 

• the percent cover of riparian species in either the canopy or understory is less than three­
fourths of the percentage measured in the initial vegetation survey for two successive 
triennial surveys or less than one-half the initial percentage in any one survey, 

• analysis of base flow monitoring data required by the mitigation measure "Monitor Base 
Flow in Creeks and Provide Supplemental Water if Necessary" indicates that base flows 
are declining as a result of the project, and 
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• the cause of the decrease in riparian vegetative cover is not clearly attributable to a factor 
unrelated to water-level declines, such as fire, flooding, drought, disease, insect 
infestation, or competition from invasive exotic species. 

The allowable decrease in percent riparian cover along the transects (25% decrease) is larger 
than the significance threshold for decrease in total riparian area because the transects are located in 
the areas most likely to be adversely affected. It is assumed that the transects represent the 20% of 
overall riparian area that is most vulnerable to impact and that the remaining 80% would not be 
affected. A 25% decrease in 20% of the overall area equals a 5% decrease in the overall area. 

The vegetation restoration shall restore the total area of riparian vegetation on· Rancho San 
Carlos to at least 95% of the total area (1,600 acres) measured in the 1994 survey by BioSystems 
Analysis (1994). The mix of species planted shall be similar to the mix of species documented in the 
1994 survey. The number of plantings to be installed will depend on the area of riparian habitat 
affected. Woody species should be spaced irregularly throughout the area typically to be restored 
on 9-foot centers. Planted vegetation shall be actively irrigated and maintained until it becomes self­
sustaining. 

Vegetation restoration includes actively monitoring plantings for 5 years after the plants are 
installed. The plantings should be monitored for survival, vigor, and height. Success will be achieved 
if there is a minimum of 40% survival during the first year, no more than 5% mortality during the 
second and third years, and stable viable populations for the remainder of the monitoring period. 
Annual monitoring reports should be submitted to the Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department and the California Department of Fish and Game. If survival is determined 
to fall short of the target at any annual monitoring visit, the project applicant should replant and 
implement any remedial measures. The monitoring period should begin again if significant remedial 
action is required at any time. 

It is recognized that specific mitigation measures are based on the current state of knowledge 
of riparian restoration, and upon experience elsewhere in the state, and in other hydrological systems 
and can be modified when needed to provide an approximate equivalent level of protection. 

If base flow and riparian habitat conditions have clearly remained stable or improved following 
construction of the project, the project applicant or the Santa Lucia Preserve may submit a request 
to MCWRA and DFG to discontinue the monitoring program. The request should provide 
documentation of trends in base flow and riparian vegetation conditions and may not be submitted 
until all of the presently planned development has been completed or 24 years following project 
approval, whichever is later. 

Impact: Degradation of Wetlands Caused by Groundwater Pumping 

Wetlands occupy only about 1% of the total area of Rancho San Carlos. Most of these are 
wet meadow wetlands, including small areas around seeps and springs. Others are emergent marsh 
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Wetlands around permanent water bodies, principally Moore's Lake. Shallow piezometers were 
installed in several wet meadow areas by the project applicant's hydrologic consultants to measure 
near-surface groundwater levels and water quality. (Hecht pers. comm.). Water levels were 
consistently at or slightly below the land surface, whereas water levels in nearby wells were 10-15 feet 
below the land surface. Similarly, the electrical conductivity of the shallow water was very low, 
indicating that it was derived from rainfall rather than rising groundwater. These results indicate that 
the wet meadow wetlands are formed by rainfall ponding on clay soils rather than by groundwater 
rising to the land surface. These wetlands ~ould not be affected by groundwater pumping and 
associated declines in the level of the underlying water table. Wetlands associated with springs and 
seeps on hillsides probably would not be affected by groundwater pumping because most of 
these springs and seeps are perched above the main groundwater system tapped by wells. Wetland­
type vegetation sustained by springs that might receive regional groundwater discharge would be 
monitored and protected by the additional mitigation measure, ''Monitor Riparian Vegetation and 
Maintain Total Area of Vegetation". Wetlands associated with permanent Water bodies, such as 
lakes and base flow reaches in creeks, are considered part of the riparian environment for this 
discussion of groundwater impacts and would be protected by the mitigation measures recommended 
to protect riparian vegetation. Impacts of groundwater pumping on wetlands are considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impacts on Offsite Water Users 

Impact: Decrease in Water Supply in Off site Areas Resulting from Decreased Subsurface and 
Surf ace Outflow 

Subsurface and surface outflow from Rancho San Carlos contribute to groundwater recharge 
in: off site areas. The effect of the project on water users in these areas is the combined effect of the 
change in subsurface outflow and the change i.n surface outflow that would have infiltrated from the 
creeks and become recharge. All of the creeks on the rancho except San Jose Creek are tributary to 
the Carmel River. Groundwater in the Carmel Valley is for practical purposes fully developed for 
water supply. Groundwater withdrawals by community water purveyors are closely regulated under 
MPWMD's Water Allocation Plan, and MPWMD even irrigates riparian vegetation along the Carmel 
River to avoid impacts on vegetation during periods of substantial groundwater pumping. 

The impact of the project on the water supply for existing users in the Carmel Valley can be 
evaluated by first estimating the long-term average effects of the project on flows entering the valley 
and then considering how these effects would change during droughts. The safe or firm yield of the 
water supply in the valley is the amount of groundwater that can be pumped reliably every year during 
a critical drought period. For the existing level of water demand and development in the Carmel 
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Valley groundwater basin, the critical drought period is 1987-1991, although the 1976-1977 drought 
also imposed operational constraints (Oliver pers. comm.). 

On a long-term average annual basis, any increase in consumptive use of groundwater on the 
ranch is most likely to be compensated for by a decrease in surface outflow in the creeks. This can 
be deduced from information presented in the preceding.sections dealing with effects on each of the 
outflows. Subsurface outflow was estimated to decrease by no more than 17 a£'yr. Phreatophyte 
transpiration would probably not decrease substantially because one of the objectives of the additional 
mitigation measure ("Monitor Riparian Vegetation and Maintain Total Area of Riparian Vegetation") 
is to maintain the total area of riparian vegetation at the existing level. Thus, decreases in these 
outflows probably account for only 6% of the 295 a£'yr of net groundwater use for the project. The 
remainder (278 a£'yr) must be derived from increased stream recharge during the wet season and 
intercepted base flow during the dry season. Based on the estimated distribution of groundwater 
yield among the watersheds on the ranch, approximately 24% of the total streamflow depletion would 
occur in the San Jose Creek watershed, which is not tributary to the Carmel River. This leaves 
approximately 211 a£'yr of depletion to be obtained from the tributary creeks. 

During periods when the Carmel River flows to the ocean, depletions in surface outflow from 
the ranch would not decrease recharge and water availability for users in the Carmel Valley because 
additional recharge is rejected during those periods. During critical drought periods, however, the 
river does not flow all the way to the ocean, and all surface and subsurface inflow to the Carmel 
Valley becomes groundwater recharge. Some of the project pumping during droughts will be derived 
from temporary decreases in groundwater storage depletions that will be refilled during subsequent 
wet periods when the water supply situation in the Carmel River valley is not as critical. Even during 
droughts, however, annual discharge in the creeks tributary to the Carmel River exceeds project water 
demand. Estimated historical streamflow data for the creeks on Rancho San Carlos were presented 
in the Comprehensive Hydrological Study and indicated that the smallest combined annual discharge · 
during 1958-1991 was 263 afin 1977, and the average combined annual discharge during 1987-1991 
was 1,910 af Surface outflow would not decrease below 48 a£'yr, however, which is the amount of 
groundwater that would be pumped into protected base flow reaches upstream of the Carmel Valley 
to maintain in-stream habitat (30 gpm conJinuously). 

In summary, a high estimate of the decrease in surface and subsurface outflow to the Carmel 
Valley during a critical drought period is approximately 180 a£'yr. This equals the worst-case 
estimate of decrease in subsurface outflow plus the fraction of annual project consumptive use 
expected to be derived from decreases in surface flow in creeks tributary to the valley, minus 
supplemental base flow provided under the mitigation measure, "Monitor Base Flow in Creeks and 
Provide Supplemental Water if Necessary". This estimate is certainly high because it assumes no 
groundwater storage depletions during the drought. However, even this high estimate is a little more 
than 1 % of the annual amount of groundwater pumped from the Carmel Valley ( approximately 
12,500 21,000 a£'yr). 
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This small decrease in inflow to the Carmel Valley during critical drought periods might not 
decrease the water yield available to users in the Carmel Valley. This was found to be the case in 
simulations of the New Los Padres Reservoir project using the CVS IM model. The simulations were 
completed as part of the environmental impact analysis for the project EIR/EIS (EIP Associates 
1994). When all tributary inflows (including the flows from all creeks on Rancho San Carlos that are 
tributary to the Carmel River) were decreased by 15%, there was no decrease in simulated project 
yield and the number of months of water rationing that would be required during a critical drought 
period increased by only 1 %. These results refer to the yield of the reservoir project or the reservoir 
project plus the existing water supply system, which might be different from the yield of the existing 
system alone. Nevertheless, the results indicate that water supply in the Carmel Valley during critical 
drought periods is not extremely sensitive to decreases in tributary inflow. 

The impact of the Santa Lucia Preseive project on the Carmel Valley water supply is 
considered less than significant for the following reasons, which together present a picture of 
reasonable use and minimal impact: 

• The decrease in annual surface and subsurface inflow to the Carmel Valley during critical 
droughts would be a little more less than 1 % of annual groundwater use in the Carmel 
Valley. 

• Modeling studies of the New Los Padres Reservoir project indicate that the yield of water 
supplies in the Carmel Valley during critical droughts is not appreciably affected by fairly 
large (15%) decreases in tributary inflows. 

• The Cattle Grazing Plan is expected to largely or entirely offset the increased consumptive , 
use of groundwater by the project. · 

• The project will incorporate water-conserving design features consistent with Monterey 
County Ordinance No. 3539 regarding water conservation standards. 

• The project is outside the boundaries ofMPWMD and not subject to MPWMD's Water 
Allocation Plan. 

• The use of groundwater on overlying lands is consistent with water rights law. 

• The intensity of water use is extremely low compared to the intensity of use by other 
overlying landowners. The net consumptive use of330 af/yr on an area of 19,900 acres 
is equivalent to a rate of0.017 foot pet year (ft/yr). Consumptive use of groundwater on 
agricultural fields (e.g., irrigated pasture) in the Carmel Valley is approximately 2.1 ft/yr 
(California Department of Water Resources 1975). 

• Irrigation of the golf trail would be reduced during critically dry periods. A water 
management and conservation plan that includes public education, alternating 
landscape irrigation schedules, and other techniques will be developed for use. during 
critically dry periods. 
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• The annual consumptive use of groundwater by the project can be sustained by the 
groundwater system without resulting in overdraft. 

• Because the water use by the project is less intense than water use by others in the region 
and the water use is within the local safe yield, it constitutes a reasonable correlative share 
of groundwater resources. 

• The project sets aside 18,000 acres of land in a natural preserve and thereby avoids 
potential future development that would further deplete inflow to the Carmel Valley. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Chapter 9. Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality 

INTRODUCTION 

The key hydrologic and water quality issues related to the Santa Lucia Preserve project were 
identified by reviewing the NOP and comment letters on the NOP from the water resource agencies 
and using Jones & Stokes Associates' knowledge of the hydrologic conditions of the region. The key 
issue for this project is whether the project's consumptive water use will adversely affect other users 
or the environments. 

Because the proposed source of water for the project is groundwater, this issue is discussed 
primarily in Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and 
Demand". Groundwater pumping, however, may reduce the flow from springs and seeps and 
consequently alter the flows in the streams on and off the project site and their receiving waters. 
Other issues include increased runoff from impervious.areas; nutrient loading from septic systems and 
wastewater reclamation activities, urban pollutant loading, and construction-related pollution. 

The project applicant retained several consultants to prepare water resource, wastewater 
disposal, erosion control, and drainage studies to support the project. These studies, which were 
submitted with the combined development permit application (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994b ), 
provided the basis for much of the impact analysis in this chapter. 

SETTING 

Hydrology 

The rainfall-runoff process in an undeveloped area can be described in terms of surface 
detention, infiltration characteristics, and the drainage patterns formed by the natural flow paths. The 
type of surface soil, the nature of the vegetative cover, and the topography are governing factors. 

Because the natural infiltration capacity of the soils and underlying geologic structures do not 
change appreciably over time, other watershed factors such as groundwater storage, impervious area, 
and land stewardship practices may affect streamflow. In a given year, a certain amount of 
streamflow occurs, determined largely by meteorologic factors such as the timing and intensity of 
rainfall. 
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Streamflow can be partitioned into direct runoff, interflow, and base flow. Direct runoff 
consists of overland flow of precipitation that never enters the soil. Direct runoff occurs rapidly in 
response to rainfall and ceases within hours after precipitation stops. Interflow is streamflow' 
generated from precipitation that infiltrates into the soil and moves rapidly downgradient toward a 
stream. Interflow may persist for several days after the cessation of precipitation depending on the 
soil texture and the permeability of underlying materials. Base flow consists of groundwater 
discharge that occurs where the groundwater levels are greater than the stream's water surface 
elevation. Base flow is relatively constant in the project area because of the large volume of 
groundwater stored and the low hydraulic conductivity of the fractured bedrock aquifers found on 
the site. 

The following sections provide brief descriptions of the climate and precipitation of the 
project area, the watersheds within the project area, other surface water features found on the project 
site, flooding, and the regulatory environment. 

Climate 

The North Pacific High Pressure System dominates the region's large-scale meteorology and 
produces northerly winds along the entire West Coast during most of the year (Beardsley et al. 1987). 
The system migrates northward and intensifies during the early spring, providing the strong coastal 
winds characteristic of March through October (Nelson 1977). Locally, the direction and intensity 
of winds are strongly influenced by the topography. 

In the Monterey region, the seasons are weakly developed. The area has a moderate maritime 
climate with a general pattern of wet winters and dry suinmers. December, January, and February 
are usually the wettest months. During the period from March through October, the prevailing winds 
are from the northwest. Winter winds are variable, often from the west and southwest. The average 
annual precipitation for the entire project area is 27 inches per year. However, the influence of the 
coastal mountains creates a sharp difference in precipitation between the western coastal slopes and 
the intermontane valleys. Consequently, the range of annual average precipitation varies from 18 to 
40 inches across the project site. The annual precipitation at any particular site varies widely from 
year to year. Long-term precipitation records show that extended drought and wet periods occur 
cyclically. 

San Jose Creek and the Carmel River and Tributaries 

The project site drains to five creeks that are tributary to the Carmel River: Hitchcock 
Canyon, Las Garzas Creek, Potrero Canyon, Robinson Canyon, and San Clemente Creek. A few 
small areas along the northeastern edge of the site drain directly to the Carmel River. The 
northwestern portion of the site drains to San Jose Creek, ,which discharges directly to the ocean 
(Figure 9-1). 
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The average annual runoff from San Jose Creek is approximately 4,500 acre-feet (Table 9-1 ). 
The terrain is generally steep. The elevation ranges from sea level to over 3,000 feet. The steeper 
hills are heavily forested, although timber has been harvested in many areas. No major diversions or 
dams are on the creek, although several small dams inhibit fish passage. 

The Carmel River and its tributaries drain approximately 245 square miles (Table 9-1 ). The 
terrain is generally steep with several large, flat valleys. The elevation ranges :from sea level to over 
3,000 feet. The valleys have urban, agricultural, and open space land uses. The steeper hills are 
heavily forested, although timber has been harvested in many areas. 

Two significant dams are on the Carmel River: Los Padres Dam and San Clemente Dam. 
These dams were constructed by and are operated by the Cal~fornia American Water Company. Both 
dams provide water supply for the Carmel and Monterey peninsular area. Los Padres Dam is located 
upstream of San Clemente Dam and is operated to maintain as much water as possible behind San 
Clemente Dam (Federal Emergency Management Agency 1986). Water supply rel~ases are made 
from San Clemente Dam via pipeline to a water treatment plant. 

The Carmel River has been studied extensively by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District (MPWMD) because the Carmel Valley groundwater basin is the primary source of water in 
the area. The district has developed the Carmel Valley Simulation Model (CVSIM) to determine the 
safe yield of the aquifer. Regression curves were developed for this model that relate tributary flows 
to unimpaired flows of the Carmel River at Rio del Robles. The estimated average annual discharge 
during the 1858-1993 water years for the Carmel River and for the tributaries that originate on the 
Santa Lucia Preserve are shown on Table 9.a. l. 

Springs and Seeps 

Numerous springs and seeps are located on the Santa Lucia Preserve. The Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study, which is available at the Monterey County Planrtirig and Building Inspection 
Department, documented 16 springs and seeps on the preserve (Camp Dresser & McKee, Balance 
Hydrologies et al. 1994a). Some of these are located on hillsides and others are located in or near 
creek channels. These provide base flow to the creeks. One spring has been developed to provide 
domestic water to a mobile home o~ Rancho San Carlos Road. 

Ponds and Lakes 

Moore's Lake is located within the Las Garzas Creek drainage near San Francisquito Flat. 
With a surface area of 13 acres, it is the most significant open water feature on the project site. 
Numerous stock ponds are located throughout the project site, but these generally have a surface area 
less than 1 acre. 
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Table 9-1. Average Annual Runoff in the Santa Lucia Preserve Project Area 

Percent of Percent of 
Total Project Total Project Total Total 

Watershed Watershed Annual Annual Watershed Annual 
Area Area Runoff Runoff Area Runoff 

Watershed (acres) (acres) ( acre-feet) (acre-feet) (acres) (acre-feet) 

Carmel River 157,440 365 75,000 300 0 0 

Carmel River tributaries 

Hitchcock Canyon 972 816 500 300 84 60 

Las Garzas Creek 8,501 5,434 4,700 4,200 64 89 

Potrero Canyon 3,779 3,533 900 900 93 100 

Robinson Canyon 3,449 2,631 800 600 76 75 

San Clemente Creek 3,512 2,624 9,900 3,000 75 30 

San Jose Creek 9,101 3,743 4,500 2,900 41 64 

Source: Bestor Engineers 1994a. 
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SWR.CB staff believe that water stored in Moore 's Lake is being done without a legal basis 
of right (Wilcoxon pers. cpmm.). Application 29282 for Permit to Appropriate Water should be 
obtained to bring the facility into compliance with Water Code Sections 1200 et seq. Permits to 
Appropriate Water are not needed for the other stock ponds if they were built before 1969 and store 
JO af or less. Instead, SWRCB certification of a Claim of Stockpond Water Right must be obtained 
Rancho San Carlos has 24 such certifications. Permits to Appropriate Water must be obtained if 
the stock ponds do not meet the size requirement or were built after 1969 and divert water subject 
to the SWR.CB 's jurisdiction. 

Flooding 

Extended periods of heavy rainfall from storms originating over the Pacific Ocean produce 
floods that are typically characterized by a rapid rise in stteamflow and almost as rapid a recession. 
During the winter months, a series of storms or a single, stalled storm front has produced large 
catastrophic floods, which have damaged property by erosion, flotation, and inundation, and by 
depositing debris against bridges and on downstream properties. Significant floods have occurred 
often on the Carmel River in the past and are well documented. Flooding also has occurred in the 
other creeks, but they are less studied because they are in remote areas that are not encroached upon 
by urban development. 

Carmel River 

The most severe flooding for the entire period of record in Monterey County occurred in 
1995. There were two separate floods, one in January and one at the beginning of March. Each 
resulted in Monterey County being declared-a disaster area. Approximately 650-750 acres were 
inundated, causing approximately $8-10 million in damages (Robbins pers. comm.) The peak 
floodflow at Rio del Robles was 15,800 cfs, which is less than the 50-year floodflow estimated by 
FEMA (1986). Monterey County Office ofEmergency Services has estimated the recurrence interval 
of this flooding to be approximately 25 years (Robbins pers. comm.). 

Although Los Padres Dam and San Clemente Dam are on the Carmel River, these dams have 
no flood control storage (Federal Emergency Management Agency 1986). Some flood control 
benefits may be attributable to the dams early in the flood season when storage space is available. 
The dams have little effect on reducing the peak discharges downstream once they have become full. 
Los Padres Dam located in the upper reaches of the basin is operated to maintain as much water as 
possible behind San Clemente Dam. After the flood season has passed, flashboards are installed in 
San Clemente Dam to raise the spillway by 12 feet. These flashboards are usually removed by 
October 1, prior to the flood season. 
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Levees have been constructed by private interests on the Carmel River upstream from State 
Highway 1 approximately 4,000 feet on the north bank, and from 3,000 to 10,000 feet upstream from 
the mouth on the south bank. These levees are not adequate to contain a 100-year flood (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency 1986). 

The 100-year floodflows have been determined for the Carmel River at several stations: 
19,200 cfs at San Clemente Dam, 25,000 cfs at Rio del Robles, and 29,100 cfs at the U.S. Geological 
Survey gage near Carmel (Federal Emergency Management Agency 1986). Although the regression 
curves, developed by the MPWMD, cannot be used to estimate floodflows for the major tributaries, 
the IO-year floodflows have been estimated by the Rational Method. The 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-
year floodflows and water surface elevations for the Carmel River at the confluences with the major 
tributaries are listed in Table 9-2. The 100-year flood insurance rate map for the project area 
indicates that flooding would occur on a small portion of the Santa Lucia Preserve adjacent to the 
Carmel River (Figure 9-1 ), and on a small portion of San Francisquito Flat adjacent to Las Garzas 
Creek. 

Regulatory Overview 

Congress, alarmed by increasing costs of disaster relief, passed the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. The intent of these acts is to reduce the 
need for large flood control structures funded by the public and disaster relief by restricting 
development on the floodplain. (California Department of Water Resources 1980.) 

FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) to provide subsidized flood 
insurance to communities complying with FEMA regulations that limit development in floodplain. 
FEMA issues flood insurance rate maps for communities participating in the NFIP. These maps 
delineate flood hazard zones in the community. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) and the Monterey County 
Erosion Control Ordinance require tha~ floodflows be attenuated from new developments. 
Developers are required to implement measures to retain the runoff volume differential between the 
predevelopment 10-year storm and the postdevelopment 100-year storm. 

Water Quality 

Surface water quality is primarily dependent on the mineral composition of rocks within the 
upper source areas of a stream. As the stream proceeds to lower levels, the water quality continues 
to be influenced by mineral characteristics of materials through which it flows and by secondary 
contributions of other water types from tributaries and possibly rising groundwater. Water quality 
is also affected by a variety of discharges from point and nonpoint sources. Wastewater treatment 
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Table 9-2. Floodflows and Water Surface Elevations at Confluences with Major Tributaries 

10-Year Fl!)l)d Event~- SO-Year Flood Event 100-Year Flood Event 500-Year Flood Event 

Elevation at Elevation at Elevation at Elevation at 
Peak Flow Confluence Peak.Flow Confluence Peak Flow ·Confluence Peak Flow Confluence 

Location (cfs) (feet) (cfs) (feet) (cfs) (feet) (cfs) (feet) 

Carmel River at Sim 7,900 - 15,500 - 19,200 - 28,500 
aemente Dam 

Carmel River at USGS gage 11,000 - 23,000 - 29,100 - 45;000 

Carmel River at Rio del 9,400 - 19,700 - 25,000 - 37,500 
Robles 

San aemente Creek . 472 

Hitchcock Canyon 126 283 - 270 - 289 - 292 
\0 

I Las Garzas Creek 700 218 221 223 225 00 - - -
Robinson Canyon 436 116 - 120 - 122 - 1245 

Potrero Canyon 382 55 - 58 - 59 - 61 

San Jose Creek 629 

Sources: Federal Emergency Management Agency 1986; Bestor Engineers 1994a. 



plant effluent is probably the most common point source. Common nonpoint sources include urban 
and agricultural runoff 

Urban stormwater is recognized as a major source of pollution that can adversely affect 
receiving waters. During dry periods, pollutants accumulate on the land surface. These pollutants 
include inorganic chemicals and minerals (metals, salts), oil and grease from parking areas and roads, 
synthetic organic chemicals (detergents), oxygen-demanding and disease-causing wastes (animal 
waste), fertilizers, and pesticides, which are common household substances. At the beginning of the 
rainy season, the accumulated pollutants are washed off surfaces and are typically conveyed directly 
to streams via storm drain infrastructure. 

Agricultural runoff also includes dissolved salts, suspended solids, nutrients, metals, 
pesticides, oil and grease, and bacteria. 

Pollutant types and sources encountered in groundwater are similar to those described above 
for surface water. Nitrate contamination is common in agricultural areas or areas that use onsite 
sewage disposal systems (e.g., septic tanks, cesspools). 

Carmel River 

Carmel River water has no dominant cation (positively charged ion); the principal anions are 
bicarbonate and sulfate. The water ranges from hard to very hard and is high in iron. Mineral 
concentrations meet the standards for drinking water and are suitable for irrigation (Central Coast 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 1991). 

No industrial or municipal point discharges to the Carmel River or its tributaries are known. 
Tertiary treated wastewater from the Carmel Valley Sanitation District is used as a source of 
irrigation water at the Carmel Valley Ranch Resort golf course, which is downstream of the preserve. 

Water Quality Regulation Overview 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has granted the State of California primacy 
in administering and enforcing the provisions of the Clean Water Act ( CW A) and the National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). NPDES is the primary federal program that 
regulates point-source and nonpoint-source discharges to waters of the United States. 

The State of California adopts water quality standards to protect beneficial uses of state 
waters as required by Section 303 of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
of 1969. 
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Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969. The act established the California 
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and divided the state into nine regional basins, each 
with a Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The SWRCB is the primary state agency 
responsible for protecting the quality of the state's surface water and· groundwater supplies. 

The act authorizes the SWRCB to draft state policies regarding water quality. In addition, 
the act authorizes the SWRCB to issue waste discharge requirements (WDRs) for discharges to state 
waters. The act requires that the SWRCB or the RWQCB adopt water quality control plans for the 
protection of water quality. A water quality control plan must: 

• identify beneficial uses of water to be protected, 

• establish water quality objectives for the reasonable protection of the beneficial uses, and 

• establish a program of implementation for achieving the water quality objectives. 

The basin plans also provide the technical basis for determining WDRs, taking enforcement 
actions, and evaluating clean water grant proposals. Basin plans are updated and reviewed every 3 
years; the most recent update was in 1994. The Central Coast RWQCB has jurisdiction over the 
study area. 

Water Quality Control Plan for Inland Surface Waters, li1 response to amendments to 
the CWA that require states to develop numerical objectives for "priority pollutants" and develop and 
administer a nonpoint-soutce management program describing the measures the state will take to 
address nonpoint sources of pollution, such as runoff from roads and highways, the SWRCB adopted 
the Water Quality Control Plan for Inland Surface Waters (ISWP) in 1991. 

The ISWP regulating both point- and nonpoint-source pollution has set numerical objectives 
that cover 10 metals and 45 organic chemicals. Twenty-one objectives have been set for the 
protection of aquatic life. "Aquatic life" includes fish, insects, algae, and other organisms. 

The ISWP also established 40 objectives for the protection of human health, which are based 
on assumptions concerning consumption of drinking water and fish that inhabit the water and 
accumulate regulated substances. 

The courts have recently set aside the ISWP because it was adopted without proper CEQA 
review. It is expected, however, that a similar plan and objectives will be adopted in the future. 

Safe Drinking Water Act. Water quality standards for drinking water are established and 
regulated by the federal Safe Drinking Water Act of 1986 and Chapter 15 of-; Title 22 of; of the 
California Code of Regulations (Title 22). The maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), which apply 
to metals and other toxic compounds, are subject to revision, and additional compounds may be 
added. 
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The project will require development of a community water system and implementation of a 
water quality monitoring program to ensure that the water delivered to the customers meets the 
drinking water standards. 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Central Coast Region - Water 
Quality Control Plan. Water quality in streams and aquifers of the region is guided and regulated 
by the Central Coast Region RWQCB. State policy for water quality control is directed at achieving 
the highest water quality consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the state. To develop 
water quality standards that are consistent with the uses of a water body, the.RWQCB attempts to 
classify historical, present, and future beneficial uses as part of the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin 
Plan). 

Beneficial uses of the surface water in the project area include municipal and domestic supply, 
agricultural supply, industrial process supply, groundwater recharge, contact and non-contact 
recreation, wildlife habitat, and coldwater and warmwater fish habitat. 

The Basin Plan has adopted the following objectives to protect water resources: 

• No pesticide or combination of pesticides shall be present in concentrations that adversely 
affect beneficial uses. 

• Discharges shall not result in pesticide concentrations in bottom sediment or aquatic life 
that adversely affects beneficial uses. 

• Persistent chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides shall not be detectable in water within the 
accuracy of the analytical methods approved by the RWQCB. 

• Waters designated for use of domestic water supply shall not contain concentrations of 
pesticides in excess of the MCLs set forth in Title 22. 

• Waters shall not contain biostim~latory substances in concentrations that promote aquatic 
growths to the extent that such growth causes nuisance or adversely affects beneficial 
uses. 

• Trace metal concentrations shall not exceed MCLs in aquatic habitats. 

• Groundwaters shall not contain concentrations of chemicals in excess of the MCLs set 
forth in Title 22. 

• No controllable water quality factor shall degrade the quality of any groundwater resource 
or adversely affect long-term soil productivity. 
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The Basin Plan also restricts increases in water temperature, especially in streams supporting 
coldwater aquatic organisms. 

NPDES Individual Wastewater Discharge Permits. Operation of a treatment plant and 
wastewater reclamation system will be subject to regulation by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (R.WQCB). Discharges to waters of the United States, which include wetlands and riparian 
habitat areas, require individual NP DES wastewater discharge permits. The RWQCB will establish 
waste discharge requirements and effluent limitations to protect the designated beneficial uses of 
the receiving waters. A report of waste discharge must be ft led 6 months prior to discharge to allow 
for agency review. 

NPDES Stormwater Discharge Permits. In November 1990, the EPA published regulations 
establishing NPDES permit requirements for municipal stormwater discharges. Municipal discharges 
ofstormwater are rtot usually regulated unless the population exceeds 100,000 persons. However, 
Section 621 7 of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 
requires entities that discharge to the ocean to participate in the NPDES program. The California 
Coastal Commission and the SWRCB are developing discharge requirements and regulations. The 
Central Coast RWQCB has the authority to issue NPDES permits and ensure compliance in the 
Monterey Bay area. 

In 1993, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) initiated a study to 
assess the impacts of stormwater discharges on Monterey Bay. AMBAG applied for a group NPDES 
permit for municipal stormwater discharges. This NPDES permit would apply to all discharges of 
stormwater runoff not covered by individual permits. The agencies would develop a pollution control 
program to meet the conditions of the NPDES permit, which include: 

• water quality monitoring, 

• identification and correction of illicit connection to the storm drain system, 

• increased municipal efforts to clean streets and prevent pollutants from entering the storm 
drain system, 

• public information programs, and 

• establishment of more stringent land use standards. 

The SWRCB and the Central Coast RWQCB responded that official regulations had not yet 
been developed by the EPA and therefore they were not able to process the permit. Official . 
regulations were expected to be published in October 1993, but now they are not expected until 1995. 
In the region, only the City of Salinas is requited to have a municipal stormwater NPDES permit. 
(White pers. comm.) 
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In 1992, the SWRCB adopted a general construction stormwater permit, which requires 
landowners to file a notice of intent (NOi) to discharge stormwater runoff to waters of the United 
States, from land disturbances greater than 5 acres. The permit generally requires dischargers to 
eliminate nonstormwater discharges to stormwater systems, develop and implement a stormwater 
pollution prevention plan, and perform inspections of stormwater pollution prevention measures. The 
NOi should be submitted with the $500 annual fee to the SWRCB at least 6 months before the 
anticipated start of construction to ensure that the project is not delayed by agency review (Hageman 
pers. comm.). 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Title III of the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA) authorizes the Secretary of Commerce to designate 
discrete areas of marine environment as national marine sanctuaries if the Secretary finds, in 
cons1 iltation with Congress and others, that the designation will fulfill the purposes and policies of 
the MPRSA and the following conditions apply: 

• The area proposed for designation is of special national significance due to its resources 
or human-use values. 

• Existing state and federal authorities are inadequate to ensure coordinated and 
comprehensive conservation and management of the area, including resource protection, 
scientific research, and public education. 

• Designation of the area as a national marine sanctuary will facilitate the coordinated and 
comprehensive conservation and management of the area. 

• The area is of a size and nature that will permit comprehensive conservation and 
management of the area (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 1992). 

In 1977, the State of California nominated the Monterey Bay area for consideration for 
designation as a national marine sanctuary. In 1990, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), a division of the U.S. Department of Commerce, published a draft 
environmental impact statement/management plan (EIS/MP) for public review. NOAA published the 
final EIS/MP in June 1992. The Secretary of Commerce formally designated Monterey Bay as a 
national marine sanctuary (Sanctuary) in September 1992. 

The Sanctuary includes an area of coastal and ocean waters of approximately 4,024 square 
nautical miles from southern Marin County to San Simeon in northern San Luis Obispo County. 

NOAA entered into a memorandum of agreement (MOA) with the State of California, EPA, 
and AMBAG regarding the Sanctuary regulations concerning water quality within state waters within 
the Sanctuary. The MOA encompasses NPDES permits and WDRs. 
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In accordance with the MOA, NOAA will simultaneously review NPDES and WDR 
applications to assess possible adverse effects of runoff on the Sanctuary. NOAA will concur with 
the RWQCB or request more strict standards. The RWQCB may incorporate NOAA comments or 
prepare written responses to those not incorporated. The permit could be upheld, amended, or 
overturned in accordance with Section VIII of the MOA; however, the burden of proofis on NOAA. 

In addition, NOAA will review all existing NPDES permits of entities that discharge to the 
Sanctuary and its tributaries, such as San Jose -Juan Creek and the Carmel River. NOAA, in 
accordance with the MOA, can request that the RWQCB review existing permits and amend them 
to protect Sanctuary resources, if necessary. 

These provisions affect most projects in the Monterey Bay region. NOAA will review all 
NPDES permits, such as construction activities permits or industrial permits, th1J.t are required for 
project development and operation. NOAA also periodically reviews existing NPDES permits and 
WDRs and can impose mor~ stringent treatment standards to ensure protection of Sanctuary 
resources. 

Monterey County Health Department, Division of Environmental Health. The RWQCB 
also regulates the use and application of treated wastewater, but commonly defers to the county 
environmental health agency in setting local objectives and permit conditions. 

Other Plans and Policies. In addition to the NPDES general construction stormwater 
discharge permits, construction activities in waters of the United States or floodplains may be subject 
to additional federal or state regulation. Section 404 of the CWA requires the evaluation of water 
quality considerations associated with dredging activities or placement of fill materials in waters of 
the United States. Section 401 Certification from the RWQCB may be required to obtain the 
necessary 404 Permit. 

A streambed alteration agreement will be required for any work within a creek. or stream and 
its floodplain, such as construction of detention basins and road crossings. Streambed alteration 
agreements, commonly called 1603 permits, may impose conditions to protect water quality during 
construction. 

™PACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Each potential impact was evaluated by qualitatively and in some cases quantitatively 
estimating the effects of the project on flows and water quality and comparing those effects to the 
water quality regulations. 
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The description of existing hydrological and water quality conditions and assessment of 
potential impacts is based primarily on reports prepared for the project applicant, including the 
Comprehensive Hydrological Study and supplements, the Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail Preliminary 
Drainage and Erosion Control Report (Bester Engineers 1994b ), Draft Integrated Golf Course 
Management Plan (Alkire et al. 1994), Rancho San Carlos Cattle Grazing Plan (Sage Associates 
1994a), The Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail Water Supply Plan (Camp Dresser & McKee and 
Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers 1994), Comprehensive Wastewater Disposal Plan 
(Camp Dresser & McKee, Bester Engineers et al. 1994a), and Water Quality Protection Plan, Santa 
Lucia Preserve Golf Trail (Balance Hydrologies, Camp Dresser & McKee and Luhdorff & Scalmanini 
Consulting Engineers 1994). 

Significance Criteria 

Alterations to the hydraulic characteristics of the watercourses were considered significant 
adverse impacts if the alternative would result in any of the following: 

• substantial reduction offloodflow conveyance capacities; 

• increased extent or severity of flooding; or 

• increases or reductions in flows that substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife, or 
plants. 

Adverse impacts on water quality were considered significant if the project would result in 
any of the following: 

• substantial degradation or contamination of a public water supply; 

• any alteration of surface water quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved 
oxygen, or turbidity, that substantially diminishes the value of habitat for fish or wildlife; 
or 

• an exceedance or violation of water quality standards or objectives or impairment of 
beneficial uses as outlined in the Central Coast RWQCB's Basin Plan, the SWRCB's 
ISWP, the Sanctuary Plan, or the Coastal Zone Management Plan. 

Alterations to the hydraulic characteristics of the watercourses were considered beneficial if 
the alterations decreased the extent or severity of flooding from existing or projected future 
conditions. Reducing or preventing the degradation of water quality is considered a beneficial impact. 
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Impacts 

Impact: Increased Temperatures in: Base Flow Reaches as a Result of Groundwater Pumping 

Base flow in creeks is sustained by draining of groundwater from the surrounding watershed. 
Discharge to creeks is often the path ofleast resistance to groundwater outflow. As described. in 
Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand", the 
groundwater contour map indicates that groundwater flow is generally toward the nearest creek 
(Figure 8-1). The volume of groundwater stored is large enough to sustain segments of several 
creeks even after extended dry periods. Pools and reaches of continuous flow were identified in 
Potrero Canyon and San Jose and Las Garzas Creeks in August 1991. 

The perennial flow reaches provide limited aquatic habitat that support steelhead trout, 
rainbow trout, red-legged frogs, and other aquatic and amphibian species as well as providing water 
and feeding opportunities to terrestrial and avian species. Dewatering or reducing the amount of 
available habitat may affect the long-'-term populations of these species .. A more complete discussion 
ofbiological resources is found in Chapter 10, "Fisheries", and Chapter 11, "Biological Resources". 

In addition to direct elimination of habitat, reduced flows may also lead to a change in fish 
species composition because of changes in the temperature regime. Water provides thermal mass that 
modulates the temperature extremes of the day and the night. Increased temperatures may cause 
direct mortality to steelhead trout or resident rainbow trout, reduce the success of spawning and 
rearing, or cause fish to have a greater susceptibility to disease. 

Water temperature has been monitored by Balance Hydrologies, Inc. for the last 5 years 
(Hecht pers. comm.). The data show that in the base flow reaches, water temperature varies 
seasonally largely in response to changes in average daily temperatures. Increased flow rates have 
some effect on reducing temperature. The base flow reaches, which have dense riparian canopies, 
have acceptable temperatures {generally less than l 5°C) even when flows could not be measured 
directly with art instrument. 

Because acceptable temperatures exist in the protected base flow reaches, even when flows 
were very small, and mitigation measures in the previous chapter ensure that flow will be maintained 
in these reaches, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact: Increased Stormwater Runoff 

The natural rainfall-runoff process is altered by urbanization. Part of the land is covered by 
impervious materials. In some cases, watercourses are cleared, deepened, and straightened to 
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increase their conveyance capacities. Newly New constructed drainage facilities also are added 
sometimes added to the drainage system. A typical urban land cover consisting of impervious 
rooftops, streets, and parking areas; allows far less surface retention and infiltration of rainfall than 
underdeveloped areas. na:tm a:l land. In urban areas, stormwater runoff occurs over smooth, 
impervious surfaces and in artificial or improved natural channels with increased velocity. As a result, 
urbanization increases the stormwater runoff volumes and rates and possibly causes or aggravates 
flooding of downstream areas. It can also accentuate downstream channel erosion. 

The purpose of the drainage report prepared by Bester Engineers (I 994b) for the project 
applicant was to outline basic drainage patterns, develop preliminary recommendations for sizing of 
culverts and detention basins, and recommend erosion control measures. Drainage facilities are 
normally designed to balance the cost of the facilities with the potential damages that may occur. 
Monterey County regulations require small drainage structures such as check dams and culverts 
(those having less than 10 square feet of cross-sectional area) to be designed to pass a 10-ye~ 
floodflow. It is common practice to design larger structures and road crossings that provide access 
to isolated residences to pass 25-year or 100-year floodflows. 

As described in the drainage report (Bester Engineers 1994b ), implementation of the project 
would result in 173 acres of new impervious area. Although this constitutes less than 1 % of the 
entire project area, runoff rates would increase by up to 9.5% in some watersheds. Table 9-3 lists 
the total area of the watersheds, the new impervious area in each watershed, the increase in peak 
floodflows, and the percent increase in floodflows. Although the increase in floodflows of a few 
percent may seem quite small, in areas, such as the Carmel Valley, that are subject to flooding, a few 
additional inches of flood stage may cause extensive property damage. 

As identified in the "Setting" section, the MCWRA and the Monterey County Erosion Control 
Ordinance require floodflows to be attenuated from new developments. Developers are required to 
implement measures to retain the runoff volume differential between the predevelopment 10-year 
storm and the postdevelopment 100-year storm. 

Because implementation of the proposed project would increase floodflows and subject 
people and property to flooding both on and off the site, this impact is considered significant. To 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be 
implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 18: Implement Best Management Practices 
to Attenuate Floodflows. The project applicant shall implement best management practices (BMPs) 
to attenuate floodflows in accordance with the Monterey County Erosion Control Ordinance. 
Floodflows can normally be attenuated by using detention and/or percolation basins as described in 
the preliminary drainage report (Bester Engineers 1994b ). 

Detention basins can be constructed on- or off-channel. Because of the topography in some 
areas, the creation of detention basins could cause far more damage to the environment from erosion 
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Table 9-3. 10-Y car Stormwatcr Runoff Rates of Watersheds in the Santa Lucia Preserve Project Area 

New 
Total Impervious Total Watershed Existing Future. Increase in Percent Increase 

Watershed Area . Acre Area 10-Y car Runoff 10-Year Runoff 10-Y car Runoff in 10-Ycar Runoff 
Location (acre) (acre) (%) Rate (cfs) Rate (cfs} Rate (cfs) Rate (cfs) 

Carmel River•, b 157,440 160 0 11,000 11,120 120 1.09 

Carmel River tributaries 

Hitchcock Canyon 972 4 0 126 130 4 2.89 

Las Garzas Creek 8,501 62 1 700 735 35 5.03 

Potrero Canyon 3,779 51 1 382 419 37 9.58 

Robinson Canyon 3,449 7 0 436 443 7 1.70 

San aemcntc Creek 3,512 29 1 472 498 26 5.44 

\0 
I 
I-' San Jose Creek 9,101 13 0 629 644 15 2.32 00 

• New impervious area includes area that drai,ns directly to the Carmel River and that area in tributary watersheds. 

b Increased runoff rate includes runoff from areas that drain directly to the Carmel River and increased runoff rates from areas tributary to the Carmel River. 



than the benefits warrant. Detention basins could be created where roads cross small streams by 
increasing the elevation of the roadbed to create storage capacity on the upstream side of the road 
and by sizing the culverts to attenuate peak flows. An advantage of this arrangement is that the road 
provides access to remove accumulated sediments or debris trapped in the basin. 

Percolation could be accomplished by increasing the permeability of the ground surface by 
changing land stewardship practices (as identified in the Cattle Grazing Plan, for example), using 
porous pavement or other permeable materials for roads and parking areas, or using infiltration 
trenches or dry wells. Percolation is an effective way to ensure stormwater for future use. The 
groundwater basin provides an enormous reservoir that can store water for many years. Using the 
groundwater basin as a reservoir provides several benefits: a large surface reservoir does not need 
to be constructed, additional environmental impacts would not occur, and no new infrastructure is 
needed to store the water. 

The project applicant shall develop a final drainage plan that incorporates B:MPs to attenuate 
floodflows. This plan shall be submitted to the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection 
Public W01ks Department and the MCWRA for review before implementation of the project. All 
structural measures, such as culvert crossings and detention basins, shall be implemented in a 
watershed prior to construction of homes in that watershed. New drainage facilities recommended 
under the BMPs shall be sited to avoid sensitive biological and cultural resources as descri"ed in this 
EIR. 

Impact: Potential for Increased Flooding on the Carmel River 

Although the measures described above would attenuate peak floodflows in the individual 
watersheds, the total volume of flood water from developed areas would still be increased. The 
timing of the floodflows in each watershed also would be altered. Although intuitively it would 
appear that this would reduce the potential for flooding in the Carmel Valley, the resultant composite 
hydrograph of all the tributary inflows may actually have a greater peak flow. This possibility is of 
particular concern because the runoff from the watersheds enters the Carmel River along its lower 
reaches. Structures that delay the peak runoff from these watersheds could cause the peaks to 
coincide with peak ·runoff from tributaries higher in the Carmel River watershed. Proposed land 
stewardship practices such as the grazing plan are expected to greatly reduce runoff from the preserve 
by increasing infiltration rates on previously grazed lands. Although runoff is expected to decrease 
in the future, the specific timeframe is unknown. Consequently, the potential for increased flooding 
on the Carmel River will exist in the short term. 

Because implementation of the proposed project could increase floodflows on the Carmel 
River and subject people and property to flooding, this impact is considered significant. To reduce· 
this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 
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Additional Mitigation Measure 19: Design and Implement Stormwater Runoff 
BMPs so That Flooding in the Carmel Valley Is Not Aggravated. The project applicant shall 
develop 100-year floodflow hydrographs for discharges from the project site to the Carmel River and 
submit them to the MCWRA. Ideally, these could be submitted as modules that include projected 
land uses and proposed BMPs and could be incorporated into a HEC-1 or other flood hydrograph 
model. 

The resultant floodflows should be compared to the existing Carmel River hydrograph to 
erisure that flooding in the Carmel Valley is not aggravated by the project. As a result of this analysis, 
modification of new BMPs tnay be necessary. 

Impact: Degradation of Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Due to Non point Sources 
Discharges at the Following: Golf Trail, Equestrian Facilities, Wastewater Facility, Individual 
Septic Systems, and Nuisance Runoff 

Urban and agricultural pollutants are recognized as major nonpoint sources of pollution that 
can adversely affect receiving waters. Urban stormwater is a specific component of this waste stream 
that has received regulatory attention through the NPDES permit program and is discussed 
separately. 

Pollutants can reach groundwater and surface water by various pathways. Human wastes and 
household chemicals are discharged to the soil through individual septic systems. Treated wastewater 
and agricultural chemicals are sometimes applied to the land surface to establish and maintain 
ornamental landscapes. Runoff and seepage from these applications may reach the creeks or 
percolate to groundwater. These pollutants include inorganic chemicals and minerals ( metals, salts), 
oxygen-demanding and disease-causing wastes ( animal and human wastes), synthetic organic 
compounds (detergents), fertilizers, and pesticides, all of which are common household substances. 
Many of these constituents are in particulate form or adsorbed onto solids and therefore do not 
migrate great distances through the soil profile. 

Because most urban pollutants do not migrate large distances, runoff from the managed turf 
areas will be captured and treated. Assuming that all pesticides are applied in accordance with 
label instructions, nitrogen pollution is probably the most significant environmental threat 
associated with nonpoint sources. Consequently, the balance of this section discusses nitrogen 
pollution. 

The GMPAP requires applicants for Comprehensive Planned Use areas to submit a 
comprehensive wastewater disposal plan to the Monterey County Division of Environmental Health. 
The wastewater disposal plan must include adequate soil testing to conclude that the soils are capable 
ofreceiving the projected wastewater flow from individual septic systems, estimates of sewage flmy 
from each proposed use, a plan providing details on the method of disposal for each use, and a 
nitrogen-loading study for each aquifer or hydrologic unit. 
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As can be inferred from the GMP AP requirements, nitrogen pollution can be a significant 
problem. Nitrate concentrations in drinking water are regulated to protect human health, especially 
to prevent infant methemoglobinemia (blue baby syndrome). Cancer and reproductive toxicity have 
also been loosely linked to high concentrations of nitrate in the water, although at this time direct 
linkage is inconclusive (California State Water Resources Control Board 1988). Nitrate is reduced 
to nitrite in the human stomach. Nitrite reacts with hemoglobin to form methemoglobin, which has 
teduced reduces the capacity of red cells to transport oxygen. Nitrates may also interact with 
secondary amines in the stomach to produce N-nitrosoamines, some of which are potent carcinogens 
(California State Water Resources Control Board 1988). Animal tests have indicated that most N­
nitrosoamine compounds are carcinogenic, but there is no direct evidence that they are human 
carcinogens (California State Water Resources Control Board 1988). 

A comprehensive wastewater disposal plan and nitrogen loading study was developed for the 
project applicant (Camp Dresser & McKee, Bester Engineers et al. 1994a, b ). This study predicts 
that on a projectwide basis nitrogen loading will decrease primarily as a result of decreased grazing 
activities. 

This study appeared to meet the regulations set forth in the GMP AP. However, the analysis 
was based on an assumption that all nitrogen loading rates are applied uniformly over the entire 
project area. It is known that the proposed housing would be concentrated in specific areas, that past 
cattle grazing was concentrated and future cattle grazing will be concentrated on about one-third of 
the total project area, and that reclaimed wastewater would be used only on the golf trail. Therefore, 
it is conceivable that high nitrogen loading may occur in localized areas with implementation of the 
project. Consequently, the Monterey County Division of Environmental Health requested additional 
analyses on a watershed basis. The Supplemental Nitrogen Loading Study submitted by the project 
applicant indicated that nitrogen loading would increase in the Las Garzas Creek and the San 
Clemente Creek watersheds (Table 9-4) (Camp Dresser & McKee, Bester Engineers et al. 1994b). 
These analyses might have overestimated nitrogen concentrations because losses to denitrification, 
volatilization, and plant uptake were not included in the budgets. The increase in nitrogen loading 
would not exceed the maximum allowable loading rate of 40 grams per half-acre per day set forth 
in the Basin Plan for community subsurface disposal systems. 

In addition, the applicant conducted a focused nitrogen loading evaluation of the golf trail 
which considered nitrogen loading from reclaimed water and fertilizer (Balance Hydrologies et al. 
1994). The nitrogen concentration in the reclaimed wastewater that would be stored and used as 
irrigation water at the golf trail has an estimated concentration of 20 milligrams per liter (mg/I). The 
Title 22 drinking water standard for nitrate as nitrogen is 10 mg/I. The nitrogen load occurring from 
fertilizer plus reclaimed wastewater application is estimated to be approximately 21 grams per acre 
per day which is less than that set forth in the Basin Plan for disposal systems. In addition, drainage 
within the area of the golf trail will be managed according to two regimes to minimize water quality 
impacts: 
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Table 9-4. Nitrogen Balance for San Oemente Watershed and Las Garzas Creek Watershed 

Recharge and 
Nitrogen Loading 

Recharge and nitrogen loading (acre-feet/year) 

Rainfall recharge 

Domestic return flow 

Irrigation return flow 

Total 

Nitrogen loading (1 x 1a9 mg/yr) 

Rainfall recharge at 15 mg/I 

Domestic return flow at 40 mg/I 

Irrigation return flow at 15 mg/I 

Nitrogen from reclaimed wastewater at 20 mg/I• 

Livestock (cattle) waste 

Nitrogen from fertilizer 
· Total 

Nitrogen balance (mg/I) 

Nitrogen balance 

Nitrogen balance, excluding cattle b 

Las Ganas Creek Watershed 

Recharge and 
Nitrogen Loading 

Recharge and nitrogen loading (acre-feet/year) 

Rainfall recharge 

Domestic return flow 

Irrigation return flow 

Total 

Nitrogen loading (1 x 109 mg/yr) 

Rainfall recharge at 15 mg/I 

Domestic return flow at 40 mg/I 

Irrigation return flow at i.5 mg/I 

Nitrogen from reclaimed wastewater at 20 mg/I • 

Equestrian center waste 

Livestock (cattle) waste 

Nitrogen from fertilizer b 

Total 

Nitrogen balance (mg/I) 

Nitrogen balance 

Nitrogen balance, excluding cattle c 

Existing 
Conditions 

1,330 

1 
__ o 
1;331 

Existing 
Conditions 

2.47 

0;05 

0.00 

0.00 

3.38 

0.00 

5.90 

358 

153 

2,240 

5 

_2 

2,247 

4.16 

0.25 

0.00 

0.00 

0.24 

6.76 

0.00 

11.41 

4.10 

1.67 

Future Conditions 

Combined 
Development 

Permit 

1,330 

16 
__ 4 

1,350 

2.47 

0.79 

O.Ql 

o.oo 
0.21 

0.00 

3.48 

2.08 

1.96 

Future Conditions 

Combined 
Development 

Permit 

2,240 

29 

_!§ 

2,287 

4.16 

1.44 

O.Ql 

1.39 

1.73 

2.54 

1.11 

12.38 

4.37 

3.47 

Project 
at 

Buildout 

1,330 

17 

29 

1,376 

Project 
at 

Buildout 

2.47 

0.84 

0.05 

0.32 

0.21 

1.64 

553 

3.24 

3.12 

2,240 

29 

_11 

2,313 

4.16 

1.44 

0.08 

1.06 

1.73 

2.54. 

2.75 

13.76 

4.80 

3.92 

• Fifty-six acre-feet/year reclaimed wastewater use in Las Garzas Creek watershed under combined development permit. Forty-three 
acre-feet/year reclaimed wastewater use in Las Garzas Creek and 13 acre-feet/year in San Clemente Creek watershed at buildout. 

b Loads from fertilized areas include golf course and commercial irrigated acreage in the San Francisquito Flat. 

c Nitrogen balance, excluding cattle, takes into account nitrogen uptake by plants, which will offset nitrogen loading by cattle. 
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• Managed turf grass areas. Approximately 71 + acres of turf grass will receive irrigation 
and periodic applications of pesticides and fertilizers within an approximately 81-acre 
drainage area. This drainage area will be graded to collect rainfall falling directly onto the 
managed turf areas and to direct runoff to stormwater storage areas for reuse in irrigating 
the golf trail. 

• Natural areas. Rainfall on natural areas upslope from the managed turfgrass areas will 
be intercepted and diverted around or through the golf trail using swales and/or drainage 
structures. This stormwater will then be dispersed as sheet flow or returned to the natural 
drainages at normal runoff rates to avoid the potential for erosion. 

The applicant has developed an irrigation water supply concept that will incorporate treated 
domestic wastewater, diffuse stormwater runoff from the golf trail irrigated areas, and groundwater 
from the ranch water supply system, and will use storage facilities to store and delivery the supply. 
With the irrigation water supply concept diffuse stormwater runoff from the golf trail irrigated areas, 
and groundwater from the ranch water supply system, use of the first two components of water 
supply will reduce the volume delivered for irrigation from groundwater. Additionally, the combined 
drainage management system provides mitigation for watershed resources within the preserve and 
downstream since it collects stormwater runoff from the irrigated turf areas. 

Because the fractured bedrock groundwater system contains relatively little surface area for 
adsorption and retardation of dissolved ions, there is potential for nitrogen from septic tank 
discharges and applied wastewater to migrate rapidly to wells or surface water. Nitrate 
concentrations could exceed drinking water standards or exceed the Basin Plan objectives. This 
potential impact is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the 
following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 20: Implement Nitrate Monitoring Program. Because 
the project would require implementation of a community water supply system, water quality 
monitoring will be required. The Monterey County Health Department, Division of Environmental 
Health, regulates the frequency of monitoring and reporting requirements. Department of Health 
regulations also require minimum setbacks for septic systems from streams and wells. These 
measures, however, are directed to assessing the quality of public water supplies. They do not ensure 
that surface waters are not degraded. The applicant has submitted plans for a self-monitoring 
program to ensure that water supplies are protected (Balance Hydrologies et al. 1994). The 
monitoring program includes surface water monitoring in the San Clemente and Las Garzas Creek 
watersheds and shallow groundwater monitoring in the golf trail area. 

Nitrate concentrations in protected base flow reaches (see above) should be measured from 
the time the project is implemented until 5 years after completion of the project, to ensure that nitrate 
does not directly or indirectly degrade surface water resources. The primary concern of elevated 
nitrate concentrations is the biostimulatory effect. Elevated nitrate concentrations may cause algae 
blooms that significantly depress dissolved oxygen concentrations. This may be particularly harmful 
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to the base flow reaches that provide refuge to coldwater fishes. Monitoring can be discontinued 
after that time if increased nitrate concentrations are not detected. 

If elevated nitrate concentrations occur in protected base flow reaches, the project applicant 
shall develop and submit a report to RWQCB and the Monterey County Division of Environmental 
Health that identifies the sources of elevated nitrate concentrations and describes management 
activities that are being implemented to correct the problem such as modifying the application to the 
golf trail of reclaimed wastewater and fertilizer. 

Impact: Degradation of Surface Water Quality Due to Construction Activities 

The severity of construction-related water quality ·impacts is dependent on soil erosion 
potential; construction practices; the frequency, magnitude, and duration of precipitati,m events; and 
proximity to stream channels. 

Construction activities would expose disturbed and loosened soils to erosion from rainfall, 
water, and wind. Soil erosion, which is described in greater detail in Chapter 3, "Land Use", is the 
process by which soil particles are removed from the land surface by wind, water, or gravity. Mos1 
natural erosion occurs at slow rates; however, the rate increases when the land is cleared or altered 
and left disturbed. Construction activities remove the protective cover of vegetation and natural soil 
resistance to rainfall impact erosion. Sheet erosion occurs when slope length and runoff velocity 
increase on disturbed areas. As runoff accumulates, it concentrates into rivulets that cut grooves 
(rills) into the soil surface. If the flow is sufficient, these rills may develop into gullies. Excessive 
stream and channel erosion may occur if runoff volumes and rates increase as a result of construction 
activities. 

Sedimentation is the settling out of soil particles transported by water. Sedimentation occurs 
when the velocity of water in which soil particles are suspended is slowed sufficiently to allow 
particles to settle out. Larger particles, such as gravel and sand, settle out more rapidly than fine 
particles such as silt and clay. Sediment itself is a pollutant and also transports many substances such 
as nutrients, hydrocarbons, and metals. 

Excessive sediment can cause increased turbidity and reduced light penetration, resulting in 
the reduction in prey capture for predators, reducing light available for photosynthesis, clogging of 
gills and filters of fish and aquatic invertebrates, reduced spawning and juvenile fish survival, 
smothering of bottom-dwelling organisms, changes in substrate composition, and reduction in 
aesthetic values. Concentrations of nutrients and other pollutants ( such as metals and certain 
pesticides) associated with sediment particles could also increase. Although these effects are usually 
short term and greatly diminish after revegetation, sediment and sediment-borne pollutants may be 
remobilized under suitable hydraulic conditions. 
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Although sediment from erosion is the pollutant most frequently associated with construction 
activity, other pollutants of concern include toxic chemicals and miscellaneous wastes. A typical 
construction site uses many chemicals or compounds that can be hazardous to aquatic life, should 
they enter stream channels. Gasoline, oils, grease, solvents, lubricants and other petroleum-based 
products are commonly used in construction activities. Many petroleum products contain a variety 
of toxic compounds and impurities and tend to form oily films on the water surface, altering oxygen 
diffusion rates. Concrete, soap, trash, and sanitary wastes are other common sources of potentially 
harmful materials. 

The proximity of construction activities to watercourses increases the potential for a toxic 
substance spill entering the water. Wash water from concrete mixers, equipment, and tools and other 
waste dumped or spilled on the construction site can easily lead to seepage of pollutants into 
watercourses. Toxic materials and sediment can be directly transported into water bodies by heavy 
construction equipment. Accidental spillage of construction chemicals into a watercourse may also 
occur. 

The impact of toxic construction~related materials on water quality is largely determined by 
the duration and time of construction. Construction occurring in the dry season has less potential for 
soil and channel erosion and for toxic chemicals being flushed into a stream by runoff However, low 
summer flows have less capability to dilute pollutants entering the water column. 

Adverse water quality impacts on the creeks on Rancho San Carlos and their receiving waters 
from construction activities are considered significant. This impact is considered significant because 
water quality degradation may affect fisheries and other aquatic organisms and exceed Basin Plan 
water quality standards. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 21: Develop and Implement Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan. The project applicant shall develop and implement a stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP) and submit a NOi and a $500 fee to the RWQCB to discharge stormwater 
in compliance with the NPDES general construction activity stormwater discharge permit. The 
SWPPP must be posted at the construction site and be available for inspection by the RWQCB. 
Compliance with the general permit process is based on the honor system. However, owners of 
active construction projects without an NOi on file with the SWRCB or without an SWPPP in place 
and discharging stormwater are in violation of the CW A Failure to comply may result in fines up to 
$25,000 per day of violation and imprisonment. The State of California may bring forth civil and 
criminal penalties under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 

The project applicant has already acquired much of the information necessary to develop the 
SWPPP: site maps, locations of paved areas, hydrologic studies, and locations of major culverts. 
However, some information is lacking and will need to be obtained prior to construction: specific 
locations of buildings, locations of cuts and fills, onsite flow paths where erosion during construction 
may occur, location of flood control facilities, and postconstruction BMPs. The SWPPP shall be 
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developed and implemented as an integral part of the final project design. The following items should 
be incorporated into the SWPPP. 

• The SWPPP shall incorporate an erosion control and restoration plan, described in greater 
detail in Chapter 3, "Land Use", that incorporates the following BMPs: 

Construction activities shall be limited to the. minimum area necessary for 
implementation of the project. 

Vegetative buffer strips shall be left in place adjacent to watercourses when possible. 

Silt fences or straw bales shall be used to filter runoff and control sediment. 

Vegetation shall be established or other erosion control materials shalLbe applied to 
bare soils before onset of the rainy season. 

• The SWPPP shall include a water quality monitoring plan if construction activities must 
occur during the rainy season and runoff would be discharged to drainages that support 
listed species or species under study for listing. The plan should: 

determine background water quality; 

establish numerical water quality standards m consultation with the RWQCB, 
USFWS, and DFG; and 

halt construction activity if numerical standards are exceeded or are in danger of being 
exceeded, and implement appropriate corrective measures. 

• The SWPPP shall .include postconstruction BMPs. These measures typically include 
control of the volume and velocity · of stormwater runoff by means such as 
detention/retention basins, porous pavement, dry wells, and debris basins. Other 
measures may include channel stabilization, energy dissipaters, and other structures. 

• The SWPPP shall include a hazardous materials management plan to reduce the likelihood 
of chemical and other hazardous spills during construction. A specific protocol for the 
proper handling and disposal of materials used or produced on-site, such as petroleum 
products, concrete, and sanitary waste, should be established and strictly enforced. 

• The SWPPP shall be included in construction bidding packages. Packages shall include 
provisions that require contractors to comply with the permit and implement the SWPPP: · 

• The SWPPP shall include agreements for the long-term maintenance of any stormwater 
drainage or pollution control measures after .completion of construction. This could be 
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accomplished by either a public or private entity. A public agency could agree to assume 
maintenance of the infrastructure, funded from the municipality's general fund or user 
fees. Alternatively, a community service district or a benefit assessment area could be 
established to fund maintenance activities. Private maintenance could be implemented and 
funded through a property owner's association or through the Santa Lucia Preserve by 
deed restriction. 

Impact: Degradation of Surface Water Quality Due to Removal of Riparian Vegetation 

Removal of riparian vegetation along streams would allow greater exposure of streams to 
solar radiation. Removal of vegetation would also alter the cooling effect of evapotranspiration. 
Both of these factors would result in increased heating of pools and base flow that provide dry season . 
refugia for aquatic organisms. Increased water temperatures would also violate Basin Plan objectives 
if beneficial uses such as coldwater habitat or other habitat values are lost. 

In other areas of the state, loss of riparian woodland vegetation adjoining stream channels 
has led to significant warming during summer months with resultant significant loss of cold water 
habitat and other aquatic-habitat values. Although existing data typical of small coastal streams 
suggest that impacts of comparable magnitude are not likely to occur, the value of the aquatic 
resource calls for a heightened level of care. 

Adverse water quality impacts on the creeks in the preserve and their receiving waters caused 
by removal of riparian vegetation are considered significant because water quality degradation may 
affect fisheries and other aquatic organisms and exceed Basin Plan water quality standards. To 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be 
implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 22: Limit Removal of Riparian Vegetation, Revege­
tate Affected Areas, and Protect Vegetation in Areas Adjacent to Protected Base Flow 
Reaches. Implementing the following actions and BMPs would reduce impacts to less-than­
signillcant levels by limiting removal of riparian vegetation and enhancing existing vegetation adjacent 
to persistent water. 

• The project applicant shall avoid removal of riparian vegetation adjacent to protected base 
flow reaches. 

• The project applicant shall provide in-kind replacement of disturbed riparian vegetation. 

• The project applicant shall restore streambanks and establish riparian vegetation along 
protected base flow reaches that have been disturbed by past grazing activities and by wild 
boar (which were introduced). 
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Impact: Degradation of Water Quality in Creeks and Their Receiving Waters Due to 
Increased Urban Pollutant Loadings 

Urban stormwater is recognized as a major source of pollution that can adversely affect 
receiving waters. During dry periods, pollutants accumulate on the land surface. These pollutants 
include inorganic chemicals and minerals (metals, salts), oil and grease from parking areas and roads, 
synthetic organic chemicals (detergents), oxygen-demanding and disease-causing wastes (animal 
waste), fertilizers, and pesticides, which are common household substances. Many of these 
constituents are in particulate fotm or adsorbed onto solids (Akan 1993). 

The accumulated pollutants are washed off surfaces and ate conveyed directly to streams 
through storm drain infrastructure and detention basins. Most urban pollutants are contained within 
the "first flush" flow, which is usuaily the first half-inch of runoff (Akan 1993 ). Small floodflows have 
a disproportionately higher concentration of pollutants than large floods. These higher concentratio~ 
pulses can occur several times a year (Whipple and Randell 1983). 

This impact is considered significant because accumulation of pollutants and sediments may 
adversely affect aquatic organisms and other wildlife using streams and detention basins. To reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 23: Implement BMPs to Control Urban Pollutants. 
Implementing the following practices would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels by 
controlling urban pollutant loadings. 

• The project applicant shall implement BMPs to reduce urban pollutant loadings. These 
measures include using vegetative buffer strips, oil and grease traps, sediment traps, and 
street sweeping. 

• The project applicant shall implement a maintenance schedule to inspect structural BMPs 
and remove accumulated sediments and debris from detention basins. 

Impact: Potential for Accumulation of Salts in Soils Receiving Reclaimed Wastewater 

All irrigation water contains salts; however, wastewater contains mote salts, 250-500 mg/I 
more, than is found in typical municipal supplies (California State Water Resources Control Board 
1984). The proportion of sodium in relation to other dissolved cations is also increased. This is 
especially prevalent when the water suppiy is "hard" and homeowners use water softeners that are 
regenerated with salt (NaCl). Salts affect plant growth by increasing osmotic potential, specific ion 
toxicity, and decreasing soil permeability. 

The osmotic potential is increased by the addition of salts to the root zone, requiring plants 
to expend more energy to obtain the necessary water to sustain plant growth. Specific ion toxicity 
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occurs when the concentration of a specific ion causes depressed plant growth. Boron, a necessary 
plant nutrient, becomes toxic to many plants at levels only slightly greater than required for good 
plant growth. High sodium content can disturb the molecular bonds of clay minerals causing the soils 
particles to disperse and clog interstitial pores, which in tum reduces the permeability of the soil. 

Applying 207 acre-feet (af) of irrigation water (81 af ofreclaimed wastewater at 850 mg/I and 
126 af of domestic supply at 3 50 mg/I) to the golf trail each year would add about 15 3 tons of salt 
or nearly 2 tons per acre of irrigated land. When plants transpire and moisture evaporates from the 
soil surface, most of the salts remain in the soil. Rainfall and additional irrigation water normally 
leaches accumulated salts from the root zone. The Golf Trail Use Permit Application indicates that 
the golf trail would be managed to conserve water and limit deep percolation to protect groundwater 
resources during the summer irrigation season. Therefore, rainfall at the golf trail was reviewed for 
both average and dry years to assess whether rainfall is sufficient to leach salts. Appendix A of the 
Comprehensive Hydrologic Study estimates annual rainfall for the Rancho San Carlos Weather 
Station, located an San Francisquito Flat, which has a mean annual rainfall of 27 inches, slightly less 
than the 30 inches estimated for the golf trail. The lowest latgest annual rainfall estimated for this 
station is 13.6 inches per year for water year 1976, which exceeds the mean annual rainfall in arid 
areas (defined as less than 10 inches per year) where leaching is typically required. Rainfall should 
provide adequate leaching and dilution of salts in normal water years. Therefore, this impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Impact: Increased Infiltration, Increased Base Flows, and Decreased Floodflows as a Result 
of Implementing the Cattle Grazing Plan 

Implementing the Cattle Grazing Plan would reduce the levels of grazing on the preserve by 
approximately 90% (892 animal units historic gra_zing/75 animal units proposed grazing. 80% (800 
cattle x 365 days'S00 cattle x 110 days). Reducing grazing pressure and reestablishing native grasses 
would increase the amount of precipitation that is intercepted and infiltrated. Densely vegetated areas 
also retard sheet flow, which contributes.to flooding. As described in Chapter 8, "Groundwater 
Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand", these factors would increase the 
amount of groundwater recharge and decrease the amount of direct runoff during precipitation 
events. Improving the infiltration capacity of the land surface would attenuate floodflows and reduce 
channel erosion. All of these effects are beneficial impacts; however, they will not be realized 
instantaneously and therefore will not obviate the need for the other flood control mitigation measures 
described previously. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are necessary. 
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Chapter 10. Fisheries 

SETTING 

Overview 

The proposed project lies within the Cannel River Basin and has the potential to affect aquatic 
resources in five streams tributary to the Carmel River: San Clemente Creek, Potrero Canyon, Las 
Garz.as Creek, Hitchcock Canyon, and Robinson Canyon. Additionally, San Jose Creek lies west of 
the Carmel River Basin and also is within the proposed project area. Figure 9-1 in Chapter 9, 
"Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality" identifies the watersheds within the project area. Most of the 
development (including residential, commercial, and recreational uses) is proposed within the Las 
Garz.as Creek watershed (one of the largest watersheds with a total of 8,501 acres), although lesser 
amounts of development are proposed within each of the other watersheds as well. The Carmel River 
and San Jose Creek flow directly into Monterey Bay and provide important habitat for resident and 
anadromous fish species. Watersheds within the proposed project area have highly variable flows. 
Flows during the high-precipitation period (rainy season) are typically several hundred times as great 
as summer flows. Information on surface water hydrology is presented in Chapter 9. 

These watersheds have undergone degradation during recent decades because of some urban 
development, timber harvest, overgrazing, and limited water appropriations. These events have 
resulted in an increased demand for domestic water supplies, increased erosion and sedimentation 
within watersheds, and marked changes in runoff patterns (BioSystems Analysis 1992). All of these 
results contribute to the reduction of seasonal flows. 

Presently streams within the Cannel River Basin and San Jose Creek contain both native and 
introduced fish species. San Jose Creek contains only native fish species. Resident rainbow trout, 
steelhead trout (sea-going rainbow trout), Pacific lamprey, Sacramento blackfish, threespine 
stickleback, largemouth bass, and green sunfish occur in the watersheds of the proposed project area 
(Table 10-1). Although detailed fisheries surveys were not completed for Robinson Canyon, 
measures to protect fisheries resources have been incorporated into the proposed project. Because 
steelhead trout populations have been declining throughout their range, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service is presently reviewing whether they qualify for listing under the Endangered Species Act. 
Additional information on steelhead trout is presented below under "Economically Important Aquatic 
Species". Streams in the project area also provide habitat for reptiles and amphibians, including the 
California tiger salamander and the California red-legged frog. Information on distribution and 
occurrence in the project area is provided in Chapter 11, "Biological Resources". 
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Table I 0-l. Fish Species Located within the Proposed Project Area 

Common Name 

Rainbow trout/steelhead 

Pacific lamprey 

Sacramento black:fish 

Threespine stickleback 

Largemouth bass 

Green sunfish 

Bluegill 

Scientific Name 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 

Lampetera tridentata 

Orthodon microlepidotus 

Gasterosteus aculeatus 

Micropterus salmoides 

Lepomis cyanellus 

Lepomis macrochirus 

Source: Biosystems Analysis et al. I 992. 

10-2 

Watershed 

San Clemente Creek, San Jose Creek, Potrero 
Canyon, Las Garzas Creek, Hitchcock Creek 

Las Garzas Creek 

Las Garzas Creek 

Las Garzas Creek 

Las Garzas Creek, Moore's Lake 

Las Garzas Creek 

Moore's Lake 



The existing aquatic habitat and fish populations in the project area are described below. 
Information on aquatic resources is limited for streams tributary to the Carmel River. The information 
was obtained primarily from surveys a 1992 s01 vey conducted at the proposed project area by the 
Habitat Restoration Group in 1990 and 1991, various studies (Reconnaissance of the Steel head 
Resource ofthe Carmel River Drainage, Monterey County [Snider 1983), and History and Status of 
Steelhead in California Coastal Drainages South of San Francisco Bay [Titus, et al. 1994]), and 
personal communications with public agency representatives. 

Existing Aquatic Habitats 

Seasonal Hydrology 

Because individuals of each fish species are present during any given month of the year either 
as adults, juveniles, or incubating eggs, adequate streamflows are necessary year round for fish 
survival. However, it is not necessary for flows to be present at all times in all years to sustain 
stee/head and trout populations. Fish populations, especially steelhead trout, are often limited by the 
summer low-flow period when reduced habitat availability and increased water temperatures 
associated with the lower streamflows cause fish to become more vulnerable to the effects of 
competition, predation, and disease. Adequate streamflows during fall and winter are necessary to 
provide suitable combinations of water depths and velocities for successful migration and spawning 
of adult fish, egg incubation, and smolt emigration. 

Balance Hydrologies performed surveys, during the late summer of 1990, to determine flow 
persistence of the drainages within the proposed project area. These drainages are referred to in 
Chapter 8 as protected 1xise flow reaches. At the time of the survey, flow was uncommon or minimal 
in all drainages. Wetted sections of channels usually consisted of isolated pools or short wetted 
reaches. Results from electrofishing determined that many of the isolated pools provided dry-season 
refugia for fish, particularly for trout. Without these pools, it is unlikely that trout would survive 
extended periods of drought in the streams within the project area. Isolated pools and wetted stream 
sections are dependent on stream reach morphology, alluvial thickness, and proximity to a spring or 
other persistent inflow. Wetted sections were present in Las Garzas Creek (BioSystems Analysis 
1992). 

Riparian Vegetation 

Riparian vegetation greatly affects the suitability of fish habitat in rivers and streams. Riparian 
vegetation provides fish with cover from predators, food, and also provides shade, which regulates · 
water temperature fluctuations. Riparian vegetation is most abundant at the proposed project area 
within the following watersheds: San Clemente, Las Garzas, and San Jose Creeks. 
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Turbidity and Sedimentation 

Sedimentation Excess sedimentation problems occur occa1 ::s within all of the drainages of the 
proposed project area and are attributed to land use practices, specifically Potrero Canyon, San Jose 
Creek, and San Clemente Creek (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1992a). Turbidity is greatest during 
the winter when runoff is high. In general, tumidity levels in streams are likely to be higher today from 
the effects of increased erosion caused by watershed development, relative to pre-disturbance 
conditions. As sedimentation increases, fisheries habitat declines. Deforestation, agriculture, grazing, 
road construction, and urbanization have all contributed to increased erosion. 

Substrate 

Successful spawning and egg incubation of steelhead trout is dependent on suitable substrate, 
which is gravel sized between 0.6 inch and 4.0 inches. As the percentage of fines (by volume), a type 
of substrate, found in spawning gravel increases, the suitability for salmonid spawning is reduced 
(Raleigh et al. 1984). Additionally steelheadwill spawn in very sandy habitat, but survival of the 
embryos and ability of alevins to emerge are overwhelmed by a high percentage of fines comm. 
Because most of these streams support steelhead trout, it is assumed that suitable substrate exists. 
· Optimal rearing habitat requires that sufficient cover and holding are accessible to both fry and 
yearlingsteelhead during the low-flow months. The proportion of the wetted bed covered by cobbles 
and the degree to which cobbles temain free of embedding sand are key factors in providing cover 
and holding areas, as are the lower branching and roots of riparian trees and shrubs near the 
stream. 

Carmel River Basin and San Jose Creek Fisheries 

Steelhead Trout 

Distribution and Abundance. Steelhead trout is the most economically important and 
widespread fish species within the Camiel River Basin and San Jose Creek. It probably occupies all 
the major tributaries and most of the smaller ones, including Hitchcock Canyon. Many of the minor 
tributaries may provide spawning and rearing habitat under optimal hydrologic conditions. 

In 1965, DFG estimated the annual steelhead spawning run in the Carmel River at about 1,650 
fish, based on observations oflocal field personnel (Titus et al. 1994). In 1984, the total steelhead 
trout run in the Carmel River was 860 adults. This total does not include fish that spawned in the 
river below San Clemente Dam (approximately 100-300 fish) (Dettman 1986). Today, the steelhead 
spawning run for the Canrtel River is highly variable and may contain from Oto 300 fish (Dettman 
1986.). Populations for juvenile steelhead in San Clemente Creek were estimated to be up to 6,890 
in 1974 (Snider 1983). Rainbow trout, which did not have the opportunity to migrate to the ocean 
because of sandbars at the Cannel River and also San Jose Creek, were observed in San Clemente 
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Creek, San Jose Creek, Potrero Canyon, and Las Garzas Creek during a field investigation in 1992 
(Biosystems Analysis 1992). 

Other barriers in tributaries also preclude steelhead migration. Approximately 0.25 mile 
downstream of Moore's Lake dam (Las Garzas Creek) is a natural falls that represents a complete 
barrier to upstream fish migration. Additionally, portions of the lower 0-6 miles of Las Garzas Creek 
are often dry during the spring months, when downstream migration by steelhead typically occurs. 
As previously discussed, when flows are reduced in the Carmel River Basin and the San Jose Creek 
watershed, continuous flow to the Pacific Ocean does not occur, thus precluding steelhead migration 
to and from the Pacific Ocean. 

In July-August 1962, San Jose Creek was surveyed by DFG from the mouth to the creek 
source, a distance of about 8.1 miles. The annual run of adult steelhead was estimated to be about 
50-100 fish. About 3.0 miles from the mouth of the creek, a bedrock complete barrier, caused by an 
approximately 20 to 25 foot-high earth-filled dam 26 feet in height precludes fish passage (Titus ei 
al 1994) (Nelson pers. comm.). 

Life History. Adult steelhead trout leave the ocean to migrate up the Carmel River and its 
tributaries and San Jose Creek on high streamflows in response to seasonal rain, which typically 
occurs between December and March. Spawning can occur shortly thereafter or may occur later 
depending on the sexual maturity of the fish, but probably peaks from January through March. Adult 
steelhead trout spawn in shallow redds (nests) constructed in relatively clean, loose gravels typically 
at the tail end of pools and at the head of riffles where appropriate water depths and water velocities 
exist. Typically, adult steelhead trout return to the ocean after spawning by June of that same year 
(Shapovalov and Taft 1954). 

The eggs incubate within the gravel and hatch anywhere from about 19 to 80 days at water, 
temperatures ranging from 60° Fahrenheit (F) to 40°F, respectively. After hatching, the young fish 
(alevins) remain in the gravel for an additional 4-6 weeks before emerging. The juvenile fish live in 
the natal stream, feeding primarily on insects, for periods ranging from less than 1 year to 4 years. 
Most juvenile steelhead spend 1-3 years in fresh water before emigrating to the ocean. (Shapovalov 
and Taft 1954.) 

Most of the juvenile steelhead trout typically migrate to the ocean as streamflow declines and 
water temperature increase. Before their downstream migration, the juveniles undergo physiological 
changes (smoltification) to prepare them for ocean life. Steelhead trout live in the ocean generally 
for 1-3 years before returning to fresh water to spawn. 

Habitat Requirements. Requirements for optional juvenile rearing conditions include 
adequate cover, food supply, and water temperatures of 43°F-68'F 65°F (Raleigh et al 1984). 
During a survey of tributaries to the Pajaro River, juvenile steelhead trout were found in streams 
with summer maximum water temperatures approaching 75 degrees when food was abundant (Smith 
1982). The upper lethal temperature is considered to be 77 degrees (F). (Raleigh et al 1984). 
Juvenile steelhead primarily occupy riffle habitats although pool habitats with adequate.water depth 
and escape cover are especially critical during the summer low-flow period and during extensive 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 10-5 

Fisheries 
September 14, 1995 



periods of drought. Generally, summer Sunmie1 rearing conditions can be an important factor 
probably restrict the overall steelhead trout abundance population because of reduced living space, 
increased competition for food and habitat, and poorer water quality conditions due to elevated water 
temperatures and increased pollutant concentrations. 

Production-Limiting Factors. Factors affecting steelhead trout abundance include reduced 
streamflows associated with water diversions and existing drought conditions; sedimentation; 
predation, sportfishing, and poaching; floods; habitat degradation; migration barriers; and poor ocean 
conditions. Low streamflows reduce fish habitat by altering physical conditions and increasing water 
temperatures. Increased sedimentation has buried and cemented spawning gravels and food­
producing areas, and filled pool habitats.that are important as holding and rearing areas for adult and 
juvenile fish. Reductions in instream woody debris has reduced escape cover, making juv_eniles more 
susceptible to predation. Habitat degradation has occurred due to poor land use practices, destrµctive 
floods, and as the channel morphology adjusts in response to changes in the sediment levels and the 
timing and magnitude of streamflows. 

Rainbow Trout 

Some rainbow trout do not migrate to the ocean and remain in freshwater streams for the 
duration of their life cycle. These fish are considered to be resident. Life history and habitat 
requirements for rainbow trout are similar to those for steelhead trout. The only difference between 
these two fish is that the rainbow trout does not migrate to the ocean. 

Other Species 

Lamprey and stickleback are native to Las Gmzas Creek. Green sunfish and largemouth bass 
were introduced to the Carmel River drainage. Largemouth bass are popular game fish and typical 
wartnwater species. Largemouth bass were also present in Moore's Lake, which may be the source 
for the population in lower Las Garzas Creek. Only one Sacramento blackfish was captured during 
the survey in Las Garzas Creek. This species is not native to the Carmel River drainage and is 
believed at some point to have been stocked in Moore's Lake (BioSystems Analysis 1992). A DFG 
Natural Diversity Data Base search revealed no rare or endangered fish species in the proposed 
project area. 

Carmel River Lagoon 

During the summer, fish species typically found in the Carmel River Lagoon include j1,1venile 
steelhead trout, limited staghom sculpin (Leptocottus armatus), hitch (Lavinia exilicauda), threespine 
stickleback, and occasionally starry flounder (Platichthys stellatus) (Dettman 1986.). 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Impacts of the proposed project were assessed based upon available technical information 
from DFG, a 1992 sm vey surveys conducted in the proposed project area by the Habitat Restoration 
Group in 1990 and 1991, and personal communications with public agency representatives. 

Significance Criteria 

Populations of fish and other aquatic organisms may be reduced because of increased 
mortality and changes in habitat availability and suitability that affect species survival, growth, 
migration, and reproduction. In general, impacts on fish populations are significant when project 
operations cause or contribute to substantial short- and long-term reductions in abundance and 
distribution. According to Appendix G of State CEQA Guidelines, a project will normally have a 
significant effect ifit: 

• substantially affects a rare or endangered species or the habitat of that species; 

• interferes substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish species; 

• substantially diminishes fish habitat; 

• substantially causes fish habitat to drop below self-sustaining levels; 

• has considerable cumulative effects when viewed with past, current, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects; or 

• results in direct mortality, permanent or temporary habitat loss, or habitat avoidance 
leading to increased mortality or lowered reproductive success for individuals of state or 
federally listed threatened or endangered fish species; substantial portions of local 
populations of candidates for state or federal listing; DFG species of special concern; 
USFWS- or Reclamation-designated sensitive species; or game species. 

For additional discussion on erosion control and additional related mitigation measures not 
presented in this section, refer to Chapter 6, "Geology and Minerals". For additional discussion on 
surface water hydrology and additional related mitigation measures, refer to Chapter 9, "Runoff, 
Flooding, and Water Quality". For additional discussion on and mitigation measures for 
groundwater, refer to Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply 
and Demand" . 
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Construction-Related Activities 

Impact: Potential for Acute and Chronic Toxicity to Fisheries and Reduced Fish Productivity 

Construction materials, such as concrete, sealants, oil, and paint, could adversely affect water 
quality if accidental spills occurred during project construction. Increased pollutant concentrations 
could limit fish production, abundance, arid distribution by reducing fish egg survival and causing 
direct mortality of fish. Steelhead trout inhabiting drainages at the proposed project area require 
relatively clean, cold, well-oxygenated water for successful growth, reproduction, and survival and 
are not well adapted to survive in degraded aquatic habitats. The potential for acute and chronic 
toxicity to fisheries and reduced fish productivity resulting from the proposed project is considered 
a significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation 
measures should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 24: Implement Appropriate. Construction 
Practices. The proposed project includes implementation of the following constructim1practices: 

• Pad drainage water would be directed away from fill slope areas. Suitable pad drainage 
would collect and direct pad runoff to stable offsite locations. All over-the-slope down 
drains would be lined or otherwise use culverts with adequate energy dissipaters at their 
lower ends. Pad drainage would be d.irected away from access driveways to minimize 
excess runoff accumulation. 

• Construction of the main roads shall include the use of rock-lined swales and ditches; rock 
masonry to construct surface road crossing structures that provide appropriately textured 
habitat for microflora and microfauna; oversized culverts to provide for uninterrupted 
movement of small aquatic and riparian wildlife; and spanning bridges to minimize 
disturbances of streambeds and streambanks. 

• No excavation or grading shall take place during rainfall, and vehicle movement on dirt 
roads shall be restricted when it is raining and roads are muddy. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 9: Implement Erosion Control ,Plans. See Chapter 7, 
"Soils", for a discussion of this mitigation measure. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 21: Develop and Implement Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan. See Chapter 9, "Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality", for a discussion of this 
mitigation-measure. 

Impact: Reduced Spawning and :Habitat Conditions Resulting from Increase~ Sedimentation 

Activities associated with construction, grading, and culvert replacement could increase 
erosion processes, thereby increasing sedimentation and turbidity in downstream waterways. 
Excessive sediment quantities deposited in or near stream channels can degrade aquatic habitats. 
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Sediments can smother developing eggs, degrade spawning habitat, and decrease food production. 
In addition, excess sediments can degrade rearing habitat by filling in pool habitats, and decreasing 
jood production. Increased turbidity can result in increased fish mortality; reduce feeding 
opportunities for fish, including rearing steelhead trout; and cause fish to avoid biologically important 
habitat. Reduced spawning conditions resulting from increased erosion is considered a significant 
impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measures 
should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 25: Minimize Sediment-Laden Runoff 
That Enters Creeks. The proposed project includes implementation of the following construction 
practice. 

Erosion control measures shall be implemented to minimize the volume of sediment-laden 
runoff that enters creek bottoms to prevent erosion and siltation in creek channels. 
Temporary berms, sediment trapping basins, and spot grading shall be used to avoid 
unnecessary siltation into creeks during construction activities. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 9: Implement Erosion Control Plans. See Chapter 7, 
"Soils", for discussion of these mitigation measures. 

Impact: Increased Water Temperature Resulting from Loss of Riparian Vegetation 

Construction activities related to the proposed project would result in the loss of 
approximately 11.3 acres of riparian vegetation ( or 5% 0. 7% of the riparian habitat) and could result 
in increased water temperatures. Activities requiring the removal of riparian vegetation include the 
construction of spanning bridges and culverts. The proposed project includes replacing degraded 
riparian habitat with a 3:1 replacement ratio. Because only a minimal amount of riparian vegetation 
would be removed and the project includes a replacement ratio of 3: 1, increased water temperature 
resulting from the loss of riparian vegetation is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Project-Related Activities 

Impact: Potential Reduction in Potrero Canyon, Las Ganas Creek, San Clemente Creek, and 
San Jose Creek Fisheries Habitat Resulting from Groundwater Extraction 

Water will be supplied to the proposed project area with groundwater. Groundwater 
extraction would have the potential to result in substantial depletion of dry-season base flow, 
decreased long-term or drought-period base flow of Potrero Canyon, Las Garzas Creek, San 
Clemente Creek, and San Jose Creek or cause a long-term decrease in riparian habitat due to 
decreased reproductive success, which would result in reduced fisheries habitat. This habitat is 
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critical during the low'-flow periods when persistent pools may provide the only available habitat. The 
reduction of fisheries habitat resulting from'.groundwater extraction is a significant impact because 
fisheries habitat would be reduced. However, implementation of the following mitigation measures 
would reduce this impact to a less-than'-significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed/Additional Mitigation Measure 14: Delay Pumping at Wells near 
Base Flow Reaches. This mitigation measure is described in Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, 
Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand", under "Impact: Induced Seepage Losses from 
Creeks and Substantial Depletion ofDry-'Season Base Flow". 

Applicant's Proposed/Additional Mitigation Measure 15: Drill New Wells Away from 
Base Flow Reaches. This mitigation measure is described in Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, 
Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand", under "Impact: Induced Seepage Losses from 
Creeks and Substantial Depletion of Dry-Season Base Flow". 

Additional Mitigation Measu.re 16: Monitor Base Flow in Creeks and Provide 
Supplemental Water if is Necessary. This mitigation measure is described in Chapter 8, 
"Groundwater .Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand", under "Impact: 
Decreased Long-Term or Drought-Period Base Flow in Creeksll. , 

Impact: Potential Reduction of Fisheries Habitat in Hitchcock Canyon and Robinson Canyon 

Groundwater extraction should not result in the reduction of fisheries habitat in Hitchcock 
Canyon and Robinson Canyon. For a discussion on surface water hydrology resulting from 
groundwater extraction, refer to Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water, 
Supply and Demand". This impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Reduced Habitat Conditions Resulting from Increased Turbidity and Sedimentation 

The proposed project has the potential to increase turbidity and sedimentation in watersheds 
within the project area, resulting from drain outfall structures. 

Increased sedimentation and turbidity coulq cause direct and indirect impacts on fish species 
from reductions in rearing habitat quality. Direct impacts on fish species resulting from increased 
turbidity could include increased fish mortality, avoidance of biologically important habitat, and 
reduced feeding opportunities for sight-feeding fish. Indirect impacts on fish species resulting from 
increased sedimentation include smothering of developing eggs, degradation of spawning habitat, and 
decreased food production from increases in cobble embeddedness and reductions in cobble 
abundance. Increases in cobble embeddedness can also reduce the amount of escape cover for 
young fish, thereby increasing mortality from increased predation. This impact is considered 
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significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure 
should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 26: Implement Drainage Plan. The following 
elements are proposed as part of the applicant's drainage plan. 

• Outlet structures shall be constructed to minimize disturbance to natural drainages and 
avoid use of hard bank structures. Where such structures must be used, natural rock or 
steel gabions shall be used for bank retaining walls. Potential risk of injury to wildlife by 
use of mesh-gabions shall be carefully evaluated and minimized in cases where such 
structures must be used. If concrete must be used, prefabricated crib wall construction 
shall be used rather than poured concrete. Rock grouting shall only be used if no other 
feasible alternative is available. 

• Creek bottoms shall not be disturbed or altered by installation of drains and outlet 
structures. Based on availability, undisturbed natural rocks imbedded in creekbanks shall 
be utilized as a base to tie in riprap. Outlets shall be designed to end at the edge of the 
creekbank rather than entering the creek channel. 

• Rock energy dissipaters shall be installed at the ends of drain pipes. These structures may 
be used in combination with devices such as trash racks and baffles to ensure minimal 
erosion during storm events and to prevent children and large animals from entering the 
storm drain system. 

• Culvert replacement should take place where sizing is inappropriate or the culvert is no 
longer functional. Replacement culverts on unpaved ranch roads should be oversized 
(minimum of 24 inches) to provide habitat and crossings for aquatic microfauna and 
mesofauna and should be designed to provide minimum vertical fall, thereby reducing 
velocity and eliminating jumps at the ends of culverts (Hurst pers. comm.). 

Additionally, the applicant proposes to design outlet structures to end at the edge of the 
creekbank rather than enter into the creek channel and proposes to implement an erosion control plan 
to reduce the potential for increased sedimentation in the streams. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 9: Implement Erosion Control Plans. 
This mitigation measure is descnbed in-8-ee Chapter 7, "Soils", under "Impact: Potential Accelerated 
Erosion, Sedimentation, and Reduction in Soil Productivity and Revegetation Potential". Addition­
ally, a mitigation monitoring program will be implemented to monitor sedimentation in San Jose 
Creek, Potrero Canyon, Las Garzas Creek, and San Clemente Canyon. The mitigation monitoring 
program includes monitoring the shifts and changes in the stream.flow rating curve at the gaging 
station and taking pictures (using polarized filters) upstream and downstream of a stake driven into 
the ground. If excessive sedimentation is identified, then corrective action will be taken; such 
corrective action includes modifying erosion control practices to reduce sedimentation. 
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Chapter 11. Biological Resources 

INTRODUCTION 

The Santa Lucia Preserve encompasses 19,815 acres of valleys, flats, rolling hills, and steep, 
dissected canyons in northwestern Monterey County. The preserve includes portions of seven major 
watersheds, including the Carmel River, Hitchcock Canyon, Las Garzas Creek, Potrero Canyon, 
Robinson Canyon, San Clemente Creek, and San Jose Creek. The proposed project would develop 
about 2,000 acres for housing, commercial, and recreational uses, while the remaining 17,815 acres 
would be preserved as permanent open space and managed as habitat for native plants and wildlife. 

As stated in Chapter 2, "Project Description", an objective of this project is to establish a 
permanent preserve for native plants and wildlife, while pursuing development on the least 
environmentally sensitive lands. Thus, the primary goal of this biological resources analysis will be 
to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed development project on important native vegetation 
communities, wildlife populations, and special-status species that occur in the study area. 

METHODS 

Background Information 

This analysis of potential project-related impacts on plants and wildlife of the Santa Lucia 
Preserve is based on reviews of special-status biological resources reports (BioSystems Analysis 
1992a, 1994ba), the forest and grazing management plans (Ralph Osterling Consultants 1994a, band 
Sage Associates 1994a, respectively), the erosion control plan (Bestor Engineers 1994), the 
comprehensive development and resource management plans, (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a, 
b ), the biological study of the golf trail plan (Bio Systems Analysis 1994b ), and the applicant's 
mitigation monitoring plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994). 

Since 1990, BioSystems Analysis (1994b) has conducted baseline inventories, habitat 
assessments, and focused special-status resource surveys throughout the Santa Lucia Preserve. The 
primary objective of these surveys was to compile a natural resources database that, when analyzed 
using a geographic information system (GIS), could provide a systematic overview of the preserve's 
sensitive biological resources. BioSystems Analysis conducted intensive ranchwide surveys for 
special-status plants during 1990-1991. All surveys followed the protocol recommended by DFG 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

11-1 

Biological Resources 
September 14, 1995 



and were conducted during the proper period of identification for special-status plants identified 
with potential to occur on the project site (BioSystems Analysis 1992a). A list of all plant species 
found during the surveys can be found in Appendix II of BioSystems Analysis (199 2a). 

Initially, the BioSystems Analysis surveys focused on the botanical and wildlife resources of 
upland habitats; the Habitat Restoration Group (HR.G) focused on aquatic and riparian resources; and 
Wetlands Research Associates (WRA) studied wetland areas. Subsequently, BioSystems Analysis 
incorporated the riparian data gathered by HRG into a comprehensive vegetation classification 
scheme for the entire Santa Lucia Preserve. Information on verified jurisdictional wetlands and other 
waters of the United States is compiled in a separate, unpublished report prepared by WRA. 
BioSystems Analysis, in conjunction with Robert Lamb Hart, compiled nearly all biological data and 
natural resources studies into a GIS database to be used for future analyses. 

In addition to reviewing the above-mentiohed reports, Jones & Stokes Associates botanists 
and wildlife biologists reviewed other relevant published literature and unpublished reports, project 
correspondence, topographic maps, aerial photographs, and Jones & Stokes Associates file data to 
obtain additional information. 

A Jones & Stokes Associates botanist and wildlife biologist conducted a reconnaissance-level 
field survey of Santa Lucia Preserve on December 13 and 14, 1994; personnel from BioSystems 
Analysis (Diehl and Thelander pers. comms.) and the Rancho San Carlos Partnership (Froke pers. 
comm.) provided an overview of the property and participated in the field survey. Jones & Stokes 
Associates biologists contacted personnel at DFG (Wilcox Wilcoxon pers. comm.) and USFWS 
(Rutherford pers. comm.) to obtain additional site-specific information to identify agency concerns 
regarding potential impacts of this project on biological resources. 

Robert Lamb Hart operated the GIS database to produce distributional maps of biological 
resources, to generate acreages of biological communities presently occurring on the project site, and 
to determine the area of each biological community that would be directly affected by implementing 
the proposed project. Additionally, WRA provided information on jurisdictional wetlands and other 
waters of the United States that would be directly affected by project implementation. 

SETTING 

Overview of Vegetation Resources 

The proposed Santa Lucia Preserve is located within the northern Santa Lucia Range of 
Monterey County. The varied topography and associated diversity of soil types combine with the 
heterogeneous influence of coastal fog over the project site to promote the occurrence of numerous 
habitat types and a great diversity of associated species. 
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The mosaic of plant communities includes oak woodlands and savannas, evergreen forests, 
scrubs and chaparrals, freshwater wetlands, and streams and ponds. The project site is located on 
the central coast within a biologically diverse and floristically rich region of California (Howitt and 
Howell 1964). Almost 600 plant taxa representing 93 families were identified on the site (Rancho 
San Carlos Partnership 1994a). Of these, only 20% were non-native plants. 

Cultural influences have likely resulted in modifications in species composition and habitat 
arrangement; even so, significant vegetation resources are currently found on the site. These include 
six special-status plant species and important native communities such as oak woodlands and 
savannas, redwood and Monterey pine forests, coastal scrub, and riparian and wetl1;1.nd habitats. 
Active management measures recently implemented, including modifications to the grazing regime 
and the seeding of native grasses, are furthering the botanical habitat values on the site. 

Overview of Wildlife Resources 

Because of its large size and diversity of vegetation communities, the Santa Lucia Preserve 
supports a broad representation of the typical wildlife species that occur in the central Coast Ranges. 
This is in spite of the fact that wildlife habitats in the study area have experienced a century of heavy 
livestock grazing, human landscape modifications, and the introduction of non-native species, 
including bullfrogs, wild turkeys, and wild boars (BioSystems Analysis 1992a and 1994b ). Current 
land management practices, however, include reduced grazing pressure and fencing of riparian 
habitats, which have significantly increased the wildlife habitat values of these areas in just a few years 
(Diehl and Froke pers. comms.). 

The interspersion of native habitats, including chaparral, coastal scrub, grassland, redwood 
forest, oak woodland, oak savanna, riparian woodlands, and herbaceous wetlands, forms a complex, 
habitat mosaic across the Santa Lucia Preserve. Because of the proximity of distinct habitat types, 
one can observe a diversity of wildlife species within a relatively short distance. 

The Santa Lucia Preserve protects several large, intact watersheds and, consequently, offers 
habitat for wide-ranging species such as golden eagles, prairie falcons, and mountain lions. Extensive 
areas of grassland, chaparral, woodland, and forest provide important linkages and movement 
corridors between watersheds and offer suitable breeding habitat for sensitive species with large home 
range requirements. 

Biological Community Descriptions 

The biological communities described by BioSystems Analysis (1994b) are summarized below 
under 10 general categories: oak woodlands and oak savannas, chaparrals, scrubs, grasslands, 
evergreen forests, riparian areas, herbaceous wetlands, reservoirs, other vegetated types, and other 
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nonvegetated types (Figure 11-1). Table 11-1 shows which of the detailed biological communities 
described by BioSystems Analysis are included under each of these general categories. 

Typical plant and wildlife species of the general biological community types and an assessment 
of their distributional status and importance are summarized below. In-depth accounts of all the 
detailed communities identified by Biosystems Analysis can be found in the Rancho San Carlos 
special-status biological resources report (1994b). Common and scientific names of plant and wildlife 
species mentioned in the text are provided in Appendix D. 

Oak Woodlands and Savannas 

Oak Woodlands. Oak woodlands are communities characterized by a partially open canopy 
to mostly closed canopy. Dominant trees, which sometimes co-occur to dominate a community, 
include coast live oak, valley oak, black oak, and canyon live oak. Sparse to well-developed 
herbaceous and shrubby understories exist. Lace lichen, a nonvascular plant common in the coastal 
fog zone, can be found hanging on oak tree branches in many woodlands on the project site. 

Mature oak woodlands of the Santa Lucia Preserve are especially attractive to wildlife 
because they provide important forage and cover. A large number of ground-, shrub-, and tree­
nesting birds, including special-status raptors like Cooper's hawks, sharp-shinned hawks, and white­
tailed kites use the oak woodlands. Wide-ranging predators such as bobcats and coyotes, as well as 
smaller predators such as gray fox and striped skunk, also frequent oak woodlands of the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. 

A variety of woodpeckers can be found in oak woodlands of the Santa Lucia Preserve, 
including acorn woodpeckers, Nuttall's woodpeckers, Lewis' woodpeckers, downy woodpeckers, 
hairy Woodpeckers, and northern flickers. Woodpeckers excavate nest holes in live and dead oaks, 
and these cavities are subsequently used by other cavity-nesting species, such as American kestrels, 
western screech-owls, tree swallows, violet-green swallows, ash-throated flycatchers, white-breasted 
nuthatches, plain titmice, and western bluebirds. Oak acorns provide an important food source for 
many species including band-tailed pigeons, acorn woodpeckers, scrub jays, yellow-billed magpies, 
western gray squirrels, deer mice, and black-tailed deer. Deer make extensive use of oak woodlands 
and savannas of the study area. Monterey dusky-footed woodrats inhabit oak woodland, chaparral, 
and scrub habitats with moderate to dense cover and abundant, dead, woody materials for next 
construction and their characteristic stick houses are present throughout the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

Oak foliage and bark attract insects that are important to the diet of birds such as white­
breasted nuthatches, plain titmice, Bewick's wrens, ruby-crowned kinglets, western bluebirds, blue­
gray gnatcatchers, American robins, solitary vireos, Hutton's vireos, warbling vireos, orange-crowned 
warblers, Nashville warblers, yellow-rumped warblers, black-throated gray warblers, western 
tanagers, black-headed grosbeaks, fox sparrows, northern orioles, lesser goldfinches, Lawrence's 
goldfinches, and house finches. 
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Table 11-1. General Biological Communities and Subtypes Described 
in This Report and Corresponding Detailed Biological Communities 

Identified by BioSystems Analysis (1994) Page 1 of 3 

Present aassification BioS~tems Anal~is (1994) Qassification 

Biological Community 

Oak woodlands and savannas 

Scrubs 

Chaparrals 

Grasslands 

Subtype 

Oak woodlands 

Oak savannas 

Annual grassland 

Coastal terrace prairie 

Habitat 
Number 

6 

7 

9 

12 

15 

18 

23 

27 

30 

31 

32 

33 

37 

40 

44 

47 

11 

14 

16 

25 

26 

36 

43 

70 

2 

56 

·s 

19 

24 

41 

3 

10 
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Habitat Type 

Mixed oak woodland 

Coast live oak-chamise woodland 

Coast live oak-bay woodland 

Coast live oak-black oak woodland 

Canyon live oak woodland 

Coast live oak-coyote brush woodland 

Valley oak-black oak woodland 

Valley oak-blue oak woodland 

Coast live oak-chamise-yucca-valley oak 

Mixed oak woodland-scrub 

Black oak woodland 

Coast live oak-chamise-manzanita 

Black oak-valley oak-manzanita 

Coast live oak woodland 

Coast live oak-valley oak woodland 

Coast live oak-valley oak-blue oak woodland 

Valley oak savanna 

Valley oak-coast live oak savanna 

Coast live oak-savanna 

Valley oak-blue oak-savanna 

Coast live oak-black oak-savanna 

Black oak-savanna 

Valley oak-black oak-savanna 

Valley oak trees 

Coyote brush scrub 

Coastal scrub 

Chamise-manzanita chaparral 

Ceanothus chaparral 

Chamise-yucca chaparral 

Chamise chaparral 

Ruderal grassland 

Coastal terrace prairie 



Table 11-1. Continued Page 2 of 3 

Present Qassification BioSystems Analysis (1994) aassification 

Habitat Habitat Type 
Biological Community Subtype Number 

Evergreen forests Redwood forest 4 Redwood forest 

Redwood forest 38 Redwood forest-coyote brush 

Redwood forest 65 Tanoak seral stage 

Mixed evergreen forest 13 Mixed evergreen forest 

Mixed evergreen forest 68 Madrone seral stage 

Montereypine forest 21 Monterey pine forest 

Riparian 29 Coast live oak riparian 

35 Willow riparian 

101 Arroyo willow 

102 Arroyo willow· mixed 

103 Arroyo willow-black cottonwood 

104 Arroyo willow-coast live oak mixed 

105 Arroyo willow mixed oak 

106 Arroyo willow-sycamore 

107 Arroyo willow-white alder mixed 

108 Bay mixed 

109 Bay-coast live oak mixed 

110 Bay-coyote brush 

111 Bay-redwood 

112 Black cottonwood 

113 Black cottonwood-arroyo willow 

114 Black cottonwood-white alder 

115 Black cottonwood-white alder mixed 

116 Coast live oak 

117 Coast live oak mixed 

118 Coast live oak-arroyo willow mixed 

119 Coast live oak-bay 

120 Coast live oak-buckeye mixed 

121 Coast live oak-maple mixed 

122 Coast live oak-redwood mixed 

123 Coast live oak-sycamore mixed 

124 Coast live oak-tanoak mixed 

125 Maple mixed 

126 Mixed 
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Table 11-1. Continued Page 3 of 3 

Present Qassification BioSystems Analysis (1994) aassification 

Habitat Habitat Type 
Biological Community Subtype Number 

127 Mixed oak 

128 Mixed willow 

136 White alder mixed 

137 White alder-redwood mixed 

138 Valley oak 

139 Valley oak mixed 

140 Valley oak-arroyo willow mixed 

141 Valley oak-coast live oak mixed 

142 White alder-arroyo willow mixed 

143 Blue oak mixed 

144 Denuded 

200 Unidentified riparian 

130 Redwood alluvial 

\ 131 Redwood-arroyo willow mixed 

132 Redwood-bay mixed 

133 Redwood-live oak 

134 Redwood-live oak mixed 

135 Redwood mixed 

Herbaceous wetlands 28 Freshwater seep 

51 Wetland 

60 Willow-seep 

Reservoirs 34 Reservoir 

Other vegetated types 20 Monterey pine-Monterey cypress (introduced) 

22 Ponderosa pine grove 

52 Polo field 

62 Farm 

63 Golf course 

Other nonvegctated types 8 Rock outcrop 

48 Gravel pit 

50 Ranch area 

57 Qiffs 

58 Developed 

64 Disturbed 
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Oak Savannas. Oak savannas are dominated by oak species similar to those stated above 
for oak woodlands but are characterized by a much larger herbaceous component. Trees are widely 
spaced in the landscape and a dense herbaceous understory layer supporting species typical of 
grasslands ( described below) exists. The low density of oaks in savannas is generally attributed to 
the drier soil moisture conditions compared with those found in woodlands, but may also have 
resulted from past woodcutting activity or past grazing practices. , 

Scattered trees in oak savannas attract many of the same wildlife species found in oak 
woodlands, but shrub-dwelling species are usually absent. The grassland understories of oak 
savannas support all the same species. as open grasslands and offer foraging habitat and cover for 
western fence lizards, California quail, wild turkeys, mourning doves, northern flickers, black-tailed 
hares, deer mice, gray fox, and black-tailed deer. 

Distribution and Importance. Oak woodlands and savannas are found throughout 
the foothills of California and scattered in the valleys where the habitat requirements specific to each 
oak species are met. Oak wc:>odlands and savannas are considered important native communities 
because they provide a variety of ecological, aesthetic, and economic values. The extent of oak 
woodlands and savannas in California has declined, however, as a result of agricultural conversion, 
urban development, fuelwood harvesting, and grazing activities. In response to this loss, the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS), and The Nature Conservancy have identified the conservation and management of oak 
woodlands and savannas as major issues. The California State Senate passed a resolution identifying 
the conservation of these communities as a priority of state agencies when authorizing actions and 
projects (Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 17, January 18, 1989). ' 

Chaparrals 

Chaparral is composed of dense thickets of sclerophyllus shrubs. The dominant shrub species 
is chamise, which occurs alone and as a codominant with shaggy-barked manzanita or yucca. A small 
area dominated by blue blossom is also found on the project site. 

Chaparral provides dense cover and foraging and nesting habitat for several shrub-dependent 
wildlife species. The wrentit is a bird found primarily in the chaparral belts of Calif<;,rnia. Chaparral 
plants provide browse, berries, and seeds for California quail, northern mockingbirds, California 
thrashers, American robins, hermit thrushes, rufous-sided towhees, California towhees, dark-eyed 
juncos, white-crowned sparrows, golden-crowned sparrows, brush mice, narrow-faced kangaroo rats, 
and black-tailed deer. Insectivorous birds, such as orange-crowned warblers, bushtits, blue-gray 
gnatcatchers, and Bewick's wrens feed on insects on chaparral foliage. Chaparral also provides 
habitat for mammals and reptiles, including gray foxes, deer mice, western fence lizards, western 
rattlesnakes, gopher snakes, and possibly silvery legless lizards. 

Distribution and Importance. The chaparrals' found on the project site are relatively 
common communities that occur on well-drained slopes and ridgetops throughout the region. 
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Scrub Communities 

Scrub communities are composed of soft-leaved, low-stature shrubs that are typically found 
on slopes with shallow soils. Coyote brush scrub is the primary scrub community subtype on the 
project site. Openings are often found in coyote brush scrub that allow for the establishment and 
growth of grasses and forbs. Coastal scrub, a minor but important scrub community on the project 
site, is dominated by shrubs such as coast sagebrush, chamise, coyote brush, and ocean spray. 
Coastal scrub tends to form dense thickets that provide complete cover. 

Scrub habitats at the Santa Lucia Preserve support most of the same wildlife species found 
in chaparral habitats. Berry-producing plants are less common in scrub habitats than in chaparral; 
therefore, wildlife species that require berries and other fruiting shrubs tend to be less abundant in 
scrub habitats. 

Distribution and Importance. The coastal scrub found on the project site is abundant on 
the west side of the Santa Lucia Range between Monterey and Point Conception. Because of its 
limited range and current threats posed by a variety of factors, especially development, coastal scrub 
is considered an important native community. On the other hand, coyote brush scrub is more widely 
distributed throughout central and northern California. · 

Grasslands 

Grasslands are herbaceous communities that support a variety of annual or perennial grasses 
and forbs. The project site supports mostly non-native annual grassland, but also has some significant 
stands of native grasses in the form of coastal terrace prairie grassland. These two grassland subtypes 
are described below. 

Annual Grassland. Annual grassland is dominated mostly by non-native annual grasses and 
perennial and annual forbs. Non-native species apparently predominate because of past land use 
practices that resulted in significant disturbances, such as heavy grazing. Common grasses include 
wild oat, soft chess, ripgut grass, and silvery hairgrass. Typical herbs include California poppy,. 
purple clarkia, red-stemmed filaree, and Douglas' annual lupine. 

Annual grasslands, pasturelands, and historical dryland farmed areas provide important 
foraging areas for several special-status raptors such as golden eagles, northern harriers, red­
shouldered hawks, and white-tailed kites. Grasslands support insects, amphibians, reptiles, small 
mammals, and birds that are preyed upon by predatory animals, including red-tailed hawks, red­
shouldered hawks, American kestrels, coyotes, and gray foxes. Ungrazed grasslands, especially those 
near water, provide important cover for breeding waterfowl such as mallards and cinnamon teal. 
Improved grazing management at the preserve in recent years has probably enhanced the habitat value 
for these species. 
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Other typical wildlife in grassland habitats include Pacific treefrogs, gopher snakes, turkey 
vultures, Say's phoebes, western kingbirds, American crows, lark sparrows, western meadowlarks, 
California voles, western harvest mice, black-tailed hares, California ground squirrels, and black-tailed 
deer. Because they lack vertical vegetation layers, however, grasslands typically support fewer 
wildlife species than shrub- and tree-dominated habitats. 

Coastal Terrace Prairie. This community supports non-native grasses such as those 
described above for annual grassland, but is also characterized by significant quantities of native 
grasses such as purple needlegrass, Parish's wheatgrass, California wild oat grass, slender hairgrass, 
alkali rye-grass, northern barley, and big squirreltail. A variety of native and non-native herbaceous 
forbs occur throughout this coastal terrace prairie. 

Similar to annual grasslands, coastal terrace prairies offer similar foraging habitat for special­
status raptors such as golden eagles, northern harriers, and white-tailed kites. 

Wildlife commonly observed in coastal terrace prairies include western fence lizards, turkey 
vultures, Say's phoebes, tree swallows, western bluebirds, European starlings, lark sparrows, western 
meadowlarks, Brewer's blackbirds, brown-headed cowbirds, house finches, California ground 
squirrels, Botta's pocket gophers, California voles, black-tailed deer, and coyotes. Similar to 
grasslands and wet meadows, coastal prairies lack tall vegetation and support fewer species than 
shrub- or tree-dominated habitats. 

Distribution and Importance. Coastal terrace prairie occurs on marine terraces 
within the coastal fog zone, with patchy distribution from Santa Cruz County to Oregon. Coastal 
terrace prairie is considered an important native community because of its limited distribution and 
threat~ facing remaining occurrences. On the other hand, annual grassland is a community that is 
common regionally and throughout California. 

Evergreen Forests 

Three primary subtypes of evergreen forest are found on· the project site: redwood forest, 
mixed evergreen forest, and Monterey pine forest. 

Redwood Forest. This community is dominated by a dense overstory of coast redwood and 
a heavy accumulation of litter on the forest floor. Occasionally, other trees such as California bay and 
tan-bark oak are found. Scattered shrubs that occur include ocean spray, common snowberry, and 
coffeeberry. Typical herbaceous species are Oregon wood-sorrel, redwood violet, wake robin, and 
a variety of fems. 

The wildlife found in redwood forest is similar to that described below for mixed evergreen 
forest. 
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Distribution and Importance. Redwood forest is an evergreen forest type that is 
considered an important natural community. Although prevalent and nearly continuous in the outer 
Coast Ranges from extreme southwestern Oregon to Sonoma County, redwood forest occurs only 
sporadically down the coast from Marin County to southern Monterey County. It is limited in the 
inland and upper latitudinal ranges by the lack of moisture carried by summer fogs. Redwood forest 
is considered an important biological community because of its limited distribution and threats posed 
by continued timber harvesting. 

Mixed Evergreen Forest. Mixed evergreen forests are dense, closed-canopy communities 
dominated by any combination of the following trees: coast redwood, tan-bark oak, madrone, and 
Monterey pine. Broadleaf deciduous trees, such as bigleaf maple, black oak, and California sycamore, 
constitute minor components in mixed evergreen forest. The understory ranges from a sparse cover 
of forbs to a moderately dense cover of shrubs. 

Mature groves of redwood and other mixed evergreen forests of the Santa Lucia Preserve 
have multilayered vegetation and the mid- and upper canopy layers that provide foraging oppor­
tunities, cover, and nesting, or roosting substrates for a diversity of wildlife, including special-status 
species, such as California spotted owls and marbled murrelets, which have the potential to occur. 

Many wildlife species use the bark, branches, or foliage of these forests including red­
shouldered hawks, red-tailed hawks, band-ta,iled pigeons, great homed owls, hairy woodpeckers, 
pileated woodpeckers, Pacific slope flycatchers, olive-sided flycatchers, western wood pewees, 
Steller's jays, chestnut-backed chickadees, brown creepers, white-breasted nuthatches, golden­
crowned kinglets, warbling vireos, solitary vireos, Townsend's warblers, yellow-rumped warblers, 
western tanagers, black-headed grosbeaks, northern orioles, purple finches, and western gray 
squirrels. Acorns and nuts are an important autumn food for many species, such as black-tailed deer, 
band-tailed pigeons, California quail, northern flickers, and western gray squirrels. 

Where present, the shrub layer of the mixed evergreen forest provides food and cover for wild 
turkeys, California quail, Swainson's thrushes, California towhees, rufous-sided towhees, dark-eyed 
juncos, orange-crowned warblers, fox sparrows, coyotes, gray foxes, black-tailed deer, and 
occasionally black bears. Typical reptiles and amphibians include the southern alligator lizards, 
California slender salamanders, and California newts. 

Distribution and Importance. Mixed evergreen forest is relatively common in the 
outer Coast Ranges from Santa Cruz County northward into Oregon. This community is also found 
on north-facing slopes of the inner north Coast Ranges, the Santa Lucia Ranges, and with small 
exte,isions to Santa Barbara County (Holland 1986). 

Monterey Pine Forest. Monterey pine forest is a relatively closed-canopy coniferous 
community dominated by Monterey pine. Scattered shrubs present in low densities include salal, 
shaggy-barked manzanita, canyon gooseberry, and blue blossom. A dense needle litter layer covers 
the forest floor, so that few herbaceous plants exist. 
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Monterey pine forests would support niany of the same wildlife species present in mixed 
evergreen forests. Species requiring a distinct shrub layer, however, would be less common in dense 
stands of Monterey pine. A few species, such as pygmy nuthatches, strongly prefer pine trees over 
other conifers (Roberson 1985) and tend to be most abundant in Monterey pine forests of the Study 
area. 

Distribution and Importance. Although Monterey pine is a widely planted tree, 
native stands are restricted to three areas in coastal California and two islands off the coast of Baja 
California (Jones & Stokes Associates 1994). The limited distribution of Monterey pine forest 
relative to historical extent and ongoing threats posed by development and pitch canker, a fungusthat 
may threaten the viability of Monterey pine trees, warrant the designation of Monterey pine forest 
as an important native community. 

Riparian Communities 

Riparian communities occur on the banks of creeks and drainages that are seasonally or 
perennially flooded and have a year~round high water table. This strearnside vegetation is typically 
characterized by multilayered strata consisting of tree, shrub, and herbaceous layers. Common 
species include arroyo willow, black cottonwood, white alder, California bay, coast live oak, and 
coast redwood. The two latter species tend to form monospecific stands on canyon slopes that are 
characterized by more moderate water table levels. California blackberry, Himalayan berry, and 
poison-oak are common shrub species. Riparian areas that pond or flood water for long duration may 
support a herbaceous wetland component that includes rushes and sedges. Fems are also common 
on the mesic banks of riparian canyons. An open water component of riparian habitats is represented 
by perennial and seasonal streams and drainages. 

Mixed riparian forests support the densest and most diverse bird communities in northern 
California ( Gaines 197 4 ). Their variety of plant species, multilayered vegetation, perennial surface 
water, and abundant food sources make riparian habitats especially attractive to wildlife (Warner 
1979). 

Mature willows, alders, and cottonwoods provide high-quality nesting habitat for nesting 
raptors such as red-tailed hawks, red-shouldered hawks, and white-tailed kites. Cavity-nesting birds, 
such as Nuttall's woodpeckers, downy woodpeckers, northern flickers, plain titmice, and white-
. breasted nuthatches, prefer mature stands of trees. Wildlife species in riparian habitats dominated by · 
coast redwood or coast live oak are more similar to those observed in analogous upland habitat types, 
especially in moist groves with well-developed understory vegetation. 

Riparian shrubs produce important fall and winter foods for birds and mammals. Common 
wildlife species that depend on the nectar, fruits, and seeds of riparian plants include Anna's 
hummingbirds, black-headed grosbeaks, rufous-sided towhees, California towhees, song sparrows, 
Lincoln's sparrows, raccoons, ringtails, striped skunks, and western gray squirrels. Larger predators 
such as mountain lions and bobcats often use riparian habitats as travel corridors. 
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The permanent to semipermanent water in riparian habitats allows for a high abundance of 
amplubians relative to other habitats, such as Pacific treefrog, California newt, arboreal salamander, 
and slender salamander. 

Riparian vegetation supports an abundance of insects that feed on foliage and stems during 
the growing season. These insects, in turn, support a high density of migratory and resident insect­
eating birds, including the Pacific-slope flycatchers, western wood pewees, Swainson's thrushes, 
yellow warblers, MacGillivray's warblers, Wilson's warblers, yellow-breasted chats, warbling vireos, 
bushtits, and house wrens. 

Insectivorous species that have declined dramatically or been eliminated from northern 
California's nesting avifauna include yellow-billed cuckoos, willow flycatch~rs, Bell's vireos, yellow 
warblers, yellow-breasted chats, and blue grosbeaks (Remsen 1978). Throughout this range, habitat 
destruction and fragmentation, or nest parasitism by the brown-headed cowbird are the primary 
causes of their declines (Gaines 1974, Remsen 1978, Sanders and Flett 1989, Harris et al. 1991). 

BioSystems Analysis (1994b) detected relatively few brown-headed cowbirds in riparian 
habitats of the Santa Lucia Preserve. Fencing of riparian habitats and reducing the overall grazing 
intensity at the Santa Lucia Preserve offer benefits to all riparian nesting species by reducing the risk 
of nest losses due to trampling, browsing, and brown-headed cowbirds. Recent, probable breeding 
of yellow warblers and yellow-breasted chats at Moore's Lake and at the lower end of Potrero 
Canyon suggests that riparian habitat conditions may be improving for these sensitive, insectivorous 
songbirds. 

BioSystems Analysis (1992a) identified the riparian habitats around Moore's Lake and 
Cienega Pond and those along the lower Potrero Canyon area and the Carmel River as particularly 
important habitat areas at the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

Distribution and Importance. Riparian areas are recognized throughout California as 
important communities because of their limited extent compared to their historical distribution, their 
importance to dependent plant and wildlife species, and threats facing remaining occurrences. Their 
value and current status qualify them as important native communities. This status is supported by 
the DFG policy promoting "no net loss" of wetland habitat, which often includes riparian areas 
(California Fish and Game Commission 1987). 

Riparian areas along the reaches of San Francisquito Creek near the hacienda qualify as 
wetlands under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and the seasonal and perennial open water 
habitats of streams and drainages within riparian areas qualify as other waters of the United States 
(see "Waters of the United States" below). 
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Herbaceous Wetlands 

Herbaceous wetlands on the project site consist of wet meadow and marsh communities, 
which are described below. 

Wet Meadows. Wet meadows are herbaceous communities occurring in catchments and 
along seeps and low-lying channels. Typical plant species found in wet meadows that are adapted 
to hydric conditions include iris-leaved rush, yellow buttercup, meadowfoam, popcornflower, stinging 
nettle, and water hemlock. 

The high plant diversity and variable hydrology of wet· meadows make them attractive 
foraging, nesting, and resting habitat for many wetland-dependent birds, reptiles, and amphibians in 
the study area. The mosaic of grasslands, marshes, or open water near most wet meadows in the 
study area enhances their value for wildlife. Because wet meadows are associated with saturated soils, 
however, they receive limited use by most species of small mammals and their predators. 

Water birds such as great blue herons, great egrets, and mallards forage in wet meadows of 
the Sarita Lucia Preserve. Wet meadows also offer important foraging habitat for other wetland 
wildlife species including black phoebes, tree swallows, barn swallows, marsh wrens, American 
robins, common yellowthroats, song sparrows, red-winged blackbirds, striped skunks, Pacific 
treefrogs, western toads, and garter snakes. Special-status species such as tricolored blackbirds also 
forage in wet meadows of the Santa Lucia Preserve and may attempt to breed in nearby marshland 
habitats or bramble thickets (Froke pers. comm.). 

Marshes. At the Santa Lucia Preserve, marshes usually occur as inclusions within other 
· wetland habitats such as wet meadows, riparian areas, and reservoirs. Marshes are characterized by 
a prevalence of perennial emergent vegetation with intermixed grasslike herbaceous species. 
Dominant plants include narrow-leaved cattail, bulrush, and spikerush. 

Bulrushes and cattails fringing Moore's Lake and elsewhere in the study area provide high­
quality foraging and breeding habitat and cover for wildlife including waterfowl, marsh birds, and 
songbirds. During the winter, freshwater marshes provide seeds and invertebrate foods consumed 
by waterfowl, including mallards, American widgeon, and wood ducks. Common wintering songbirds 
at these small marshlands include black phoebes, song sparrows, Lincoln's sparrows, and red-winged 
blackbirds. 

In general, the marshes available at the Santa Lucia Preserve are not large enough or 
sufficiently protected (i.e., on islands) to meet the nesting requirements of tricolored blackbirds, as 
described by Beedy et al. (I 991 ). 

Distribution and Importance. Wetland habitats, including wet meadows and marshes, have 
been significantly reduced regionally and statewide by agricultural and urban development. 
Herbaceous wetlands are important because they provide habitat for dependent plant and wildlife 
species and serve as stormwater detention basins and sites for groundwater infiltration. DFG values 
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wetland habitats and supports their protection through a "no net loss" policy (California Fish and 
Game Commission 1987). Herbaceous wetlands on the project site qualify as jurisdictional wetlands 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. See "Waters of the United States" below for a discussion 
of Corps regulation over wetlands and other waters of the United States. 

Resenroirs 

Reservoirs, also referred to as lakes, stock ponds, and borrow pits, are artificially created open 
water habitats. The shallow, inundated pond margins and adjacent seasonally flooded edges are 
characterized by wetland vegetation described above for wet meadows and marshes. Aquatic 
vegetation such as manna grass, pondweeds and water buttercup grow in moderately deep portions 
of the ponds. Growth of rooted, vascular plants is inhibited in the deepest parts of the ponds. 
Occasionally, scattered riparian plants such as willows also occur around reservoir margins. 

Moore's Lake, stock ponds, and other artificial water impoundments attract significant 
numbers of wildlife, especially if they contain permanent water and wildlife cover such as emergent 
or riparian vegetation. Typical wildlife observed near open water habitats of the preserve include 
great blue herons, green herons, wood ducks, mallards, American widgeon, ring-necked ducks, ruddy 
ducks, buftleheads, and American coots. Stock ponds also provide drinking water for many wildlife 
species, including black-tailed deer, feral pigs, California quail, wild turkeys, gray fox, and raccoons. 
Pied-billed grebes and belted kingfishers also forage for fish in open water habitats. 

BioSystems Analysis (1992a) surveyed 26 ponds, seeps, and drainages to determine the status 
and distribution of aquatic and semiaquatic amphibians and reptiles at the Santa Lucia Preserve. 
These surveys were primarily designed to detect the presence of special-status amphibians and reptiles 
including California red-legged frogs, California tiger salamanders, western pond turtles, and San 
Francisco garter snakes. 

Bullfrogs and fish are known predators of native amphibians. Bio Systems Analysis (1992a) 
reported adult bullfrogs and their tadpoles in 11 of the 26 p~nds they surveyed. Pacific treefrogs 
were detected most frequently in these surveys, followed by California newts, California red-legged 
frogs, California tiger salamanders, western pond turtles, and an unidentified garter snake. In general, 
ponds supporting bullfrogs or bluegill fish were characterized by low amphibian and reptile diversity 
(BioSystems Analysis 1992a). 

Distribution and Importance. Artificially created impoundments are common locally, 
regionally, and statewide. Aquatic habitats characterized by open waters are typically considered 
waters of the United States under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act (see "Waters of the 
United States" below). 
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Other Vegetated Types 

Several community types were combined by BioSystems Analysis into the category "other 
vegetated types" because of the small areas they occupy or because of extensive cultural 
modifications. The communities include a planted stand ofMonterey pine and Monterey cypress near 
an old home site, a small 3-acre stand of ponderosa pines, a polo field, farm, golf course, freshwater 
seep, wetland, and willow-seep. The wetland communities (freshwater seep, wetland, and willow­
seep) were assessed separately for the purposes of this report under "Wet Meadows", "Marshes", and 
"Riparian" areas (above) and below in the discussion of "Waters of the United States". 

Other Non vegetated Types 

Other nonvegetated types include rock outcrop, gravel pit, the ranch area, cliffs, and 
developed and disturbed areas. These communities support little natural vegetation because of lack 
of soil or their disturbed nature. Steep cliffs near Pefion Peak and elsewhere at the Santa Lucia 
Preserve provide suitable nesting habitat for several special-status raptors, including golden eagles, 
prairie falcons, and peregrine falcons; however, no occupied nesting eyries were found during the 
1991 surveys (BioSystems Analysis 1994a). 

Waters of the United States 

Areas that meet the definition of wetlands and other waters of the United States under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (33 CFR 238.3 and 328.4, 40 CFR 230.3) were identified by WRA, and 
accepted by the San Francisco District of the Corps of Engineers as representing its jurisdiction, and 
are shown in Figures 11-2 and 11-3 (Josselyn pers. comm.). "Waters of the United States" is the 
encompassing term for areas under federal jurisdiction pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. Waters of the.United States are divided into "wetlands" and "other waters of the United States". 

Wetlands are defined as "areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at 
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions" (33 CFR 328.3[b], 40 
CFR 230.3). To be considered under federal jurisdiction, a wetland must support positjye indicators 
for hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil, and wetland hydrology. Wet meadows, marshes, and riparian 
areas on the project site that meet these criteria are considered jurisdictional wetlands. 

Other waters of the United States are seasonal or perennial water bodies, including lakes, 
stream channels, drainages, ponds, and other surface water features that exhibit an ordinary high 
water-mark but lack positive indicators for one or more of the three wetland parameters (33 CFR 
328.4). 
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Special-Status Species 
Definitions of Special-Status Species 

Special-status species include plants and animals listed or proposed for listing as threatened 
or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (50 CFR 1711-12), and state-listed 
threatened or endangered species that are protected under the state ESA (California Administrative 
Code, Title 14, Section 670.5). 

In additional to listed and proposed species, special-status species include plants and animals 
in the following categories: 

• plants and animals that are Category 1 or 2 candidates for possible future listing as 
threatened or endangered under the federal ESA (59 Federal Register [219]:58982-
59028, November 15, 1994); · 

• animal species of special concern to DFG (Remsen 1978 [birds] and Williams 1986 
[mammals]); 

• animals fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code, Section 3511 
[birds], 4700 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]); 

• active and recently active raptor nests (California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503.5); 

• plants considered rare and endangered by the California Native Plant Society (Lists lB 
and 2) (Skinner and Pavlik 1994); and 

• plants listed by CNPS as plants about which more information is needed to determine 
their status and plants of limited distribution (Lists 3 and 4 in Skinner and Pavlik 1994), 
which may be included as special-status species on the basis oflocal significance or recent 
biological information. 

Special-Status Plants 

Twenty-eight special-status plant species were identified as having potential to occur on the 
project site (BioSystems Analysis 1994) and are listed in Table 11-2, along with their distributions 
and habitat requirements. Of these, six species were identified as occurring on the project site: 
Douglas' spineflower, Lewis' clarkia, Pinnacles buckwheat, small-leaved lomatium, Gairdner's 
yampah, and Monterey pine (BioSystems Analysis 1994b). The known distributions of these plants 
on the project site are shown in Figure 11-4. 

None of these species are state or federally listed as threatened or endangered. Monterey pine 
and Pinnacles buckwheat are considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California arid elsewhere 
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Table 11-2. Special-Status Plants with Known Potential. for Occurrence at the Santa Lucia Preserve, Monterey County• Page 1 of 4 

Legal Status b 

PederalfState/CNPS 
Known from Potential Project 

Common and Scientific Name Habitat Requirements Distribution Project Site Impact 

Hickman's onion Cl/-lB Grassy openings in closed-cone pine Monterey Peninsula, Fort Ord, No No 
(Allium hickmanii) forests, maritime chaparral, and Monterey Airport, and San Luis Obispo 

valley and foothill grasslands County 

Little Sur manzanita C2/-/1B Coastal bluff scrub and chaparral Monterey County No No 
(Arctostaphyfos edmundsii var. 
edmundsii) 

Hooker's manzanita -/-/lB Inhabits sandy soils, sandy shales, Del Monte Forest, Monterey Peninsula, No No 
(Arctostaphyfos hookeri ssp. and sandstone outcrops near Prunedale, Fort Ord, and the 
hookeri) Larkin Valley 

Toro manzanita C2/-/1B Occurs in stabilized sandy soils and Restricted to several sites in Monterey No No - (Arctostaphyfos montereyensis) badlands .in maritime· chaparral. County, including Fort Ord, Toro -I Regional Park, and Monterey Airport t-.> 
0 

Sandmat manzanita C2/-/1B Sandhills of maritime chaparral and Scattered locations around the No No 
(Arctostaphyfos pumifa) coast live oak woodland Monterey Peninsula and an extensive 

area on Port Ord 

Monterey ceanothus C2/-/4 Sandy hills and nats of maritime Monterey County along the coast and No No 
(Ceanothus cuneatus ssp. rigidus) chaparral, closed-cone coniferous Toro Regional Park, Monterey Airport, 

forests, and coastal scrub Fort Ord, and near Prunedale 

Douglas' spinenower -/-/4 Gravelly or sandy slopes Southern Coast Ranges from San Yes No 
(Chorizanthe dougfasii) Benito and Monterey Counties to San 

Obispo County 

Robust spinenower E/-/lB Sandy soils in coastal dune and Historically from Alameda and San No No 
(Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta) coastal scrub habitats Mateo Counties south to Santa Cruz 

and near the coast from southern Santa 
Cruz County to northern Monterey 
County, much of which is now -
developed 

Lewis' clarkia -F-/4 Coastal scrub, oak woodland, and Monterey and San Benito Counties Yes No 
(Clarkia'lewisii) chaparral communities 
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Common and Scientific Name 

Seaside bird's-beak 
(Cordylanthus rigidus ssp. 
littoralis) 

Monterey cypress 
(Cupressus macrocarpa) 

Hutchinson's larkspur 
(Delphinium hutchinsoniae) 

Eastwood's ericameria 
(Ericameria fasciculata) 

Pinnacles buckwheat 
(Eriogonum nortonii) 

Fragrant fritillary 
(Fritillaria /iliaceae) 

Cone Peak bedstraw 
(Galium califomicum ssp. 
lucinese) 

Wedge-leaved horkelia 
(Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea) 

Small-leaved lomatium 
(Lomatium parvifolium) 

Legal Status b 

Federal/State/CNPS 

Cl/E/18 

C2/-/1B 

C2/-/1B 

C2/-/1B 

C3c/-/1B 

C2/-/1B 

C2/-/1B 

C2/-/1B 

-/-/4 

\ 

'----__ ) 

Table 11-2. Continued Page 2 of 4 

Known rrom Potential Project 
Habitat Requirements Distribution Project Site Impact 

Inhabits sandy soils of stabilized Monterey and Santa Barbara Counties, No No 
dunes, maritime chaparral, coastal including Fort Ord, Monterey Airport, 
scrub, and closed-cone coniferous and between Carmel and Elkhorn 
forest Slough in Monterey County, and on 

Button Mesa in Santa Barbara County 

Closed-cone coniferous forest Known from only two native No No 
occurrences in the Monterey area, 
widely planted and naturalized 
elsewhere 

Coastal scrub, coastal prairie, and Monterey County No No 
mixed evergreen forest 

Coastal dune and scrub, maritime Found in Monterey County, including No No 
chaparral, and closed-cone coniferous Del Monte Forest, Monterey Airport, 
forest communities Toro Regional Park, near Prunedale, 

and Fort Ord 

Sandy soils in chaparral and Monterey and San Benito Counties Yes No 
grassland communities, often found 
on recent burns 

Coastal scrub and grassland; often on Sonoma County to Monterey County No No 
ultramafic soils 

Pine and oak woodlands Known from fewer than 10 occurrences No No 
in the northern Santa Lucia Ranges of 
Monterey County 

Sandy and gravelly places in coastal Along the coast from Sonoma County No No 
scrub, maritime chaparral, and to Santa Barbara County 
closed-cone coniferous forest 
communities 

Occurs in chaparral and open pine Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Luis Yes No 
forests Obispo Counties 



Table 11-2. Continued Page 3 of 4 

Legal Status b 

Federal/State/CNPS 
Known from Potential Project 

Common and Scientific Name Habitat Requirements Distribution Project Site Impact 

Carmel Valley bush mallow C2/-/1B Cismontane woodland Monterey and San Luis Obispo No No 
(Malacolhamnus palmeri var. Counties 
involucratus) 

Carmel Valley malacothix C2/-/1B Rocky open banks of chaparral and Monterey and Santa Barbara Counties No No 
(Malacothix saxatilis var. mixed evergreen forest 
arachnoidea) 

Mount Diablo cottonweed -/-/4 Bare, grassy, or rocky slopes in Widely distributed from Lake County No No 
(Micropus amphibola) broadleaf upland forests, woodlands, to Alameda County, as well as in Santa 

and grasslands Cruz, Monterey, and Santa Barbara 

- Counties -~ Curly-leaved monardella -/-/4 Chaparral and coastal dunes and Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties No No N 
(Monardel/a undu/ata var. scrub near the coast 
undulata) 

Dudley's lousewort C2/R/1B Maritime chaparral, forest, and Known from fewer than 15 occurrences No No 
(Pedicularis dudleyi) grassland communities in Monterey, San Luis Obispo; and San 

Mateo Counties; extirpated from Santa 
Cruz g>unty 

Gairdner's yampah CZ/-/4 Chaparral and broadleafed upland San Diego County north to Sonoma Yes Yes 
(Perideridia gairdneri ssp. forest, typically on wet, heavy soils County 
gairdneri) 

Monterey pine CZ/-/18 Closed-cone coniferous forest Native stands restricted to three areas Yes No 
(Pinus radiata) in coastal California and two islands off 

the coast of Baja California 

Muir's raillardella C3c/,-/1B Dry, open sites in granitic soils Southern Sierra Nevada in Fresno, No No 
(Raillardiopsis muirii) Kern, and Tulare Counties, and in 

Ventana Double Cone in the Santa 
-Lucia Ranges of Monterey County 

Hoffman's sanicie -/-/4 Shrubby coastal hills and pine wood- Central and south coast regions and on No No 
(Sanicula hoffmanii) lands, often on scrpcntinite or clay Santa Rosa Island 
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Legal Status b 

Common and Scientific Name 
Federal/State/CNPS 

Santa Cruz microseris C2/-/1B 
( Stebbinsoeris decipiens) 

<~____,J 

Table 11-2. Continued 

Habitat Requirements 

Open, sandy, shaley, or serpentine 
sites 

Distribution 

Monterey, Marin, and Santa Cruz 
Counties 

Known from 
Project Site 

No 

Page 4 of 4 

Potential Project 
Impact 

No 

• Source: BioSystems Analysis 1994. 

b Status explanations (see the "Definitions of Special-Status Species" section above for citations): 

Federal 

E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

Cl 

C2 

Category 1 candidate for federal listing. Category 1 includes species for which USFWS has on file enough substantial information on biological vulnerability and threat to support 
proposals to list them. 

Category 2 candidate for federal listing. Category 2 includes species for which USFWS has some biological information indicating that listing may be appropriate but for which 
further biological research and field study are usually needed to clarify the most appropriate status. Category 2 species are not necessarily less rare, threatened, or endangered 
than Category 1 species or listed species; the distinction relates to the amount of data available and is therefore administrative, not biological. 

C3c = no longer a candidate for federal listing. Category C3c species have been dropped from the candidate list because they are too widespread or not threatened at this time. 

not applicable. 

State 

R = listed as rare under the California Endangered Species Act. This category is no longer used for newly listed plants, but some plants previously listed as rare retain this designation. 

not applicable. 

California Native Plant Society 

1B = List 1B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 

4 = List 4 species: plants of limited distribution. 
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by CNPS (List lB). Gairdner's yampah and Monterey pine· are candidates for federal listing as 
threatened or endangered. Additionally, Gairdner's yampah, Douglas' spineflower, Lewis' clarkia, and 
small-leaved lomatium are considered plants oflimited distribution by CNPS (List 4). 

Detailed accounts of the special-status species known to occur on the project site can be 
found in BioSystems Analysis (1994b). 

Special-Status Wildlife 

Special-status wildlife species known or with potential to occur at Santa Lucia Preserve and 
vicinity are summarized in Table 11-3. Site-specific information provided in this table was primarily 
derived from Bio Systems Analysis' (1994b) detailed descriptions of the status of each species in 
the study area. 

State-Listed and Federally Listed Species 

State-listed and federally listed threatened and endangered wildlife species potentially 
occurring at Rancho San Carlos include the Smith's blue butterfly, bald eagle, peregrine falcon, 
marbled murrelet, and willow flycatcher. Based on focused field surveys for these species, only the 
Smith's blue butterfly is known to occur regularly at the Santa Lucia Preserve (BioSystems Analysis 
1994b, Table 10-3). 

I 
\. .-/ A single subadult bald eagle observed at Moore's Lake in 1991 is the only record for the 

preserve (Bio Systems Analysis 1994b ). Similarly, only one peregrine falcon was observed during 
the 1991 field surveys. Willow flycatchers are no longer known to breed in Monterey County, but 
they are regular fall migrants there (Roberson 1985); nonbreeding individuals could visit the Santa 
Lucia Preserve in migration, but they were not reported by BioSystems Analysis (1994b). Finally, 
focused surveys for marbled murrelets did not reveal any individuals in the study area (BioSystems 
Analysis 1994b ). 

Other Special-Status Species 

During 1991 field surveys, Bio Systems Analysis ( 1994b) assessed breeding habitat at the 
Santa Lucia Preserve for other special-status species. Based on field observations, the following 
species have a high potential to breed at the project site: California tiger salamanders, California red­
legged frogs, southwestern pond turtles, white-tailed kites, Cooper's hawks, golden eagles, long­
eared owls, California spotted owls, California homed larks, purple martins, yellow warblers, yellow­
breasted chats, pallid bats, and American badgers (Table 11-3). Potentially suitable breeding habitats 
also exist at the preserve for sharp-shinned hawks, prairie falcons, burrowing owls, tricolored 
blackbirds, and Townsend's western big-eared bats, but only nonbreeding individuals, or evidence of 
them, have been observed there (Bio Systems Analysis 1994b ). 
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Table 11-3. Special-Status and Special-Interest_ Wildlife with Known and Potential Occurrence at the Santa Lucia PrcscIVC, Monterey County 

Common 
and 

Scientific Names 

SPF.CIALSTATUS SPEaES 

Insects 

+ Smith's blue butterfly 
(Euphilotes enoptes smithi) · 

Amplu"bians 

+ California tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma tigrinum 
califomiense) 

+ California red-legged frog 
(Rana aurora draytoni) 

Foothill yellow-legged frog 
(Rana boyle1) 

Legal Status • 

Federal/State 

E/-

Cl/CSC 

PE/CSC 

C2/CSC 

Habitat Requirements 

Uses coastal dunes and hillsides 
that support seacliff buckwheat 
(Eriogonum parvifo/ium) or coast 
buckwheat (Eriogonum latifo-
lium); these plants are used as a 
nectar source for adults and .host 
plant for larvae 

Small ponds, lakes, or vernal 
pools in grasslands and oak 
woodlands for larvae; rodent 
burrows, rock crevices, or fallen 
logs for cover for adults 

Associated with coldwater pools 
with emergent and submergent 
vegetation and riparian species 
along the edges; may also occur 
in stock ponds; adults may 
estivate during dry periods in 
rodent holes or cracks in the soil 

Creeks or rivers in woodlands or 
forests; usually found near riffles 
with rocks and sunny banks 
nearby 

California Distribution 

Restricted to localized 
populations along the coast and 
coastal canyons of Monterey 
County; single populations 
reported in Santa Cruz and San 
Mateo Counties 

Central Valley, including Sierra 
Nevada foothills, up to about 
1,000 feet, and coastal region 
from Butte County south to 
Santa Barbara County 

Found along the coast and 
coastal mountain ranges of 
California, from Del Norte 
County south to San Diego 
County, and formerly occurred 
in the Sierra Nevada 

Coast Range south to Los 
Angeles County and Sierra 
Nevada foothills to about 6,000 
feet elevation 

/ 

Occurrence 
in 

Study Arca 

Populations of preferred buckwheat 
found at 41 locations, including the 
Animus, Chamisal Ridge, Pelion Peak, 
and the Touche; Smith's blue butter-
mes were obseIVCd at 16 of these 
locations during 1991 suIVCys, mostly 
in the Animus and on Pelion Peak 

Larvae were found in a stock pond 
near the summit of Pelion Peak 
during May and June 1991 suIVCys 

ObseIVCd at the stock pond near the 
summit of Pelion Peak and at 
Moore's Lake during 1991 suIVCys; 
numerous along a 7-mile section of 
Las Garzas Creek beginning about 4 
miles downstream from Moore's Lake; 
possible occurrence at San Jose Creek 

Not obseIVCd during 1991 suIVCys 

Suitable 
Breeding 
Habitat 
Present 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Page 1 of 8 

Potential 
Project 
Impact 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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Reptiles 

Common 
and 

Scientific Names 

California homed lizard 
(Phrynosoma coronatum 
frontale) 

Silvery legless lizard 
(Annie/la pulchra pulchra) 

+ Southwestern pond turtle 
(Clemmys mannorata pa/Iida) 

Birds 

Double-crested connorant 
(Phalacrocorax auritus) 

Legal Status• 

Federal/State 

C2/CSC 

C2/CSC 

C2/CSC 

-/CSC 

,-

Table 11-3. Continued 

Habitat Requirements California Distribution 

Grasslands, brushlands, wood- Sacramento Valley, including 
lands, and open coniferous forest foothills, south to southern 
with sandy or loose soil; requires California; Coast Range south of 
abundant ant colonies for Sonoma County; below 4,000 
foraging feet in northern California 

Requires moist, wann habitats Along the coast and transverse 
with loose soil for burrowing and and peninsular ranges from 
prostrate plant cover; often Contra Costa County to San 
forages in leaf litter at plant Diego County with spotty 
bases; may be found on beaches, occurrences in the San Joaquin 
sandy washes, and in woodland, Valley 
chaparral, and riparian areas 

Occupies ponds, marshes, rivers, Occurs along the central coast of 
streams, and irrigation canals, California east to the Sierra 
typically with muddy or rocky Nevada, and along the southern 
bottoms and with watercress, California coast inland to the 
cattails, water lilies, or other Mojave and Colorado Deserts; 
aquatic vegetation for cover the range overlaps with that of 

the northwestern pond turtle 
throughout the Delta and in the 
Central Valley from Sacramento 
County to Tulare County 

Open water for foraging and Marine and inland sites; 
roosting, valley oaks and frequents lakes, sloughs, and 
cottonwood forests for nesting larger rivers in the interior, 

nests on protected islands or tall 
trees at lake margins 

Occurrence 
in 

Study Area 

Not observed during 1991 surveys 

Not observed during 1991 surveys 

Observed at three ponds on several 
occasions during 1991-1993 

Nonbreeding individual observed 
during 1991 surveys 

Suitable 
Breeding 
Habitat 
Present 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
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Potential 
Project 
Impact 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

No 

No 
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Common 
and 

Scientific Names 

+ White-tailed kite 
(Elanus caeruleus) 

+ Bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

+ Northern harrier 
(Circus cyaneus) 

+ Sharp-shinned hawk 
(Accipiter striatus) 

+ Cooper's hawk 
(Accipiter cooperii) 

Legal Status• 

Federal/State 

-/PP 

E/E 

-JC.SC 

-/CSC 

-/C.SC 

Table 11-3. Continued 

Habitat Requirements California Distribution 

Riparian habitat and other broad- Widespread in grasslands and 
leaved trees for nesting and agricultural areas of the Central 
roosting; wetlands and grasslands Valley and foothill valleys of the 
for foraging Sierra Nevada and Coast Range; 

uncommon in coastal southern 
California 

Coniferous forests with suitable Most nesting occurs in Shasta, 
snags within 1 mile of the edge of Lassen, and Plumas Counties; 
lakes, reservoirs, or rivers for few pairs nest in Trinity, Modoc, 
nesting and roosting Butte, Lake, and El Dorado 

Counties; winters in the Klamath 
Basin, and smaller numbers 
occur in the Sacramento and 
San Joaquin Valleys and along 
foothill creeks 

Marshes, meadows, and seasonal Grasslands and wetlands 
and agricultural wetlands provid- throughout lowland California; 
ing tall cover has been recorded at high eleva-

lions in fall 

Densely canopied trees in proxi- Uncommon winter visitor in 
mity to open or brushy areas for California; occurs in 
foraging midelevation coniferous forests 

and some lowland riparian 
habitats; very rare nester. in the 
state 

Densely canopied trees including Throughout California in both 
oak woodlands, montane conifer the breeding and nonbreeding 
forest, _and riparian forests for seasons 
nesting; requires open or brushy 
habitats nearby for foraging 

Occurrence 
in 

Study Arca 

Potential breeding pairs were 
obseivcd near building envelopes 
PN-01 and SF-33 in 1992 and 1993, 
respectively; not obseivcd at interior 
locations in 1991 suivcys 

A subadult individual was obseivcd at 
Moore's Lake on 2 successive days 
during winter 1991 suivcys; no other 
observations of this species have been 
reported in the study area 

Not observed during 1991 breeding 
bird suivcys and little potential 
breeding habitat is present; 
nonbreeding or wintering individuals 
could visit the study area 

Nonbreeding individuals observed but 
no nests detected; unlikely to breed in 
the study area 

Observed during the breeding season, 
but no nests found; extensive 
potential breeding habitat is present 

Suitable 
Breeding 
Habitat 
Present 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
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Potential 
Project 
Impact 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 
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Common 
and 

Scientific Names 

+ Golden eagle 
(Aquila ch,ysaetos) 

Merlin 
(Falco columbarius) 

+ Peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus) 

+ Prairie falcon 
(Falco mexican11s) 

Marbled murrclet 
(Brachyramphus mannoratus) 

+ Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia) 

Legal Status • 

Federal/State 

PR/CSC, FP 

-/CSC 

E/E 

-/CSC 

T/E 

C2/CSC 

"--

Table 11-3. Continued 

Habitat Requirements California Distribution 

Oiffs and escarpments or tall Foothills and mountains 
trees for nesting; annual throughout California; 
grasslands, chaparral, and oak uncommon nonbreeding visitor 
woodlands with plentiful medium- to lowlands such as the Ccntral 
sized and large mammals for prey Valley 

Forages along coastlines, open Rare but widespread winter 
grasslands, savannas, and visitor to the Central Valley and 
woodlands; often near lakes and coastal areas; does not nest in 
other wetlands California 

Protected ledges of high cliffs, Nests in central and north Coast 
usually adjacent to marshes, lakes, Ranges and Sierra Nevada; 
or rivers that support plentiful winters in Sacramento and San 
bird populations Joaquin Valleys 

Cliffs or escarpments for nesting; Protected cliff ledges throughout 
adjacent dry, open terrain or California from low elevations 
uplands, marshes, and season.al up to the crest of the Sierra 
agricultural wetlands for foraging Nevada 

Requires mature, coastal conifer- Coastal California from Del 
ous forests for nesting and nearby Norte County south to Santa 
coastal water for nesting; forages Barbara County 
in nearshore coastal waters 

Ground burrows in sparse grass- Lowlands throughout California 
land or desert habitats for nesting including the Central Valley, 
and foraging northeastern plateau, 

southeastern deserts, and coastal 
areas; rare along south coast 

/ 
~~ 
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Suitable 
Occurrence Breeding Potential 

in Habitat Project 
Study Arca Present Impact 

Frequently obseived at higher Yes Minor 
elevations during 1991 suiveys; two habitat 
pairs were consistently noted, loss 
including the Pellon Peak and Hall's 
Ridge pairs and they had either 
uncertain or failed nesting status 
in 1991 

Three observations of this species No No 
were made in April 1991; uncommon 
migrant and winter visitor to 
Monterey County 

One foraging bird obseived at the Yes No 
Touche grasslands on June 6, 1991; 
numerous ponds and other watered 
areas provide potential foraging 
habitat for this species 

During winter and early spring 1991, Yes No 
an individual was obseived at Pellon 
Peak and vicinity, but potential nest 
sites in this area were not occupied; 
none of the known eyries in Monterey 
County is within 20 miles of the study 
area 

Not obseived during focused suiveys No No 
in June and July 1991 

During 1990 and 1991 suiveys, Yes Minor 
obseived in upper Pellon pasture and habitat 
in Mesa pasture; these individuals loss 
were not present during the breeding 
season despite the availability of 
suitable ground squirrel burrows 
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Common 
and 

Scientific Names 

+ California spotted owl 
(Strix occidentalis occidentalis) 

+ Long-eared owl 
(Asio OIUS) 

Willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii) 

+ Caliromia homed lark 
(Eremophila alpestris actia) 

Bank swallow 
(Ripa_ria riparia) 

Legal Status • 

Federal/State 

C2/CSC 

-/CSC 

-/E 

-/CSC 

-rr 

Table 11-3. Continued 

Habitat Requ_irements California Distribution 

Dense woodlands and conirer Western Sierra Nevada and 
forests; wooded canyons and transverse ranges or southern 
shaded ravines are prererred for California; rare in Coast Ranges 
daytime roosting south or San Francisco Bay 

Riparian habitats for roosting; Rare and secretive winter visitor 
wetlands, grasslands, and agricul- to lowland ripatjan habitats; rare 
tural habitats for foraging breeder in northeastern 

Caliromia, Sierra Nevada 
foothills, and in Coast Range 
from Sonoma County south to 
San Luis Obispo County 

.Riparian areas, especially those Fairly common rail migrant in 
dominated by willows lowland riparian habitats; 

extirpated as a nesting species 
rrom most lowland habitats in 
Caliromia 

Level or rolling, short-grass Lowland habitats throughout 
prairies and other sparsely Caliromia 
vegetated. areas, including 
mountain meadows, ranow grain 
fields, and alkali fiats 

Vertical banks and cliffs with Colonial nesters; large numbers 
fine-textured soils near streams, nest along Sacramento .and 
rivers, lakes, or the ocean Feather Rivers; also along lower 
required for breeding American River 

Occurrence 
in 

Study Area 

During the 1991 surveys, three 
probable breeding pairs were detected 
in the study area, including the upper 
ends or Van Winkley's and Williams 
Canyons and along lower San 
Clemente Creek; unmated males were 
found along upper San Jose Creek 
and along Potrero Creek; a historical 
nesting .location: in Robinson Canyon 
was not occupied in 1991 

During April and May 1991 suiveys, 
individuals were detected at three 
locations; two on the north side or 
Chamisal Ridge and one along upper 
San Clemente Creek; extensive areas 
or potential nesting habitat are 
present in riparian and redwood 
forests in the study area 

Not observed during 1991 surveys 

Nonbreeding individuals observed in 
pasture below Pelion Peak; not.known 
to breed in the study area 

Not observed during 1991 surveys 

Suitable 
Breeding 
Habitat 
Present 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Page S ors 

Potential 
Project 
Impact 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

No 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

No 
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Common 
and 

Scientific Names 

+ Purple martin 
(Progne subis) 

Loggerhead shrike 
(Lanius ludovicianus) 

+ Yellow warbler 
(Dendroica petechia) 

+ Yellow-breasted chat 
(lcteria virens) 

+ Tricolored blackbird 
(Agelaius tricolor) 

Legal Status • 

Federal/State 

-/CSC 

-/CSC 

-/CSC 

-/CSC 

C2/CSC 

'~ __ / 

Table 11-3. Continued 

, Habitat Requirements California Distribution 

Abandoned woodpecker holes in Nests along the Sacramento 
valley oak and cottonwood forests River; uncommon elsewhere in 
for nesting; also nests in vertical the Central Valley; uncommon 
holes in highway bridges; open summer visitor to coastal areas 
areas required for feeding from Del Norte County south to 

Santa Barbara County; rare in 
southern California 

Open habitats with sparse shrubs Lowland habitats throughout 
and trees or.other suitable California 
perches 

Edges of streams and ponds Montane riparian woodlands in 
bordered by willows, alders, and the Sierra Nevada, northeastern 
elderberry preferred California, interior valleys, and 

south-central coast; nests along 
Salinas and Nacimiento Rivers; 
extirpated as a nesting species in 
the Central Valley 

Dense riparian forests of willows Uncommon to rare breeder 
and brush near water; often throughout southern and central 
associated with blackberry or California 
grape vines for nesting 

Nests in dense colonies in Largely endemic to California; 
emergent marsh vegetation such primarily breeds in Central 
as tules and cattails or upland Valley from Shasta County 
sites with nettles, thistles, intermittently south to Kern 
brambles, and grain fields; County; nests in Modoc, Shasta, 
probably requires water at or and Lassen Counties at scattered 
near the nesting colony; forages coastal locations from Marin 
in marshes, pastures, agricultural County south to San Diego 
wetlands, dairies, and feedlots County 
where abundant insect supplies 
are available 

Occurrence 
in 

Study Area 

May breed in th~ study area because 
an adult was observed feeding young 
near building envelope M--05 in 1993; 
individuals were also noted near the 
Mesa and the ranch house during 
1991 breeding bird surveys 

Not observed during 1991 surveys 

A probable breeding pair was 
detected in dense riparian habitat at 
the lower end of Potrero Canyon on 
May 5, 1991; a single individual was 
noted at Moore's Lake on May 1, 
1991 

A probable breeding pair was 
detected in dense riparian habitat at 
the lower end of Potrero Canyon on 
May 5, 1991; a single individual was 
noted at Moore's Lake on May 1, 
1991 

Colonies of 240 individuals at Moore's 
Lake and 75 birds near Cienega Pond 
were observed on May 3, 1991 but 
nesting was not confirmed; foraging 
flocks of 350 individuals have been 
noted in the vicinity of these colony 
sites 

Suitable 
Breeding 
Habitat 
Present 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
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Potential 
Project 
Impact 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

No 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

No 
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Mammals 

Common 
and 

Scientific Names 

+ Pallid bat 
(Antrozous pallidus) 

Townsend's big-eared bat 
(Plecotus townsendii townsendii) 

California mastiff bat 
(Bassariscus astutus) 

Monterey dusky-footed.woodrat 
(Neotamafuscipes luciana) 

SPECIAL-INTEREST SPECIES 

+ Great blue heron 
(Ardea herodias) great egret 
(Casmerodias a/bus), and black-
crowned night-heron (Nycticorax 
nycticorax) rookeries 

Legal Status• 

Federal/State 

-/CSC 

C2/CSC 

C2/CSC 

C2/-

-!-

Table 11-3. Continued 

Habitat Requirements California Distribution 

Rocky outcrops, cliffs, arid crevices Low elevations throughout 
for roosting; access to open habitats California 
required for foraging 

Mesic habitat; gleans insects from Throughout California except the 
brush or trees and feeds along habitat highest elevations of the Sierra 
edges; roosts in caves, mine tunnels, Nevada 
or dark attics of abandoned buildings 

Open areas for foraging with Resident of eastern San Joaquin 
abundant roost location provided by Valley and Sierra Nevada foothills; 
crevices in rock outcrops and Coast Range from Bay Area south 
buildings to San Diego County 

Uses habitats with moderate to dense Restricted to Monterey County and 
cover and abundant dead wood for northern San Luis Obispo County 
nest construction; maritime chaparral 
and coastal live oak woodland at Fort 
Ord 

Valley oak woodlands and Widespread in Central Valley and 
cottonwood forests for. nesting coastal portions of California 
(rookery) sites; night-herons often 
next in dense marshes 

Occurrence 
in 

Study Area 

Six individuals radio-tagged in, 1991 
foraged exclusively in forested areas in 
oak woodlands north and south of the 
ranch house or in riparian areas of Las 
Ganas and Salsipuedes Creeks; also near 
Moore's Lake 

Not positively identified during 1991 
surveys, but possible roosts found in a 
shed near the upper mesa pond and in 
redwood trees in Robinson Canyon 

Not observed during 1991 surveys; 
unlikely to occur in the study area 

Not observed during.I 991 surveys 

Nonbreeding individuals observed during 
1991 surveys; no suitable breeding habitat 
available in the study area 

&uitable 
Breeding 
Habitat 
Present 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 
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Potential 
Project 
Impact 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

No 

Minor 
habitat 

loss 

No 
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+ = observed at the Santa Lucia Preserve during 1990-1994 (BioSystems Analysis 1994). 

• Status explanations: 

Pcdcral 

E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

T = listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

PR = protected. 

\~ _ _/ 

Table 11-3. Continued Page 8 of 8 

Cl = Category 1 candidate for federal listing. Category 1 includes species for which USFWS has on file enough substantial information on biological wlnerability and threat to support proposals 
to list them. 

C2 = Category2 candidate for federal listing. Category 2 includes species for which USFWS has some biological information indicating that listing may be appropriate but for which further biological 
research and field study arc usually needed to clarify the most appropriate status. Category 2 species are not necessarily less rare, threatened, or endangered than Category 1 species or listed 
species; the distinction relates to the amount or data available and is therefore administrative, not biological. 

no data available. 

W State 
!..;.) 

E = listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act. 

FP = fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code. 

CSC = California species of concern. 

no data available. 



Foothill yellow-legged frogs, silvery legless lizards, California homed lizards, willow fly­
catchers, bank swallows, loggerhead shrikes, California mastiff bats, and Monterey dusky-footed 
woodrats were not reported during the 1991 field surveys (Table 11-3). However, subsequent 
analyses suggest that Monterey dusky-footed woodrats are present throughout the Santa Lucia 
Preserve (Froke pers. comm.). Similarly, suitable breeding habitats were not identified at the Santa 
Lucia Preserve for double-crested cormorants, great blue herons, great egrets, black-crowned 
night-herons, bald eagles, northern harriers, merlins, and loggerhead shrikes and only nonbreeding 
individuals were observed during the 1991 and subsequent surveys (BioSystems Analysis 1994b, 
Table 11-3). 

IMPACTS AND MffiGATION MEASURES 

The approach and methodology and significance criteria used to assess impacts of the 
proposed project are described below. A discussion ofimpacts resulting from the proposed project 
follows. Appropriate mitigation is recommended for impacts determined to be significant. 

Approach and Methodology 

The approach and methodology used for determining direct and indirect impacts of the 
proposed project are described below. 

Direct Impacts 

Overview. ·BioSystems Analysis (1992, 1994a, and 1994b) assessed vegetation and wildlife 
resources that could be affected by the development plan proposed by the Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership. Focused field surveys were conducted at the proposed building envelopes, roads, and 
driveway alignments identified on the Vesting Tentative Map (VTM) and for the footprint of the golf 
trail; these surveys are described in detail by BioSystems Analysis (1994a) and Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership (1994b). 

Jones & Stokes Associates' evaluations of potential impacts of the proposed project on 
existing plant and wildlife habitats were based on the findings ofBioSystems Analysis (1994a, b) and 
GIS analysis conducted by Robert Lamb Hart. The approach considered the number of acres of 
specific habitat types that would be lost or disturbed compared to the overall coverage of each type 
at the Santa Lucia Preserve. It was assumed that all natural communities occurring in the Settled 
Lands (see Chapter 2, "Project Description") could be lost or degraded due to construction of home 
sites and other project facility human activities, increased lighting, and other impacts that could 
adversely affect the quality of natural communities. Private landowners, however, will be limited in 
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the development activities that may occur on settled lands by a conservation easement and therefore 
this worst-case scenario approach will probably not be realized. Direct losses of special-status 
wildlife species habitat and of special-status plant populations were also based on BioSystems 
Analysis findings and compared with the total potential habitat available at the preserve for each 
species. 

The project was also evaluated to determine whether it would result in a substantial loss, 
degradation, or fragmentation of important native communities and associated sensitive wildlife 
habitat, such as wetlands, riparian corridors, coastal terrace prairie, oak woodlands and savannas, 
redwood forests, and Monterey pine forest. 

Golf Trail. In November 1994, BioSystems Analysis prepared a Special-Status Wildlife and 
Botanical Resources report for the golf trail application. BioSystems Analysis documented the 
presence of five upland and eight riparian vegetation communities within the golf trail. No state or 
federally listed threatened or endangered plant or wildlife species was found within the proposed golf 
trail. Special-status habitats of riparian and oak communities were present on the site. 

In November 1994, Ralph Osterling Consultants prepared a Tree Management Plan. Seven 
free species were identified on the site. Eighty-one percent of the trees are mature to overmature 
valley oak. A total of280 trees were evaluated along the proposed golf trail routing. Of the 280 
trees, 136 are proposed for removal. Of those, 21 are recommended for removal based on safety 
considerations. Seventy-eight of the trees proposed for removal are landmark oak trees as defined 
in Chapter 16.60.030 of the Monterey County Code. 

Mitigation measures were provided in the BioSystems Analysis report and the Resource 
Management Plan for the special-status wildlife species observed in the proposed golf trail including 
the California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, southwestern 
turtle, Cooper's hawk, golden eagle, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, California 
homed lark, purple martin, tricolored blackbird, yellow warbler, yellow-breasted chat, pallid bat, and 
American badger. 

Planting is proposed based on native oak clusters, riparian features and grasslands, and 
consistent with the Resource Management Plan, only native plant materials will be used. In 
accordance with the minimum mitigation standards established by the Resource Management Plan, 
(i.e., 3:1 or 5:1 depending upon the nature of the tree) 136 existing trees will be removed and 
replaced. (Additional details can be found in the Tree Management Plan included in the golf use 
permit application.) 

1 In November 1994, Wetlands Research Associates prepared a Wetland and Riparian Habitat 
Management Plan. Environmental protection measures have been incorporated to mitigate impacts 
and also improve habitat value within the golf trail area. The golf trail design was selected to 
minimize impacts on wetland and riparian resources. In cases where unavoidable impacts occur due 
to stream and wetland crossings, a habitat replacement program is proposed to be implemented to 
increase wetland and riparian habitats. 
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A summary of the biological resources that would be affected by the golf trail is provided in 
Tables 11-4 and 11-5. It is important to note, however, that these impacts are included within the 
overall impact analysis and are not to be added to the quantities of acreages that would be lost or 
degraded as described in the discussion under "Biological Communities". 

Indirect Impacts 

Several potential indirect impacts of the proposed project plan on vegetation and wildlife 
resources were also considered, including: 

• loss or degradation of special-status wildlife species habitat (e.g., raptor nest sites) and 
direct loss of special-status plant populations and important native communities in remote 
areas of the preserve that could become more accessible to humans because of 
construction of proposed recreational trails or that could be affected by grazing activities; 

• distwbance or mortality of native wildlife populations by free-roaming dogs and feral cats 
associated with developed areas; and, 

• increased mortality of wildlife on roads because of increased vehicular traffic. 

As conditions of their proposed development plan (Froke pers. comm., Sage Associates 
1994a), the Rancho San Carlos Partnership proposes to: 

• conduct focused surveys for special-status species and habitats and important native 
communities in potentially suitable habitat befqre constructing any new trails or roads, and 
would route all new public access to avoid sensitive biological resources; 

• conduct annual focused surveys for special-status plants in areas subject to grazing 
activities and modify grazing regimes as needed to sustain healthy, viable populations; 

• enforce strict leash laws that would confine dogs to fenced. areas immediately adjacent to 
developed sites, or the direct leash control of their owners; and 

• enforce a maximum speed limit of35 miles per hour throughout the preserve (speed limits 
would be lower on smaller access roads and driveways). 

The potential indirect effects are not addressed further in this EIR because they would be less 
than significant through the implementation of the above-listed elements of the project. 
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Community 

Table 11-4. Summary of Impacts on Biological Communities 
from the GolfTrail and Total Project 

Total Acreage Affected Percent of Total 
by the Proposed Project Community 

(GMPAP) Affected at 
(#'s are rounded) Rancho San Carlos 

Oak woodlands and savannas 575 5 

Chaparral 25 2 

Scrub 29 

Annual grassland 235 9 

Coastal terrace prairie 27 5 

Redwood forest 5.1 0.5 

. Mixed evergreen forest 3 0.5 

Riparian habitats 6 

Herbaceous wetlands 5 3 

Other vegetated types 0.1 0.2 

Other nonvegetated types 20 8 
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Acreage of 
Community 
Affected by 

the Golf Trail 

53 

0 

0 

45 

0 

0 

.o. 

5 

3.8 

0 

0 



Table 11-5. Summary of Impacts on, Important Wildlife Species Habitat 
from the Golf Trail and Total Project 

Total 
Acreage of Habitat Percent of 

Affected by the Total Habitat 
Proposed Project Affected at Rancho 

Species (GMPAP) San Carlos 

Cooper's hawk 168 5 

Golden eagle 594 11 

American badger 594 11 

Burrowing owl 262 8 

California horned lark 262 8 

Spotted owl 6 <1 

Townsend's western big-eared bat 6 <1· 

Long-eared owl 12 <1 

Purple martin 590 5 

Pallid bat 590 5 

Yellow warbler 4 1 

Yellow-breasted chat 4 1 

Dusky-footed woodrat 324 3 
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Acreage of 
Habitat 

Affected by 
Golf Trail 

2 

94 

94 

46 

46 · 

0 

0 

0 

53 

53 

3 

3 

2 



Significance Criteria 

The criteria used to evaluate the effects on biological resources were based on federal, state, 
and local laws, regulations, and policies (e.g., federal ESA, Clean Water Act, CEQA, California 
ESA, California Fish and Game Code, California Coastal Act, and Monterey County Code). This 
analysis assumes that the proposed project will have a substantial effect on biological resources if it 
results in: 

• any direct losses of individuals or habitats occupied by state or federally listed threatened 
or endangered species; 

• more than minor ( 10%) reductions in the total potential habitat available at the preserve 
for state species of special concern, federal candidate species, and CNPS List 4 and lB 
species; 

• substantial loss (greater than 10%) of a common natural community and associated 
wildlife habitat; 

• a substantial introduction of new invasive species of plants or animals into an area or an 
introduction of a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species; 

• a substantial adverse effect ( 5% or greater loss or degradation of a community type on 
the project site) on important native communities (oak woodlands and savannas, riparian 
habitats, wetlands, coastal t~rrace prairie, redwood forest, and Monterey pine forest); or 

• a conflict with federal, state, or county policies, such as those regarding wetlands, oak 
woodlands, and landmark trees. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

A summary of the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant for biological resources is 
given below. The designations following each mitigation summary are those assigned to specific 
measures included in applicant's mitigation monitoring plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994). More 
detailed accounts of the mitigation measures referred to below can be found in the Santa Lucia 
Preserve Mitigation Monitoring Plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994 ), the Rancho San Carlos 
special-status biological resources report (BioSystems Analysis 1994b), the Rancho San Carlos Forest 
Management Plan (Ralph Osterling Consultants 1994a), the Rancho San Carlos Cattle Grazing Plan 
(Sage Associates 1994a), and The Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail Preliminary Drainage Report 
(BestorEngineers 1994b). The applicant proposes to do the following (designations following each 
statement refer to specific measures of the mitigation monitoring plan; RMP = resource management 
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plan, GP = grazing plan, FMP = forest management plan, APP = application, ERO = preliminary 
drainage and erosion control plan, BIO= biological recovery report): 

• Protect special-,status plants by providing measures to prevent disturbance to Gairdner's 
yampah plants during construction and by conducting annual monitoring in grazed and 
ungrazed areas to identify and protect special-status plants. (RMP 1; GP 8, 9) 

• Protect wetlands and reservoirs from runoff, erosion, drainage, pollutants, overgrazing, 
and hydrological alteration. Impacts on wetlands and riparian areas that cannot be 
avoided will be mitigated by enhancing or replacing habitat in-kind at a 3: 1 replacement 
ratio. (RMP 2, 3, 5, 7, 8; APP 9, 11, 12, 13, 14; GP 2, 5) 

• Protect forested areas by providing for long-term. protection measures. (RMP L6) 

• Protect riparian areas through erosion control, setbacks, and fencing. (RMP 11, 67, 68; 
APP 7, 10; ERO 12; GP 1, 4, 5, 7, 19) 

• Minimize the loss and disturbance of trees and associated woodlands. Recommended 
measures are to be implemented during the siting, design, development, and postcon­
struction phases of the project. (RMP 12 through 37; APP 21; FMP 6 through 14) 

• Control invasive exotics by revegetating disturbed areas with native plants and actively 
eradicating species such as scotch broom and pampas grass. In addition, guidelines for 
homeowners will be established to prevent the use of invasive exotics as ornamentals. 
(RMP 69; FMP 15; ERO 14; BIO 2, 3, 4; GP 13), 

• Minimize the loss of redwood tree,s and limit high-impact use in redwood forests. 
Redwood trees that are removed because avoidance is not feasible will be replaced at a 
5:1 replacement ratio (APP 15, 16, and Compensation 2) 

• Implement native grassland and oak woodland restoration programs. (RMP 3; APP 22; 
FMP5) 

• Minimize the loss of native vegetation and disturbance to sensitive habitats (RMP 8; APP 
17, 18, 19; GP 3, 7) 

• Replace non-landmark trees by planting. at a 3: 1 replacement ratio and replace landmark 
trees by planting at a 5: 1 replacement ratio. Seeds will be gathered onsite and a 5-year 
survival guarantee will be provided for each tree. (FMP 1) 

• Protect areas grazed by cattle from overutilization. (GP 6, 10, and 12). 
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• Reforestation shall occur concurrently with grading and construction activities (FMP 3). 

• The reforestation program shall carry a 5-year survival guarantee for each tree (FMP 4). 

Biological Communities 

Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 574.7 Acres (5.8%) of Oak Woodlands and 
Savannas 

Approximately 575 acres (6%) of oak woodlands and savannas and associated wildlife habitat 
would be lost or degraded as a result of implementing the GMP AP area of the proposed project. An 
additional unquantified minor amount of oak woodlands could also be lost through development in 
the CVMP and coastal zone. This impact is considered significant because a substantial reduction 
in the extent of an important native community would occur. Implementing the following mitigation 
measure, advocated by the project applicant, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

· Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 27: Enhance Oak Woodland and Savanna 
Habitat by Planting Oak Species Removed Onsite. The project applicant has stated that non­
landmark tree species removed as a result of the project will be planted at a· 3: 1 replacement ratio, 
and landmark trees will be planted at a 5: 1 replacement ratio ( see "Other Important Biological 
Resources" below for further discussion on impact on landmark trees). Seeds will be collected onsite, 
and plantings will be focused on degraded areas onsite characterized by conditions suitable for 
supporting oak species. Additionally, nursery and/or field propagation of oak seedlings and/or 
saplings will be initiated at stated ratio prior to the onset of the particular development phase. -:c 

Additionally, replanting of oak t1ees at the stated 1atios will be completed p1io1 to the onset of the 
pmticulm phase of development that results in the loss of oak t1ees. The details of this mitigation 
can be found in the mitigation monitoring plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994) and the forest 
management plan (Ralph Osterling Consultants 1994a). 

Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 24.7 Acres (1.6%) of Chaparral 

Implementing the GMP AP area proposed project would result in the loss or degradation of 
about 25 acres, or 2%, of the chaparrals and associated wildlife habitat on the project site. An 
additional unquantified minor amount of chaparral could also be lost through development in the 
CVMP and coastal zone. Because chaparrals are considered common biological communities and 
a substantial reduction in this community would not occur on the project site, this impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 28.5 Acres (1.3%) of Scrub 

Implementing the proposed project would result in the loss or degradation of approximately 
29 acres, or 1 %, of the scrubs on the project site. An additional unquantified minor amount of 
chaparral could also be lost through development in the CVMP and coastal zone. This impact is 
considered less than significant because no substantial reductions in common or important native 
communities and associated wildlife habitat would occur. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 235.4 Acres (9.0%) of Annual Grassland 

Implementing the proposed project would result in the loss or degradation of about 235 acres 
(9%) of the annual grassland community and associated wildlife habitat. An additional unquantified 
minor amount of chaparral could also be lost through development in the CVMP and coastal zone. 
This impact is considered less than significant because annual grassland is common locally~ regionally, 
and statewide and less than 10% of this habitat would be removed on the project site. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 26.6 Acres (5%) of Coastal Terrace Prairie 

Implementing the proposed project would result in the loss or degradation of about 27 acres 
( 5%) of coastal terrace prairie and associated wildlife habitat. An additional unquantified minor 
amount of coastal terrace prairie could be lost through development in the CVMP and coastal zone. 
Because a substantial loss of an important native community would occur, this impact is considered 
significant. Implementing the mitigation measure recommended below, which is advocated by the 
project applicant, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 28: Modify Grazing Regime to Increase the 
Density of Native Grasses in Annual Grassland. A grazing plan prepared by Sage Associates 
(1994a) shows favorable potential to improve native grass stands in historically overgrazed annual 
grasslands (see discussion under "Other Important Biological Resources" below). Complete details 
of this mitigation are provided in Sage Associates (I 994a). Implementing the grazing plan would 
reduce the estimated 5% loss of coastal terrace prairie to a less-than-significant level. 
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Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 5.1 Acres (0.5%) of Redwood Forest 

Implementing the project would result in the loss or degradation of 5.1 acres, or 0.5%, of 
redwood forest community, including 0.5 acre of redwood riparian habitat. It should be noted, 
however, that only two redwood trees would be removed. This impact is considered less than 
significant because only a minor amount of this community type would be affected. 

Mitigation Measure 29: No mitigation measures are required. The project applicant, 
however, proposes the following mitigation to compensate for losses incurred on redwood forest. 

• Enhance Redwood Forest by Planting Redwoods Onsite. To compensate for losses 
that could result from the proposed project, plantings will be installed at a 5: 1 
replacement ratio for redwoods that are removed. ·complete details on this mitigation can 
be found in the mitigation monitoring plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994). 

Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 2.6 Acres (0.5%) of Mixed Evergreen Forest 

Approximately 3 acres, or 0.5%, of mixed evergreen forest would be lost or degraded from 
implementing the project. This impact is considered less than significant because only a minor loss 
of this common natural community would occur. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Potential Loss or Degradation of 6.2 ft5 Acres (0.5% &.-9-%) of Riparian Habitats 

Construction activities related to the proposed project would result in the loss or degradation 
of approximately 6 tt acres, or about 0. 5% t%, of riparian habitats. This includes approximately 
0.75 acre of stream crossings that would qualify as other waters of the United States under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. Because only a minor amount of.a significant native community would 
be adversely affected relative to that preserved, this impact is considered less than significant from 
a CEQA perspective. 

Mitigation Measure 30: No mitigation measures are required. However, the project 
applicant will implement the following measure to compensate for any losses to riparian habitat (a 
recommended measure may also assist the applicant in obtaining a streambed alteration agreement 
fromDFG). 

• Enhance or Restore Degraded Riparian Habitat. Degraded riparian habitat will be 
restored or enhanced at a 3: 1 mitigation ratio. Details of this mitigation measure can be 
found in the comprehensive development plan (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a). 
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Impact: Loss or Disturbance of5.4 5-;-82 Acres (3%) o(llerbaceous Wetlands 

Implementation of the project would result·· in. the net loss of approximately 4. 6 6 acres of 
herbaceous wetlands, which are also considered jurisdictional wetlands under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act. Approximately 0.8 acres of herbaceous wetlands will also be temporarily 
disturbed during projects construction, but will be restored to their original condition upon 
completion of construction (Josselyn pers. comm.). The total of herbaceous wetlands potentially 
disturbed is 5.4 acres. The applicant has minimized the amount of fill in wetlands to the extent 
possible under the proposed project, and limited fill to that amount necessary to provide for roadways 
and other incidental project actions (Josselyn pers. comm.). The amount of fill represents about 3% 
of all herbaceous wetlands on the project site. Because this loss constitutes a minor adverse effect 
on an important native community (i.e., less than 5% loss), this impact is c.onsidered less than 
significant and no mitigation is needed to fulfill State CEQA requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 31: No mitigation measures are required. The project applicant, 
however, will be required to obtain a permit from the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act to proceed with fill activities in jurisdictional wetlands. The project applicant has recommended 
mitigation measures to compensate for the loss of wetland habitat. Additional measures are 
suggested to ensure that this objective is successfully obtained. 

• Enhance or Replace Lost and Disturbed Wetland Habitat. Lost or disturbed wetland 
habitat will be enhanced or replaced at a 3: 1 mitigation ratio. The project applicant 
would prepare a detailed wetland mitigation and monitoring plan before implementing the 
project. The plan should include an assessment of suitable mitigation sites and detailed 
methods for enhancement or creation of replacement habitat. Performance standards 
would be detailed in the plan and remedial measures outlined to ensure restoration efforts 
will be successful. Performance standards should be based on measurements of percent 
cover, species diversity, and other indicators indicative of success. The objective of these 
efforts would be to enhance or replace habitat of similar type, functions, and quality to 
what is removed or disturbed. The mitigation and monitoring plan should be reviewed 
and approved by the County Planning Department, DFG, and the Corps. 

The project applicant would retain a qualified professional to monitor mitigation success on 
an annual basis for 5 years or until the performance standards established in the plan (minimum 1: 1 
performance ratio) have been met. Success of the mitigation would be monitored by the qualified 
professional according to the criteria outlined in the mitigation and monitoring plan, Annual 
monitoring reports would be submitted to Monterey County, DFG, and the Corps to evaluate the 
success of mitigation efforts and to determine whether the amount and quality of habitat meet the 
success criteria. The monitoring period would begin again if significant remedial action is required 
at any time. The Corps will be the agency responsible for approval of a finalized wetlands mitigation 
plan (Josselyn pers. comm.). · 
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Impact: Loss or Degradation of 0.1 Acre (0.2%) of Other Vegetated Types 

Less than 1 acre (0.2%) of other vegetated types would be lost or degraded as a result of 
project implementation. Because this represents minor losses of common biological communities and 
associated wildlife habitats, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Loss or Degradation of 19.7 Acres (8.2%) of Other Nonvegetated Types 

Project implementation would result in the loss or degradation of 19.7 acres, or 8.2%, of 
other nonvegetated habitat types. Because less than 10% of these biological communities would be 
adversely affected, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Special-Status Plants 

The building envelopes were designated to avoid any losses to Implementing the proposed 
project is not expected to 1 esult in the dit ect loss of individuals or. populations of any special-status 
plant species (BioSystems Analysis 1994), (Table 11-2). However, the following two potential 
indirect impacts were was identified. for Gaitdner's yampah populations located near proposed 
building envelopes and driveways. 

Impact: Potential. Loss or Disturbance to Special.-Status Plants from Fuel Modification Activities 

Fuel modification activities will be conducted to reduce fuel foods and improve public safety. 
Activities related to fuel modification include constrocting firebreaks and fuel breaks, and removing 
brush and dead or dying trees located immediately adjacent to structures. These activities could 
inadvertently lead to the loss or disturbance of special-status plant species. This impact is 
considered significant, but can be reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementing the 
following mitigation measure. 

Mitigation Measure 32: Avoid Special.-Status Plant Species Occu"ences When Conduct­
ing Fuel Modification Acti11ities. Individuals implementing fuel modification activities should be 
informed about the importance and location of special-status plant populations and instructed on 
how to identify them. Areas occupied by special-status plant species and a 100-foot buffer around 
such populations should be avoided when fuel modification activities are carried out, including the 
construction of firebreaks and fuel breaks. 
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Impact: Potential Disturbance to Gairdner's Yampah Populations 

Gairdner's yampah populations are found adjacent to three proposed building envelopes 
(Lots 144, 145, and 170) and four proposed driveways (216/217, 145, SC-167/168, and Water 
Tank 14-4), and adjacent to two roads (Chamisal Pass and Touche Pass) (BioSystems Analysis 
1994b ). Potential impacts include excessive dust, runoff, and disturbance during construction and 
the spread of invasive exotic plants in the post-development phase of the project. This impact is 
considered less than significant because only minor disturbances to Gairdner's yampah populations 
are expected to occur. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 33 and 34: No mitigation measures are 
required. However, the following measures recommended by the project applicant will further reduce 
the potential for this impact to occur. 

• Prevent Disturbance to Gairdner's Yampah Populations during Construction. 
Y ampah plants located adjacent to development sites will be protected frofu disturbance 
during construction by implementing measures described in the erosion control report 
(Bestor Engineers 1994a). 

• Control the Introduction and Spread of Invasive Exotic Plants. The introduction of 
invasive exotic plants will be prohibited and detailed in a series of guidelines developed 
for homeowners that will discuss appropriate landscaping techniques. Additionally, 
invasive exotics such as scotch broom and pampas grass will be actively removed, and 
disturbed areas will be revegetated with native plants to limit the spread of weedy species 
(Denise Duffy & Associates 1994, Bester Engineers 1994a, Biosystems Analysis 1994b, 
and Sage Associates 1994a). · 

Special-Status Wildlife 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Implementing the proposed project is not expected to result in any loss of individuals or 
occupied habitat for any state or federally listed species, including Smith's blue butterfly, bald eagle, 
peregrine falcon, marbled murrelet, or willow flycatcher (BioSystems Analysis 1994b, Table 11-3). 

Proposed development compcmerits (i.e., roads, driveway alignments, building envelopes, and 
other ranch facilities) were situated to avoid all potential impacts on Smith's blue butterflies arid their 
required buckwheat host plants (Bio Systems Analysis 1994b ). In addition, implementing the 
sedimentation, erosion, and dust reduction practices will further protect buckwheat populations near 
construction sites, Thus, the proposed project will not cause any adverse impacts on Smith's blue 
butterflies. 
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Bald eagles and peregrine falcons are extremely rare, nonbreeding visitors to the Santa Lucia 
Preserve and the proposed project will have no effect on local or regional populations of these 
species. Occurrences of marbled murrelets and willow flycatchers have not been recorded at the 
preserve (BioSystems Analysis 1994b). 

Other Special-Status Species 

The proposed project would not cause any losses of individuals or known occupied breeding 
habitats for the following special-status species: California tiger salamander, California red-legged 
frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, southwestern pond turtle, double-crested cormorant, great blue 
heron, great egret, black-crowned night-heron, northern harrier, sharp-shinned hawk, merlin, prairie 
falcon, bank swallow, loggerhead shrike, and California mastiff bat (Biosystems Analysis 1994b, 
Table 11-3). 

Most of these special-status species are rare or highly localized at the Santa Lucia Preserve 
and all occupied locations will be avoided by the project. BioSystems Analysis (1994b) conducted 
special-status species surveys at all of the building envelopes identified on the VTM. Where 
appropriate, wildlife biologists made recommendations to ensure that proposed road and 'driveway 
alignments, building envelopes, and other ranch facilities avoid sensitive wildlife habitats and other 
biological resources (Diehl, Froke, and Thelander pers. comms.). 

As discussed for individual species below, BioSystems Analysis ( 1994b) and Jones & Stokes· 
! Associates' review of existing data suggested that the following species could experience minor (i.e., 

less than 100/o) habitat losses from implementation of the proposed project, as defined by the VTM: · 
California homed lizard, silvery legless lizard, Cooper's hawk, golden eagle, burrowing owl, 
California spotted owl, long-eared owl, California homed lark, purple martin, yellow warbler, yellow­
breasted chat, pallid bat, Townsend's western big-eared bat, Monterey dusky-footed woodrat, and 
American badger. 

Bio Systems Analysis (1994b) did not conduct focused surveys for the California homed 
lizard, the silvery legless lizard, or the Monterey dusky-footed woodrat. All three species are known 
to exist in Monterey County (California Department of Fish and Game 1994, Froke pers. comm.) and 
could occur in suitable habitats at the Santa Lucia Preserve (Table 11-3). Although focused surveys 
were not conducted for these species, extensive surveys were conducted by BioSystems Analysis in 
suitable habitat. No occurrences of the California homed lizard or the silvery legless lizard were 
observed. Numerous midden locations of Monterey dusky-footed woodrats, however, were observed 
throughout woodland and chaparral habitats (Thelander pers. comm.). 

Impact: Loss of 173 Acres (5%) of Potential Cooper's Hawk Breeding Habitat 

Implementing the proposed project could affect 173 acres of potential Cooper's hawk nesting 
habitat, including 3 acres in the CVMP area and approximately 170 acres in the GJ\.1P AP area 
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(Bio Systems Analysis 1994b ). In this analysis, Cooper's hawk breeding habitat was defined as closed­
canopy woodlands larger than 15 acres and within 1,000 feet of perennial water (Bio Systems Analysis 
1994b). This habitat loss is considered less than significant because it represents only 5% of the total 
Cooper's hawk breeding habitat available at the preserve. , 

Potential Cooper's hawk nesting habitats were defined as closed-canopy woodlands larger 
than 15 acres within 1,000 feet of perennial water (BioSystems Analysis 1994). Development will 
fragment some areas of potential Cooper's hawk habitat into blocks smaller than 15 acres, and about 
40 additional acres will be affected. Thus, the total habitat area that could experience direct and 
indirect effects would equal approximately 210 acres. This total represents only about 6% of the 
estimated 3,694 acres of potential breeding habitat available to this species at the preserve and the 
combined impacts would not be considered significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Construct1on-Induced Disruption of Nesting Cooper's Hawks' 

No Cooper's hawk nests are known to be in or near project construction areas (BioSystems 
Analysis 1994b ). General management practices should recognize that nesting pairs often move 
considerable distances from year to year and could take up residence in proposed development areas. 
Noise and disturbance associated with construction could cause abandonment of an active nest. This 
impact is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 35: Delay Construction Until the Young Have Fledged. 
Nesting surveys should be conducted within 60 days of the initiation of construction activities in 
potential Cooper's ha,wk habitat areas. If active nests are found, construction activities should be 
delayed until the young have fledged. 

Impact: Loss of 601 Acres (9%) of Grasslands and Oak Savannas, Including Potential Golden 
Eagle and American Badger Foraging Habitat 

Only one inactive golden eagle nest was identified during 1991 field surveys. This nest was 
near Steelhead Run and could be reoccupied in future years. If the nest was occupied, possible 
impacts include disturbance at the nest site and loss of 601 acres of potential foraging habitat. 
Sirnilmly, Ameiicm1 badgers me rate at the Sar1ta Lucia Preset ve, but they could occupy the grnssland 
habitats proposed for developn1ent (Biosystems Analysis 1994b). 

A loss of 601 acres of golden eagle and ArhCI ican badger foraging habitat due to development 
represents 11% of estimated 5,415 acres of suitable habitat for these species at the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. Approximately 594 acres of the developed habitat would be ori GMP AP lands and the 
remaining 7 acres would be in the CVMP area (Biosystems Analysis 1994b). Not all of this habitat 
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would be permanently lost or disturbed, but temporary construction will affect its availability as 
golden eagle and American badger foraging habitat. Similarly, some of these habitat losses could be 
partially offset by increased small mammal prey productivity on protected lands in response to 
implementation of improved grazing, sediment control, and erosion control plans for the preserve 
(Bio Systems Analysis 1994b ). This impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Construction-Induced Disruption of Nesting Golden Eagles 

Construction-induced disruption of an active nesting pair of golden eagles would be 
considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Mitigation Measure 35: Delay Construction until the Young Have Fledged. Nesting 
surveys should be conducted within 60 days of the initiation of construction activities near any 
potential golden eagle nesting sites. If active nests are found, construction activities should be 
delayed until the young have fledged. 

Impact: Loss of 268.5 Acres (7%) of Short-Grass Grassland, Including Potential Burrowing 
Owl and California Horned Lark Breeding and Foraging Habitat 

Although burrowing owls and California homed larks are not known to breed at the Santa 
Lucia Preserve, about 3,287 acres of suitable breeding and foraging habitat exist there for these 
species. The proposed development plans would affect about 268.5 acres of short-grass grassland 
that provide suitable burrowing owl and California homed lark habitat; this represents about 8% of 
the potential habitat available for these species at the preserve including 262.5 acres in the GMPAP 
area and 6 acres in the CVMP area (Bio Systems Analysis 1994b ). Because more than 90% of its 
potential habitat would be preserved by implementing the proposed project, loss of this grassland 
habitat is not considered a significant impact on burrowing owls or California homed larks. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Loss of 6 Acres (Less than 1 %) of Redwood Forest, Including Potential California 
Spotted Owl and Townsend's Western Big-Eared Bat Breeding, Roosting, and Foraging 
Habitat 

Approximately 1,115 acres of suitable habitat for California spotted owls and Townsend's 
western big-eared bats currently exist at the Santa Lucia Preserve. Implementing of the proposed 
project would eliminate about 6 acres, mostly in the GMP AP area. This represents less than 1 % of 
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the potential habitat available for these species at the preserve, and impacts on them are considered 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Loss of 14 Acres (Less than 1 % ) of Potential Long-Eared Owl Breeding, Roosting, 
and Foraging Habitat 

Approximately 14 acres of potential long-eared owl breeding, roosting, and foraging habitat 
would be lost due to implementation of the proposed project, including 12 acres in the GMP AP area 
and 2 acres in the CVMP area (BioSystems Analysis 1994b). This habitat loss represents less than 
1 % .of the 2,283 acres of potential long-eared owl habitat that currently exist at the Santa Lucia 
Preserve and this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Loss of 592.4 Acres (4%) of Oak Woodland Habitat, Including Potential Purple 
Martin and Pallid Bat Breeding Habitat 

The proposed project could directly affect 592.4 acres of oak woodland habitat that could 
contain purple martin and pallid bat colony trees. The disturbance area represents only about 5% of 
the 12,493 acres that could contain suitable colony trees, including 589.4 acres in the GMP AP area 
and 3 acres in the CVMP area. Because of the widespread occurrence of suitable colony trees in 
proposed preserve areas, this habitat loss is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Loss of 4 Acres (Less than 1 %) of Riparian Woodland, Potential Yellow Warbler and 
Yellow-Breasted Chat Breeding Habitat 

The proposed project would result in a total loss of 4 acres of potential yellow warbler and 
yellow-breasted chat breeding habitat, including 3.5 acres in the GMPAP area and 0.5 acre in the 
CVMP area. This habitat loss represents approximately 1 % of the 279 acres of suitable nesting 
habitat for these species and is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact: Potential Loss of Silvery Legless Lizard Habitat 

Based on a conservative assumption that silvery legless lizards actually occur in "normal" 
densities on the Santa Lucia Preserve, it is reasonable to expect that construction and/or restoration 
activities in areas of suitable habitats may directly affect individual lizards. Ground disturbance 
associated with home site and infrastructure development in oak forests, chaparral, and adjoining 
grasslands could result in direct impacts on the species; and in instances where structures and facilities 
would permanently supplant occupied habitats, lasting impacts on lizards could occur. The 
hypothetical presence of the species in proposed construction locations, all of which are recently or 
currently affected by agricultural operations and are intensively rooted by wild boars, and its 
documented occurrence near human dwellings (i.e, Hastings Natural History Reserve headquarters) 
suggests the species' resiliency to temporary or intermittent disturbance of its habitat and to 
continuous human activity. 

This impact is considered less than significant because the protection of approximately 
18,000 acres ofwildland open space, including potential lizard habitat, will provide sufficient onsite 
protection for the species. Further, proposed modification of grazing practices and enhancement of 
habitat conditions through management (e.g., density reduction and local exclusion of boar) will result 
in reduced disturbances to lizard habitat throughout the preserve. 

As a potential special-status wildlife species at the Santa Lucia Preserve, silvery legless lizards 
will be the focus of continuous, long-range surveys and, if confirmed, perennial monitoring and 
conservation management. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Loss of 326 Acres (3%) of Oak Woodland and Chaparral, Including Potential 
Monterey Dusky-Footed Woodrat Habitat 

The proposed project could affect 326 acres of Monterey dusky-footed woodrat habitat. The 
disturbance area represents only about 3% of the 11,495 acres of suitable habitat in the GMP AP area. 
This habitat loss is considered less than significant. 

Creation of the Santa Lucia Preserve and permanent dedication of 18,000 acres to wildlife 
conservation purposes, including preservation of 97% of potential woodrat habitat in the GMP AP 
area, will provide sufficient onsite protection for the species. Further, proposed modifications of 
ranchwide grazing practices coupled with riparian restoration and woodland reforestation will 
augment and enhance the availability and quality of habitat for woodrats. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Other Important Biological Resources 

Impact: Potential Loss of Approximately 229 Landmark Trees 

Approximately 229 landmark trees (Chapter 16.60.030E of the Monterey County Code) of 
the approximately 14,850 landmark trees on the Santa Lucia Preserve will be removed by road and 
driveway improvement and construction, as a result of building site development and construction 
of the golf trail (Ralph Osterling Consultants 1994a and 1994b). This represents about 1.5% of 
all landmark trees on the preserve. Landmark trees are defined as those having a diameter of 24 
inches or greater measured 2 feet above ground level. Most of the trees to be removed are oak 
species. In addition, potential exists for loss of trees, including landmark trees, to occur from 
installing septic fields on Lots 2, 119, 155, 161, 162, 167, 168, 173, 177, 179, 181, 182,228,231, 
236, and 244. This may involve the loss oflandmark trees. The loss oflandmark trees is considered 
a significant impact because they are important components of oak woodlands and savannas, which 
are considered. important native communities, and because Monterey County values the preservation 
and protection oflandmark trees (Monterey County Code Chapter 16.60). To reduce this impact to 
a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 36: Compensate for Loss of Landmark Trees 
by Planting In-Kind Onsite at a 5:1 Replacement Ratio. The Rancho San Carlos Partnership has 
recommended appropriate mitigation that would reduce the loss of landmark trees to a less-than­
significant level. Mitigation is described in detail in the forest management plan (Ralph Osterling 
Consultants 1994a, b ), the resource management plan (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994c ), and 
the mitigation and monitoring plan (Denise Duffy & Associates 1994). 

Landmark tree species removed will be planted onsite at a 5: 1 in-kind replacement ratio. 
Seeds will be collected onsite to maintain the local genetic integrity of affected species and plantings 
will be focused on degraded habitat. A qualified resource ecologist will determine appropriate sites 
for the plantings. Successful tree replacement will be procured before the removal of any landmark 
trees. 

Impact: Potential Adverse Effect on Riparian Vegetation Resulting from Changes in Ground­
water Hydrology 

Well pumping along creeks and associated riparian corridors may potentially result in lowered 
groundwater levels and ensuing modifications in the hydrologic regime of riparian habitats (see 
discussion of groundwater hydrology in Chapter 8). Groundwater levels are not expected to decline 
substantially in riparian areas, and increased groundwate~ recharge resulting from the Cattle Grazing 
Plan might prevent declines altogether. Nevertheless, water levels might decline enough along the 
fringes of some riparian areas to interfere with regeneration of riparian vegetation and decrease the 
total area of riparian vegetation by more than 5% over a period of decades. A decrease of this 
magnitude is considered a significant impact because riparian habitats are considered important native 
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commurutles. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure 
should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 17: Monitor Riparian Vegetation and Maintain Total 
Area of Riparian Vegetation. This mitigation measure is described in Chapter 8, "Groundwater 
Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand". It provides for long-term. 
monitoring of riparian vegetation and revegetation, if necessary, to maintain a total riparian area equal 
to at least 95% of the existing area. 

Impact: Improvement of Grassland and Oak Savanna Habitats 

Changes proposed in the grazing regime (Sage Associates 1994a) will likely result in increased 
densities of native grasses, as evidenced by observations in recently erected exclosures (Froke pers. 
comm.), and possible increases in species diversity in grassland and oak savanna habitats. These two 
habitats have undergone most of the historical grazing pressures on the site. The proposed grazing 
plan would improve the condition of grassland and oak savanna habitats and is therefore considered 
a beneficial impact. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Reduction in Extent of Invasive Exotic Plant Species 

The active introduction of invasive exotic plants will be prohibited and detailed in a series of 
guidelines developed for homeowners that will discuss appropriate landscaping techniques. 
Additionally, invasive exotics such as scotch broom and pampas grass will be actively removed, ancf · 
disturbed areas will be revegetated with native plants to limit the spread of weedy species (Denise 
Duffy & Associates 1994, Bestor Engineers 1994a, BioSystems Analysis 1994b, Sage Associates 
1994a). These measures constitute a beneficial impact of the project. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Chapter 12. Aesthetics 

INTRODUCTION 

The "Setting" section of this chapter describes visual resources associated with the project 
area and site, regional visual resources, and the methodology for assessing visual resources. The 
"Impacts and Mitigation Measures" section identifies the approach and methodology for evaluating 
impacts on visual resources, significance criteria, the impacts on visual resources that would result 
from implementing the proposed project and also describes recommended mitigation measures. 

SETTING 

Methodology 

Webster's New World Dictionary (Neufeldt and Guralnik. 1989) defines aesthetics as "the 
study or theory of beauty and the psychological responses to it". Evaluating the existing conditions 
of aesthetic resources in the landscape requires the application of a process that objectively identifies 
the visual features or resources of the landscape; assesses the character and quality of those resources 
relative to overall regional visual character; and identifies the importance to people, or sensitivity, of 
views of visual resources in the landscape. 

With this preliminary establishment of the baseline ( existing) condition, changes to the 
landscape by a proposed project can be systematically evaluated for the degree of impact. The degree 
of impact depends on both the magnitude of change in the visual resource (i.e., visual character and 
quality) and viewers' responses to and concern for those changes. This general process is similar for 
all established federal procedures for visual assessment (Smardon et al. 1986) and represents a 
suitable methodology for visual assessment of the project area. 

This section identifies the existing conditions for visual character and quality, and viewer 
sensitivity or concern for the project area. 

The visual resources assessment process involves identification of the following: 

• relevant local policies and concerns for protection of visual resources; 
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• visual resources (i.e., visual character and quality) of the region and the immediate project 
site; 

• important viewing locations (e.g., roads, trails, and overlooks), the general visibility of 
the project area and site, using descriptions and photographs; and 

• viewer groups and their sensitivity. 

Criteria for Visual Assessment 

The visual character and quality of the project site were evaluated using well-established 
FHW A criteria for visual landscape relationships. These criteria are vividness, intactness, and unity. 
They are defined as follows: 

• Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components as they combine 
in_ striking or distinctive visual patterns. 

• Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and human-built landscape and its freedom 
from encroaching elements; this factor can be present in well-kept urban and rural 
landscapes, as well as in natural settings. 

• Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape considered as 
a whole; it frequently attests to the careful design of individual components in the 
landscape. (Federal Highway Administration 1983.) 

The appearance of the landscape is evaluated below using these three criteria and descriptions 
of the elements of form, line, color, and texture. These elements are the basic components used to 
describe visual character and quality for most visual assessments (U.S. Forest Service 1974, Federal 
Highway Administration 1983). 

Viewer Sensitivity 

Viewer sensitivity or concern is based on the visibility of' resources in the landscape, the 
proximity of viewers to visual resources, the elevational position of viewers relative to visual 
resources, the frequency and duration of views, the number of viewers, and the type and expectations 
of individuals and viewer groups. 

One criterion for identifying the importance of views is related in part to the position of the 
viewer relative to the resource. An area of the landscape that is visible from a particular location 
(e.g., an overlook) or series of points (e.g., a road or trail) is defined as a viewshed. To identify the 
importance of views of resources, a Viewshed may oe broken into distance zones of foreground, 
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middleground, and background. Generally, the closer a resource is to the viewer, the more dominant 
it is and the greater is its importance to the viewer. Although distance zones in viewsheds may vary 
between different geographic regions or types of terrain, a commonly used set of criteria identifies 
the foreground distance zone as being 0.25-0.5 mile from the viewer, the middleground zone as 
extending from the foreground zone to 3-5 miles from the viewer, and the background zone as 
extending from the middleground zone to infinity (U.S. Forest Service 1974). Also, resources that 
are higher in elevation than the viewer generally tend to take on greater visual importance than 
resources located at a lower elevation than the viewer. 

Visual sensitivity also depends on the number and type of viewers and the frequency and 
duration of views. Generally, visual sensitivity increases with an increase in total numbers of viewers, 
the frequency of viewing (e.g., daily or seasonally), and the duration of views (i.e., how long a scene 
is viewed). Visual sensitivity is higher for views seen by people who are driving for pleasure; people 
engaging in recreational activities such as hiking, biking, or camping; and homeowners. Views from 
recreation trails and areas, scenic highways, and scenic overlooks are generally assessed as having 
high visual sensitivity. Visual sensitivity tends to be lower for views seen by people driving to and 
from work or as part of their work (U.S. Forest Service 1974, Federal Highway Administration 1983, 
U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). 

Data Collection 

Data for this visual assessment were gathered from existing Monterey County policy 
documents, documents and maps prepared by the applicant for this project, a visual resource map and 
overlay depicting ridgelines and development, maps of the area, and a site visit on December 13, 
1994. The site visit was conducted to document existing site-conditions and assess potential visual 
impacts associated with development of the project. Important public views of the area were 
photographed during the site visit. The project's viewpoints and visual resources are shown on 
Figure 12-1 and the photograph locations and orientations of photographs of the project site are 
shown in Figure 12-2. 

Relevant Policies and Goals for Visual Resource Protection 

Visual resource policies in Monterey County address two areas of concern. The first set of 
policies addresses the issues of development on ridgelines visible from common public viewing areas. 
The second set of policies addresses the visual impact of development within "sensitive" or "highly 
sensitive" visual resource areas (as designated by the County of Monterey) that are visible from 
existing and proposed county scenic routes. Important policies for visual resource protection from 
local planning documents are identified below. · 
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Policies Pertaining to Ridgeline Development 

An important goal for natural and cultural resource protection is to retain the scenic and rural 
character of Monterey County. Both the Monterey County General Plan (Monterey County 1992) 
and the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, Title 21.66.010, Standards for Ridgeline Development, 
define ridgeline development as "development on the crest of a hill which has the potential to create 
a silhouette or other substantially adverse impact when viewed from a common public viewing area". 
A "common public viewing area" means a public area such as a street, road, designated vista point 
or public park from which the general public ordinarily views the surrounding viewshed (Monterey 
County Zoning Ordinance, 21.06.195). To preserve the character of the county, development on all 
portions of the ridgelines is to be avoided, unless a special permit is granted. To receive a permit, the 
applicant must show that the proposed development is consistent with the following policies: 

• General Plan Policy 26.1.9: In order to preserve the county's scenic and rural 
character, ridgeline development will not be allowed unless a special permit is first 
obtained. Such a permit shall only be granted upon findings being made that the 
development, as conditioned by permit will not create a substantially adverse 
visual impact when viewed from a common public viewing area. New 
subdivisions shall avoid lot configurations which create building sites that will 
constitute ridgeline development. Siting of new development visible from private 
viewing areas may be taken into consideration during the subdivision process. 

• Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, Title 21 : This regulation requires the 
applicant to obtain a use permit for ridgeline development; approval of the permit 
requires a finding that the development will not create a substantially adverse 
visual impact when viewed from a common public viewing area. (Common public 
viewing area means a public area such as a public street, designated vista point, 
or public park from which the general public ordinarily views the surrounding 
viewshed.) 

Policies Pertaining to Sensitive and Highly Sensitive Visual Resources 

The project site contains areas that are identified by Monterey County as "sensitive and highly 
sensitive" visual resource areas that are visible from existing, potential, and proposed scenic routes. 
The county defines "sensitive" visual resources as those "having local or community significance". 
Sensitive visual resource areas of the site include much of the southeastern part of the site, including 
San Francisquito Flat and areas near the southern part of Robinson Canyon Road. Both areas are 
designated on the Santa Lucia Preserve viewer sensitive-resources map (Figure 12-1 ). 
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Monterey County defines "highly sensitive" visual resources as "general areas having regional 
or county significance". Highly sensitive visual resource areas within the project site include the 
northern portion of the site and near the northern part of Robinson Canyon Road. Relevant county 
policies for protecting the visual quality of sensitive and highly sensitive visual areas include: 

• Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (GMPAP) Policy 1.1.3 - Uses the Extract from 
GMP AP Figure 10, Visual Sensitivity and Scenic Routes map, to depict broad, general 
areas that are sensitive and highly sensitive (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994d). The 
sensitive areas consist of the areas east and west to Robinson Canyon Road from a point 
approximately 3 miles south of Carmel Road to a point approximately 6 miles south of 
Carmel Valley Road. 

• General Plan Policy 40.2.1 - Requires additional sensitive treatment provisions to be 
applied within the scenic corridor, including locating utilities underground, where feasible; 
architectural and landscape control; outdoor advertising restrictions; encouragement of 
use of area native plants; and cooperative landscape programs with adjoining public and 
private open space. 

• General Plan Policy 40.2.2 - Requires land use controls to protect the scenic corridor and 
to encourage sensitive selection of sites and open space preservation. Also suggests that 
landowners voluntarily dedicate a scenic easement to protect the scenic,corridor. 

• General Plan Policy 40.2. 7 - Requires proposed development to avoid sites designated 
on the Extract from GMP AP Figure 10 as highly sensitive and to minimize the visible 
effects of the proposed elements to the greatest extent possible. The landowner is 
required to use landscape screening and other techniques to achieve the maximum 
protection of visual resources; 

• General Plan Policy 40.2.9 - Requires any new development that would be located in 
areas mapped as sensitive or highly sensitive to maintain the character of the area in 
various ways. The development is required to use appropriate location, design, materials, 
and landscaping to be compatible with the area's visual character. The development must 
maintain no less than a 100-foot setback from the scenic right-of-way. All earth 

, movement associated with the development must be mitigated to prevent permanent 
scarring. The amount of tree removal must be minimized. To maintain unity, the use of 
surrounding native vegetation for screening and restoration is required. 

The county is required to review architectural projects to confirm compatibility of the 
development with the surrounding character of the land. Development in open grassland areas shown 
on the Extract from GMP AP Figure 10 as sensitive and highly sensitive must minimize its impact on 
the viewshed. If compelling circumstances are demonstrated, exceptions to the above requirements 
may be considered. 
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Regional Visual Resources 

Describing the visual character of a region provides a context and frame of reference for 
assessing the visual quality of the project site. The landscape of the northern region of Monterey 
County is highly scenic in character. The area contains a diverse mix of natural and cultural elements 
that contribute to the area's rural character. The natural features of the region include varied and 
often rugged topography. The low mountains of the Coast Ranges contain steep slopes, narrow 
canyons, prominent ridges, and some broad valleys and rolling hills. The cultural features of the 
region include numerous scattered residences and.residential developments, commercial centers, and 
agricultural operations. Residences located within areas of rugged terrain are often visible because 
they stand out on the steep slopes and ridges. 

Elevation in the region ranges from about 3,000 feet for high ridges and peaks to roughly 30 
feet on the floor of the Carmel Valley in the north area. The ridges and valleys generally trerid 
northwest-southeast (Figure 12-1). The region has many small creeks with drainages that are 
generally heavily vegetated with sycamores, Douglas-fir, redwood, bay, oaks, and willows. Many 
of the slopes and ridges are heavily vegetated with forests and chaparral shrublands. There are also 
areas of open grasslands on slopes and in the valleys. 

The area is an important destination for tourists and recreationists because of its high scenic 
quality. This region of northern Monterey County is linked by several scenic routes. State Highway 
68 connects Monterey to Salinas and merges with Highway 218; both connect with Highway .1, near 
Monterey Bay. Highway 1, which runs mostly along the coastal terrace, is the primary highway in 
the region and is heavily used by recreationists traveling to and through the region. 

Visual Resources of the Project Area and Site 

The project site, known as the Santa Lucia P1 esei ve, consists of approximately 20,000 acres 
located in northwestern Monterey County. The site is approximately 5 miles east of the Pacific Coast 
and approximately 2 miles south of Carmel Valley, extending approximately 10 miles south of the 
valley. Carmel Valley Road connects to Highway 1 in the north near Carmel Bay and intersects with 
Rancho San Carlos Road and Robinson Canyon Road. Access to San Francisquito Flat is provided 
by Rancho San Carlos Road, a 9-mile paved private road that extends south from Carmel Valley 
Road. The road becomes gated about 1 mile south of Carmel Valley Road. To the east, access is 
provided by Robinson Canyon Road, a public road used primarily by local residents, bicyclists, and 
some tourists. Robinson Canyon Road is not a through road and has light traffic; it extends from 
Carmel Valley Road, intersecting with Rancho San Carlos Road in the southern end of the Santa 
Lucia Preserve, and continues south, ending at the entrance to the White Rock Club. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

12-7 

Aesthetics 
September 14, J 995 



The project site is bordered. by the Cannel Valley on the north and northeast, by undeveloped 
land on the east and west, and by recreational private development to the south and southeast. The 
western and southern portions of the site are situated in the Santa Lucia Range. Within the site are 
valleys surrounded by forested slopes; areas of steep exposed rock with numerous caves; and areas 
of oak woodland, redwoods, and annual grassland. Prominent ridgelines, such as Sniveley's Ridge, 
are located near the site (Figure 12-1). 

San Francisquito Flat is in the south-central portion of the project site and consists of areas 
of riparian vegetation and annual grassland with scattered oaks on nearby slopes. Some structures, 
including the hacienda, a barn and equestrian facilities, and employee houses, are scattered through 
the valley. Figure 12-3 shows a typical view of the hacienda and its surroundings in San Francisquito 
Flat. 

Land uses bordering the site consist of ranching and grazing, public and private recreation and 
open space, and residential developments. Public and private recreation and open space uses 
surround the project site to the east and south, with urban lands located north of the site in the 
Cannel Valley (Figure 12-1). Portions of the site are visible mostly in middleground and background 
views from the San Clemente.residential area section of the project site. 

Surface water resources vary from perennial ponds, springs, and seeps to seasonal streams 
and ponds. Las Garzas Creek, which runs west into Moore's Lake; divides the site (Figure 12-1). 
The property encompasses most of the drainage basins of Hitchcock Canyon, Las Garzas Creek, 
Potrero Canyon, Robinson Canyon, and San Clemente Creek (all tributaries of the Carmel River) and 
San Jose Creek, which flows into Carmel Bay north of Point Lobos. 

The primary private unpaved ranch roads within the project site are Chamisal Pass, Pronghorn 
Run, and Vasquez Trail. Vasquez Trail is a Garland Ranch Regional Park trail that is proposed to 
be extended into the project site. A public trail that runs along Sniveley's Ridge in Garland Ranch 
Regional Park east of the site has some views of portions of the site, including San Francisquito Flat. 
This trail is not heavily used. Most of the site is not visible to the general public; however, some high 
ridges on the site are visible from portions -of Carmel Valley Road and Laureles Grade Road. 

Views from Robinson Canyon Road 

The most extensive views of the site are primarily from Robinson Canyon Road. The San 
Francisquito Flat area is bounded by Robinson Canyon Road on the east and Rancho San Carlos 
Road on the west. Views overlooking the site from the northern portion of Robinson Canyon Road 
are of slopes of forested rolling hills and ridgelines descending to grasslands, and corridors of riparian 
vegetation in the valley containing San Francisqu_ito Flat. For this portion of the road, virtually all 
views of facilities lie in the middleground and foreground zones. People traveling south toward 
Moore's Lake have intermittent views of the hacienda. Views from this part of the road are of the 
hacienda, the equestrian center, including a metal barn, and forested hills rising in the background. 
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View of the Hacienda and a Portion of San Francisquito 
Flat at the Project Site from Robinson Canyon Road 



The connection of Pronghorn Run to Vasquez Trail is visible in the middleground behind a low screen 
of riparian vegetation (Figure 12-4). 

Views to the north from the intersection of Robinson Canyon Road with Rancho San Carlos 
Road are expansive and sensitive. From this location, views are of San Francisquito Flat. In the 
foreground, native vegetation borders the creek extending from Moore's Lake to the east, with 
overhead power lines visible in the foreground. Portions of the barn and hacienda are visible along 
with some views of riparian areas and grazed grassland. In the background, forested rolling hills of 
Chamisal Ridge are highly visible. Distant views of forested slopes and prominent ridges are to the 
north and northwest (Figure 12-3). 

Along the entire stretch of Robinson Canyon Road within the San Francisquito Flat area to 
the east are views of cattle grazing, scattered oaks, grasslands, and barbed-wire fences (Figure 12-5). 
The viewshed to the west consists of various views of the landscape's natural features, partially 
screened by riparian vegetation (Figure 12-4). · 

Views from Robinson Canyon Road of the San Francisquito Flat are generally high in 
vividness, intactness, and unity. The landscape contains diverse patterns of vegetation and varied 
topography and some cultural features that give the area a rural character. Few elements exist that 
detract from the area's visual quality. 

Views from Public Trails 

The project site is visible from trails that meander through areas outside the San Francisquito 
Flat project area. Viewer groups are mostly hikers. Sniveley's Ridge Trail and Vasquez Trail are the 
only public trails adjacent to the project site; they run along part of the mountaintop on the 
southwestern edge of Garland Ranch Regional Park in Carmel Valley and are accessible from various 
locations in the park (Figure 12-1). The trail begins at Carmel Valley Road north of the park visitor 
center, which is located on Carmel Valley Road 8.5 miles from Highway 1. Views to the west from 
Sniveley's Ridge Trail consist of the forested canyons and rolling hills of Chamisal Ridge and the 
valley that contains San Francisquito Flat. Because of the steepness of the trail and the time it takes 
to hike to ridgetops providing views of the project site, few people see the project site from the trail. 

Views from Private Residences 

Approximately 200 cabins are located at San Clemente Rancho and the White Rock Club to 
the south and southeast of the project area. Some of the cabins have views of portions of the project 
site. The Dormody residences are a private development in the San Clemente area near the top of 
Ponciano Ridge. The residences are about 1-2 miles from the southernmost end of the project site. 
A landing strip is located on one of the ridges near the Dormody residence. 
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Figure 12-4 
View of the Project Site within San Francisquito Flat to the West 
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View of the Project Site within San Francisquito Flat to the East 
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™PACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

The approach used for this visual assessment is adapted from the FHW A's visual impact 
assessment system (1983) in combination with direct obseivation from public trails, roads, and review 
of site plans and visual resource maps prepared by the applicant. 

The visual impact assessment process involves identification of the following: 

• thresholds of significance for visual impacts; 

• impacts and the levels of significance of visual impacts of the proposed project; and 

• mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. 

The visual impacts of the proposed development on the landscape were objectively evaluated 
for their degree ofimpact. Impacts were evaluated for their level of significance using criteria from 
the State CEQA Guidelines. For impacts determined to be significant, mitigation measures are 
identified to reduce them to less-than-significant levels. To assis~ in identifying the visual impacts of 
the project, computer-generated photosimulations were prepared for three key views of the project 
site from Robinson Canyon Road, a designated county scenic road. 

Significance Criteria 

Criteria for determining the significance of impacts are based on Appendix G of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. Guidelines applicable to visual impacts state that a project will normally have a 
significant effect.on the environment ifit will: 

• conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is 
located or 

• have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect. 

Visual impacts of this project are considered significant if the project causes substantial 
changes to the existing landscape that: 
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• create a silhouette or are otherwise visible on important ridges or crests of hills when 
viewed from common public viewing areas or 

• reduce the visual quality of "sensitive" and "highly sensitive" visual resources from the 
county's designated sc.enic routes. 

Visual quality would be reduced by the introduction of ridgeline development or substantial 
changes to sensitive and highly sensitive visual resources in the landscape. Substantial changes would 
result from introduced elements that are visually incongruous with existing conditions in terms of 
form, line, color, or texture and that negatively affect vividness, intactness, or unity of important or 
sensitive views. Visual quality also could be reduced by substantial alteration of existing natural 
landforms or vegetation patterns, introduction of elements that substantially increase light and glare, 
or substantial alteration of the visual character of the area from natural or rural to more developed. 
These criteria are based on county policies identified in the section "Relevant Policies and Goals for 
Visual Resource Protection" above. 

Impacts on Views from Robinson Canyon Road 

Impact: Changes in Views South from Robinson Canyon Road 

Views south from Robinson Canyon Road where jt enters the northern end of San 
Frahcisquito Flat are of the broad valley and surrounding forested hills and ridges. Views of the 
valley and surrounding hills are highly vivid and intact. The hacienda and portions of the equestrian " 
center, notably the barn, are visible but not intrusive. Several structures for employee housing are 
proposed to be built on hillslopesjust west of Robinson Canyon Road. To avoid potential for visual 
impact, as part of the zoning a height limit of24 feet is proposed by the applicant for lots 65, 77, 83, 
84, 134,224,225,226,251,253, and 254; a limit of 18 feet for lots 28, 29, 30, 31; and a limit of 16 
feet for lot 27. These structures will be visible to, and in the foreground distance zone for, viewers 
traveling along the scenic road. The existing metal barn located south of the hacienda is noticeable 
largely because ofits high color contrast with its surroundings. It will be removed and replaced with 
another large barn that will be visible from Robinson Canyon Road. The new barn would have a 
darker colored roof that would not contrast strongly with its surroundings. 

Other new structures and features associated with the hacienda, .equestrian center, sporting 
center, ranch center, wastewater treatment plant, lodge, employee recreation center, ranch operations 
center, trails, and road improvements will be visible from the county scenic road. The golf trail, 
which has the potential to be visible on "non-silhouette" ridgelines, may be visible from common 

,. public viewing areas; while the clubhouse is covered by mature vegetation that blocks any potential 
views. These new features would be located beyond the foreground distance zone and virtually all 
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structures would be located beyond the 100-foot county-designated buffer zone adjacent to county 
scenic roads. To obtain a public use permit, most proposed features would be sited near or 
associated with existing vegetation or are proposed to be screened from public view by vegetation 
to be planted. 

Colors proposed to be used for structures are largely subdued earth tones and colors intended 
to maintain unity with the surrounding vegetation and the architectural style of the hacienda. The 
employee housing structures proposed to be located near the road would be sited near groups of trees 
and below ridgelines to help blend them with their surrounding?. Also, the low profile and the ear th­
tone colors identified for the structures would help visually blend them with the surrounding 
landscape. 

The proposed project will alter the views of the area south from.Robinson Canyon Road. 
Figure 12-6a and 12-6b shows the extent of change to views south from the scenic road as it enters 
the valley area from the north. Portions of new structures, paths, and roads would be visible. 
Existing vegetation patterns in the area would be changed by a reduction of open grasslands and an 
increase in riparian vegetation and other native trees. There would be no apparent substantial changes 
to the area landforms. Although portions of new structures would be visible and vegetation patterns 
would be changed, these changes would not substantially reduce the intactness, vividness, or unity 
of views of the area from a public viewing area and sensitive ridgelines would not be visually 
impacted. The proposed changes in views are consistent with county policies for protecting visual 
resources. For these reasons, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. However, to ensure that views 
of the structures are screened year round, the following measures are recommended. 

• Establish new native vegetation in advance of development to screen viewsfrom 
Robinson Canyon Road. 

• Use colors for structures that blend with the surrounding landscape. 

Impact: Changes in Views North from the Intersection of Robinson Canyon Road and Rancho 
San Carlos Road 

Views north from the intersection of Robinson Canyon Road and Rancho San Carlos Road 
are of the valley area of San Francisquito Flat and surrounding hills and ridges. From this location, 
views are fairly expansive and high in intactness and vividness. Highly intact and vivid views of the 
valley and ridges and diverse vegetation patterns are important visual resources in the region. People 
using the county-designated scenic road consist of both recreationists, a sensitive viewer group, and 
local residents of the San Clemente development to the south. New native vegetation would be 
planted within and near the 100-foot buffer area for the scenic road to help screen views of the ranch 
operations center proposed to be located just north of the intersection. After several years, the new 
screening vegetation would effectively obstruct the open views north from the intersection and 
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Figure 12-6a 
Existing View of the Project Site from the Northern 

Portion of Robinson Canyon Road 
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Note: This computer-generated photo simulation depicts the projected changes in the view. 

m Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 
Figure 12-6b 

Projected Change in the View of the Project Site from 
the Northern Portion of Robinson Canyon Road 



substantially reduce the vividness of these views. Figure 12-7a and 12-7b shows the change in views 
that would occur after several years of growth of vegetation proposed to be planted at this location. 
Generally, the proposed screening vegetation would obstruct views of prominent visual elements in 
the foreground and middleground of the view, including the forested rolling hills of Chamisal Ridge. 

This impact would result in loss of a highly vivid view and a substantial reduction of visual 
quality for a sensitive visual resource viewed from a county-designated scenic route. This impact is 
inconsistent with Monterey County General Plan, Policy 40.2.9 for visual quality, which states 
specifically that "development shall use appropriate location, design, materials, and landscaping to 
be compatible with an area's visual character" and "developments in open grassland areas shown on 
the Visual Sensitivity Map [Extract from GMP AP Figure 1 OJ as sensitive and highly sensitive shall 
minimize its impacts on the viewshed" (Monterey County 1992). For the reasons described above, 
this impact would be considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, 
the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 37: Relocate or Redesign the Ranch Operations Center 
and Employee Recreation Center. The ranch operations center and employee recreation center 
center's tallest structures should be relocated to the north northeast app10ximately 300 feet or 
redesigned to allow screening vegetation planted near the structures to be located a minimum of 300 
feet from the scenic road edge. The area between the road edge and the new screening vegetation 
should be maintained either as grassland or as low shrubs and other vegetation to maintain distant and 
vivid views north. Screening vegetation should be mostly native to the region and similar in form and 
character to other vegetation growing on the preserve. The proposed locations of the ranch 
operations center and the employee recreation center have been changed to reflect this mitigation 
measure. Refer to the updated vest;ng tentative map ;n Append;x J. 

Impact: Changes in Other Views from Robinson Canyon Road 

Other views from Robinson Canyon Road are of San Francisquito Flat valley and surrounding 
hills and ridges. Important visual resources also include Moore's Lake and the hacienda. Barbed-wire 
fences; cattle grazing; the narrow, winding road; and other visual elements contribute to the rural 
character of the area. Views in this area are generally of high quality and are high in intactness and 
unity and moderate in vividness. 

Proposed development and vegetative screening will change the character of the area from 
rural to more developed. More structures will be visible or partially visible; the amount of open, 
grazed grassland will be reduced; and portions of the golf course will be visible from the scenic road. 
Intactness of views would be slightly reduced by the addition of structures and other visual changes 
to the landscape. The unity of most views from the road may increase slightly given the overall 
design consistency of proposed built elements and the increased amount of vegetation. The removal 
of the metal barn at the equestrian center and its replacement with a wood barn with an earth-tone 
color roof would improve the quality of views of that area. The metal barn is a source of glare and 
contrasts strongly with its surroundings (Figure 12-8a and 12-8b ). 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

12-18 

Aesthetics 
September 14, 1995 



-N 
I -\0 

m Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. Figure 12-7a 
Existing View of the Project Site from the Intersection of 
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Note: This computer-generated photo simulation depicts the projected changes in the view. Because the locations of ranch operations center and the employee recreation center 
have been changed in response to the mitigation measure on page 12-8, less vegetation screening than indicated here will be required. 

m Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. Figure 12-7b 

Projected Change in the View from the Intersection of Robinson· Canyon Road 
and Rancho San Carlos Road after Several Years of Vegetation Growth 
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Figure 12-8a 
Existing View of San Francisquito Flat at the Project Site 

from the Southern Portion of Robinson Canyon Road 
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Figure 12-Bb 

Projected Change in the View of San Francisquito Flat 
from the Southern Portion of Robinson Canyon Road 
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Unity and intactness of views of grasslands and oaks on hills and low ridges to the west of the 
scenic road would be slightly reduced by introducing views of the proposed golf course. The 
manicured green fairways, greens, tees, and paths of the golf course would contrast with the existing 
vegetation patterns, particularly during the dry summer months when the green fairways would 
contrast with the yellow annual grasses. Although these changes would be evident, they would not 
substantially reduce the intactness or unity of existing views to the west. 

The proposed development would greatly increase the amount of light in the area; however, 
glare would not substantially increase because the colors of materials proposed to be used generally 
would be subdued earth-tone colors with low glare and reflectance characteristics that would not 
reflect a large amount of light or contrast strongly with their surroundings. Increased light from the 
development would be mostly apparent at night when few sensitive viewers (i.e., recreationists and 
people driving for pleasure) would be present to notice the increased light. 

Although visual quality of views from Robinson Canyon Road would be slightly reduced by 
additional built elements and increased light and glare for sensitive viewer groups, this reduction 
would be less than significant for the reasons described above. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. To maintain the unity and 
intactness of views of the area from the scenic road, however, the following measure should be 
implemented: 

• Minimize vegetation disturbance and tree removal, locate new mature vegetation 
screening to match existing natural vegetation patterns, and maintain old barbed-wire 
fences where feasible and design new fences using wood fence posts similar to the 
existing fences. 

• Provide vegetative screen on the south side of emergency access road/utility easement 
to Lots 223-226 to minimize view of road cut from Robinson Canyon Road. 

• Use the minimum number oflight fixtures necessary for safety and security, orient light 
fixtures away from Robinson Canyon Road as much as feasible, and use fixtures designed 
to shield or otherwise minimize fugitive light. 

Impact: Changes in Views from Private Residences 

Some private residences in the Dermody development have views of some of the project area, 
including San Francisquito Flat and surrounding hills and portions of other areas where private 
residences will be developed. The private residences are located about +.5-2 miles south of the 
project site. Portions of the project site in designated sensitive and highly sensitive visual resource 
areas are generally within middleground and background distance zones and occupy a portion of the 
overall viewshed for views from the private residences. Views of the proposed project may also be 
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available from other private parcels of land; however, it is not clear whether there are any existing 
residences on these parcels that have views of portions of the project site proposed for development. 

Because the proposed developed areas are in middleground and background distance zones 
for views from the private land areas and extensive vegetation screening and subdued earth-tone 
colors are proposed as part of the project for structures in and around San Francisquito Flat, the 
visual quality of views from private residences would be only slightly reduced by the proposed 
development. Also, county policies for visual quality do not specifically address protection of views 
from private residences. For these reasons, the impact of the proposed project on views from private 
residences would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Changes in Views of the Bo"ow Quar I y Site from Public Viewing Areas 

The borrow qtiarry site is located in the northern area of the Santa Lucia Preserve east of 
Rancho San Carlos Road on the northern side ofChamisal Ridge. A private ranch road runs through 
the site that stretches along the ridgetop. The Chamisal Ridge area may be partially visible from 
sensitive viewing areas identified on the viewer sensitive-resource map (Figure 12-1 ). The ridge and 
lxJrrow quarry may also be visible in the background distance zone from some residences in the San 
Clemente development about 5 miles to the south of the quarry and from a portion of Robinson 
Canyon Road about 2 miles to the east. Light-colored rock (granodiorite) mate1ial visible at the 
g1anodi01ite quany site would be exposed as part of the borrow quany operation and rock piles. 
Potential views of the site quany from Robinson Canyon Road would be screened by native 
vegetation proposed to be planted as part of the project. If the new vegetation adequately screens 
views of the borrow site quarry from the scenic road by the time the quarry operation begins, the 
quality of these views would not be reduced. Based on this assumption, this impact would be less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. To ensure that views of the 
borrow site quarry from Robinson Canyon Road are adequately screened, however, the following 
measure should be implemented: 

• Establish new native vegetation in advance of beginning quarry operations and ensure that 
views of the quarry operation from Robinson Canyon Road are fully screened during 
operation of the borrow site qua11y. 

Impact: Changes in Views from Public Trails 

Two public trails, Sniveley's Ridge Trail and the Vasquez Trail, run just east of the site's 
northeast property boundary near Pen.on Peak in Garland Ranch Regional Park. A portion of the 
hiking trail has views of sensitive and highly sensitive visual resources, including the area around San 
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Francisquito Flat. Portions of the trail would have views of proposed development in the valley and 
on surrounding hills. Views would include some private residences and access roads, the golf course, 
and development proposed for the valley area. These views would generally be middleground and 
background views. The public trail is proposed to be extended within a portion of the preserve. 
From this extended trail portion, areas of proposed development may be more visible. Because the 
trail is lightly used and views of developed areas would generally be from portions of the trail and for 
scattered development in middleground distance zones, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Potential Impact of the Golf Trail Clubhouse on Ridgeline Development 

The golf trail was evaluated in The Golf Trail: A Visual Analysis (Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership Robert Lamb Hart 1994d) to determine the visual impacts of the golf trail and assess the 
consistency with county policy. The golf trail encompasses 3 3 6 total acres of which 71 are proposed 
for irrigated turf Landscaping would include native oak clusters, riparian features, and grasslands. 

No portions of the golf trail would have the potential for creating a silhouette when viewed 
from a common viewing area; however, some portions of the golf trail may be visible on 
nonsilhouette ridgelines which are visible from common viewing areas. There are approximately 5.4 
miles of Robinson Canyon Road within the boundaries of the project site which, designated as a 
scenic corridor, fall within the "highly sensitive" or "sensitive" visual resource areas. Small portions 

) of the golf trail landscape would be visible including some of the greens. The clubhouse would be 
located 1,200 to 1,500 feet from the roadway. An intervening road is covered with mature oaks 
which would block any potential views of the building. Measures have been built into the golf trail 
design that would further reduce the visual impacts of the golf trail including minimizing grading, 
replanting trees, and minimizing the acreage of irrigated turf. In samma1y, the golf ttail would not 
substantially reduce minimizing the ac1eage of irrigated tmf In summary, the golf trail would not 
substantially reduce the intactness, vividness, or unity of views of the area from a public viewing area, 
and sensitive ridgelines would not be visually impacted. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Changes in Views Caused by Development of Roadways on Slopes in Excess of 30% 

Seven roadways or driveways are proposed on slopes in excess of 3 0% that are within the 
sensitive visual resource areas (Figure 12-1 and Appendix I). All but one will follow existing 
alignments of roadways and will not introduce an adverse visual element to the landscape. Four 
hundred linear feet ofChamisal Pass would cross an existing 40% slope on Lot 135 near the lodge. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

12-25 

Aesthetics 
September U. 1995 



Road construction would involve 1,600 cubic yards of fill. This stretch of Chamisal Pass would not 
be visible from Robinson Canyon Road because of the intervening topography. The visual impacts 
of roadways on slopes in excess of 30% is considered less than significant because they do not 
represent a change in the character of the existing landscape or would not be visible from important 
public viewing areas. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Chapter 13. Traffic 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter is based on traffic reports prepared by Dowling Associates: the Traffic Report 
for Rancho San Carlos, dated April 22, 1994; Supplemental Traffic Report for the Santa Lucia 
Preserve, dated December 13, 1994; Traffic Safety Analysis for the Intersection of Rancho San 
Carlos Road and Carmel Valley Road, dated December 13, 1994; and Traffic Impact Analysis for the 
Golf Trail at the Santa Lucia Preserve, dated December 13, 1994. These reports are available for 
review at the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department. 

SETTING 

Methodology 

Circulation systems typically are evaluated based on their ability to accommodate traffic (i.e., 
whether they have sufficient capacity). In this report, both roadway segments and intersections were 
analyzed for their traffic-carrying capacity. 

The quality of traffic service provided by a roadway or an intersection is measured by its level 
of service (LOS). This method uses a letter rating to describe the peak-period driving conditions for 
a particular facility. The letters A through F represent the best to worst driving conditions, 
respectively. Generally, LOS A indicates free-flow operation with little or no delay, and LOS F 
denotes jammed flow with substantial delay. 

Critical Roadway Segments 

The project traffic was considered to have potential effects on nine segments of Carmel Valley 
Road, which were analyzed in this study. These segments are shown on Figure 13-1 and include: . 

Segment 1 - Holman Road to east Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP) boundary 
Segment 2A - Esquiline Road to Holman Road 
Segment 2B - Ford Road to Esquiline Road 
Segment 3 - Laureles Grade Road to Ford Road 
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Figure 13-1 
Carmel Valley Road Road Segments 



Segment 5 
Segment 6 
Segment 7 
Segment 8 
Segment 9 

- Robinson Canyon Road to Laureles Grade Road 
- Schulte Road to Robinson Canyon Road 
- Rancho San Carlos Road to Schulte Road 
- Rio Road to Rancho San Carlos Road 
- Carmel Rancho Boulevard to Rio Road 

Segment 10 of Carmel Valley Road, located between Highway 1 and Carmel Rancho Road, 
is too short to analyze. Traffic conditions on this segment are mainly controlled by the operations 
of the intersections on the two sides. In addition, traffic conditions on Highway 1 are mainly 
controlled by the intersections on this highway; therefore, for Highway 1, the traffic analysis 
concentrated on the intersections. Furthermore, the applicant is proposing to implement measures 
to minimize project traffic using Robinson Canyon Road. The traffic studies prepared by Dowling 
Associates indicated that the project effects on this road would be minimal; therefore, this roadway 
was not considered to be critical. 

The critical roadway segments were analyzed using standard analysis methods for two-lane 
rural roads and multi-lane highways as described in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual 
(Transportation Research Board 1985). The characteristics of traffic flow associated with each level 
of service for these facilities are described in Table 13-1. 

Critical Intenections 

Six intersections were identified as critical and were analyzed in this study. These 
intersections were selected based on their existing operating conditions or the potential for the project 
traffic to affect their operating conditions. These intersections are: 

• Rancho San Carlos Road and Carmel Valley Road 
• Highway 1 and Carpenter Street 
• Highway 1 and Ocean Avenue 
• Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road 
• Highway 1 and Rio Road 
• Carmel Valley Road and Carmel Rancho Boulevard 

Signalized lntenections. Traffic capacity analysis of the signalized intersections was 
conducted using the operational method of analysis described in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual. 
This method uses an average vehicle delay value to characterize the level of service at a signalized 
intersection. Delay is a complex measure and depends on many variables: the quality of progression, 
the cycle length, the percentage of the cycle length during which the signal indication is green, and 
the volume-to-capacity 0f /C) ratio for the lane group or approach in question. Table 13-2 shows the 
relationship between delay and levels of service used in the analysis of signalized intersections. 

U nsignalized lntenections. For the unsignalized intersection of Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Road, the analysis was conducted using the procedure recommended in the 1985 
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Table 13-1. Definition of Levels of Service for Two-Lane 
Rural Roads and Multilane Highways 

Two-Lane Road Multilane Highway 

Level of 
Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Notes: 

Percent Time 
Delay 

Less than 30% 

30%-45% 

45%-60% 

60%-75% 

75%-100% 

100% 

Density or 
Description Volume/Capacity 

Average speed typically Density less than 12 
greater than 55 mph veh/mi/ln or V /C less 

than 0.33 

Average speed typically Density = 13 to 20 or 
around 55 mph V/C = 0.34 to 0.55 

Average speed typically Density = 21 to 28 or 
between 50 and 55 mph V/C = 0.56 to 0.75 

Average speed typically Density= 29 to 34 or 
around 50 mph V/C = 0.76 to 0.89 

Average speed typically Density = 35 to 40 or 
between 45 and 50 mph V/C = 0.90 to 1.00 

Average speed typically Density more than 40 
below45 mph or V/C more than 1.00 

Level of service is measured two different ways for two-lane and multilane rural highways. 

Description 

Completely free-flow 
conditions; speeds 
around 60 mph 

Free flow; speeds 
around 60 mph 

Speeds between 55 
and60mph 

Speeds range 
between 55 and 60 
inph 

Near capacity; 
speeds range from 
45-60mph 

Forced or breakdown 
flow; speeds usually 
less than 30 inph 

Two-lane rural road: Level of service is defined according to the ''percent time delay". This is an estimate of the amount 
of time that drivers are "delayed" because they have to follow a slower vehicle. Percent time delay is difficult to measure 
in the field so it is often replaced with "percent platooning", which is the percent of vehicles that are following (within 
5 seconds) another vehicle. 

Multilane highway: Level of service is defined according to the density of vehicles per mile per lane of the facility.· A 
secondary measure of level of service is the volume/capacity ratio. 

Source: Transportation Research Board 1985. 

13-4 



Table 13-2. Definition of Levels of Service for Signalized Intersections 

Level of 
Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Delay Range 

Less than 5.0 seconds per vehicle 

5.1-15.0 seconds per vehicle 

15.1-25.0 seconds per vehicle 

25.1-40.0 seconds per vehicle 

40.1-60.0 seconds per vehicle 

In excess of 60 seconds per 
vehicle 

Description 

Very low delay. This occurs when 
progression is extremely favorable, and most 
vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most 
vehicles do not stop at all. 

This generally occurs with good progress 
and/or short cycle lengths. More vehicles 
stop than for LOS A, causing higher levels of 
average delay. 

These higher delays may result from fair 
progression and/or longer cycle lengths. 
Some vehicles may wait for more than one 
cycle of the signal. The number of vehicles 
stopping is significant at this level, although 
many still pass through the intersection 
without stopping. 

The influence of congestion becomes more 
noticeable. Long delays may result from 
some combination of unfavorable 
progression, long cycle lengths, or high 
volume/capacity ratios. Many vehicles stop, 
and the propo1tion of vehicles not stopping 
declines. Many vehicles will wait through 
more than one cycle of the signal. 

These high delay values generally indicate 
poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high 
volume/capacity ratios. Many more vehicles 
will wait through more than one cycle of the 
signal. 

This condition often occurs with 
oversaturation, (i.e., when a1Tival flow rates 
exceed the capacity of the intersection). Poor 
progression and long cycle lengths may also 
be major contributing causes to such delay 
levels. 

Note: Level of service for signalized intersections is defined in terms of delay, or waiting time, at a signal. Delay is a 
measure of driver discomfort, frustration, fuel consumption, and lost travel time. Level of service criteria are stated 
in terms of the average stopped delay per vehicle. 

Source: Transportation Research Board 1985. 
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Highway Capacity Manual. This method assesses the conflicts between turning movements to and 
from the legs of the intersection with stop signs (minor streets) and those on the legs without stop 
signs (major streets). The procedure assesses the probability and frequency of gaps occurring in the 
major street traffic stream that would allow minor street traffic to proceed. 

The quantitative measure of LOS at one-way or two-way stop sign-controlled intersections 
is determined by estimating the remaining ''reserve" capacity at the intersection. Reserve capacity 
represents the extent to which cars on the minor street approaches can proceed through the 
intersection and generally decreases as the volume of through traffic on the major street increases. 
A reserve capacity ofless than O indicates an intersection operating at LOS F. The characteristics 
of traffic flow associated with each LOS for unsignalized intersections are described in Table 13-3. 

Signal Warrant Analysis. A signal warrant analysis was conducted for the unsignalized 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road. This analysis was based on 
established guidelines that assist in determining the need for traffic signal control (California 
Department of Transportation 1985). 

The signal warrant guidelines specify 11 criteria that indicate the need for traffic signal 
installation: · ' 

• Warrant 1 
• Warrant2 
• Warrant 3 
• Warrant4 
• Warrant 5 
• Warrant 6 
• Warrant 7 
• Warrant 8 
• Warrant 9 
• Warrant 10 -
• Warrant 11 -

Minimum Vehicular Volume 
Interruption of Continuous Traffic 
Minimum Pedestrian Volume 
School Crossing 
Progressive Movement 
Accident Experience 
Systems 
Combination of Warrants 
Four-Hour Volumes 
Peak-Hour Delay 
Peak-Hour Volume 

Fulfillment of any one or combination of these criteria may indicate that signal control is 
needed. The guidelines emphasize that the criteria should be considered only as a guide in 
determining the need for traffic signal control in conjunction with other project-specific factors. A 
comprehensive investigation of traffic conditions and physical characteristics of the intersection in 
question is required to determine the necessity for a signal and to furnish necessary data for the 
proper design and operation of a signal that is found to be warranted. Such data are listed in the 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways (U.S. Department of 
Transportation 1988). 

The signal warrant analysis for this study was based on Warrants 1, 2, 6, 8, 9, and 11. 
Warrants 3, 4, 5, and 7 were not applicable. Warrant 10 was not studied due to lack ofinformation 
on side street delay. 
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Table 13-3. Definition of Levels of Service for 
Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Two-Way Stop Control 

Reserve Capacity (vehicles/hr) 

Greater than 400 

300-399 

200-299 

100-199 

0-99 

less than 0 

Note: The reserve capacity for each of movement is measured and several levels of service are calculated for each 
intersection. Often, only the "worst" of these levels of service is reported, usually for one of the left turns from one 
of the stop signs. Level of service "E" is not a "warrant" for installing traffic signals. 

Source: Transportation Research Board 1985. 
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Study Conditions 

The traffic analysis evaluates the traffic impacts of the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed 
in the GMP AP in the combined development permit application (CDP-GMP AP) and potential 
buildout of the Santa Lucia Preserve (buildout ). The impacts of these two conditions were compared 
to the no-project conditions. The no-project conditions reflect two future scenarios: (1) completion 
of all approved projects in the Carmel Valley area and (2) approval and completion of all proposed 
projects in addition_ to completion of all approved projects in the Carmel Valley area. Therefore, the 
impact analysis discusses the traffic con_ditions for seven scenarios: 

• Existing Conditions 
• Existing Conditions plus Approved Projects 
• Existing Conditions plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMP AP 
• Existing Conditions plus Approved Projects plus Buildout 
• Existing Conditions plus Approved and Proposed Projects 
• Existing Conditions plus Approved and Proposed Projects plus CDP-GMP AP 
• Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects plus Buildout 

Transportation facilities generally operate at their worst operating level during the p.m. peak 
hour (an hour between 4:00 and 6:00 p.m.). To present the worst-case conditions, this traffic analysis 
was performed for the p.m. peak hour for all facilities except the intersection of Carmel Valley Road 
and Rancho San Carlos Road. Because the project affects this intersection more than any other 
facility, this intersection was also analyzed during the a.m. peak hour (an hour between 7:00 and 9:00 
a.m.). 

Acceptable Levels of Service 

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County objective for optimum driving conditions 
is LOS C or better. LOS C is considered the acceptable LOS for the intersection of Carmel Valley 
Road and Rancho San Carlos Road. 

The intersections of Highway 1 with Carpenter Street, Ocean A venue, Carmel Valley Road, 
and Rio Road, and the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Carmel Rancho Road are included in 
the Monterey County Congestion Management Program (CMP). The acceptable LOS for these 
intersections is considered LOS E, which is their CMP-designated LOS standard. 

Based on the CVMP, for those segments of Carmel Valley Road that are operating at LOS 
A or B, the acceptable LOS is considered LOS B. For those segments that are operating at LOS C 
or worse, the acceptable LOS is considered that segment's 1986 LOS. 
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Existing Transportation Conditions 

Existing Roadway Network 

Figure 13-2 illustrates the roadway network in the project vicinity. Regional access to the 
Santa Lucia Preserve is provided via Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road. Primary access to the site 
is provided via Rancho San Carlos Road, which is a private road. Robinson Canyon Road, which is 
a county road that is more winding than Rancho San Carlos Road, serves as a secondary and 
emergency site access. 

Highway 1. Highway 1 is a major north-south facility, connecting the project site to the 
Cities of Carmel and Monterey. This highway is two lanes to the south of Ocean Avenue and widens 
to four lanes to the north of this road. 

Existing average daily traffic (ADT) volumes on Highway 1 to the south of Carmel Valley 
Road are about 21,000 vehicles per day. This highway carries about 69,000 vehicles per day to the 
north of Carpenter Street. Peak-hour volumes range from 1,130 vehicles per hour to the south of 
Carmel Valley Road, to 4,850 vehicles per hour to the north of Carpenter Street. California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) reports that Highway 1 in the Cannel area is operating at 
LOSE or worse approximately 14 hours per day. 

The intersections of Highway 1 with Carpenter Street, Ocean A venue, Carmel Valley Road, 
and Rio Road are controlled by traffic signals. These intersections are generally the bottlenecks on 
this portion of Highway 1. Traffic backs up on the two-lane segment of this highway to the south 
of Ocean Avenue each afternoon. The critical capacity section is the uphill grade between Carmel 
Valley Road and Ocean Avenue. The queues frequently extend as far south as Rio Road. 

Carmel Valley Road. Carmel Valley Road extends from Highway 1 to Arroyo Seco Road. 
The segment of this road between Carmel Rancho Boulevard and Via Petra Way is a four-lane 
divided road. The remainder of this road is two lanes with left-tum pockets at a few key 
intersections. The intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Carmel Rancho Boulevard is signalized. 

Daily traffic volumes on Carmel Valley Road increased by 5-6% per year between 198 5 and 
1991. The increase in traffic stopped in 1992, with no significant change occurring between 1991 
and 1992. Traffic volumes dropped by 5% on Carmel Valley Road between 1992 and 1993 and by 
3% between 1992 and 1994. The largest drops in traffic have been on segment 3 (Laureles Grade 
Road to Ford Road), segment 6 (Schulte Road to Robinson Canyon Road), and segment 7 (Rancho 
San Carlos Road to Schulte Road). This analysis is based on a conservative approach that uses the 
1992 volumes on Carmel Valley Road for existing conditions rather than the more recent 1993 
counts, thus, allowing the possibility that traffic volumes may return to 1992 levels even in the 
absence of new development. 
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Rancho San Carlos Road. Rancho San Carlos Road is a paved, private, rural road that 
extends for about 10 miles south of Carmel Valley Road. This road is about 20-24 feet wide between 
Cannel Valley Road and Quail Meadows Place, about 18 feet wide between Quail Meadows Place 
and the Cannel Valley Racquet Club, and 10-12 feet wide south of the racquet club. Rancho San 
Carlos Road is gated at all entrances to the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

Daily traffic counts conducted in June 1993 indicated that Rancho San Carlos Road carries 
about 1,800 vehicles per day on the segment between Valley Greens Drive and Cannel Valley Road. 
A more recent traffic count conducted in October 1994 showed the daily traffic volume on this 
segment to be about 1,900 vehicles. This 5% increase is attributed to the construction and sales 
activities occurring at Quail Meadows development. The analysis conducted for the intersection of 
Cannel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road uses the 1993 counts. The traffic generated by 
the Quail Meadows development was projected as part of the traffic generated by the approved 
projects. 

Rancho San Carlos Road crosses the Carmel River with a 320-foot bridge. This bridge is 
about 20 feet wide; however, bumpers and railings reduce its clearance to 18 feet wide. The speed 
limit on the bridge is 15 miles per hour (mph). Pedestrians must currently walk in the vehicle lanes 
to cross this bridge. 

Daily traffic volume on this bridge ranges from 1,500 vehicle per day on weekends to 1,900 
vehicles per day on weekdays. Weekday peak-hour volumes currently range between 160 and 190 
vehicles per hour. The traffic capacity of this bridge is estimated to be between 1,500 and 1,580 
vehicles per hour depending on the directional split of traffic crossing the bridge. 

Since June 1990, the bridge has been posted with a 15-ton load limit sign to keep construction 
vehicles from using this bridge until a structural analysis of the bridge was completed. The recently 
completed structural analysis indicated that, with a few minor repairs and continued maintenance, the 
bridge will be able to carry an HS20-44 design load. This exceeds the county and state standards, 
which require that all new or refurbished bridges leading to or within a state responsibility area be 
designated for HSIS-44 loading, which is equivalent to a vehicle load limit of about 30 tons. 

The intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road is controlled by a stop 
sign on Rancho San Carlos Road. This intersection was reconstructed in October 1992 to include 
a westbound left-tum lane, an eastbound right-tum lane, and an eastbound right-tum acceleration 
lane. 

Robinson Canyon Road. Robinson Canyon Road is a public rural roadway that extends for 
about 9 miles south of Carmel Valley Road. From its southern terminus at White Rock Club to about 
0.5 mile south of Cannel River, Robinson Canyon Road varies in width from 16 to 22 feet wide, 
except where it widens at several blind curves. This road widens to greater than 24 feet from O. 5 mile 
south of Cannel River to its intersection with Carmel Valley Road. 
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Four bridges are on Robinson Canyon Road south of the Carmel River. Three of these 
bridges are 16-18 feet wide. The other bridge, located within the project site, is 9. 5 feet wide. 
Several cattle-guards are also on this road. 

About 80-140 vehicles per weekday have been counted on :Robinson Canyon Road at the 
Santa Lucia Preserve's northern boundary. Between 25 and 50 vehicles travel to and from San 
Clemente Rancho on the private Dormody Road; between 22 and 50 vehicles travel to and from the 
White Rock Club; and between 15 and 20 vehicles travel to and from the back entrance to the Santa 
Lucia Preserve. The rest of the trips on this road are made by sight-seers, patrol cars, and other 
travelers that turn around within 15 minutes after entering the preserve on Robinson Canyon Road. 

Public Transit Service 

The nearest transit service to the Santa Lucia Preserve is located on Carmel Valley Road, 
approximately 9 miles north of the center of the preserve. Monterey Salinas Transit (MST) runs Line 
24 once each hour on Carmel Valley Road. The nearest bus stop to the project site is located several 
hundred feet west of Rancho San Carlos Road on Carmel Valley Road. Two additional MST bus 
lines (Lines 4 and 5) run every half hour from Carmel Rancho Boulevard to downtown Carmel and 
Monterey. Existing bus service in the area is shown on Figure 13-3. 

Existing Roadway Operations 

Table 13-4 presents the existing (1992) daily traffic volumes on the nine critical segments of 
Carmel Valley Road. Threshold volumes have been set for each segment of Carmel Valley Road 
under the CVMP. When a segment reaches its threshold volume, the county must conduct more 
detailed LOS analyses to determine whether the CVMP's LOS standards have been exceeded; For 
segments that currently operate at LOS C or worse, the CVMP specifies that the LOS shall not go 
below the 1986 LOS for that segment. 

As indicated on Table 13-4, the 1992 daily traffic on segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road, 
located between Schulte Road and Robinson Canyon Road exceeded the daily threshold volume for 
this segment by about 400 vehicles. County measurements indicated that this segment was operating 
at LOSE in 1992, therefore exceeding the threshold LOS specified in the CVMP (Table 13-5). The 
threshold LOS for this segment is its operating level in 1986, which was LOS D. 

Segment 7, between Rancho San Carlos Road and Schulte Road, carried volumes slightly 
below its 24-hour threshold volume in 1992. This segment does not exceed its 1986 LOS ofE. 

Construction of passing lanes on segmcnts.6 and 7 would improve.theh operating conditions. 
Monterey County Public Works Department is currently studying various, options for improving 
traffic operations and safety on Carmel Valley Road. Studies conducted by the County indicate that 
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Table 13-4. Daily Traffic Volumes on Cannel Valley Road 

Existing plus Existing plus Existing plus Existing plus 
Existing plus Approved Approved Existing plus Approved and Approved and CVMPC 

Existing Approved Projects plus Projects plus Approved and Proposed Projects plus Proposed Projects Threshold 
Segment (1992) Projects CDP-GMPAP 8 Buildouth Proposed Projects CDP-GMPAP plus Buildout Volume 

1 3,434 3,456 3,469 3,472 3,494 3,507 3,510 8,487 

2A 3,656 3,678 3,691 3,694 3,735 3,748 3,751 6,835 

2B 8,737 8,852 8,913 8,925 9,090 9,151 9,163 N/A 

3 11,359 11,474 11,642 11,678 11,818 11,986 12,022 11,600 

~ 
v.) 

I 5 10,820 11,079 11,321 11,372 11,617 11,859 11,910 12,752 ~ 
..j::,. 

6 15,896 16,714 16,960 17,012 17,715 17,961 18,013 15,499 

7 16,014 16,823 17,190 17,268 18,063 18,430 18,508 16,340 

8 19,189 20,344 21,709 21,997 21,572 22,937 23,225 48,487 

9 24,220 25,902 27,058 27,303 27,063 28,219 28,464 51,401 

• CDP-GMPAP refers to the Santa Lucia Preseive uses proposed in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan in the combined development pennit application. 

b Buildout refers to buildout ofthe Santa Lucia Preserve. 

C CVMP refers to data from the Cannel Valley Master Plan. 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994. 
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Table 13-5. Levels of Service for Carmel Valley Road Segments during Weekday P.M. Peak Hour 
at Peak Direction without Road Improvements 

Existing plus 
Existing Existing plus Existing plus Existing plus Approved and 

CVMPa plus Approved Approved Approved Proposed 
Segment 1986 Existing Approved Projects plus Projects plus and Proposed Projects plus 

(Eastbound) Level (1992) Projects CDP-GMPAP" Buildouf Projects CDP-GMPAP" 

1 C C C C C C C 

2A C C C C C C C 

2B D D D D D D D 

3 D D D D D D D 

5 D D D D D D D 

6 D E E E E E E 

7 E E E E E E E 

8 A A A A A A A 

9 A A A A A A B 

CVMP refers to data from the Carmel Valley Master Plan . 

Existing plus 
Approved and 

Proposed 
Projects plus 

Buildouf 

C 

C 

D 

D 

D 

E 

E 

A 

B 

b CDP-GMPAP refers lo the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan in the combined development permit 
application. 

0 Buildout refers to buildout of the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994. 



construction of passing lanes, where appropriate, on segments 6 and 7 would improve their 
operating conditions. 

Existing Intersection Operations 

Table 13-6 shows 'the results of the existing capacity analysis at the critical intersections 
during the p.m. peak hour. Table 13-7 shows the results of the a.m. peak hour analysis for the 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road. The results show that the 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road operates at unacceptabl.e LOS D 
and E during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, respectively. These LOS D and E are experienced by the 
left-turning traffic entering Carmel Valley Road from Rancho San Carlos Road. 

In addition, the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road operates at. LOS F during 
the p.m. peak hour. This exceeds the tOS E standard set forth in the CMP for this intersection. 

Accident History 

Table 13-8 presents the average annual number of accidents for Carmel Valley Road. As 
shown on this table, between 1990 and 1992, segments 1 and 2A have experienced ah increase in the 
number of accidents compared to the period between 1984 and 1989. The average number of 
accidents between 1990 and 1992 on Carmel Valley Road, however, by about 15% less than the 
average number of accidents on this road between 1984 and 1989. 

The intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road had a sharp increase 
in accidents in the first year following the reconstruction that occurred in October 1992. A total of 
11 accidents occurred in the 9-year period before the reconstruction, while 12 accidents occurred 
from the reconstruction to November 1994. Most of these accidents occurred in the first few months 
after the intersection was reopened to traffic. The county has installed additional striping and 
reflectors since that time .. 

Almost all of the accidents at the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos 
Road were caused by left-turning drivers pulling out in front of the eastbound traffic on Carmel 
Valley Road (Figure 13-4). The left-turning drivers either did not see the oncoming traffic, were not 
looking, or saw the oncoming traffic but underestimated its speed. The left-turning drivers involved 
in the collisions had a mean age of slightly over 70 years. 

A safety analysis conducted at this intersection (Dowling Associates 1994) found no 
deficiencies in signing, striping, or in the intersection sight distance. The report, however, indicated 
that the pine trees that were located to the west of Rancho San Carlos Road, cast a shadow on the 
eastbound approach to the intersection, which may have been a factor for some. drivers with impaired 
vision at certain times of the day and under certain weather conditions. The shadowing was not 
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Intersection 

Carmel Valley 
Road/Rancho 
San Carlos Road 

Highway 1/ 
Carpenter Street 

/' 
I 

Highway I/Ocean · 
Avenue 

Highway 1/ 
Carmel Valley 

Existing 

LOS Measurec 

E 42 

E 49.2 

D 32.5 

F _d 

V/C LOS 

NA E 

1.030 E 

0.943 D 

1.298 F 

Existing plus 
Appr<M<I 

Projects 

Measurec 

2 

52.9 

33.7 

__ d 

V/C 

NA 

1.048 

0.9!1} 

1.334 

, ______ /; 

Table 13-6. Sumnuuy of P.M. Peak-Hour level of Service Analysis 

Existing plus 
Appr<M<I Projects plus 

CDP-GMPAPa 

LOS Mcuurec V/C 

F -63 NA 

E 55.6 1.057 

D 35A 0.978 

F 
__ d 

1.358 

LOS 

F 

E 

D 

F 

Emling plw, 
Appr<M<I Project• 

plus Buildoul b 

Mcasurec 

-81 

56.3 

36.0 

__ d 

V/C LOS 

NA F 

1,0<,() E 

0.983 D 

1.365 F 

Existing plus 
Appr<M<I and 

Proposed Project, 

Mcasurec 

-18 

56.3 

35.2 

•• d 

~ 
Road 

I 

~ Highway 1/ D 37.6 0.867 E 40.l 0.901 E 40.7 0.911 E 40.9 0.915 E 42.2 
Rio Road' 

Carmel Valley C 17.6 0.807 C 19.0 0.849 C 20.9 0.894 C 21.5 0.905 
Road/Carmel 
Rancho Road e 

NA • not applicable. 

a CDP-GMPAP refers to the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan in the combined development permit application. 

b Buildout refers 10 buildout of the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

C 21.3 

c Represents reserve capacity for the unsignalized intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road and delay per vehicle in seoonds for the remaining signalized intersections. 

d Delay cannot be accurately calculated when the demand volume is more than 20% greater than the lane capacity. 

• Level of service at this intersection cannot be accurately calculated due lo backups that occur at the intersection of Highway I and Carmel Valley Road that frequently extend 10 Ibis intersection, 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994. 

V/C 

NA 

1.0<,() 

0.916 

1.362 

0.927 

0.900 

Emling plw, Appr<M<I 
and Proposed 
Projects plw, 

CDP-GMPAP 

LOS Meuure" V/C 

F -81 NA 

E YJ.5 1.070 

D 37.3 0.996 

F _d 1.386 

E 42.9 0.938 

C 24.0 0.942 

LOS 

F 

F 

D 

F 

E 

C 

l 

Existing plus 
Appr<M<I and 

Proposed Project, 
plus Buildout 

Meuure" 

-98 

<,(),2 

37.9 

_d 

43.1 

24.8 

V/C 

NA 

1.072 

1.001 

1.393 

0.941 

0,966 



1-l 

Existing 

Existing plus 
Approved 
Projects 

Table 13-7. Summary of A.M. Peak-Hour Level of Service Analysis 

Existing plus 
Approved Projects plus 

CDP-GMPAP 8 

Existing plus 
Approved Projects 

plus Buildout b 

Existing plus 
Approved and 

Proposed Projects 

Intersection LOS Measure< LOS Measure< LOS Measure0 LOS Measure0 LOS Measure0 

Carmel Valley D 188 D 117 E 40 E 21 E 
Road/Rancho San 
Carlos Road 

• CDP-GMPAP refers to the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan in the combined development permit application. 

b Buildout refers to buildout of the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

77 

Existing plus Approved 
and Proposed 
Projects plus 

CDP-GMPAP 

LOS Measure' 

E 2 

c ·Represents reserve capacity for the unsignalized intersection of Cannel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road and delay per vehicle in seconds for the remaining signalized intersections. 

Source: Dowling pers. comm. 

Existing plus 
Approved and 

Proposed Projects 
plus Buildout 

LOS Measure0 

F -17 

w-------------------------------------------------------------------------
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1 

2A 

2B 

3 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Total 

Segment 

Table 13-8. Average Number of Annual Accidents for 
Carmel Valley Road, 1984-1992 

Between 
1984 and 1989 

5.2 

1.2 

8.2 

19.5 

15.0 

14.3 

18.3 

9.3 

8.0 

99.0 

Between 
1990 and 1992 

9.0 

6.0 

7.3 

9.3 

7.3 

16.3 

13.3 

7.0 

9.3 

84.8 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994. 
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Symbol Key 
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D • DARK 

0 • POINT OF IUPACT 
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- • PEDES1111AN 

- + • BICYCLE 

-=---•fflAIN 

"""' • PARKED VEHICLE 

a • RXED OBJECT 

---+a • FATAL COUISION 

- • PERSONAL IN.AJRY 

Accident Locations 

--...0 • PROPERTY DAUAGE 

++++ • VEHICLE BACKING 

....,_ • OVERTURNED 

-.,.. • OUT OF" CON1110L 

~ • REAR END COi.US/ON 

4 • BROADSIDE 

,,,,o,.._ • JACKKNIFE 

-0- • HEAD-ON COLLISION 
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Accident Record 
Date Reason 

1) 12/30/92 

2) 01/03/93 

3) 01/25/93 

4) 01/30/93 

5) 05117/93 

6) 05125193 

7) 06/09/93 

8) 12/20/93 

Wasn't wearing contacts, claimed to be avoiding 
an opossum: 

ClaJIT18d to be avoiding a vehicle entering 
lntersecUon from Rancho San Carlos Rd. 

75 rrph, claimed to be avoiding a vehicle entering 
Intersection from Rancho San Carlos Ad. 

D-1, 75-year,old, thought she had time 

V-1 headlights wen! out 

D-1 didn't &88 V-2 

D-1, 76-year-old, !hough! she had time 

D-2 didn't 888 V-1 

9) 12/26/93 D-1, 85-year-old, dldn1 see V-2 

10) 06/27/94 D-1, bad judgment on acceleration 

11) 08/20/94 D-2, 82-year-old, dldn1 s~ V-1 

12) 11/22/94 D-1, 70-year-old; dldnisee V-2 

Figure 13-4 
Collision Diagram for the 

Intersection of Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Road since October 8, 1992 



found to be a problem for drivers with healthy eyesight. These pine trees were removed recently by 
the Monterey County Public Works Department as a result of storm damage. 

Monterey County Public Works Department has no record of any reported accidents on 
Robinson Canyon Road between 0.5 mile south of the Carmel River and the road's terminus at White 
Rock Road since 1988. Two accidents occurred during the same period on the wider section of 
Robinson Canyon Road between Carmel Valley Road and Holt Ranch Road. 

Planned Improvements 

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) has recently approved and funded the 
following projects on Highway 1: 

• adding a second southbound left-tum lane at the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel 
Valley Road, 

• extending the southbound lane drop on Highway 1 from Ocean A venue to Mesa Drive, 
and 

• adding a second westbound through lane on Rio Road at its intersection with Highway 1. 

The project to add a second westbound through lane at Rio Road is part of the adopted 
Deficiency Plan for Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road (dated October 19, 1994) and is listed on 
page 21 of that document. The board of supervisors recently voted against implementing a parking 
restriction, which would provide sufficient travelway width to accommodate the additional lane. 

However, there are other methods to accomplish this objective and still meet the 
requirements of the adopted deficiency plan. These include providing additional pavement on either 
Highway 1 or Rio Road Depending on the extent of widening required, purchase of additional 
right-of-way might be required 

Highway 1 

The Transportation Agency of Monterey County (T AMC) and Caltrans have recommended 
the following operational improvements for Highway 1, between Rio Road and Carpenter Street, to 
CTC for approval. The Highway 1 improvement project in the vicinity of Carmel has been identified 
by TAMC and the CMP CIP as the number one priority project in Monterey County. Ca/trans is 
also committed to the implementation of these projects. 

• adding a northbound through lane on Highway 1 between Carmel Valley Road and Morse 
Drive, 
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• adding a northbound through lane on Highway 1 from south of Carpenter Street to 
Highway 68, 

• constructing dual westbound right-tum lanes at the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel 
Valley Road, 

• adding an exclusive eastbound right-tum lane to Ocean Avenue at its intersection with 
Highway 1, 

• extending the length of the eastbound left-tum lane on Carpenter Street at its intersection 
with Highway 1, 

• adding left-tum lanes on Highway 1 at its intersection with Handley Drive, and 

• constructing a park-and-ride lot at OceanAvenue or Rio Road Street.. 

Long-term capacity improvements recommended by T AMC and Caltrans include addition of 
a fourth lane to Highway 1 between Rio Road and Ocean Avenue. In addition, T AMC and the CTC 
have approved construction of the Hatton Canyon Freeway as the long-range solution for 
accommodating the future traffic generated by the area buildout. However, construction of this 
freeway is presently uncertain due to the difficult permitting process and substantial funding 
requirements of this freeway. 

Carmel Valley Road 

The CVMP calls for widening the section of Carmel Valley Road between Rancho ~an Carlos 
and Robinson Canyon Roads to four lanes to meet its LOS standards. The Monterey County Public 
Works Department has been investigating passing lane and safety improvement alternatives that may 
have fewer environmental impacts. Monterey County Public Works Department has, initiated 
preparation of plans and specifications for improvements to segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road. 

Monterey County has adopted a fee ordinance, which establishes development fees to fund 
traffic mitigation measures. 

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS 

Approved and Pending Projects 

The approved projects consist of those development projects in the Carmel Valley area 
approved by Monterey County between 1990 and early 1993. Proposed projects are those 
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development projects in the Carmel Valley area that have applications currently pending with 
Monterey County. 

The Canada Woods and· Veeder Ranch projects that have recently been approved are 
considered as proposed projects in this study. Table 13-9 lists the approved and proposed projects· 
along with their estimated daily and peak-hour trip generation. Figure 13-5 shows the project 
locations. Since preparation of the traffic studies for the proposed project, additional projects have 
been proposed or approved in Carmel Valley. Two projects would have access onto Carmel Valley 
Road: Wolters is a 10,000 sf commercial use project proposed near Canada Woods and Mill College 
is a 3-unit residential project proposed near Schulte Road. 

Neither of these projects would affect the conclusions or analysis conducted for the EIR 
because they are small projects. In addition to these two projects in Carmel Valley, several other 
pending and approved projects have been identified by the Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department in the region (see Chapter 19 of this EIR). Of these regional projects, the 
largest is the Pebble Beach Lot Program which consists of 316 residential units, 34 P.U.D.s and 53 

· inclusionary housing units. The Pebble Beach project would generate traffic on Highway 1; however, 
the incremental addition of traffic would not change the conclusions of the cumulative impact analysis 
for the Highway 1 intersections that would also be affected by the proposed project: Santa Lucia 
Preserve project in combination with the approved and pending projects would contribute to a 
significant impact on Rio Road/Highway 1, Carpenter Street/Highway 1, and Carmel Valley 
Road/Highway 1 intersections. 

Traffic Conditions for Existing plus Approved Projects 

Table 13-4 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Carmel Valley Road under ~he 
Existing plus Approved Projects conditions. Table 13-5 shows the p.m. peak-hour LOS for the 
critical segments of Carmel Valley Road. 

Segment 7, between Rancho San Carlos Road and Schulte Road, would exceed its 24-hour 
threshold volume with the completion and full occupancy of the approved projects. Detailed LOS 
analysis, however, indicated that this segment would continue to operate at LOS E, which is its 
CVMP 1986 LOS. 

The approved projects would contribute additional traffic to segment 6. This segment 
exceeded both its threshold volume and its CVMP goal of LOS Din 1992. 

The approved projects would increase the traffic volume at the intersections of Carmel Valley 
Road and Rancho San Carlos Road and Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road, which are operating at 
unacceptable LOS under the existing conditions (Table 13-6). In addition, the traffic generated by 
the approved projects would result in degradation of LOS at the intersection of Highway 1 and Rio 
Road from LOS D to LOS E. 
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Table 13-9. Approved and Proposed Projects in the Carmel Valley Area 
Evaluated in the Traffic Study'"' 

Project 

Built 

Pacific Meadowsb 

Approved 

Quail Meadows 

Carmel Valley 
Ranch 

Coast Ranch 

Proposed 

Canada Woods 

Holt Ranch 

Veeder Ranch 

Carmel Greens 

Total 

Notes: 

Dwelling 
Units 

200 

105° 

89 

59 

83 

30 

107 

753 

Daily 
Trips 

660 

788 

668 

630 

960 

623 

225 

803 

5,357 

Peak-I-lour· 
Trips 

66 

78 

67 

76 

110 

62 

22 

80 

561 

• See Chapter 19 for a listing of other approved and proposed projects in the regionlhat are considered in the 
cumulative impacts for other resource areas. 

b Pacific Meadows was completed by 1992 but was not yet fully occupied. Consequently, the trips generated 
by this facility have been conservatively added to the Monterey County traffic counts on Carmel Valley Road 
for 1992. 

0 Includes 40 visitor units. The estimate for Quail Meadows does not include trips generated by the conference 
center because most of these trips would occur outside the peak hour and many would stay onsite. 

d Excludes 6 existing units. Note that Coast Ranch may not be built. 

c Pebble Beach Lot Program which includes 316 residential units, 34 P.U.D.s, and 53 inclusionary housing units 
would not affect Carmel Valley Road and was not quantitatively evaluated in this traffic analysis. 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994. 

13-24 



,_. 
\;.) 

~ 
Vl 

0 

t 
I 

Mile 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994. 

~Carmel 
~ Greens 
- ;o 
;,;: o· 
~ < ~ 
~ ~ ~ 

O I 0. 
0 

m Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 

PacHic 
Meadows 

Canada 
Woods 

CorJos 

'-?J 

Ra. 

Holt 
Ranch 

Carmel Valley 
Ranch - Area F 

.," 
01 

,:} 
s Veeder 

Ranch 

~--~ 

~ 

Figure 13-5 
Locations of Approved and Proposed Projects 



Traffic Conditions for Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects 

Table 13-4 shows the projected daily traffic volumes on Carmel Valley Road under the 
Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects conditions. Table 13-5 shows the p.m. peak-hour 
LOS for the critical segments of Carmel Valley Road. 

Segment 3, between Laureles Grade Road and Ford Road, would exceed its 24-hour 
threshold volume with the completion and full occupancy of the approved and proposed projects. 
Detailed LOS analysis, however, indicates that this segment would continue to operate at LOS D, 
which is its CVMP 1986 LOS. 

The approved and proposed project would contribute more traffic to segment 6. This 
segment exceeded its CVMP goal of LOS D and its threshold volume in 1992. 

Daily traffic volumes on segment 7 would also be increased as a result of approved and 
proposed projects; however, there would be no change in LOS for this segment. 

The p.m. peak-hour LOS for the critical intersections are shown on Table 13-6. The traffic 
generated by the approved and proposed projects would. degrade the existing LOS at the intersection 
of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road from LOSE to LOS F. 

The approved and proposed projects would increase the traffic volume at the intersection of 
Highway I and Carmel Valley Road, which is operating at unacceptable LOS F under the existing , 
conditions. In addition, the traffic generated by the approved and proposed projects would result in · 
degradation of existing LOS at the intersection of Highway 1 and Rio Road from LOS D to LOS E. 

IMP;\CTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Significance Criteria 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a 
significant effect on the environment if it would: 

• cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system. 

Based on the Monterey County Traffic CMP; the GP; CVMP; discussions with Neal 
Thompson, Traffic Engineer, Monterey.County Department of Public Works; and on professional 
standards; the proposed project was considered to have a significant effect on the environment if it 
would: 
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• result in an intersection operating at LOS A, B, or C to deteriorate to LOS D, E, or F; 
• result in an intersection operating at LOS D to deteriorate to LOS E or F; 
• increase the V/C by 1 % or more at an intersection that is already operating at LOSE; 
• increase the traffic volume at an intersection operating at LOS F; 
• substantially alter present patterns of vehicle circulation or movement; or 
• increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

The following significance criteria are applied to Carmel Valley Road to maintain consistency 
with the CVMP. For Carmel Valley Road, the project is considered to have a significant effect if it 
would: 

• result in a segment operating at LOS A or B to deteriorate to LOS C, D, E, or F; 

• result in a change of one LOS worse than the 1986 LOS, if the segment currently 
operates at LOS C or worse; and 

• increase the traffic volume at a segment that is operating at a LOS worse than its 1986 
level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The applicant is proposing to implement the following mitigation measures: 

• Pay a traffic impact fee that will be used to fund Carmel Valley Road traffic 
improvements as required by the county pursuant to Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors Resolution No. 92-395 or other such resolution as may be adopted by the 
board. 

• Pay a traffic impact fee toward developer-funded Highway 1 traffic improvements. 

• Improve the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road to include 
a left-tum refuge lane on Carmel Valley Road for the northbound to westbound left­
turning vehicles on Rancho San Carlos Road. This lane would be 1,600 feet long and 
would transition to a second lane in the westbound direction near Petra Way. The 
improvement to this intersection would also include extending the eastbound right-tum 
lane on Carmel Valley Road. 

• Upgrade Rancho San Carlos Road to include two 10-foot travel lanes to the south of the 
Quail Meadows subdivision entrance. At certain locations and for short distances, this 
road will be narrowed to a minimum of 18 feet to minimize impact on existing trees or 
other special landscape features. 
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• Reconstruct and realign Rancho San Carlos Road between Quail Meadows Drive and the 
main gate to provide adequate comer sight visibility for motorists using the Carmel 
Valley Racquet Club driveways on Rancho San Carlos Road. 

• Upgrade the Rancho San Carlos Road bridge across the Carmel Valley River to conform 
with ASHTO HS20-44 loading requirements to handle emergency vehicles, with two I 0-
foot travel lanes in each dit ection. In addition, add a pedestrian footpath to this bridge 
that will provide a physical separation between vehicles and pedestrians. 

• For all new and upgraded roads and driveways, conformance with current county and 
CDF standards, except where a modification to those standards would significantly 
reduce disturbance to a resource, and no other feasible alternative is available. 

• To provide for emergency access, design roads as loops whenever possible. Existing dirt 
ranch roads will be maintained to provide alternate escape roads for residents. Fire and 
emergency response vehicles will be stored in the San Francisquito Flat area, the 
circulation hub of the preserve. 

• Establish a transportation management association (TMA), designate an onsite trip 
reduction coordinator, and implement a trip reduction program to provide means to 
reduce both onsite and offsite trip generation. Principal features of the program include: 

onsite production, stockpiling, and delivery of construction materials; 

providing employee shuttle bus service when the preserve is built out; 

the consolidation of deliveries from an offsite location; 

providing onsite recreation, convenience retail, and concierge services; 

providing onsite construction, maintenance, landscaping, and gardening services; 
and 

implementing a signage, information, and an education program. 

• Designate 15% of all housing units at the Santa Lucia Preserve as inclusionary units 
. reserved· for employees of the ranch, thereby minimizing employee commutes. 

• Minimize the use of Robinson Canyon Road by implementing the following measures: 

Rancho San Carlos Road will be improved as the primary access, therefore providing 
a faster and safer link to Carmel Valley Road than Robinson Canyon Road, making 
it the preferred route. 
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No development areas within the preserve are served by access ( other than emergency 
access) from Robinson Canyon Road north of the Pen.on gate, the segment having 
substandard width, gradient, and sight distance. 

Project traffic using Robinson Canyon Road as an east-west link is limited to the 
segments between the existing Rancho San Carlos Road gate and the areas near 
the existing San Clemente Road (Darmody Road) gate and the Pen.on gate. These 
segments connect these established ranch gates and have adequate width, gradient, 
and sight distance. 

With the exception of a limited number of intersections for emergency egress, 
driveways, and east-west linking roads, access rights oflandowners whose land abuts 
the preserve to Robinson Canyon Road will be dedicated to the county. 

The TMA will seek to minimize project traffic on Robinson Canyon Road by 
implementing an education program, distributing information, and installing 
appropriate signs. 

Project Travel Characteristics 

Trip Generation 

Table 13-10 provides a summary of the trips expected to be generated by the Santa.Lucia 
Preserve uses proposed in the GMP AP in the combined development permit application (CDP­
GMP AP) and by the potential buildout of the Santa Lucia Preserve (buildout). This table shows the 
average daily traffic volumes and the inbound and outbound volumes during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours. 

Standard trip generation rates and distribution assumptions that are normally satisfactory for 
residential developments do not apply to a community like the Santa Lucia Preserve, where residential 
units are located a significant distance from other developments, and commercial and recreational 
uses are provided for the residents. The center of the project is approximately 9 miles south of 
Carmel Valley. This distance will have a significant influence on the travel habits of residents, 
employees, and guests at the preserve. Trip generation of the proposed project was estimated by 
conducting trip generation surveys at similar developments in the area. Results of these surveys are 
presented below. 

Market Rate Units. A 7-day trip generation survey was conducted at Via Los Tulares, a 
residential development 1.1 miles east of Carmel Valley Village. This development consists of rural 
single-family homes with residents of the type most likely to occupy homes at the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. 
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Table 13-10. Summary of Trip Generation Analysis 

A.M. Peak-Hour Trips I P.M. Peak-Hour Trips 
I 

Daily % % 
Factors for 

I 
Trips A.M. P.M. 

Calculating Daily % Off- Peak Peak 
Land Uses Trip Generation Rate O££-Ranch. Ranch Hour Hour I In . Out Total I In Out Total 

Project Application (ffiP-GMPAP) 

Market rate homes 239 d.u. • 6.7 70 1,121 7 10 21 56 n n 35 112 

lnclusionary /employee units 44 d.u. 5.0 28 58 8 10 1 4 s 4 2 6 

Visitor accommodations 150 rooms 5.8 80 696 7 7 25 24 49 25 24 49 

Golf course/clubhouse 374 rounds/weekday 2.4 39 35 15 15 6 6 12 3 2 s 
Neighborhood commercial 20 employees 1.7 so 17 25 25 2 2 4 2 2 4 

Recreational facilities 10 employees 1.7 so 9 25 25 1 1 2 1 1 2 

Service/operations 5 employees 1.7 so ...i 25 25 Q ! ! ....! ...Q ....! 
Subtotal CDP-GMPAP Project Application 1,944 56 94 150 113 66 179 

..... 
w Duildout Uses I w 
0 In Carmel Valley Master .Plan area 

Market rate homes 53 d.u. I 6.7 80 284 7 10 I s 15 20 I 19 9 28 

lnclusionary multifamily 9 d:u. 5.0 32 14 8 10 0 1 1 0 1 1 

In Carmel area Coastal Zone area 

Market rate homes S d.u. I 6.7 75 ~ 7 10 I Q ! ! I ~ ....! -2 
Total Ranch Duili)out (excludes existing uses) 2,267 61 111 172 134 n 211 

8 d.u. = dwelling units. 



The average weekday trip generation rate at Via Los Tulares was found to be 6. 7 vehicle trips 
per dwelling unit. Even though the project is located in a more rural setting than Via Los Tulares and 
therefore should have a lower trip generation rate, the 6. 7 daily trips per unit was used in this analysis. 

The Via Los Tulares survey also found that 50% of the trips generated by the homes at Via 
Los Tulares stopped at Carmel Valley Village. The commercial uses proposed as part of the project 
would not be as extensive as those in Carmel Valley Village; however, the project will have more 
extensive onsite recreational facilities. Consequently, the commercial and recreational facilities of the 
project were conservatively estimated to retain approximately 30% of the residential trips on the 
ranch. 

lnclusionary/Employee Units. The dwelling units designated for the employees would have 
a trip generation rate of approximately 7 5% of the market rate homes, generating an average of 5. 0 
daily vehicle trip ends per unit. 

Visitor Accommodations. Because of the unique location and character of the proposed 
visitor accommodations, comparable trip generation rates were not available. The San Diego Princess 
Resort, located on an island in Mission Bay in San Diego, was the most similar use that was found 
in literature. This resort, located in an urban area, is substantially larger than the visitor 
accommodation facilities proposed for the project and has extensive casual visitor facilities. 
Therefore, the trip generation rate of 7.8 daily vehicle trips per room for the San Diego Princess 
Resort was reduced to 5.8 trips per room for the proposed project to eliminate the casual visitor trips 
typical ofresorts in urban areas. The trip rate represents trips made by employees, service vehicles, 
and guests. 

Golf Trail. It is anticipated that the golf club would have about 300 members, with total play 
averaging about 15,000 rounds per year. The resident members would account for 50% of the play, 
nonresident members would account for 25% of the play, and guests would account for the remaining 
25%. 

To estimate the golf course trip generation rate, a survey was conducted at the Cypress Point 
Golf Course in Del Monte Forest. The scale and location of the Cypress Point Golf Course are 
comparable to the proposed Santa Lucia Preserve golf course. Survey results indicated that the 
Cypress Point Golf Course has a weekday trip generation rate of 2.45 daily trips per round. 

Although the location and scale are different from the proposed golf course, the Chardonnay 
Golf Course in Napa Valley that was recently surveyed provided additional trip generation data in 
support of the trip rates from the Cypress Point survey. The Chardonnay Golf Course was found to 
have a weekday trip generation rate of 2.4 daily vehicle trips per round. 

Based on the results of the Cypress Point and Chardonnay Golf Courses trip generation 
studies, a trip rate of 2.4 trips per round per day was used for the proposed golf course. About 15% 
of the daily traffic was estimated to occur during the afternoon peak period. 
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Club members residing within the Santa Lucia Preserve would generate only internal trips 
between their residences and the golf course. None of these trips would affect roads outside the 
preserve. 

Nonresidents will be composed of people living in the Monterey area, the San Francisco Bay 
Area, and the rest of the United States. Some of the nonresident members and guests would either 
stay at the lodge or at a residence on the preserve. Therefore, some nonresident members and guests 
would generate internal trips within the Santa Lucia Preserve, while others would generate external 
trips while traveling to and from the golf course. 

Table 13-11 shows how the percentage splits between overnight guests and residents versus 
members and guests not living within the preserve are applied, to determine the overall percentage 
of the internal and external trips for the golf course. This table shows that approximately 3 9% of the 
total trips would be generated by players coming from locations other than the Santa Lucia Preserve, . 
while 61 % of the trips generated by the golf course will stay entirely within the preserve. 

Other Residential-Serving Uses. Other uses proposed for the site consist of a post office 
and general store at the ranch center, the Conservancy, the recreational facilities such as the sport 
club and the equestrian center, and the service/operations. It was assumed that these uses employ 
approximately 70 employees and that 50% of the employees would live on the preserve. 

The only external trips generated by these uses would be generated by employees and service 
vehicle trips related to the operations of these facilities. It was assumed that the employees would 
generate an average of 1. 7 daily vehicle trips (2. 0 daily commute trips divided by an average of 1.2 
employees per vehicle). One-half of these trips would be made in the morning and one-halfin the 
afternoon. Approximately one-half of the afternoon trips home would be made during the p.m. peak 
hour. 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The distribution pattern for the offsite traffic generated by the proposed project was predicted 
by the Carmel Valley model originally developed for the Carmel Valley Road Improvement Plan EIR. 
The split in offsite traffic between Rancho San Carlos Road and Robinson Canyon Road was based· 
on the relative travel time and distances from the center of the preserve to Carmel Valley Road via 
each of these roads. . Caltrans diversion curves were then applied to determine the percentage split 
in traffic between Rancho San.Carlos Road and Robinson Canyon Road. This method resulted in an 
estimate of 9.3% of offsite traffic using Robinson Canyon Road, taking into account the internal 
circulation system features designated to encourage use of Rancho San Carlos Road. 

Table 13-12 shows the trip distribution used for the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed in 
the GMP AP in the combined development permit application (CDP-GMP AP) and for the buildout 

,. . 

conditions. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

13-32 

Traffic 
Septe,'!lber 14, 1995 



"\ 
) 

, ,I 

Table 13-11. Computation of the Average Percentage of Golf Trail Trips 
Staying Entirely within the Santa Lucia Preserve 

Player 
Group 

Resident members 

Nonresident members 

Monterey area 

San Francisco Bay area 

Rest of United States 

Guests 

Percent of total 

Percent of 
Players 

50 

13 

8 

4 

~ 

100 

Percent of Each Group Living or Staying 

Within the Preserve 

13-33 

100 

0 

25 

75 

25 

61 

Outside the Preserve 

0 

100 

75 

25 

75 

39 



Table 13-12. Trip Distribution for Trips Entering or Leaving the Santa Lucia Preserve . 

CDP-GMPAP' BuildQutb 

P.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour 

Percent External Daily Daily 
Semnent Trir,s Inbound Outbound Total Trios Inbound Outbound Total Trips 

Carmel Valley Road 113 66 179 1,944 134 77 211 2,267 

l. East of Holman Road 0.70 l 0 l 14 l l 2 16 

2A Holman Road to Esquiline Road 0.70 l 0 I 14 l l 2 16 

2B. Esquiline Road to Ford Road 3.17 3 3 6 62 4 3 7 72 

3. Ford Road to Laureles Grade Road 8.80 10 s IS 171 12 7 19 199 

s. Laureles Grade Road to Robinson 12.68 14 8 22 246 17 10 27 287 
Canyon Road 

6. Robinson Canyon Road to Schulte 12.88 15 8 23 250 17 10 27 292 
Road 

- 7. Schulte Road to Rancho San Carlos 19.22 22 12 34 374 26 IS 41 436 
t,,). Road 
I w 8 . Rancho San Carlos Road to Rio Road 71.48 81 42 128 1,390 96 ss 151 1,620 .,:,. 

9. Rio Road to Carmel Rancho 60.56 68 40 108 1,177 81 47 128 1,373 
Boulevard 

10. Carmel Rancho Boulevard to SS.99 63 37 100 1,088 75 43 118 . l,269 
Highway l 

Highway l 

South of Rio Road 2.06 3 l 4 48 3 2 s 56 

Rio Road to Carmel Valley Road 10.21 11 7 18 198 14 8 22 231 

Carmel Valley Road to Ocean Avenue 45.77 52 30 82 890 61 36 97 1,038 

Ocean Avenue to Carpenter Street 41.SS 47 27 74 808 56 32 88 942 

North of Carpenter Street 39.79 45 26 71 774 53 31 84 902 

CDP-GMP AP refers to the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan in the combined development pem1it application. 

Buildout refers to buildout of the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994. 



Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMPAP 

· The CDP-GMP AP phase of the project would contribute additional traffic volume to seg­
ment 6 of Carmel Valley Road. This segment, which is operating at the unacceptable LOS E under 
the Existing plus Approved Projects condition, would continue to operate at this level with the 
addition of the CDP-GMPAP phase traffic. 

Segment 3 would exceed its 24-hour threshold volume with the addition of the CDP-GMP AP 
phase; however, there would be no change in its LOS. The project would also increase traffic 
volumes on segment 7, which is operating at LOSE; however, this addition is less than 5%, and there 
would be no change in the segment's LOS. 

The CDP-GMPAP phase would result in degradation ofLOS at the intersection of Carmel 
Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road. In addition, the project would result in additional traffic 
to the intersection of Highway I and Carmel Valley Road, which operates at an unacceptable LOS 
Funder the Existing plus Approved Projects condition. The project would increase the V/C by more 
than 1% at the intersection ofHighway I and Rio Road, which operates at LOSE under the Existing 
plus Approved Projects condition. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road, Which Is Operating 
at a LOS Worse than the 1986 Level 

Implementation of the CDP-GMP AP phase would contribute additional traffic to segment 6 
of Carmel Valley Road. This segment is operating at LOSE, which is worse than its 1986 operating 
level of LOS D. This is considered a significant impact. Implementation of the following mitigation 
measure would reduce the project impact on Carmel Valley Road to a less-than-significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 38: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Carmel Valley Road. Monterey County has been studying plans for safety improvements 
along Carmel Valley Road and for passing lanes on Carmel Valley Road between Rancho San Carlos 
Road and Robinson Canyon Road. The county has also adopted a fee ordinance, which establishes 
development fees to fund traffic mitigation measures. The county has initiated preparation of plans 
and specifications for improvements to segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road. The project applicant is 
proposing to contribute its fair share assessed by Monterey County toward the traffic mitigation fund 
used to improve Carmel Valley Road. 
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Impact: Degradation of Level of Servic~ at the Intersection of Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Road from LOS D to LOS E during the A.M. Peak Hour, and from LOS 
E to LOS F during the P.M. Peak Hour 

The traffic generated by the CDP-GMPAP phase would result in degradation of the a.m. peak 
hour LOS at the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road from LOS D to 
LOS E under Existing plus Approved Projects condition. The CDP-GMP AP phase would also result 
in degradation of the p.m. peak hour LOS at this intersection from LOS E to LOS F. This is 
considered a significant impact. 

The intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos meets the traffic signal 
warrants under the existing and future with-project conditions (Table 13-13). In addition, several 
accidents have occurred in the past 3 years involving vehicles traveling eastbound on Carmel Valley 
Road and vehicles turning left from Rancho San Carlos Road onto Carmel Valley Road. To reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemente~t 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 39: Add a Left-Turn Acceleration Lane 
on Carmel Valley Road for the Northbound to Westbound Left-Turning Vehicles and Extend 
the Eastbound Right-Turn Lane. The applicant is proposing to improve this intersection to include 
a left-turn acceleration lane on Carmel Valley Road for the northbound to westbound left-turning 
vehicles on Rancho San Carlos Road and also to extend the eastbound right-tum lane. These 
improvements may result in a reduction of the number of accidents at this location. In addition, the 
a.m. peak hour LOS at this intersection would improve to LOS B with a reserve capacity of 383 
vehicles per hour. The p.m. peak hour LOS at this intersection would improve to LOS E with a 
reserve capacity of 42 vehicles per hour, which is the same LOS as the existing operating conditions 
at this intersection. Even though the applicant's proposed mitigation measure would not improve the 
LOS at this intersection to an acceptable level, it does improve conditions to the existing levels, 
therefore mitigating project impacts. The Monterey County Department of Public Works questions 
the effectiveness of this proposed mitigation measure because of the hesitancy that some drivers 
using the acceleration lane may have unless traffic is clear in both directions. The following 
mitigation measure is considered to be an acceptable alternative. 

Alternative Mitigation Measure 40: Contribute to a Fund for Signalizing the Intersection 
of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road or Constructing an Underpass for the 
Northbound Left-Turn Movement This intersection meets the signal wa"ants under existing and 
future with-project conditions. Signalization of this intersection would improve the a.m. peak-hour 
LOS at this intersection to LOS A, and improve the p.m. peak-hour LOS at this intersection to LOS 
B under the Existing plus Approved Projects plus Bui/clout conditions. In addition, the traffic signal 
would reduce the number of right-angle accidents at this intersection. Signalization of this 
intersection would reduce the project impacts at the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho 
San Carlos Road to a less-than-significant level. Installation of traffic signals, however, may 
increase certain types of accidents, such as rear-end collisions. In addition, signalization of 
intersections on Carmel Valley Road is inconsistent with the policies of the CVMP to retain the rural 
character of the valley. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

13-36 

Traffic 
September 14, 1995 



Table 13-13. Summary of Traffic Signal Warrants Evaluation at 
Carmel Valley Road/Rancho San Carlos Road Intersection 

Signal Warrants 

Condition 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Existing (1993) traffic No Yes No No 

Existing plus approved and No Yes No No 
proposed projects plus 
buildout 

Note: Warrants 3, 4, 5, and 7 were not applicable; warrant 10 was not computed. 

13-37 

9 10 11 

Yes Yes 

Yes Yes 



As an alternative to signalizing this intersection, the applicant could contribute to a fund for 
constructing an underpass for the northbound left-tum lane. This underpass would improve the LOS 
and reduce the number of right-angle accidents at this intersection. The LOS at this intersection 
would improve to LOS A during the a.m. peak hour and to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour with 
the underpass. This underpass would require widening of Carmel Valley Road to the west of Rancho 
San Carlos Road to accommodate a lane for the merging traffic. Depending on the final ali"gnment, 
this improvement may require substantial excavation of the steep embankment on the north side of 
Carmel Valley Road that may result in geotechnical, biological, and visual impacts. This underpass 
is consistent with the CVMP policy, which encourages the county to consider constructing minor 
interchanges as an alternative to signalizing the Carmel Valley intersections; however, it is not 
consistent with the policies that recommend minimizing hillside scarring caused by cutting, grading, 
and vegetation removal 

Impact: Addition of Traffic Volume to the Intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley 
Road, Which Is Operating at LOS F 

The traffic generated by the project would increase the traffic volume at the intersection of 
Highway 1 and Cannel Valley Road, which is operating at LOS Funder the Existing and the Existing 
plus Approved Projects conditions. This is considered a significant impact. Implementation of this 
mitigation measure would reduce the project impact on Highway 1 and its intersections to a less-than­
significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund/or Highway 1. Its Fair Sba1e toward lrnp1ol'ing Highway 1. Several improvements are 
being considered for Highway 1. These improvements are listed above under "Planned Improve­
ments". At present, there is no established development impact fee program for Highway 1. The 
project applicant is proposing to either contribute its fair share based on trip generation assessed by 
Monterey County or pay its fair share of impact fees to the traffic mitigation fund to improve 
Highway 1 if and when the county establishes such a program. 

Impact: Increase in V/C by More than 1 % at the Intersection of Highway 1 and Rio Road, 
Which Is Operating at LOS E 

The traffic generated by the project would increase the V /C by more than 1 % at the 
intersection of Highway 1 and Rio Road. This intersection would be operating at LOSE under the 
Existing plus Approved Projects condition. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Highway 1. This mitigation measure is described above under the mitigation measure for 
the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road. Implementation of this measure at Rio Road 
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will require additional travelway width on either Highway I or Rio Road Depending on the extent 
of widening required, purchase of additional right-of-way might be required. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Robinson Canyon Road 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the traffic volumes on Robinson 
Canyon Road. This road is a winding road that is narrow at several sections. The Board of 
Supervisors Resolution 93-115 has required that the design and improvement for the Santa Lucia 
Community Preserve minimize the amount of traffic using Robinson Canyon Road. The Board 
resolution identified several methods to achieve this result, including improvements of interior roads 
and alternative access that deter and discourage the use of Robinson Canyon Road. The applicant 
proposes to widen and realign Rancho San Carlos Road. Also internal road circulation of the golf 
trail is designed to feed traffic from east of Robinson Canyon Road onto Rancho San Carlos Road. 
The increase in traffic on Robinson Canyon Road, however, would be minimal because of the 
applicant's proposed measures listed under the section "Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures". 
This impact is therefore considered less than significant. 

On July 27, 1995, the county Public Works and Planning Departments staff met with 
representatives of the applicant to discuss the internal circulation patterns of the preserve in the 
vicinity of Robinson Canyon Road and issues relative to Board Resolution No. 93-115 to minimize 
project-related traffic on Robinson Canyon Road Overcrossing options were discussed. The 
complete grade separation of all driveways on the preserve leading to Robinson Canyon Road was 
ruled out as unnecessary because measures incorporated into the project are expected to limit 
project-related traffic on Robinson Canyon Road to a maximum of 20 vehicles per hour. 

Construction of overcrossings at roadways is one potential method for reducing project­
related traffic on Robinson Canyon Road. Construction of overcrossings would have environmental 
impacts similar to those identified for other ground-disturbing activities associated with the project. 
There is also the potential for visual impacts. Measures used to mitigate other ground-disturbing 
activities could be used to mitigate ground-disturbing impacts associated with new overcrossings 
and landscaping and screening measures similar to those used for other visual impacts could be 
used to mitigate visual impacts. The Public Works Department concluded that measures 
incorporated into the project to reduce traffic on Robinson Canyon Road are adequate and that it 
will not require an overcrossing as a needed condition of approval or mitigation to reduce traffic 
impacts. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Addition of Construction Trucks to 
Rancho San Carlos Road 

During the construction phase of the project, construction trucks and material-hauling trucks 
would be traveling to and from the quarries on Rancho San Carlos Road. This road is a winding, 
narrow road, and addition of trucks to this road may result in increased traffic hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to 
a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 43: Develop and Implement a Traffic Con­
trol Plan for the Construction Site. The applicant should develop and implement a traffic control 
plan to minimize the effects of construction activities on the roadway system. This plan should be 
prepared by a qualified professional engineer before construction activities begin and it should comply 
with Monterey County guidelines. Elements of this plan should include but not be limited to: 

Iii identifying detour routes if road closures are necessary; 

• specifying types and locations of warning signs, lights, and other traffic control devices; 

• notifying and consulting with the emergency service providers and maintaining measures 
to provide an adequate level of access to allow delivery of emergency services; 

• providing parking locations for construction employees that would have the least effect 
on the existing roadway operations or parking supply; and 

• maintaining access to private driveways to the greatest extent feasible. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Additional Traffic Volumes on Rancho San 
Carlos Road 

The proposed project would result in additional traffic volumes on Rancho San Carlos Road. 
This road is a winding road and, even after the applicant's proposed improvements, would include 
numerous blind curves. Addition of traffic volumes to this road may result in increased traffic hazards 
to motor vehicles, bicycles; and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impa<:t. To reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measures should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 44: Improve Rancho San Carlos Road and 
Existing Bridge across Carmel Valley River, to Conform with the County and CDF Standards. 
The applicant is proposing to widen Rancho San Carlos Road to include two 10-foot travel lanes 
south of the Quail Meadows subdivision entrance, except where for short distances, this road will be 
narrowed to a minimum of 18 feet to minimize impact on existing trees or other special landscape 
features. In addition, the applicant is proposing to reconstruct and realign Rancho San Carlos Road 
between Quail Meadows Drive and the main gate to provide adequate comer sight visibility for 
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motorists using the Carmel Valley Racquet Club driveways on Rancho San Carlos Road. 
Furthermore, the applicant is proposing to upgrade the allowable weight limit on the Rancho San 
Carlos bridge across the Carmel Valley River, widen this bridge, and add a pedestrian footpath. The 
applicant is also proposing to conform with current county and CDF standards for all new and 
upgraded roads and driveways, except where a modification to those standards would significantly 
reduce disturbance to a resource, and no other feasible alternative is available. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 45: Provide Adequate Sight Distance, and Install 
Appropriate Traffic Control Devices. In addition to implementing the applicant's proposed 
improvements, the following mitigation measures are recommended: 

• Provide adequate sight distance for all driveways and intersections within the project. 
The design for the internal roads shall be approved by the Monterey County Department 
of Public Works. 

• Install appropriate traffic control devices on Rancho San Carlos Road to regulate, warn, 
and guide traffic. 

Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus Buildout 

Buildout would contribute additional traffic volumes to segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road, 
which is operating at the unacceptable LOS E under the Existing plus Approved Projects condition. 

Buildout would also result in degradation of LOS at the intersection of Carmel Valley Road 
and Rancho San Carlos Road from LOS E to LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. In addition, buildout 
would result in additional traffic to the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road, which 
operates at an unacceptable LOS Funder the Existing plus Approved Projects condition. The 
proposed project would also increase the V/C by more than 1% at the intersections of Highway 1 
with Carpenter Street and Rio Road, which operate at LOSE under the Existing plus Approved 
Projects condition. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road, Which Is Operating 
at a LOS Worse than Its 1986 Level 

Buildout would contribute additional traffic to segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road. This 
segment is operating at LOSE, which is worse than its 1986 operating level of LOS D. This is 
considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure should be implemented. 
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Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 38: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Carmel Valley Road. This mitigation measure is described above under the mitigation 
measure for "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMPAP" for this segment. 

Impact: Degradation of Level of Service at the Intersection of Carmel Valley Road. and 
Rancho San Carlos Road from LOS D to LOS E during the A.M. Peak Hour and from LOS 
E to LOS F during the P.M. Peak Hour 

The traffic generated by buildout would result in degradation of the a.m. peak hour LOS at 
the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road from LOS D under Existing 
plus. Approved Projects condition to LOSE. The buildout would also result in degradation of the 
p.m. peak-hour LOS at this intersection from LOSE to LOS F. This is considered a significant 
impact. Implementation of one of the following measures would reduce the project impact on the 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road to a less-than-significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 39: Add a Left-Turn Acceleration Lane on 
Carmel Valley Road for the Northbound to Westbound Left-Turning Vehicles and Extend the 
Eastbound Right-Turn Lane. The applicant is proposing to improve this intersection to include 
a left-turn acceleration lane on Carmel Valley Road for the northbound to westbound left-turning 
vehicles on Rancho San Carlos Road and also to extend the eastbound right-tum lane. The a.m. 
peak-hour LOS at this intersection would improve to LOS B with a reserve capacity of363 vehicles 
per hour. The p.m. peak-hour LOS at this intersection would improve to LOSE with a reserve 
capacity of 18 vehicles per hour, which is less than the existing reserve capacity at this intersection., 
Because this intersection would be operating at an unacceptable LOS under this condition and the 
applicant's mitigation measure would not result in an operating condition equal to at least without­
project levels, additiona:i alternative mitigation measures would be needed for this intersection. 

Alternative Additional Mitigation Measure 40: Contribute to a Fund for Signalizing 
the Intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road or Constructing an 
Underpass for the Northbound Left-Tum Movement. This intersection meets the signal warrants 
under existing and future with-project conditions. Signalization of this intersection would improve 
the a.m. peak-hour LOS at this intersection to LOS A, and improve the p.m. peak-hour LOS at this 
intersection to LOS B under the Existing plus Approved Projects plus Buildout conditions. In 
addition, the traffic signal would reduce the number of right-angle accidents at this intersection. 
Signalization of this intersection would reduce the project impacts at the intersection of Carmel 
Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road to a less-than-significant level. Installation of traffic 
signals, however, may increase certain types of accidents, such as rear-end collisions. In addition, 
signalization of intersections on Carmel Valley Road is inconsistent with the policies of the CVMP 
to retain the rural character of the valley. 
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As an alternative to signalizing this intersection, the applicant could contribute to a fund for 
constructing an underpass for the northbound left-tum lane. This underpass would improve the LOS 
and reduce the number of right-angle accidents at this intersection. The LOS at this intersection 
would improve to LOS A during the a.m. peak hour and to LOS D during the p.m. peak hour with 
the underpass. This underpass would require widening of Carmel Valley Road to the west of Rancho 
San Carlos Road to accommodate a lane for the merging traffic. Depending on the final alignment, 
this improvement may require substantial excavation of the steep embankment on the north side of 
Carmel Valley Road that may result in geotechnical, biological, and visual impacts. This underpass 
is consistent with the CVMP policy, which encourages the county to consider constructing minor 
interchanges as an alternative to signalizing the Carmel Valley intersections; however, it is not 
consistent with the policies that recommend minimizing hillside scarring caused by cutting, grading, 
and vegetation removal. 

Impact: Addition of Traffic Volume to the Intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley 
Road, Which Is Operating at LOS F 

The traffic generated by buildout would increase the traffic volume at the intersection of 
Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road, which is operating at LOS Funder the Existing and the Existing 
plus Approved Projects condition. This is considered a significant impact. To I educe this impact to 
a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measme should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund/or Highway I. Its Fah Share toward Improving Highway 1. This mitigation measure is 
described above under the mitigation measure in the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved 
Projects plus CDP-GMP AP" for this intersection. 

Impact: Increase in V/C by More than 1 % at the Intersections of Highway 1 with Car­
penter Street and Rio Road, Which Are Operating at LOS E 

The traffic generated by Buildout would increase the V /C by more than 1 % at the 
intersections of Highway 1 with Carpenter Street and Rio Road. These intersections would be 
operating at LOS E under the Existing plus Approved Projects condition. This is considered a 
significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation 
measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Highway 1. Its Fail Sha1 e towa1 d Imp1 oving Highway 1. This mitigation measure is 
described above under the mitigation measure in the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved 
Projects plus CDP-GMPAP" for the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road. 
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Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Robinson Canyon Road 

Implementation of the proposed project woulcl increase the traffic volumes on Robinson 
Canyon Road. This road is a winding road that is narrow at several sections. The increase in traffic 
on Robinson Canyon Road, however, would be minimal because of the applicant's proposed measures 
listed under the section "Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures". This impact is considered less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Addition of Construction Trucks to 
-Rancho San Carlos Road 

During the construction phase of the project, construction trucks and material-hauling trucks 
would be traveling to and from the quarries on Rancho San Carlos Road. This road is a winding, 
narrow road, and addition of trucks to this road may result in increased traffic hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to 
a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Mitigation Measure 43: Develop and Implement a Traffic Control Plan 
for the Construction Site. This mitigation measure is described above under the mitigation measure 
in the "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMPAP" for this impact. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Additional Traffic Volumes on Rancho San 
Carlos Road 

Buildout would result in additional traffic volumes on Rancho San Carlos Road. This road 
is a winding road and, even after implementation of the applicant's proposed improvements, would 
include numerous blind curves. Addition of traffic volumes to this road may result in increased traffic 
hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impact. To 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be 
implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 45: Provide Adequate Sight Distance, and Install 
Appropriate Traffic Control Devices. This mitigation measure is described above urider the 
mitigation measure in the "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMPAP" for this 
impact. 
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Impacts of Existing plus Approved and 
Proposed Projects plus CDP-GMPAP 

The CDP-GMP AP phase would contribute additional traffic volumes to segment 6 of Carmel 
Valley Road, which is operating at the unacceptable LOS E under the Existing plus Approved and 
Proposed Project conditions. 

The project would result in additional traffic to the intersections of Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Road and Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road, which operate at an unacceptable 
LOS F during the p.m. peak hour under the Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects condition. 
The proposed project would also increase the V/C by more than 1 % at the intersection of Highway 
1 and Rio Road, which operates at LOS E under the Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects 
condition. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road, Which Is Operating 
at a LOS Worse than Its 1986 Level 

The CDP-GMP AP phase contributes additional traffic to segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road. 
This segment is operating at LOS E, which is worse than its 1986 operating level of LOS D. This 
is considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 38: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Carmel Valley Road. This mitigation measure is described above under the mitigation 
measure for this segment in the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP­
GMP AP". 

Impact: Addition of Traffic Volume to the Intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho 
San Carlos Road, Which Is Operating at LOS F during the P.M. Peak Hour 

The traffic generated by the CDP-GMP AP phase would increase the traffic volume at the 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road, which is operating at LOS F during 
the p.m. peak hour under the Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects condition. This is 
considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 39: Add a Left-Turn Acceleration Lane on 
Carmel Valley Road for the Northbound to Westbound Left-Turning Vehicles and Extend the 
Eastbound Right-Turn Lane. This mitigation measure is described above under the mitigation 
measure for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus Buildout" for this 
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intersection. The p.m. peak-hour LOS at this intersection would improve to LOSE with a reserve 
capacity of 15 vehicles per hour, which is less than the existing reserve capacity at this intersection. 

Alternative Additional Mitigation Measure 40: Contribute to a Fund for Signalizing 
the Intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road or Constructing an 
Underpass for the Northbound Left-Turn Movement This mitigation measure is described above 
under the mitigation measure for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus 
Buildout" for this intersection. 

Impact: Addition of Traffic Volume to the Intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley 
Road, Which Is Operating at LOS F 

The traffic generated by the proposed project would increase the traffic volume at the 
intersection ofHighway 1 and Carmel Valley Road, which is operating at LOS Funder Existing and 
Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects condition. This is considered a significant impact. 
'fo reduce this impact to a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be 
implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund/or Highway 1. Its Fah Sha.e towa1d lmp1oving Highway 1. This mitigation measure is 
described above under the mitigation measure for this intersection for the section "Impacts of Existing 
plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMP AP". · 

Impact: Increase in V/C by More than 1 % at the Intersection of Highway 1 and Rio Road, 
Which Is Operating at LOS E 

The traffic generated by the proposed project would increase the V /C by. more than 1 % at the 
intersection ofHighway 1 and Rio Road. This intersection would be operating at LOS E under the 
Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects condition; This is considered a significant impact. 
To reduce this impact to a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be 
implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 42: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund/or Highway 1. Its Fah Sha.e towa1d lmp1oving Highway 1. This mitigation measure is 
described above Under the mitigation measure for the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley 
Road for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMP AP". 

Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Robinson Canyon Road 

Implementation of the proposed project would increas.e, the traffic volumes on Robinson 
Canyon Road. This road is a winding road that is narrow at several sections. The increase in traffic 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EJR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Depanment 

13-46 

Traffic 
September 14, 1995 



on Robinson Canyon Road, however, would be minimal because of the applicant's proposed measures 
listed under the section "Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures". This impact is considered less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Addition of Construction Trucks to 
Rancho San Carlos Road 

During the construction phase of the project, construction trucks and material-hauling trucks 
would be traveling to and from the quarries on Rancho San Carlos Road. This road is a winding, 
narrow road, and addition of trucks to this road may result in increased traffic hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to 
a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 43: Develop and Implement a Traffic 
Control Plan for the Construction Site. This mitigation measure is described above under 
the mitigation measure for this impact in the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus 
CDP-GMP AP". 

Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Additional Traffic Volumes on Rancho San 
Carlos Road 

The proposed project would result in additional traffic volumes on Rancho San Carlos Road. 
This road is a winding road and, even after implementation of the applicant's proposed improvements, 
would include numerous blind curves. Addition of traffic volumes to this road may result in increased 
traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impact. 
To reduce this impact to a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be 
implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 45: Provide Adequate Sight Distance, and Install 
Appropriate Traffic Control Devices. This mitigation measure is described above under the 
mitigation measure for this impact in the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus 
CDP-GMP AP". 

Impacts of Existing plus Approved and 
Proposed Projects plus Buildout 

Buildout would contribute additional traffic volumes to segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road, 
which is operating at the unacceptable LOS E under the Existing plus Approved and Proposed 
Projects condition. 
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Buildout would result in additional traffic to the intersections of Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Road and Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road, which operate at an unacceptable 
LOS F during the p.m. peak hour under the Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects condition. 
Buildout would also result in degradation of LOS at the intersection of Highway 1 and Carpenter 
Street from LOSE to LOS F. In addition, the project would increase the V/C by more than 1 % at 
the intersection of Highway 1 and Rio Road, which operates at LOS E under the Existing plus 
Approved and Proposed Projects condition. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road, Which Is Operating 
at a LOS Worse than Its 1986 Level 

Buildout contributes additional traffic to segment 6 of Carmel Valley Road. This segment is 
operating at LOS E, which is worse than its 1986 operating level of LOS D. This is considered a 
significant impact. To reduce this impact to a less-than significant level, the following mitigation 
measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 38: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Carmel Valley Road. This mitigation measure is described above under the mitigation 
measure for this segment for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP­
GMPAP". 

Impact: Degradation of A.M. Peak-Hour LOS at the Intersection of Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Road from LOS E to LOS F and Addition of Traffic Volume to the 
Intersection, Which Is Operating at LOS F during the P.M. Peak Hour 

The traffic generated by buildout would result in degradation of the a.m. peak hour LOS at 
the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road from LOSE under Existing plus 
Approved and Proposed Projects condition to LOS F. In addition, buildout would increase the traffic 
volume at this intersection, which is operating at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. This is 
considered a significant impact. Implementation of one of the following measures would reduce the 
project impact on the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road to a less-than­
significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 39: Add a Left-Turn Acceleration Lane 
on Carmel Valley Road for the Northbound to Westbound Left-Turning Vehicles, Extend the 
Eastbound Right-Turn Lane, and Operate an Employee Shuttle Service. As described above 
under the mitigation measure for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus 
Buildout for this intersection, the applicant is proposing to add a left-turn acceleration lane on Carmel 
Valley Road for the northbound to westbound left-turning vehicles on Rancho San Carlos Road and 
also to extend the eastb9und right-tum lane. For buildout, the applicant is also proposing to operate 
a shuttle service for the employees. The shuttle service would operate from 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., running 
every one-half hour during commute hours, and every hour during the rest of the day. 
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Buildout is expected to result in 34 employee trips during the p.m. peak hour with two-thirds 
or 23 of these trips being outbound. Assuming that about 50% of the employees would use the 
shuttle service during the p.m. peak hour, this service would be expected to reduce the outbound trips 
during this period by 11 trips (Dowling pers. comm.). 

With construction of the left-tum acceleration lane and operation of the employee shuttle 
service, the a.m. peak-hour LOS at this intersection would improve to LOS B with a reserve capacity 
of 322 vehicles per hour. The p.m. peak-hour LOS at this intersection would improve to LOS E with 
a reserve capacity of three vehicles per hour, which is less than the existing reserve capacity at this 
intersection. Because this intersection would be operating at an unacceptable LOS under this 
condition, and the applicant's mitigation measure would not result in an operating condition equal to 
at least without-project levels, alternative additional mitigation measures would be needed for this 
intersection. 

Alternative Additional Mitigation Measure 40: Contribute to a Fund for Signalizing 
the Intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road or Constructing an 
Underpass for the Northbound Left-Tum Movement. This mitigation measure is described above 
under the mitigation measure for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus 
buildout for this intersection. 

Impact: Degradation of LOS at the Intersection of Highway 1 and Carpenter Street 

The traffic generated by buildout would result in degradation of the p.m. peak-hour LOS at 
the intersection of Highway 1 and Carpenter Street from LOSE under Existing plus Approved and 
Proposed Projects to LOS F. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to. a less­
than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Highway 1. Its Fah Sb31e toward Improling Highway 1. This mitigation measure is 
described above under the mitigation measure for the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley 
Road for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMP AP". 

Impact: Addition of Traffic Volume to the Intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley 
Road, Which Is Operating at LOS F 

The traffic generated by buildout would increase the traffic volume at the intersection of 
Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road, which is operating at LOS Funder the Existing plus Approved 
and Proposed Projects condition. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to 
a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 
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Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund for Highway 1. This mitigation measure is described above under the mitigation measure for 
this intersection for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMP AP". 

Impact: Increase in V/Cby More than 1 % at the Intersection of Highway 1 and Rio Road, 
Which Is Operating at LOS E 

The traffic generated by buildout would increase the V /C by more than 1 % at the intersection 
of Highway 1 and Rio Road. This intersection would be operating at LOS E under the Existing plus 
Approved and Proposed Projects condition. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this 
impact to a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 41: Contribute to the Traffic Mitigation 
Fund/or Highway 1. Its Fair Sha1 e towa1 d lmp1 oving Uighway 1. This mitigation measure is 
described above under the mitigation measure for the intersection of Highway 1 and Carmel Valley 
Road for the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP-GMP AP". 

Impact: Increased Traffic Volume on Robinson Canyon Road 

Implementation of the proposed project would increase the traffic volumes on Robinson 
Canyon Road. This road is a winding road that is narrow at several sections. The increase in traffic 
on Robinson Canyon Road, however, would be minimal because ofthe applicant's proposed measures 
listed under the section "Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures". This impact is considered less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Addition of Construction Trucks to 
Rancho San Carlos Road 

During the construction phase of the project, construction trucks and material-hauling trucks 
would be traveling to and from the quarries on Rancho San Carlos Road. This road is a winding, 
narrow road, and addition of trucks to this road may result in increased traffic. hazards to motor 
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this impact to 
a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 43: Develop and Implement a Traffic 
Control Plan for the Construction Site. This mitigation measure is described above under the 
mitigation measure for this impact in the section "Existing plus Approved Projects plus CDP­
GMP AP". 
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Impact: Increased Traffic Hazards Resulting from Additional Traffic Volumes on Rancho 
San Carlos Road 

The project buildout would result in additional traffic volumes on Rancho San Carlos Road. 
This road is a winding road and, even after the applicant's proposed improvements, would include 
numerous blind curves. Addition of traffic volumes to this road may result in increased traffic hazards 
to motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. This is considered a significant impact. To reduce this 
impact to a less-than significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 45: Provide Adequate Sight Distance, and Install 
Appropriate Traffic Control Devices. This mitigation measure is described above under the 
mitigation measure for this impact in the section "Impacts of Existing plus Approved Projects plus 
CDP-GMPAP". 

Table 13-14 presents the mitigated p.m. peak-hour LOS for the analyzed intersections. 
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Table .13-14. Summary of P.M. Peak-Hour Level of Service Analysis - Mitigated 

Existing plus Approved and Proposed Projects plus 
Buildout - Mitigated 

Intersection 

Carmel Valley Road/Rancho San Carlos Road 
with left-tum acceleration lane and the shuttle 
service· 

Carmel Valley Road/Rancho San Carlos Road 
with traffic signal 

Carmel Valley Road/Rancho San Carlos Road 
with left-tum lane grade~separationb 

Highway I /Carpenter Street< 

Highway I/Ocean Avenuea 

Highway I/Carmel Valley Road' 

Highway 1/Rio Road' 

Carmel Valley Road/Carmel Rancho 
Boulevard 

LOS 

E 

B 

D 

E 

D 

D 

D 

C 

Measure• V/C 

3.0 

12.7 0.80 

122 NA 

42.7 1.02 

31.9 0.96 

25.6 0.95 

39.7 0.91 

24.8 0.97 

• Represents reserve capacity for unsignalized intersections and delay per vehicle in seconds for the signalized 
intersections. 

6 The 122-vehicle-per-hour reserve capacity shown in this table is for the westbound left tum, which becomes 
the critical movement at this intersection if a left-tum grade separation is built. 

c The mitigated level of service shown in this table is for the addition of a third northbound through lane on the 
approach to this intersection. Other mitigation measures are possible (for example, the proposed shuttle 
service by the Santa Lucia Preserve, which was not included in this particular analysis of mitigation measures). 

a The level of service shown in this table assumes no changes at this intersection and assumes no shuttle service 
by the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

• The mitigated level of service shown in this table is for a second southbound left-tum lane and a second 
westbound right-tum lane at this intersection. The proposed Santa Lucia Preserve shuttle service was not 
included in this analysis. 

f The mitigated level of service shown in this table is for a second westbound through lane at this intersection. 
The proposed Santa Lucia Preserve shuttle service was not included in this analysis. 

NA= not applicable. 
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Chapter 14. Climate and Air Quality 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the project area's physical and regulatory air quality environment, as 
well as the air quality impacts of developing the Santa Lucia Preserve. Appropriate mitigation 
measures are suggested where impacts are determined to be significant. Infonnation regarding the 
project area's physical and regulatory air quality environment was taken from a variety of sources, 
including the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) and the California 
Air Resources Board (ARB). Some infonnation used in this analysis was taken from the document 
Air Quality Impact Analysis of Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County (Ballanti 1994). 

SETTING 

Existing Meteorological and Climatic Conditions 

The project site is located in northwestern Monterey County approximately 2-10 miles south 
of Carmel Valley and 5 miles east of the Pacific Ocean in the North Central Coast Air Basin 
(NCCAB) of California. The NCCAB consists of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito Counties. 
The semipennanent high-pressure cell in the eastern Pacific is the basic controlling factor in the 
climate of the NCCAB. In the summer, the high-pressure cell is dominant and causes persistent west 
and northwest winds over the entire California coast. Although these winds are most persistent 
during the spring and summer, they blow from these directions all year round. Air descends in the 
Pacific High, forming a stable temperature inversion of hot air over a cool coastal layer of air. The 
onshore air currents pass over cool ocean waters to bring fog and relatively cool air into the coastal 
valleys. The wanner air aloft acts as a lid and inhibits vertical air movement. This restriction of 
movement limits the vertical mixing of pollutants, increasing potential for pollution (Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control District 1991). 
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Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutants of concern in the project area are carbon monoxide (CO), ozone, and particulate 
matter smaller than 10 microns in diameter (PMI 0). Health risks associated with these pollutants. are 
discussed below. State and federal air quality standards for these pollutants are shown in Table 14-1. 
Areas that do not meet these standards are designated "nonattainment areas". Areas that comply with 
ambient air quality standards are designated "attainment" areas. Areas for which monitoring data are 
lacking are formally designated "unclassified" areas but are generally treated as attainment areas. 

Carbon Monoxide 

CO is a public health Concern because it combines readily with hemoglobin, which reduces 
the amount of oxygen transported in the bloodstream. Both the cardiovascular system and the central 
nervous system can be affected when 2.5-4.0% of the hemoglobin in the bloodstream is bound to CO 
rather than to oxygen. State and federal ambient air quality standards have been set at levels to keep 
CO from combining with more than 1.5% of the blood's hemoglobin (U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 1979, California Air Resources Board 1982). CO is of concern primarily during winter when 
vehicle-related emissions are greatest and atmospheric stability allows the buildup of high 
concentrations. 

Ozone 

Ozone is a public health concern because it is a respiratory irritant that increases human 
susceptibility to respiratory infections. Ozone can cause significant damage to leaf tissues of crops 
and natural vegetation and can damage many materials by acting as a chemical oxidizing agent. 
Ozone is of concern primarily during summer when high temperatures, the presence of sunlight, and 
an atmospheric inversion layer induce photochemical reactions. Photochemical reactions convert 
ozone precursor emissions, reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides (ROG and NOJ, into ozone. 
Because ozone is not emitted directly but is created through conversion of ROG and NOx in a 
photochemical reaction, it is emission ofROG and NOx that is assessed in relation to the project. 

PMlO 

Health concerns associated with suspended particles focus on those particles small enough 
to reach the lungs when inhaled. Few particles larger than 10 microns in diameter reach the lungs. 
Consequently, both the federal and state air quality standards for particulate matter have been revised 
to apply only to these small particles, generally designated as PMl0. The inhalation of particles small 
enough to reach the lungs can interfere with the functioning of the lungs and may result in respiratory 
illness. 
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Table 14-1. Ambient Air Quality Standards Applicable in California 

Standard, as Standard, as 
parts per million µg/m3 Violation Criteria 

--
Pollutant Symbol Averaging Time California National California National California National 

Ozone 03 1 hour 0.09 0.12 180 235 If exceeded If exceeded on more 
than 3 days in 3 years 

Carbon monoxide co 8 hours 9.0 9 10,000 10,000 If exceeded If exceeded on more 
than 1 day per year 

1 hour 20 35 23,000 40,000 
(Lake Tahoe only) 8 hours 6 -- 7,000 

Nitrogen dioxide N02 Annual average -- 0.053 100 If exceeded If exceeded . 
1 hour 0.25 -- 470 

Sulfur dioxide SO2 Annual average -- 0.03 -- 80 If exceeded If exceeded 
24 hours 0.05 0.14 131 365 If exceeded on more 

..... than 1 day per year 

.J::.. 1 hour 0.25 -- 655 I 
v.) 

Hydrogen sulfide · H2S 1 hour 0.03 42 If equaled 
or exceeded 

Vinyl chloride C2H3CI 24 hours 0.010 -- 26 If equaled 
or exceeded 

Particulate matter, PMlO Annual geometric mean -- -- 30 If exceeded 
10 microns or less Annual arithmetic mean -- 50 If exceeded 

24 hours -- 50 150 If exceeded on more 
than 1 day per year 

Sulfate particles so4 24 hours -- 25 If equaled 
or exceeded 

Lead particles · Pb Calendar quarter -- -- 1.5 If equaled If exceeded on more 
or exceeded than 1 day per year 

30 days -- -- 1.5 

--
Notes: All standards are based on measurements at 25° C and 1 atmosphere pressure. 

National standards shown are the primary (health effects) standards. 
The California 24-hour standard for SO2 applies only when state 1-hour 0 3 or 24-hour PMlO standards are being violated concurrently. 



Existing Air Quality Conditions 

' ' 

The Monterey County portion of the NCCAB is an attainment area for the state CO standards 
and an unclassified/attainment area for the federal CO standards. The entire NCCAB is a moderate 
nonattainment area for the federal and state ozone standards. The entire NCCAB is a nonattainment 
area for the state PMI O standards and an unclassified area for the federal PMI O standards (Kim pers. 
comm.). Ozone and PMIO monitoring data taken at stations in the project area over the last 5 years 
are shown in Table 14-2. Because the project area is not a CO nonattainment area, CO monitoring 
data are unavailable. The Carmel Valley and Monterey stations are located nearest to the project site. 
As shown in Table 14-2, mor~ data were available for the Carmel Valley station, which is located 
closest to the project site. 

Ozone 

. Tabie 14-2 shows that peak ozone levels in the project area have flu~tuated over the last 5 
years. During each year from 1990 through 1993, there were either one or zero days with ozone 
levels above the state I-hour standard of 0.09 parts per million (ppm), and zero days with ozone 
levels above the federal I-hour standard of 0.12 ppm. In 1989, however, there were 3 days with 
ozone levels above the state standard and 1 day with ozone levels above the federal standard. 

PMl0 

PMI O monitoring data for the project vicinity were available only for the years' 1992 and 
1993. As shown in Table 14-2, no violation of the state or federal PMIO standards occurred in the 
project vicinity during these years. 

Regulatory Environment 

State and Federal Air Quality Management 

Air quality management planning programs developed during the past decade have generally 
been in response to requirements established by the federal Clean Air Act; however, the enactment 
of the California Clean Air Act of 1988 has produced additional changes in the structure and adminis­
tration of air quality management programs in California. The federal Clean Air Act mandated the 
establishment of ambient air quality standards and required areas that violate these standards to 
prepare and implement plans to achieve them. These plans are called State Implementation Plans, or 
SIPs. A separate SIP must be prepared for each nonattainment pollutant. 
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Table 14-2. CO, Ozone, and PMlO Monitoring Data for the Project Area 

Ozone PMlO 

Annual Annual 
Days Days Above Peak Geometric Arithmetic 

Peak 1 Hour Above State Federal 24 Hour Mean Mean 
Station and Year (ppm) Standard Standard (µg/mJ) (µg/mJ) (µg/mJ) 

Carmel Valley 

1989 0.13 3 1 N/A N/A N/A 
1990 0.09 0 0 N/A N/A N/A 
1991 0.10 1 0 N/A N/A N/A 
1992 0.08 0 0 37 19.1 20.5 

1993 0.11 1 0 46 14.2 15.8 
..... 
~ 

. I 
U\ 

Monterey 

1989 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1990 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1991 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
1992 0.09 0 0 24 12.5 13.9 

1993 0.11 1 0 35 9.9 11.4 

Notes: State 1-hour ozone standard is 0.09 ppm. 
Federal 1-hour ozone standard is 0.12 ppm. 
State 24-hour PMlO standard is 50 µg/m 3

• 

Federal 24-hour PMlO standard is 150 µg/m 3
• 

N/ A means data not available. 

Source: California Air Resources Board 1993. 



The California Clean Air Act establishes an air quality management process that generally 
parallels the federal process. The California Clean Air Act, however, focuses on attainment of the 
state ambient air quality standards that, for certain pollutants and averaging periods, are more 
stringent than the comparable federal standards. The California Clean Air Act requires that air 
districts prepare an air quality attainment plan if the district violates state air quality standards for CO, 
sulfur dioxide (S02), nitrogen dioxide (NOJ, or ozone. The California Clean Air Act requires that 
the state air quality standards be met as soon as is practical, but does not set precise attainment 
deadlines. 

Local Air Quality Management 

The MBUAPCD has developed the 1994 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the 
Monterey Region (Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 1994 t99t). The )994 
AQMP isan update of the 1991 AQMP. The 1994 AQMP Air Quality Management Pla:n addresses 
attainment of California ozone standards within the NCCAB. The plan contains no specific planning 
requirements to address attainment of the PMl0 standard. PMl0 planning will be considered by the 
MBUAPCD Board in 1995. 

The 1994 AQMP indicates no additional control resources beyond those listed in the 1991 
AQMP. The 1991 t994 AQMP recommends adoption of20 measures to control stationary source 
ROG emissions, five measures to control stationary source NOx emissions, and seven transportation 
control measures. In addition, the MBUAPCD has prepared an ozone SIP that is currently 
undergoing U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review. 

Rule 216 of the MBUADCD 's "Rules and Regulations" includes permit requirements/or 
wastewater treatment facilities. The project applicant would need to obtain a permit in accordance 
with Rule 216 before constructing and operating the proposed wastewater treatment plant. 

™PACTS AND MffiGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Two main categories of impacts were assessed in this chapter: construction-related impacts 
and operations-related impacts. Construction-related impacts include emission increases generated 
by construction equipment and construction worker commute trips, odors and emission increases 
generated by the asphalt batch plant that may be used, and emissions of air toxics. Operations-related 
impacts include emission increases generated by residences and project-related traffic, as well as 
odors generated by the proposed equestrian center and wastewater treatment plant. 
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For purposes of this analysis, the scenario that includes all approved plus pending projects, 
excluding the proposed project, is referred to as the future no-project condition. The scenario that 
includes all approved plus pending projects, including the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed in the 
GMP AP in the combined development permit application, is referred to as the future with-GMP AP 
condition. The scenario that includes all approved plus pending projects, including buildout of the 
Santa Lucia Preserve, is referred to as the future with-buildout condition. (See Chapter 19, 
"Cumulative Impacts", for a list of pending and approved projects considered in this analysis.) 

Construction-Related Impacts 

A summary of the methodology used to estimate construction-related pollutant emissions is 
provided below. See Appendix E, "Background Information for Air Quality Analysis", for a more 
detailed description of the assumptions used. 

Construction Equipment Emissions. Exhaust emissions generated by the operation of 
construction equipment were estimated by multiplying the number of hours of operation of each type 
of equipment expected to be used by an emission rate for each pollutant. Emission rates for the 
various types of construction equipment were taken from the document Compilation of Air Pollutant 
Emission Factors (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1985). This document contains emission 
rates for a broad range of pollutant-producing equipment and activities. 

Dust emissions generated by operation of construction equipment in unpaved areas were 
estimated by multiplying the maximum number of acres of land expected to be disturbed in a single 
day during the construction period by a fugitive dust emission rate taken from the EPAdocument 
described above. 

Construction Worker Commute Emissions. Emissions ofROG, NO"' and PMI0 generated 
by construction workers commuting to the project site were estimated by multiplying the number of 
trips expected to be made per day times the average trip length. and an emission rate for each 
pollutant. Emission rates were generated using EMF AC7F, version 1.1, a program created by the 
ARB to estimate vehicle emission rates. 

Asphalt Plant Emissions and Odors. Emissions generated by the portable asphalt plant 
proposed for use during construction were estimated by multiplying the maximum quantity of asphalt 
expected to be produced in a single day times an emission rate for the plant. Pollutant emission rates 
for the plant were taken from the EPA document Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 1985). Odors related to operation of the asphalt plant are assessed 
qualitatively in this chapter. 
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Air Toxics. Two potential sources of air toxics associated with construction of the proposed 
project are evaporative emissions from the application of architectural coatings and emissions 
produced by the proposed po~le asphalt batch plant. These are considered to be extremely minor 
sources of air toxics that would be produced during a small percentage of the total construction 
period. Consequently, emission of air toxics is not expected to be of concern and is not discussed 
further in this chapter. 

Operations-Related Impacts 

Residential Emissions. Residential emissions are generated by a wide range of sources 
including wood-burning stoves, fireplaces, space and water heaters, architectural coatings, accidental 
domestic fires, use of volatile consumer products, lawn mowers, and other domestic fuel-burning 
engines. Emission rates for residences were taken from the BAAQMD document Air Quality and 
Urban Development Guidelines for Assessing Impacts of Projects and Plans (Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District 1985). These rates were multiplied by the number of proposed residenc~s to 
estimate daily residential emissions. 

Project-Related Traffic Emissions. ROG, NOx, and PMl O emissions generated by traffic 
under future no-project, future with-GMP AP, and future with-buildout conditions were calculated 
by multiplying the total number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) under each of these conditions by 
an emission rate for each pollutant. Traffic volume estimates for each condition were taken from the 
traffic report prepared for the project (Dowling Associates 1994). Emission rates were generated 
using EMF AC7F, version 1.1, and the assumption that build out of the project is expected to occur 
in 2016 (Franklin pers. comm.). It was also assumed that 40 mph would be the average speed of 
project-related trips. 

No attempt was made to estimate the total net increase in CO emissions caused by the project. 
Instead, ambient CO concentrations were modeled in accordance with MBUAPCD criteria, which 
state that CO concentrations should be estimated-when: 

• for signalized intersections, when the peak-hour intersection level of service (LOS) 
would be reduced from A, B, C, or D under future without-project conditions to E or F 
at any project area intersection under future with-project conditions; or 

• a project causes an increase in the VIC ratio of 0. 05 or more at a signalized intersec­
tion currently operating at LOSE or F; or 

• for u_nsignalized intersections, when the future without-project peak-hour intersection 
LOS is already E. or F and the. project would cause a decrease in the reserve capacity of 
50 vehicles or more (Kim pers. comm.). 

Only the Carmel Valley Road/Rancho San Carlos Road intersection under future with­
GMPAP conditions met these criteria. CO modeling was performed for this intersection under this 
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condition as well as under future no-project conditions for purposes of comparison. This intersection 
does not meet these criteria under future with-buildout conditions because it is assumed that a left­
tum refuge would be constructed on Carmel Valley Road at this intersection by the time buildout 
would occur (Dowling Associates 1994). 

The CALINE4 model was used to estimate CO concentrations generated by traffic occurring 
in the project area under each condition. A detailed description of the CALINE4 model, including 
the assumptions used to run that model, are included in Appendix E. 

Odors. Operations-related odor sources associated with the proposed project include the 
wastewater treatment plant and equestrian center. Odors related to operation of these facilities are 
assessed qualitatively in this chapter. 

Significance Criteria 

According to the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064[e]), a project will normally have a 
significant adverse air quality impact if it will "violate any ambient air quality standard, contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, or expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations." 

The proposed project would have a significant impact ifit would: 

• emit more than 82 ppd of PMl0 during construction; 

• emit more than 137 ppd ofROG, 137 ppd ofNOx, or 82 ppd of PMl0 during operation; 

• create exceedances of state or federal ambient CO standards at receptors in the project 
area that do not have exceedances under existing conditions; 

• increase the level of exceedance at receptors in the project area that currently experience 
exceedances of state or federal ambient CO standards; 

• result in the construction or expansion of any odor-generating facility within a 0.25-mile 
radius of any sensitive odor receptor; or 

• conflict with the 1994 AQMP. 

Pollutant thresholds above were supplied by the MBUAPCD (Kim pers. comm.). 
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Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The applicant is proposing the following mitigation measures to control construction-related 
enuss10ns: 

• Use watering trucks to control dust emissions from haul roads, construction sites, borrow 
pit operations, and the asphalt batch plant area. 

• Limit construction vehicle road speeds to 10 mph on unpaved surfaces. 

• Apply a chemical dust stabilizer to unpaved haul roads and other heavily traveled ar:eas, 
in strict accordance with the manufacturer's directions for application. The suppressant 
chosen should be nontoxic and suitable for use near waterways. 

The applicant is proposing the following mitigation measures to control operations-related 
emissions: 

• Use electrically powered, rather than gasoline- or diesel fuel-powered, construction 
equipment, when feasible. 

• Use a fleet of electric vehicles for administration and maintenance-related onsite trips. 

• Require outdoor electrical outlets at residences to allow use of electrically powered 
landscape maintenance equipment. 

• Restrict the number of fireplaces installed in residences or require residential use of EPA­
certified woodstoves or fireplace inserts. The use of pellet, natural gas, or liquefied 
petroleum gas-fired fireplaces instead of wood-burning fireplaces would be encouraged. 

• Require use of low-NOx water heaters in all buildings requiring water heating. 

The following features included in the project would also serve to further reduce operations­
related emissions: 

• provision of onsite housing for employees to reduce trips to and ranch, 
• employee van pooling, 
• consolidation of deliveries from offsite locations, and 
• provision of onsite commercial services. 
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Construction-Related Impacts 

l~pact: Potential Increase in PMlO Emissions during Project Construction 

A portable asphalt batch plant would be used at the project site during construction if it is 
determined that material found at the onsite borrow pits is appropriate for use in paving applications 
(Duffy pers. comm.). Use of an onsite asphalt plant would eliminate the need to truck asphalt in, thus 
reducing construction-related emissions. The site proposed for the plant would be along Rancho San 
Carlos Road in the northern portion of the project area. Total worst-case construction-related 
emissions for all construction activities, including the asphalt plant, are shown in Table 14-3. The 
MBUAPCD is primarily concerned with the emission of PMI0 during construction because 
construction projects that temporarily emit ozone precursors are accommodated in the emission 
inventories of state and federally required air plans and would not have a significant impact on the 
attainment of regional ozone standards (Ballanti pers. comm.). Approximately 456 ppd of PMIO 
would be emitted during construction if the portable asphalt plant is used. This exceeds the 
MBUAPCD threshold for PMI 0, which is 82 ppd. 

If the portable asphalt plant is not used, asphalt would be trucked in from nearby plants in 
Monterey or Malina (Ballanti 1994). Table 14-4 shows total construction-related emissions for all 
construction activities, including emissions from trucks used to haul asphalt to the project site. 
Worst-case construction-related PMI0 emissions without the onsite asphalt plant would be 
approximately 460 ppd ofPMI0. This exceeds the MBUAPCD PMI0 threshold of82 ppd. 

Estimates for both these cases are conservative, as it is unlikely that each of the activities 
included in Tables 14-3 and 14-4 would all be happening at peak levels simultaneously. However, 
this level of worst-case analysis was required because no specific construction scheduling information 
was available for this project. 

This impact is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, 
the following mitigation measures described below should be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed/Additional Mitigation Measure 46: Implement PMlO-Reducing 
Construction Practices. The construction contractor shall implement the following PMI 0-reducing 
practices at all construction sites throughout the entire construction period to reduce pollutant 
emissions generated during construction activities. Some of these measures have been proposed by 
the applicant. 

• Use watering trucks to control dust emissions from haul roads, construction sites, borrow 
pit operations, and the asphalt batch plant area. Sprinkle exposed areas, including soil 
piles left for more than two days, with water to sufficiently control windblown dust and 
dirt. Watering shall be conducted once during the morning work hours and once during 
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Table 14-3. Construction-Related Emissions with Portable Asphalt Plant 
(in pounds per day) 

Source 

Construction worker traffic 

Construction equipment operation 

Rock crusher operation 

Asphalt production 

Total 

co 

480 

128 

N/A 

42 

650 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1985. 

14-12 

ROG 

16 

21 

N/A 

28 

65 

23 

339 

N/A 

40 

402 

PM10 

0 

378 

54 

24 

456 



Table 14-4. Construction-Related Emissions without 
Portable Asphalt Plant (in pounds per day) 

Source co ROG NOX 

Construction worker traffic 480 16 23 

Construction equipment operation 128 21 339 

Rocle crusher operation N/A N/A N/A 

Asphalt production 42 28 40 

Asphalt trucking traffic 47 2 31 

Total 697 70 433 

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1985. 
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PMlO 

0 

378 

54 

24 

..1 

460 



afternoon work hours. The frequency of watering shall be increased to control dust if 
wind speeds exceed 15 mph. 

• Limit construction vehicle speeds to 10 mph on unpaved surfaces. 

• Apply a chemical dust stabilizer to unpaved haul roads and other heavily-traveled areas, 
in strict accordance with the manufacturer's directions for application. The suppressant 
chosen should be nontoxic and suitable for use near waterways. 

• Cover or water all soil transported offsite, if any, to prevent excessive dust release. 

• Sweep streets adjacent to the project at least daily to remove silt accumulated from 
construction activities. 

• Periodically and properly maintain all construction equipment, including exhaust systems, 
muffiers, cooling fans, engines, and transmissioQs, according to the manufacturer's 
recommendations. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 47: Phase Construction so That Estimated Construc­
tion-Related PMlO Emissions Fall below MBUAPCD Daily Threshold. The project applicant 
shall phase construction activities in such a way that the estimated amount of PMl 0 generated is less 
than 82 ppd. This phasing may be organized in any feasible manner that ensures that daily PMIO 
levels do not exceed the MBUAPCD threshold described above. A construction schedule that meets 
these requirements shall be devised by the project applicant before construction begins. The 
construction schedule should be reviewed and approved by the Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department before the start of construction. 

Impact: Generation of Odors Due to Operation of the Portable Asphalt Batch Plant 

A portable asphalt batch plant may be. used during construction of the proposed project, if 
deemed feasible by the project applicant. Operation of this plant could result in odor impacts if it 
would be used within O .25 mile of an occupied sensitive odor receptor. In general, land uses located 
within 0.25 mile of an odor source are considered to be sensitive odor receptors, with land uses 
within O. 5 mile considered to be potentially sensitive. Land uses of concern include residences, 
hospitals, schools, places of worship, and offices. Because occupied sensitive odor receptors could 
be located within a 0.25-mile radius of the plant, this impact is considered significant. Implementation 
of the mitigation measure described below would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 48: A void Operation of Portable Asphalt Batch Plant 
within 0.25 Mile of an Occupied Sensitive Odor Receptor. The construction contractor shall 
avoid operating the asphalt plant within 0.25 mile of any occupied sensitive odor receptor during the 
period of construction. 
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Operations-Related Im pacts 

Impact: Increase in CO Concentrations during Project Operation 

As described in the "Approach and Methodology" section, CO modeling was performed for 
the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road for future no-project conditions 
and future with-GMP AP conditions. The highest I-hour CO concentration estimated for a receptor 
adjacent to this intersection under future with-GMP AP conditions was 5 .2 ppm, with a corresponding 
8-hour concentration of3.6 ppm. Under future no-project conditions, the I-hour CO concentration 
at this receptor would be 4.5 ppm, with a corresponding 8-hour concentration of 3.2 ppm. This 
receptor does not undergo an exceedance of either the state or federal I-hour or 8-hour standards 
under future no-project or future with-GMP AP conditions. Therefore, this impact is considered less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No nnt1gation measures are required. Although this impact 
is considered less than significant, implementation of the applicant's proposed operations-related 
emission control measures is recommended (listed under" Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures" 
above). 

Impact: Increase in ROG, NOx, and PMlO Emissions during Project Operation under Future 
with-GMPAP Conditions 

As shown in Table 14-5, under future with-GMPAP conditions, the project would result in 
the emission of 46 ppd of ROG, 65 ppd of NOx, and 6 ppd of PMI 0. All of these quantities are 
below the threshold values described above in the "Significance Criteria" section. Therefore, this 
impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. Although this impact is 
considered less than significant, implementation of the applicant's proposed operations-related 
emission control measures is recommended (listed under "Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures" 
above). 

Impact: Increase in ROG, NOx, and PMlO Emissions during Project Operation under Future 
with-Buildout Conditions 

As shown in Table 14-5, under future with-buildout conditions, the project would contribute 
55 ppd ofROG, 74 ppd ofNO"' and 7 ppd of PMI0. All of these quantities are below the threshold 
values described above in the "Significance Criteria" section. Therefore, this impact is considered 
less than significant. 
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b 

Pollutant 

ROG 

NO. 

PMlO 

Table 14-5. Operations-Related Emissions Associated with 
the Proposed Project (in pounds per day) 

Future with 
Future Future Future GMPAP" 

No-Project with GMPAP" with Buildoutb Minus Future 
Conditions Conditions Conditions No Project 

208 254 263 46 

190 255 264 65 

22 28 29 6 

Future ,with 
Buildoutb' 

Minus Future 
No Project 

55 

74 

7 

GMPAP refers to the Santa Lucia Preserve uses proposed in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan in 
the combined development permit application. 

Buildout refers to buildout of the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

Source: Dowling Associates 1994, Bay Area Air Quality Management District 1985. 
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Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. Although this impact is 
considered less than significant, implementation of the applicant's proposed operation-related emission 
control measures is recommended (listed under "Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures" above). 

Impact: Odor Generation Due to Operation of the Proposed Equestrian Center and 
Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Both the equestrian center and wastewater treatment plant have the potential to emit odors 
in the project area. These facilities would be situated adjacent to one another in the southern central 
portion of the project site, approximately 0.5-mile north of the intersection of Rancho San Carlos 
Road and Robinson Canyon Road. The proposed wastewater treatment plant would serve only a 
portion of the project and would be small. The proposed treatment plant is enclosed within a building 
that would have odor controls installed within the ventilation system. A backup electrical system 
would provide continuous power to the treatment plant and odor control system in case ofloss of 
primary power. No sludge would be drying onsite, or the sludge would be bagged and transported 
offsite. In addition, similar wastewater treatment plants have operated successfully within a 0.25 mile 
of residences at Laguna Seca Ranch, Las Palmas Ranch, and Gainey Ranch with no reported odor 
problems (Finegan pers. comm.). Therefore, odor from the proposed wastewater treatment plant is 
considered less than significant. 

The equestrian center has been operating at its present location within a 0.25 mile of existing 
residences for many decades with no odor problems. However, it is possible that once it is expanded, 
odor problems could occur. Therefore, odor from the proposed expanded equestrian center is 
considered potentially significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following 
mitigation measure described below should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 49: Employ Odor-Reducing Design and Implement 
Odor-Reducing Maintenance Practices for the Expanded Equestrian Center. The following 
steps should be taken to · ensure that odors generated by the expanded equestrian center are 
minimized: 

• The facility should be designed so that horse manure cannot be retained in comers, 
cracks, or other irregularities. All floors should be easily cleanable. 

• The facility's drainage and wastewater handling systems should be designed so that no 
standing water can collect. 

• Stable areas should be cleaned at least once a day. 

• Horse manure should not be stored in quantities that produce objectionable odors 
detectable outside the stable areas. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

14-17 

Climate and Air Quality 
September 14, 1995 



Impact: Potential Conflict with the MBUAPCD 1994 AQMP 

The proposed project would be consistent with the MBUAPCD 1994 AQMP because the 
expected population increase generated by the proposed project would not cause an exceedance of 
population projections for the project area. Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant 
The proposed project's wastewater treatment facility is also consistent with the 1994 AQMP 
(Williams pers. comm.). 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

14-18 

Ciimate and Air Quality 
September 14, 1995 



Chapter 15. Noise 

INTRODUCTION 

The discussion of potential noise impacts associated with the proposed project is based on the 
results of the report Rancho San Carlos Noise Assessment Study (Charles M. Salter Associates 
1994). 

SETTING 

Regulatory Setting 

Background Information on Environmental Acoustics and State and Federal Noise Guidelines 

Background information on environmental acoustics and state and federal noise regulations 
is provided in Appendix F. Acoustical notation throughout this report follows American National 
Standard ANSI/ASME Yl0.11-1984, "Letter Symbols and Abbreviations for Quantities Used in 
Acoustics". Accordingly, the conventions in the following table apply. 

Quantity 

Slow A-weighted sound level 

Equivalent steady sound level 

Day-night average sound level 

Community noise equivalent level 

Local Guidelines and Regulations 

Abbreviation 

SA 

QL 

DNL 

CNEL 

Qyantity S)IDbOl 

LAS 

Leq 

Lc1n 

Lc1en 

Unit Symbol 

dB 

dB 

dB 

dB 

In California, cities and counties are required to adopt a noise element as part of their general 
plan. Cities and counties can also adopt noise control requirements within their zoning ordinances 
or as a separate noise ordinance. 

General Plan Noise Element Policies. The Monterey County General Plan Noise Element 
states that major sources of noise in the county consist of transportation facilities, industrial plants, 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 15-1 

Noise 
September 14, 1995 



mining operations, and a power plant. The noise element also suggests that noise conflicts can be 
minimized or avoided by isolating noise-producing land uses from noise-sensitive land uses. The 
three main noise issues raised in the noise element are: 

• Existing noise levels near airports, major highways, and rail lines exceed the county's 
desired residential land use compatibility criteria. 

• Future development near airports could result in extreme noise conflicts. 

• Increased noise levels resulting from urban growth could adversely affect existing quiet 
areas. 

Policies designed to maintain desirable noise levels in Monterey County that are relevant to 
this project include the following: 

• The county shall require new development to conform to the noise parameters established 
in Land Use Compatibility for Exterior Community Noise Environments (Table 15-1). 

• The county shall require the appropriate standards of sound-proofing construction in all 
multiple-residential structures as specified in the Building Code. 

• The county shall require environmentai review of all proposed new development, 
expansion of industrial facilities, and quarry excavation and processing activities that may 
increase the noise level in surrounding areas or generate noise levels greater than those 
specified in Table 15-1. 

• The county, in accordance with Table 15-1, should require ambient noise levels to be 
lower at night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) than during the day. 

• The county shall make available to the public methods and existing noise data that can be 
employed to reduce unwanted noise from the environment. 

Monterey County Noise Ordinance. Monterey County has a noise ordinance statins that 
no person shall operate any device that produces a noise level exceeding 85 decibels (dB) measured 
at 50 feet from said device. This prohibition does not apply to aircraft or any device operated more 
than 2,500 feet from any occupied dwelling unit (Monterey County Board of Supervisors 1978). 
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Table 15-1. Land Use Compatibility for Exterior Community Noise 

Noise Ranges (DNL or CNEL) dB 

Land Use Category I II III IV 

Passively used open spaces 50 50-55 55-70 70+ 

Auditoriums, concert halls, 45-50 50-65 65-70 70+ 
amphitheaters 

Residential - low-density single family, 50-55 55-70 70-75 75+ 
duplex, mobile homes 

Residential - multifamily 50-60 60-70 70-75 75+ 

Transient lodging - motels, hotels 50-60 60-70 70-80 80+ 

Schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, 50-60 60-70 70-80 80+ 
nursing homes 

Actively used open spaces - 50-67 67-73 73+ 
playgrounds, neighborhood parks 

Golf courses, riding stables, water 50-70 70-80 80+ 
recreation, cemeteries 

Office buildings, business commercial, 50-67 67-75 75+ 
and professional 

Industrial, manufacturing, utilities, 50-70 70-75 75+ 
agriculture 

Noise Range I - Normally Acceptable: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any 
buildings involved are of normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements. 

Noise Range IT - Conditionally Acceptable: New construction or development should be undertaken only after 
a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included 
in the design. Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air 
conditioning will normally suffice. 

Noise Range III - Normally Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally be discouraged. 
If new construction or development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirement must 
be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

Noise Range IV - Clearly Unacceptable: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

Source: Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 1982. 
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Land Uses and Sensitive Receptors in the Project Vicinity 

Land uses around the project area are identified in Figure 3-2 in Chapter 3, "Land Use". 
Noise-sensitive areas around the project area include: 

• the private preschool and child-care facility in the Cannel Valley Racquet Club on the east 
side of Rancho San Carlos Road north of the project area, 

• Garland Ranch Regional Park northeast of the project area, 

• the Quail Meadows subdivision directly north of the project area, 

• approximately 100 second homes located in the ·White Rock Club directly south of the 
project area, 

• approximately 100 second · homes located in San Clemente Rancho southeast of the 
project area, 

• neighborhoods near the Carmel Valley Golf and Country Club, and 

• residences in Carmel Valley Ranch northeast of the project site near Robinson Canyon 
Road, and 

• residences in Hacienda Carmel north of Quail Meadows. 

Existing Noise Conditions 

The noise environment at Rancho San Carlos is generally quiet and is controlled in most areas 
by distant traffic, wind over terrain, and sound associated with ranch operations such as operation 
of fann equipment, cattle grazing, farm transport vehicles, and associated human activity. Vehicles 
traveling on Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road are the most significant sources of 
noise in the area. These roadways carry the most traffic in the area. The noise en.vironment is often 
punctuated by overflights from general aviation aircraft, likely from Monterey Peninsula Airport, 5 
miles north of the project site. The San Clemente Airfield, a small private air strip located at the 
southeast end of the project site is a/so occasionally used by small aircraft. 

The Carmel Associated Sportsmen's, Inc., operates the only existing gun club in the area, 
which is located near the northern property line of the project site at Robinson Canyon Road. When 
the gun club is in use, noise from gunfire dominates the surrounding noise environment during 
daylight hours and occurs most often on weekends when more members use the club. The 
Sportsmen 's Club, San Clemente Rancho, and White Rock Club have target ranges that are used 
occasionally. 
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Noise Monitoring. An extensive noise-monitoring survey was conducted throughout the 
project site and at potentially affected outlying areas to document the existing noise environment. 
Continuous 24-hour measurements were taken at three locations and shorter duration measurements 
were taken at other locations. Measurement locations are depicted in Figure 15-1 and described in 
Table 15-2. These particular measurement locations were selected to: 

• document the noise environment throughout the project site, 

• measure noise at receptors potentially affected by the project, 

• characterize existing traffic noise along associated transportation routes, and 

• measure the existing quiet rural noise environment typical of much of the project site. 

All noise measurements were made using Larson-Davis Model 720 programmable precision 
digital sound-level meters. The meters log the A-weighted sound every one-half second and store 
this information. This information is then downloaded to a computer for subsequent analysis and 
presentation. These Type 1 meters were field-calibrated immediately before use in accordance with 
industry standards. 

Noise monitoring results are summarized in Table 15-2. These results are expressed in terms 
of the equivalent noise level (Leq), which is the average noise level reflecting total noise exposure 
throughout the measurement period. Three percentile values quantifying the sound level exceeded 
100/4, 500/4, and 90% of the time are given along with the day-night average sound level (Ldn or DNL). 
Len values were directly calculated at Sites 1, 2, and 3 where 24-hour measurements were taken. All 
results are considered to represent typical conditions, although the quietest area with Ldn values below 
35 A-weighted decibels (dB) may often have higher Ldn values on days when wind over terrain 
increases or when aircraft flyovers occur. 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Potential noise impacts associated with the development of a mix of market-rate and 
inclusionary multifamily/duplex homes, a ranch center, conservancy, recreation facilities, services and 
operations, and a community preserve have been evaluated. Two stages of the development have 
been studied. Under the first phase, called the Comprehensive Development Plan within the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (CDP-GMP AP), about 80% of the total proposed dwelling units 
would be built along with visitor accommodations, commercial/recreation facilities, and a golf 
course/golf club facility. Under buildout of the project, the remaining dwelling units would be 
constructed. 
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Table 15-2. Summary of Noise Measurements 

A-Weighted Noise Levels (dB) 

Site Location Date and Time L Lio Ldn 

1 50 feet west of Robinson Thursday and 44 33 24 22 40 
Canyon Road near lane Friday 
centerline north of San January 13 and 
Oemente Road 10 feet above 14, 1994 
roadway elevation 10:00 a.m. 

2 45 feet south of Carmel Valley Thursday and 73 78 68 33 75 
Road near lane centerline Friday 
5 feet above roadway elevation January 13 and 
SO feet west of Via Mallorca 14, 1994 

10:00 a.m. 

3 60 feet east of Rancho San Thursday and 46 45 36 24 44 
Carlos Road near lane Friday 
centerline 5 feet above roadway January 13 and 
elevation parking lot of private 14, 1994 
preschool 10:00 a.m. 

4 1 mile southwest of the main Thursday 36 40 35 34 
house along unpaved road January 13, 1994 
5.5 feet above grade 5:05-5:20 p.m. 

s 100 feet southwest of Rancho Thursday 36 36 27 24 
San Carlos Road 5 feet below January 13, 1994 
roadway elevation 5.5 feet 5:05-5:20 p.m. 
above Miller residence driveway 
elevation 

6 50 feet south of Carmel Valley Thursday 70 74 69 55 
Road near centerline 5.5 feet January 13, 1994 
above roadway elevation 20 feet 5:45-6:00 p.m. 
west of Canada Way 

7 300 feet north of Penon Peak Friday 35 36 27 25 
5.5 feet above site elevation January 14, 1994 
South of Garland Ranch 10:30-11:45 a.m. 
Regional Park 

8 Northern property line of Friday 48" 39 29 28 
project north of Potrero January 14, 1994 
Canyon 5.5 feet above site 10:30-11:45 a.m. 
elevation 

9 40 feet south of Robinson Friday 30 30 25 23 
Canyon Road roadway center- January 14, 1994 
line .north of White Rock Club 10:30-11:45 a.m. 
entrance 55 feet above roadway 
elevation 

• Leq would have been between 30 dB and 35 dB were it not for the one airplane flyover, directly overhead, during the measurement. 

Source: Charles M. Salter Associates 1994, Table B. 
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When the noise asses.sment study was prepared, construction of the golf course was part of 
the second development phase. Accordingly, all traffic noise modeling results reported herein are 
based on the assumption that the golf course is part of the second phase. That the golf course is now 
part of the first phase does not change any of the conclusions in the study because of the relatively 
small number of vehicle trips generated by the course. As will be seen, there is virtually no difference 
in projected noise levels for the two phases of development. · 

The traffic study for the project evaluated traffic conditions under no project, CDP-GMP AP 
conditions, and buildout conditions under two background development scenarios. The first 
background scenario is for 1992 plus approved projects. This is the scenario analyzed in the noise 
report to evaluate the direct effects of the project on traffic noise. The second scenario is for 1992 
plus approved projects plus proposed projects. Noise effects under this scenario, which includes all 
currently foreseeable development in the area, are discussed in Chapter 19, "Cumulative Impacts!!. 

The approach to assessing project-related noise impacts was to compare anticipated project­
related noise to the significance criteria discussed below. The primary sources of project-related 
noise are construction and increased traffic. 

Significance Criteria 

According to State CEQA Guidelines, a project will normally have a significant effect on the 
environment ifit will: 

• substantially increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or 
• expose people to severe noise levels. 

In practice, more specific professional standards have been developed to implement the intent 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. These standards state that a noise impact is considered significant if 
it would: 

• generate noise that would conflict with local planning criteria or ordinances, 
• substantially increase noise levels at noise-sensitive land uses, or 
• propose land uses that are incompatible with existing baseline noise levels. 

For this project, the significance of anticipated noise effects is based on a comparison between 
predicted noise levels and noise criteria defined in the Monterey County Draft General Plan Noise 
Element (Table 15-1). The potential reaction of the public to a change in noise conditions resulting 
from the project is also a factor used in determining significance. Research into the human perception 
of changes in sound level indicates the following (Bies and Hansen 1988): 

• A 3-dB change is just perceptible. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 15-8 

Noise 
September 14, 1995 



• A 5-dB change is clearly perceptible. 
• A I 0-dB change is perceived as being twice or half as loud. 

These and other factors relating to the duration and frequency of project-related noise events are 
considered when the significance of changes in sound levels are evaluated. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The applicant is proposing the following mitigation measures to minimize construction-related 
noise impacts: 

• During construction, all contractors shall comply with all county and local sound control 
and noise-level regulations and ordinances. All construction equipment shall be equipped 
and maintained with effective muffler exhaust systems. 

• Borrow pit operations should be laid out to minimize noise exposure to surrounding land 
uses. Stockpiles should be strategically located to help minimize noise by acting as sound 
barriers. Removal operations should be limited to daylight hours. 

• Truck traffic and transportation activities should be coordinated with borrow pit 
operation hours to eliminate "staging" of vehicles. 

• Batch plant operations shall be designed to minimize noise by strategically designing 
stockpiles in berms to muffie noise. Regeneration of stockpiles would occur on a 
continual basis. Best available noise control technology would be required for batch plant 
operations. 

Additionally, the following characteristics of the project will minimize potential noise impacts: 

• A limited number of residential and visitor-serving units will be developed. 

• No development that would have the potential to create noise impacts is sited near the 
boundaries of inhabited neighboring properties. 

• All surrounding properties are separated from developed portions of the project site by 
conservation easements. 

• No adjacent active recreational or residential development uses are on surrounding 
properties ( except the gun club) that would create potential noise-impacts on proposed 
noise-sensitive land uses. 
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Construction Noise · 

Impact: Exposure of Existing Residents to Noise from Aggregate Mining Operations 

Base rock for roads and driveways will be obtained from an onsite borrow pit. An asphaltic 
batch plant will be located at the site to produce material suitable for paving. The site proposed for 
the borrow pit is depicted in Figure 6-4 in Chapter 6, "Geology and Minerals", and located at least 
1 mile from the closest project area boundary. 

Quiet undeveloped areas around the borrow pit may be temporarily disrupted by stationary 
and mobile diesel-powered equipment, and also possibly by pneumatic equipment, conveyors, and 
batch plant operations. Because the borrow pit site is well isolated from surrounding inhabited areas, 
however, no existing residents will be affected. The noise impact from mining operations is therefore 
considered less than significant, 

Trucks and other vehicles entering the borrow pit site will also be a source of noise. Because 
only a few vehicles will enter the site daily, however, and because vehicles will be restricted to roads 
within the project boundaries, the noise impact associated with these vehicles is considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. Although this impact is 
considered less than significant, the following measures are recommended to minimize the potential 
for noise impacts from mining operations. 

• Lay out borrow pit and batch operations to minimize potential noise exposure to 
surrounding land uses. 

• Locate stockpiles to serve as sound barriers between noisy operations and surrounding 
land uses. Regeneration of stockpiles should occur on a continual basis .. 

• Employ the best available technology to control noise at the batch plant. 

• Limit mining, batch plant, and trucking operations to daylight hours on weekdays and 
nonholiday periods. 

Impact: Exposure of New Residents to Noise from Aggregate Mining Operations 

New home sites 12, 13, 14, 15, 184, 185, and 186 will be.located within 2,0oo.:4,000 feet of 
the borrow pit site and may be adversely affected by noise from mining and batch plant operations. 
Noise monitoring conducted at a similar plant indicates that this type of facility can produce an hourly 
Leq of about 60 dB measured at a distance of 700 feet (Brown-Buntin Associates 1993). Assuming 
constant operation between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., this corresponds to a DNL of 66 dB measured at 700 
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feet. If point-source attenuation is used, a distance of at least 1,000 feet from the site would be 
needed before the DNL would drop to 60 dB, the county's standard of residential uses. At the closest 
home site, the DNL could be as high as about 53 dB. The effects of intervening terrain will probably 
reduce this further. 

This impact is considered less than significant because new residents would not be exposed 
to sound levels in excess of county land use compatibility standards. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. Although this impact is 
considered less than significant, the following measure is recommended to minimize the potential for 
noise impacts from mining operations on new residents. 

• Construction of homes within 1 mile of the borrow pit site should be delayed until use of 
the borrow pit site is almost complete. This will minimize the duration of potential 
exposure of new residents to audible noise. An alternative would be to allow property 
owners within this distance to construct homes earlier as long as they are notified of the 
presence of the mining operations and that noise from the operations may be audible. 

Impact: Exposure of Wildlife to Noise from Aggregate Mining Operations 

Although the borrow pit site will be isolated from surrounding inhabited areas, noise from 
base rock mining and asphalt production could affect wildlife. Studies on the effects of noise on 
wildlife show that most animals habituate readily to the presence of noise (U.S. Forest Service 1993). 
It is likely that animals indigenous to the project area will avoid the immediate area of borrow pit as 
a result of the physical threat associated with the presence of humans. At distances to which they are 
likely to retreat, the sound level from mining operation will not be loud enough to cause physiological 
changes to the animals' hearing mechanisms or to significantly interfere with communication. This 
impact is considered less than significant because wildlife will likely habituate to the noise from 
mining operations .with little likelihood for long-term adverse effects related directly to noise. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. Although this impact is 
considered less than significant, the same measures identified above for the "Exposure of Existing 
Residents to Noise from Aggregate Mining Operations" impact, are recommended to minimize the 
potential for noise impacts from mining operations on wildlife. 

Impact: Exposure of Residents to Noise from Construction Activities 

Construction activities will generally be localized at home sites and central facilities as they 
are constructed over a period of up to 1 year each. This localized construction noise will be from 
sawing, hammering, welding, and other operations requiring stationary diesel-powered equipment. 
Because of the large distance between proposed construction sites and existing residences and 
because of the high degree of separation between adjacent home sites, the exposure of existing and 
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new residents to construction will be minimal. This impact is therefore considered less than 
significant. 

Transportation of construction personnel, materials and equipment will increase traffic on 
Carmel Valley Road and other local roadways. Because the number of facilities and residences to 
be constructed is relatively small, however,· and because construction will be spread out over several 
years, the transportation of personnel, materials, and equipment will not result in a noticeable change 
in traffic noise. This impact is therefore considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. Although this impact is 
considered less than significant, the following noise-reducing construction practices should be 
incorporated with construciton contract specifications to minimize the potential for noise impacts 
from construction operations. 

• During construction, all contractors shall comply with all county and local sound control 
and noise-level regulations and ordinances, including the Monterey County noise 
ordinance. 

• All construction equipment shall be equipped and maintained with effective muffler 
exhaust systems no less effective than those provided ort the original equipment. 

• As directed by county staff, the contractor shall implement appropriate additional noise 
mitigation measures including, but not limited to, changing the location of stationary 
construction equipment, shutting off idling equipment, rescheduling construction activity, 
notifying adjacent residents in advance of construction work, or installing acoustical 
barriers around stationary construction noise sources. 

Traffic Noise 

Impact: Exposure of Existing Noise-Sensitive Land Uses to Increased Traffic Noise 

Transportation-related noise impacts have been assessed based on traffic information from 
the project traffic report (Dowling Associates 1994). This report contains detailed information on 
existing traffic counts and future traffic volume predictions under the two project scenarios described 
above: the CDP-GMPAP and buildout of the project site. 

Noise exposure, in terms of the Lm metric, was predicted for the existing conditions, the CDP­
GMP AP conditions, and the buildout condition for each of the nine measurement locations identified 
in Figure 15-1. The results of these noise exposure predictions in terms of DNL are given in 
Table 15-3. 
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Predictions were developed for the no-project condition by using the long-term measurements 
for Locations 1, 2, and 3 (which directly measured DNL), and extrapolating values for the other six 
locations using the shorter period monitoring results for specific time periods of the day. Noise 
predictions for the two project development scenarios were developed by computing the increase in 
noise exposure level from the increase in traffic volumes using Caltrans and FHW A prediction 
techniques. 

Although considerable congestion exists for several traffic conditions during peak hours, the 
relatively small percentage of traffic created by the project does not sufficiently alter traffic speeds 
or levels of service at any location to affect the noise modeling results. Accordingly, the changes in 
noise exposure (i.e., L ... values) are solely tied to changes in traffic volumes. Where noise exposure 
will increase with the project, the increase will occur gradually over the buildout period after initial 
road construction. Generally, noise increases are proportional to the increase in the number of 
residences. 

For both directions of Carmel Valley Road, the proposed project will change the peak-hour 
and the average daily traffic by only a few percentage points. As can be seen by the noise modeling 
results for Locations 2 and 6, these changes will have a negligible effect on noise exposure for all 
areas along Carmel Valley Road. This impact is therefore considered less than significant for 
residences along Carmel Valley Road. 

The same is true for other roadways associated with the project except for Rancho San Carlos 
Road, where traffic volumes are predicted to increase significantly (by about a factor of 3 ). As shown 
in Table 15-3, corresponding traffic noise increases in the range of 4-5 dB will occur along this road. 
This impact is considered less than significant for sensitive receptors near Rancho San Carlos Road 
because: -

• the resulting DNL traffic noise is below 50 dB and therefore well below the county's DNL 
compatibility standard of 60 dB, 

• the project-related noise increases are relatively small (in the range of 4-5 dB [i.e., just 
perceptible to clearly perceptible]) and would occur over an extended period of time, and 

• the only people affected by traffic noise on Rancho San Carlos Road will be those 
generating the traffic noise by traveling to their residences. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 15-3. Noise Modeling Results. (DNL) 

Condition 

Santa Lucia Santa Lucia 
Preserve Preserve 

Location No Project (CDP-GMP AP) Buildout 

1 40 dB 40 dB 40 dB 

2 75 dB 75 dB 75 dB 

3 44 dB 48 dB 48 dB 

4 34 dB ·39 dB 40 dB 

5 39 dB 43 dB 44 dB 

6 68 dB 68 dB 68 dB 

7 31 dB 31 dB 31 dB 

8 33 dB 33 dB ~3 dB 

9 27 dB 27 dB 27 dB 

Source: Charles M. Salter Associates 1994. 
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Operational Noise 

Impact: Exposure of Surrounding Land Uses to Noise from New Residences and Other 
Facilities 

Normal activities associated with neighborhoods, the golf course, and other facilities will 
generate noise that did not exist when the site was undeveloped. The primary sources of noise for 
this type of development are landscape maintenance activities (e.g., lawn mowers, sprinklers). 
Barking dogs, children, and other neighborhood activities can also be occasional sources of noise. 

These direct sources of noise are generally temporary and restricted to the immediate 
inhabited areas with limited, if any, effect on surrounding land uses. The high degree of separation 
between proposed home sites will further reduce the potential for adverse noise effects on adjacent 
home sites or other surrounding offsite land uses. 

The noise from neighborhoods will have little, if any, effect on wildlife. Animals indigenous 
to the project area probably will avoid the immediate area of the home site or other facility as a result 
of the physical threat associated with the presence of humans. At distances to which they are likely 
to retreat, the sound level from occupant activities will not be loud enough to cause physiological 
changes to the animals' hearing mechanisms or to significantly interfere with communication. For 
these reasons, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Other Noise Sources 

Impact: Exposure of New Residents to Noise from the Gun Club 

Lots 223,224,225, and 226 are located near Robinson Canyon Road along the border of the 
CVMP area and the GMPAP area. The Carmel Associated Sportsmen's, Inc., operates a gun club on 
a parcel just north of the project boundaries, east of Robinson Canyon Road. The noise report 
prepared for this project (Charles M. Salter Associates 1994) states that noise from firing of guns 
dominates the noise environment during daylight hours (when the club is in use) and occurs most 
frequently on weekends. 

Although noise from the gun club may be audible to the nearby residences identified above, 
gunfire will not result in noise that exceeds the county's compatibility standard of 60 dB-Lc1n because: 

• The gun club is operated only during daylight hours. 
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• The club is located more than 2,000 feet from the closest proposed residential site. 

• Intervening topography will provide noise-reducing shielding. 

This impact is considered less than significant because the county's compatibility standard will notbe 
exceeded. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. However, audible gunfire may 
be annoying to new residents, particularly if they were uninformed about the presence of the gun club 
when they purchased their property. The following measure is recommended to reduce the potential 
for this to occur. 

• The project applicant shall notify potential buyers of Lots 223, 224, 225,and 226 that 
the Carmel Associated Sportsmen's, Inc., operates a gun club within 2,000-3,000 feet of 
these lots and that gunfire may be audible. The presence of the gun club and potentially 
audible noise from gunfire should also be acknowledged in property deeds for these 
parcels. 
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Chapter 16. Public Services and Utilities 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the public services agencies having jurisdiction over the proposed 
project and existing conditions of the public services in the project vicinity. Information for this 
chapter was compiled from the comprehensive development plan for the Santa Lucia Preserve, the 
combined development permit application for the Santa Lucia Preserve, various documents from 
Monterey County, and various technical documents prepared for the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

SEITING 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 

Septic tanks currently provide wastewater treatment for the developed ranch area. The total 
existing wastewater flow is estimated to be 4,555 gallons per day (gpd) and includes flows from the 
main house, guest house, gate house, corporation yard, employee residences, a mobile home, and 
offsite residences (Camp Dresser & McKee, Bestor Engineers et al. 1994a). 

Water Supply 

Water development at Rancho San Carlos includes several wells, Moore's Lake at San 
Francisquito Flat, and several small stock ponds located throughout the ranch. Two wells provide 
domestic water for the ranch. Moore's Lake provides water for irrigation of the grounds of the 
existing ranch house and was formerly used to irrigate a polo field and pasture located in San 
Francisquito Flat. Current water use is not well documented because most of the existing domestic 
and agricultural water uses for the ranch are not measured (Camp Dresser & McKee, Balance 
Hydrologies et al 1994a). 

Actual use at three existing employee residences on Rancho San Carlos was metered during 
1994. Water use for December 1993 to December 1994 ranged from 0.17 acre-feet (af) for a 
3-bedroom home with a single occupant and minimal landscaping to 0.59 affor a 3-bedroom home 
occupied by a family and significant landscaping. 
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Solid Waste 

Solid waste is collected by the Carmel Valley Disposal Service and delivered to the Marina 
Sanitary Landfill, which is owned by the Monterey Regional Waste Management District (MRWMD) 
(Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a). Approximately 220,000 tons of solid waste are disposed 
ofin the landfill each year. The landfill has a capacity to dispose of solid waste for another 90 years 
(Shedden pers. comm.). MRWMD also provides recycling facilities in response to Assembly Bill 
(AB) 939. AB 939 requires landfill solid waste disposal to be reduced by 25% in 1995 and by 50% 
in 2000. Residents and employees of Rancho San Carlos currently recycle newspaper, plastic, glass, 
and cans. 

Schools 

Public Schools 

The Santa Lucia Preserve lies within the Carmel Unified School District (CUSD). Children 
residing at Rancho San Carlos can attend River School Elementary, Carmel Middle School, and 
Carmel High School (Baldwin pers. comm.). Carmelo School, which is closed due to reduced 
enrollment, is located adjacent to Rancho San Carlos and is currently operated leased out by the 
CUSD as a preschool/childcare program day care center. Approximately 97 children attend the 
Child Development Center (Avery pers. comm.). ', 

Table 16-1. Carmel Unified School District Enrollment, 1994 

School 

River School Elementary 

Carmel Middle School 

Carmel High School 

Enrollment 

486 

559 

656 

Sources: Mayer pers. comm. (enrollment), Baldwin pers. comm. (capacity). 

Capacity 

Site impacted 

919 

1,046 

Districtwide enrollment is approximately 2,379 students. During the last 4 years, enrollment 
has increased 2.5%-3% annually. Projected enrollment by the CUSD is 2,640 students by 2013 
(Baldwin pers. comm.). 
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River School Elementary is "site impacted". This means that the size of the school and 
playgrounds and available rest rooms and ancillary space are at capacity (Planning Analysis & 
Development 1992). Increased enrollment at the elementary school is accommodated by using one 
portable classroom. Recently, the school district had substantial growth in grades K-5 (Baldwin pers. 
comm.). 

Private Schools 

Two private elementary school (grades K-8) are located near Rancho San Carlos. All Saints 
Episcopal School is located on Carmel Valley Road, west of the intersection of Schulte Road and 
Carmel Valley Road. The current enrollment is 208 students, which is considered capacity (Harlow 
pers. comm). Robert Louis Stevenson Lower and :Middle School (grades K-8) is located on Dolores 
Street in Carmel. The curreRt enrollment is 210 students, and the school has a capacity for 220 
students (Ryan pers. comm.). 

Junipero Serra is an elementary school (grades K-8) located in the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, 
at 2992 Lausen Drive. The current enrollment is 263 students, and. the school has a capacity for 270 
students (Munic pers. comm.). 

York School is a private high school (grades 8-12) and is located at 9501 Salinas Highway 
in Monterey. The current enrollment is 208 students, which is considered capacity (Mitchell pers. 
comm.). 

Santa Catalina is a private high school (grades pre-K - 12) and is located on Mark Thomas 
Drive in Monterey. The current enrollment is 550 students and includes day co-ed students (grades 
pre-K - 12) and a girls boarding school (grades 9-12). This school is currently at capacity: As 
students graduate, however, capacity for additional students will become available (Bloch pers. 
comm.). 

Robert Louis Stevenson Upper School (grades 9-12) is located on Forest Lake Road in 
Pebble Beach Currently, the student enrollment is 530 students and the school is at capacity (Bjork 
pers. comm.). · 

Law Enforcement 

The Monterey County Sheriffs Department provides police service to Rancho San Carlos. 
Rancho San Carlos is within Beat 8, which also includes a large portion of the Carmel Valley. Beat 
8 is patrolled by one deputy during the day and two at night. The closest sheriffs station is located 
at the Monterey County Courthouse Annex, in Monterey. Personnel includes 1 7 deputies, four 
sergeants, and one captain. The estimated response time to Rancho San Carlos varies, depending on 
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the t.ype of emergency and the availability of staff Response time for emergency calls is estimated 
at 5-7 minutes to the entrance of Rancho San Carlos. Crimes within Beat 8 include commercial and 
residential burglaries, petty thefts, vandalism, and thefts from vehicles. Most of the crimes within this 
Beat are commercial burglaries (Wilson pers. comm.). 

Fire Protection 

The California Division of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) provides wildland fire 
protection for Rancho San Carlos. CDF has two fire stations that respond to fires at the ranch. The 
Carmel Hill Station is located approximately 6 miles from Rancho San Carlos Road. The response 
time from this station to Rancho San Carlos Road is approximately 10 minutes. This station has a 
minimum of six firefighters during the summer and two fire engines. The Tularcito Station Would 
respond to Rancho San Carlos from Robinson Canyon Road. The distance from the fire station to 
the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Robinson Canyon Road is 9 miles, which would require 
a 15-minute response time. An additional 15-minute response time would be necessary for the 
responding aparatus to proceed to the ranch house. This station has a minimum of three firefighters 
during the summer and one fire engine. For wildland fires, bulldozers and a helicopter would 
respond. The minimum arp.ount of water a helicopter would carry is 280 gallons of water (Scoggins 
pers. comm.). 

Company 70 is the volunteer firefighter program at Rancho San Carlos. Volunteers are 
trained in wildland and structural firefighting and carry beepers that are dispatched from the CDF 
system. The volunteers receive additional training monthly by CDF staff on various topics ranging 
from radio dispatch to different firefighting techniques (Scoggins pers. comm.). 

The "Valley Floor" of Carmel Valley, is designated as a "local responsibility area" and is 
protected by the Cypress Fire Protection District (CFPD) and by the Mid-Carmel Valley Fire District 
(MCVFPD) (Roy A. Perkins 1994). All fire districts in Monterey County, including CFPD and 
MCVFPD, provide fire protection pursuant to a Mutual Aid Master Plan with CDF (Perkins pers. 
comm.). 

Employees at CFPD include 19 paid employees ( one chief, six captains, six engineers, and six 
firefighters). Additionally, 15 paid on-call firefightei;s are available when necessary for firefighting. 
The CFPD has three fire engines, each staffed with two to three firefighters. Response time to the 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos is 5-7 9- minutes plus an additional 2.5 
minutes for each mile on the ranch to the required destination. The insurance service office (ISO) 
rating for CFPD is 4 on a scale of 1-10 (Mazza pers. comm.). The ISO rating schedule indicates an 
area's level of fire risk, which is used for fire insurance underwriting. The rating schedule contains 
guidelines for provision of manning stations, apparatus, equipment, and engine and ladder companies 
for various land uses (ABAG Training Institute 1988). 
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MCVFPD provides fire protection for Rancho San Carlos only in special instances when CDF 
needs assistance (Perkins pers. comm.). Staff and equipment .include 35 firefighters, one brush 
engine, two structure engines, a water tender, and rescue apparatus. MCVFPD's minimum response 
time is 5-22 minutes depending on the location of the fire on the ranch. MCVFPD's ISO rating is 4 
(Carmichael pers. comm.). 

Emergency Medical Response 

Carmel Regional Ambulance (CRA) provides ambulance service for Rancho San Carlos. The 
ambulances are equipped for Advanced Life Support (ALS) and include paramedics who are able to 
administer drugs. Response time to the main house at Rancho San Carlos is approximately 25 
minutes. Ambulances may be dispatched from the following fire districts: Mid-Valley, Carmel 
Valley, Big Sur, and the City of Carmel. The closest hospital to Rancho San Carlos is the Community 
Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula. The return time to this hospital is the initial response time plus 
10 minutes. CRA also has access to a helicopter when head injuries are sustained or when medical 
response is required for back country emergencies (Smith pers. comm.). 

Health Services 

Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula provides medical services to residents at 
Rancho San Carlos. This facility is a general acute care community hospital and is staffed by 240 
doctors. Hospital equipment includes 174 beds, a computerized tomography (CT) scanner, magnetic 
resonance imaging, outpatient surgery, and radiation therapy (Blaushild pers. comm.). 

Gas and Electricity 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company provides electricity to the structures located at Rancho San 
Carlos. Aboveground electrical lines that serve Rancho San Carlos run from the intersection of 
Rancho San Carlos Road across to Robinson Canyon Road near the White Rock Club property. Two 
of the electrical distribution lines run from a substation near the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea: one along 
Robinson Canyon Road and the other along Potrero Canyon Road. The capacity of each of these 
lines is 12,000 volts (Planning Analysis & Development 1992). 

Natural gas is not distributed on the property and is not an element of the proposed project. · 
Therefore, natural gas will not be discussed further in this document. 
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Telephone Service 

Pacific Bell provides telephone service to Rancho San Carlos. An underground telephone 
cable runs through the site vicinity from Rancho San Carlos Road at the entrance to the White Rock 
Club. The 200-pair screened cable is electronically designed to multiply service so that additional 
service can be extended (Planning Analysis & Development 1992). 

Cable Television 

Several cable television providers provide Carmel with cable television services. Monterey 
Peninsula T. V. Cable Company provides cable television service to adjacent areas of the proposed 
project area (Walton pers. comm.). 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Impacts of the proposed project were assessed based on available technical information from· 
the Comprehensive Wastewater Disposal Plan, Comprehensive Hydrological Study, Fire Safety · 
Management Plan, Monterey County General Plan, Comprehensive Development Plan, combined 
development permit application, Monterey County Board Resolutions, and personal communications 
with public service representatives. 

Significance Criteria 

The following criteria were used to evaluate the significance of public services and utilities 
impacts. The criteria were developed based upon Appendices G and I of the State CEQA Guidelines 
and from professional standards. Impacts of the proposed project on public services and utilities were 
considered cSigni:ficant if the project would: 

• encourage activities requiring large amounts of fuel, water, or energy; 

• interfere with emergency response plans or emergency evacuation; 
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• require additional law enforcement staff and equipment to maintain acceptable ratios; 

• require additional fire protection staff or equipment to maintain an acceptable level of 
serv1ce; 

• produce solid waste in excess of available landfill capacity; 

• breach published standards relating to solid waste or litter control; or 

• increase demand for services that exceeds the capacity of existing facilities and planned 
improvements. 

County Service Area 

Impact: Increased Demand for County Services 

The proposed project will result in the increased demand for county services, including law 
enforcement, fire protection, and utilities. To facilitate the delivery of public services to the proposed 
residential and commercial areas, Rancho San Carlos proposes to form a County Services Area 
(CSA). On December 14, 1993, a conceptual CSA sphere ofinfluence for the proposed Rancho San 
Carlos project was adopted by Monterey County's Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). 
LAFCO is responsible for approving the formation of local governmental agencies. The' CSA 
established for the Santa Lucia Preserve pursuant to Government Code Section 56000 et seq;, will 
be the local agency responsible for providing essential public services for development at the Santa. 
Lucia Preserve. It is proposed that the CSA will contract with the Stewardship Company to provide 
services. For an explanation of LAFCO's previous actions before December 14, 1993, refer to 
Chapter 2, "Project Description". 

As proposed, the Conservancy will be the entity ultimately responsible for the protection and 
management of the Santa Lucia Preserve. The Conservancy will be financially supported by a number 
of sources, including donations, charitable grants, and an endowment funded by the Rancho San 
Carlos Partnership from a portion of the sale price for each lot (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 
1994a). 

The Stewardship Company will be a separate but wholly owned subsidiary of the Conservancy 
and will be responsible for carrying out the mission of the Conservancy. The company's operation 
will be financially supported by the Conservancy, the CSA contracts for services, and funds from non­
exempt revenue sources such as fees for goods and s~rvices rendered to residents of the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. 
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The Stewardship Company will be responsible for implementing all resource management, 
scientific and educational objectives of the Conservancy, including coordination for distribution of 
additional telephone, electricity, and cable services (contracting with the appropriate private entities). 
Additionally, the company will conduct commercial, recreational, and community-'serving business 
functions. The company's responsibilities include fire protection and security services, operation and 
maintenance of the water and wastewater facilities and .roads under contract to the ranch CSA, 
landscape maintenance services for homeowners, and a native plant material nursery. 

The formation of a CSA, resulting from the increased demand for public services, is 
considered a beneficial impact because the CSA is consistent with LAFCO's goals and objectives, it 
is consistent with Monterey County Board Resolutions, and will facilitate protection and management 
of the Santa Lucia Preserve. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Consistency with LAFCO Groundwater·Standards 

LAFCO defines groundwater standards that must be analyzed for each proposed CSA The 
following groundwater information must be provided to LAFCO before approval of the CSA for the 
Santa Lucia Preserve. 

a) The projected water demand of the proposed project based on guidelines 
provided by the appropriate water resources agency. 

b) The existing water use and historical water use over the past 5 years. 

c) A description of the existing water system including system capacity serving the 
site. 

d) A description of proposed water system improvements. 

e) A description of water conservation or reclamation improvements that are 
incorporated into the project. 

f) An analysis of the impact that proposed water usage will have on the 
groundwater basin with respect to water quantity and quality, including 
cumulative impacts. 

g) Evidence of consultation with the appropriate water agency. The agency shall 
be consulted at the earliest stage of the process, so that applicable 
recommendations can be included in the environmental document. 
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h) A description of water conservation measures currently in use and planned for 
use on the site such as drought tolerant landscaping, water-saving irrigation 
systems, installation of low-flow plumbing fixtures, retrofitting of plumbing 
fixtures with low-flow devices, and compliance with local ordinances. 

i) A description of how the proposed project complies with adopted water 
allocation plans. 

j) A description of those proposals where the agency has achieved water savings 
or new water sources have been developed that will off-set increases in water use 
on the project site that would be caused by the proposal. 

k) A description of how the proposal would contribute to any cumulative adverse 
impact on the groundwater basin. 

1) A description of those boundary change proposals that, when considered 
individually and after taking into account all mitigation measures to be 
implemented with the project, still cause a significant adverse impact on the 
groundwater basin. 

Historical, existing, and projected water use; proposed water system improvements; and 
existing and proposed water conservation and reclamation methods are examined in the Rancho San 
Carlos Comprehensive Hydrological Study (Camp Dresser & McKee and Balance Hydrologies et al. 
1994a). Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand", 
of this BIR includes an analysis of the potential impacts that proposed water usage will have on water 
quantity and quality in the groundwater basin. This analysis includes cumulative impacts and a 
description of those projects where the agency has achieved water savings or where new water 
sources have been developed that will offset increases in water use on the project site that would be 
caused by the project. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency has participated in the 
formulation of study guidelines for the hydrological study for Rancho San Carlos, thus fulfilling the 
requirement for evidence of consultation with the appropriate water agency. Impacts on groundwater 
resulting from the boundary change proposal are discussed in Chapter 8, "Groundwater Hydrology, 
Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand". 

The proposed project's consistency with the groundwater standards developed by LAFCO is 
a beneficial impact. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact: Consistency with Other LAFCO Standards for the Evaluation of Proposals 

. LAFCO defines standards for the evaluation of proposals to identify issues and requirements 
associated with boundary change proposals to promote achievement ofLAFCO goals and objectives. 
The standards relevant to the proposed project, which LAFCO uses to evaluate proposals, are as 
follows: duplication of authority to perform similar functions, conformance with City or County 
general and specific plans, spheres of influence, environmental impact assessment, economics, service 
delivery and development patterns, phasing, open space and agricultural land; and groundwater 
standards that are previously analyzed. 

On December 14, 1993, a conceptual CSA sphere of influence for the proposed project was 
adopted by LAFCO. Additionally, this EIR includes analysis of conformity with the GMP AP and 
Amendments, CVMP, Carmel Area Land Use Local Coastal Program, and the Monterey County 
Coastal Implementation Plan; environmental impacts; economics; groundwater availability and 
impacts; and public seivices and utilities. The proposed project also includes land to be set aside for 
open space and phased development. The proposed project's consistency with LAFCO standards for 
the evaluation of proposals is a beneficial impact. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Wastewater Treatment 

Impact: Increased Wastewater Generation 

The proposed project will require additional methods for wastewater treatment. These 
methods are detailed in the Comprehensive Wastewater Disposal Plan prepared by Camp Dresser & 
McKee, Bestor Engineers et al. (1994) for this project. For the project, this plan identifies methods 
to accommodate the increase in wastewater generation and complies with Board Resolution No. 93-
115 policy (h) and County Subdivision Ordinance Section 19.05.040 (k) (Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership 1994b ). Wastewater treatment will be accomplished using a wastewater treatment plant 
and collection system and residential septic tank and leach field systems~ 

A small package treatment plant will provide tertiary wastewater treatment for the following 
project elements: the ranch center, Conservancy, lodge, hacienda, sporting center, equestrian center, 
ranch operations center, employee recreation center, the golf trail clubhouse, and approximately 
91 single-family home sites, 58,single-family and multifamily housing units, and eight existing homes. 
Estimated sewage flow to the wastewater treatment plant is estimated to be 68,300 gpd, with a 
budget treatment plant capacity of 70,300 gpd (including infiltration and inflow) based on average 
daily sewage flow (Bestor Engineers 1994b ). The treatment facility and treated water storage pond 
will be located near the equestrian center. The treatment system will contain a fully automated triple­
pass trickling filter system with rapid sand filters, chlorination, backup capability, odor control, and 
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standby power, all contained within a 2,400-square-foot wood frame building. The treatment facility 
will be constructed during the first phase of construction that is served by the facility (within the first 
five phases of construction) (Duffy pers. comm.). The wastewater treatment facility fulfills Board 
Resolution No. 93-115 policy (h. 7), which specifies that wastewater be reclaimed to the maximum 
extent feasible. The treatment plant will comply with the setback requirements set forth in the 1992 
Monterey County General Plan. 

Individual septic tanks and onsite underground leach fields designed in accordance with 
Division of Environmental Health standards will provide wastewater treatment for individual building 
sites that are not connected to the wastewater treatment facility. A total of 160 market-rate 
residential lots are proposed to be served by septic systems in the combined development permit 
application. Projected residential wastewater flow to be treated by septic tanks is approximately 
43,000 gpd under the combined development permit. Additionally, 17,000 gpd of wastewater flow 
from an additional 58 market-rate lots, and nine inclusionary units are proposed to be served by 
septic systems in the Comprehensive Development Plan for the ranch at buildout for a total of 60,000 
gpd. The septic tank and leach field systems will be designed based on Monterey County standards. 
These standards consider the size of dwelling and expected sewage flow, and the percolation test 
results to determine the size of the leach field system. Leach field systems will consist of conventional 
trenches, or perhaps deep pits at a few locations, and will be designed to include a second leach field 
area for backup. Several building sites may require an engineered system designed to transport 
sewage effluent to the leach field. 

The ranch CSA will be responsible for the operation and maintenance of the treatment plant. 
Additionally, the CSA will provide systemic monitoring and maintenance of the individual septic tank 
and leachfield systems. This management organization satisfies the requirements of Board Resolution 
No. 93-115 policy (h.6) that collection and treatment shall be privately owned and operated or fall 
within a CSA (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994a). 

The applicant is proposing to include backup capabilities and emergency power in the design 
of the wastewater treatment facility as required to eliminate the potential for public health hazards, 
and to design the wastewater system to meet the standards as set forth in Title 22 of the California 
Code of Regulations and as contained in the Residential Subdivision Water Supply Standards. 

The increased generation of wastewater is considered a less-than-significant impact because 
the applicant would provide the necessary wastewater treatment to serve the development, including 
a wastewater treatment facility and additional septic tanks and leach fields. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact: Increased Generation of Sludge 

The wastewater treatment plant of the proposed project will generate approximately 40-45 
bags of sludge per week and require 10-11 dumpster loads per year for disposal. The applicant is 

. proposing to dispose of the sludge at the Marina Landfill. Additionally, bagged sludge creates no 
odor problems in the vicinity of the plant (Clifford pers. comm.). The increased generation of sludge 
is considered a less-than-significant impact because the Marina Landfill is a Class III facility and can 
accept sludge. 

Mitigation l\Jeasure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Wastewater Disposal 

Impact: Increased Amount of Wastewater for Disposal 

The proposed wastewater treatment plant will produce reclaimed water suitable for spray 
irrigation of landscape and pasture or for use at the proposed golf course. At project buildout, the 
plant capacity will be approximately 80 acre-feet of reclaimed water per year. The amount of 
reclaimed water will not be sufficient, however, to meet the entire irrigation demand at project 
buildout. At buildout, all of the reclaimed water that is produced daily will be applied directly to 

. irrigation for at least two-thirds of the year (Camp Dresser & McKee, Bestor Engineers et al. l 994a); 
The remainder of water for irrigation will be provided by groundwater. For a discussion oh"\vater 
availability and wastewater disposal impacts on groundwater, refer to Chapter 8, "Groundwater 
Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand" and Chapter 9, "Runoff, Flooding, 
and Water Quality". 

The increased amount of wastewater for disposal is a beneficial impact because water will be 
reclaimed and used for irrigation. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Water Supply Infrastructure 

Impact: Increased Demand for Water Service 

The proposed project will result in the need for increased water supply. One option for 
providing water to the Santa Lucia Preserve is through a water purveyor, such as California American 
Water Company (Cal-Am) or another water district within the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District (MPWMD). However, water would need to be available and the Santa Lucia 
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Preserve would need to annex to the :MPWMD (Oliver pers. comm.). :MPWMD has recently 
acquired new water sources; however, the water from these sources has already been allocated. On 
May 17, 1993, MPWMD adopted Peralta Well. All of the water from this well has been accounted 
for, and some of the jurisdictions receiving water from this well are almost out of water. :MPWMD 
is also pursuing the new Los Padres project, which is a proposed 24,000-acre-foot reservoir. 
However, the Santa Lucia Preserve could not receive water from this source because all of the water 
has been allocated. Because the Santa Lucia Preserve has decided not to annex to :MPWMD and Cal­
Am does not have surplus water for the proposed project, groundwater is the proposed water source 
for the project. 

Domestic and fire flow water supply will be provided by a community water system 
coordinated and managed on a ranchwide basis by a CSA or other public entity through a system of 
deep wells and storage and distribution facilities constructed by the developer. The applicant has 
proposed a water supply plan that includes a series of interconnected wells, delivery infrastructure, 
and pump stations. The water supply system will be designed to meet standards as set forth in Title 
15 of the Monterey County Code, or in Title 22 of the California Administrative Code as contained 
in the Residential Subdivision Water Supply Standards. Infrastructure for water delivery will be 
developed by using utility easements. Pump stations will be located between pressure zones to pump 
water uphill if necessary. Individual wells would not be pumped for more than 12 hours during the 
day at peak demand. For a discussion on the availability of water, refer to Chapter 8, "Groundwater 
Hydrology, Stream Base Flow and Water Supply and Demand". 

The increased demand for water supply infrastructure is a less-than-significant impact because 
) the applicant will provide all necessary improvements onsite and no existing service provider would 
) be affected by the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Solid Waste 

Impact: Increased Generation of Solid Waste 

The proposed project is expected to generate a population of approximately 637-977 persons 
at buildout resulting in an increased generation of solid waste. Marina Sanitary Landfill estimates that 
7.2 pounds of solid waste is generated per person per day (Shedden pers. comm.). Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in the additional generation of approximately 4,586-7,034 tons of solid 
waste per year at project buildout. AB 939 requires a reduction in solid waste disposal in landfills 
(25% in 1995 and 50% in 2000), the actual amount of solid waste generation taken to the landfill 
would actually be less than 4,586-7,034 tons per year. A recycling program is currently in use and 
will continue to be used at the proposed project area. Additionally, recycling facilities will be located 
throughout the Santa Lucia Preserve. Curbside recycling at the preserve will also aid in reducing the 
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amount of solid waste taken to the Marina Sanitary Landfill. These generation numbers would also 
be high for the proposed project because they are based on full-time occupancy of the residents. 
Many of the homes at the Santa Lucia Preserve will be used for second homes or occupied by retired 
individuals. Also, the 7.2 pounds of solid waste generated per person per day is an average amount 
that includes commercial and residential waste. 

The Marina Landfill has a 90-year site life and is permitted to dispose of 1,500 tons/day 
(463,500 tons/year). An additional 7,000 tons/year will not substantially affect landfill longevity 
(Shedden pers. comm.). Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Schools 

Impact: Potential for Increased Demand for Schools 

The proposed project has the potential to increase student enrollment at schools within CUSD 
and area private schools. It is anticipated, however, that many of the residents at the preserve will 
consist of retired individuals without school-age children or that residences will be used as second 
homes. Additionally, the inconvenience of traveling long distances from the proposed project area 
to the schools and other facilities might discourage families with school-age children from residing 
on the ranch (Planning Analysis & Development 1992). The CUSD does not have a student 
generation rate; therefore, it is not possible to quantify the number of additional students the proposed · 
project may generate. 

Elementary schools in the CUSD are site impacted; however, some capacity is available at 
nearby private schools. The presence of additional children at the elementary schools would change 
school conditions, resulting in higher student-teacher ratios, less equipment, and so forth. The middle 
school and high school currently have available capacity; however, as the elementary school-age 
children are -promoted to the next grade, the available capacity will be reduced. The increased 
demand for schools is a significant impact because the addition of any students at the public 
elementary school could degrade school conditions and result in the need for additional school 
facilities. To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measures 
should be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 50: Implement School Impact Fees. To finance the 
building of new schools or portable classrooms, school impact fees, in accordance with Policy 47.2.1 
of the Monterey County General Plan, should be implemented. The maximum impact fee under state 
law that can be levied for school facilities is $1.50 per square foot for new residential development 
and $0.25 per square foot for new commercial development. The decision to implement school 
impact fees is under the jurisdiction of the Board of Education. 
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Additional Mitigation Measure 51: Implement a Year-Round Elementary School. 
Although it is not within the responsibility or jurisdiction of the applicant or the county, the CUSD 
should change the current 9-month school year for the elementary schools to a year-round calendar. 
Year-round schools accommodate a greater amount of students while using the same facilities and 
personnel resources. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 52: Reopen Carmelo School. Carmelo School, which 
is currently operating as a preschool/childcare program day cat e cente1, should be reopened as an 
elementary school by the CUSD to accommodate the increased demand for elementary school 
facilities. This would require finding an alternative location for the preschool and childcare 
program. 

Law Enforcement 

Impact: Potential Increased Demand for Additional Police Officers 

The proposed project may result in the potential increased demand for police officers 
responding to the residential and commercial areas of the proposed project. The Stewardship 
Company will be responsible for providing security service for the Santa Lucia Preserve through the 
CSA. Security staff will be trained to patrol the residential areas, monitor the security alarm·s, and 
staff the entrance gate. Because the proposed project includes a gated community with residences 
equipped with security alarms monitored by onsite security, the need for police assistance will be 
minimal (Wtlson pers. comm.). Additionally, onsite security and a staffed entrance gate will minimize 
criminal activities. The potential increased demand for law enforcement is considered a less-than­
significant impact because the proposed project will not require additional law enforcement staff to 
be hired. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Fire Protection 

Impact: Increased Potential for Fire Hazard 

The proposed project will result in an increase of risk for fire hazards at the proposed project 
area. The project would also result in the need for additional onsite fire protection. Additional onsite 
fire protection personnel will be necessary to protect the proposed residential area and wildlands. To· 
reduce the potential for fires, the Santa Lucia Preserve Fire Safety Management Plan (FS:MP) was 
prepared (Roy A. Perkins 1994). The following information is provided by the FS:MP. 
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The FSMP is designed to set standards for roadway, water distribution, and building designs 
based on fire prevention techniques and to implement a vegetation management program of fuel 
modification to reduce fire hazard. The design standards and management techniques closely adhere 
to Monterey County Ordinance No. 3600, Wildfire Protection Standards in State Responsibility 
Areas, adopted on March 10, 1992. 

All roads are designed to a standard acceptable to CDF and the Monterey County Department 
of Public Works to facilitate the rapid deployment of firefighting equipment in an emergency. The 
overall network of roads provides two main points of emergency services ingress/egress from Rancho 
San Carlos Road to Carmel Valley Road, and Robinson Canyon Road to Rancho San Carlos Road. 
Secondary roads serving individual home sites connect these two roads. 

There are approximately 100 miles of existing dirt roads at Rancho San Carlos. Of these 
roads, approximately 80 miles will be upgraded to provide access throughout the year. When used 
in conjunction with the paved ranch roads, a loop system will be created providing access to nearly 
all parts of the Santa Lucia Preserve. The Stewardship Company will monitor access and maintain 
the roads to ensure unrestricted emergency availability. Additionally, some emergency roads and 
ridgetops will serve as fuel breaks to reduce the risk of uncontrollable wildland fires. Refer to 
Chapter 13, "Traffic", for further discussion on roadways. 

All buildings will be constructed using fire-resistant materials. These materials will be 
included in the Architectural Design Guidelines incorporated in the covenants, codes, and restrictions 
(CC&Rs) that are written into the deeds of sale for individual lots. Roofs will be constructed with 
noncombustible materials and exterior walls will be constructed with fireproof walls or fire-resistant 
siding. Additionally, all buildings designed for human occupancy will include internal sprinkler 
systems and be connected to a centralized alarm system. 

The Santa Lucia Preserve will also use fuel modification, the reduction of flammable 
vegetation, as another means to reduce the risk of fire hazards. Resource managers from the 
Stewardship Company will implement fuel modification. Fuel modification progress will be 
monitored by CDF to ensure compliance with Sections 4290 and 4291 of the Public Resources Code 
and Chapter 18.56 of the Monterey County Code. The fuel management plan separates the property 
into three areas: wildlands, openlands, and homelands. Wildlands and homelands will be managed 
by removing brush, dead or dying trees located immediately adjacent to structures and by developing 
fuel breaks and firebreaks. Homeowners, who will be responsible for managing the "homelands", 
will be required to remove brush and accumulated litter from their property, as well as keeping trees 
trimmed. Additionally, cattle will graze on approximately 3,000 acres as a fuel reduction andfuel 
modification measure. 

Additional fire prevention measures will be used by the Santa Lucia Preserve. Community 
facilities and homes will be located outside identified high fire hazard areas. Areas of potentially high 
fire hazard result from the combination of highly combustible coastal sage scrnb and chaparral 
vegetation with slopes in excess of 30%, which significantly constrain access for fire suppression 
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personnel and equipment. However, the Santa Lucia Preserve has been designated "high hazard" 
within the state responsibility area Several locations on the preserve have been designated as "safety 
zones" to allow residents and firefighters a place to congregate in the event of a fire. Maps will be 
given to each homeowner identifying the location of the safety zones. The safety zones will also be 
clearly marked. Firefighting equipment will be stored in the Potrero area of the Santa Lucia Preserve 
to reduce the response time to the preserve's northern section. Additionally, all electrical lines will 
be located underground to avoid fires caused by power lines. 

A fire station is proposed to be built in the project area, enabling the maximum response time 
to any incident in the project area to be approximately 15 minutes. The fire station will be managed 
by the Stewardship Company and provide primary first-response fire protection services to the 
proposed project area. Stewardship Company personnel will be trained in structural and wildland 
firefighting techniques. A volunteer firefighter program, already in use at the proposed project area, 
will be expanded to increase the amount of trained firefighters available to respond to fires in the 
proposed project area and additional equipment for firefighting will be located at the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. The volunteer firefighters will consist of employees and residents of the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. The Santa Lucia Preserve's 18,000 acres of open space will require additional fire 
protection services. Therefore, the CSA may contract with the California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection (CDF) to provide additional fire protection service because CDF is experienced 
in wildland and structural firefighting (Panzer pers. comm.). The CSA may also contract with one 
local fire protection district such as Mid-Carmel Valley Fire District or Cypress Fire District. Funding 
to contract with any fire district would come from property owners. Annexation to Contxaeting with 
CDF 01 a local fire district would require LAFCO approval, whereas contracting with CDF or a local 
fire district would not (Finegan pers. comm.). The Stewardship Company will also provide 
community forums on fire prevention and fire response to educate the residents of the Santa Lucia 
Preserve. 

In addition to the FSMP, the applicant is proposing, as part of the project, to: 

• verify in writing for each individual improvement during the planning and building 
permit process that fire protection ordinances and standards have been complied with; 

• provide a lette1 fiom the local foe disttict befo1e installation 01 bonding that the ptoposed 
improvements meet fire flow standa1 ds, 

• design and construct the water system to meet the standards as set forth in Title 15 of the 
Monterey County Code, or in Title 22 of the California Administrative Code as contained 
in the Residential Subdivision Water Supply Standards; 

• require homeowners to maintain around and adjacent to such building or structure a 
:firebreak made by removing and clearing away, for a distance of not less than 30 feet on 
each side thereof or to the property line, whichever is nearer, all flammable vegetation or 
other combustible growth. This subdivision does not apply to single specimens that are 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

16-17 

Public Services and Utilities 
September 14, 1995 



used as groundcover, if they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from the native 
growth to any building or structure (Public Resources Code 4291); and 

• conform to the Uniform Fire Code local Fire Code Requirements and Chapter 18.56 of 
the Monterey County Code for those areas located in state responsibility areas. 

Because the proposed project includes the development of a fire station, it will not be 
necessary for CDF, MCVFPD, and CFPD to hire additional fire protection personnel. The increase 
in fire hazards and demand for fire protection is considered a less-than-significant impact because 
onsite fire protection (fire management plan, onsite fire station, and fire department) is included in 
the proposed project and CDF, MCVFPD, and CFPD will not be required to hire additional fire 
protection staff to maintain an acceptable level of service. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Increased Water Demand for Firefighting 

In the event of a wildland fire or structural fire at the proposed project site, additional water 
.. will be required for firefighting. Water from storage tanks, stock ponds, lakes, and swimming pools 
will provide the necessary water for firefighting to satisfy emergency fire flow water requirements 
(Scoggins pers. comm.). Water storage tanks will be located throughout the project area and 
equipped with a 2.5-inch National Hose outlet that is clearly marked so equipment can be hooked 
up (Table 16-2). 

The applicant proposes to provide fire flow as required by the Residential Subdivision Water 
Supply Standards unless otherwise approved by the local fire protection agency. 

The increa~ed water demand for firefighting is considered a less-than-significant impact 
because water will be available for emergency fire flow and for the applicant's proposed mitigation 
measure. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Emergency Medical Response 

Impact: Need for Additional Medical Response Service 

The project will result in the need for additional medical response services to the project area. 
The CSA will contract with the Stewardship Company to provide first-response emergency life/safety 
services. Company personrtel will be trained in advanced first-aid techniques for both residential and 
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...... 
°' I ...... 
ID 

Phase 

A 

8 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

z 

Totals 

Three-Day 
Maximum Demand 

(Gallons) 

380,160 

237,600 

125,280 

86,400 

38,880 

56,160 

108,000 

112,320 

259,200 

444,960 

'Includes additional 60,000 gallons for fire flow. 

Table 16-2. Water System Domestic Demand/Storage Requirements (By Phase) 
for Santa Lucia Preserve Project 

Cumulative Ma,cimum 
Three-Day Demand 

(Gallons) 

-
617,760 

743,040 

829,440 

868,320 

924,480 

1,032,480 

1,144,800 

1,404,000 

1,848,960 

Required Cumulative 
System Storage 

(Gallons) 

440,160' 

677,670 

803,040 

889,440 

928,320 

1,044,480' 

1,212,480' 

1,384,800' 
1,444,800' 

1,704,000 

2,148,960 

Number of 
Tanks and Capacity 

(Gallons) 

500,000' 

I 500,000 

I 150,000' 

I 200,000' 

I 100,000' 
I 150,000" 

I 100,000 

I 500,000 

2,200,000 

Tank 
Number 

Fl 

GI 

HI 
H2 

II 

El/Zl 

Cumulative 
Storage 

(Gallons) 

500,000 

1,000,000 

1,150,000 

1,350,000 

1,450,000 
1,600,000 

1,700,00 

2,200,000 



backwoods situations. The CSA will also contract with other public agencies to provide ambulance 
and paramedic services for major medical emergencies. 

The need for additional medical response service to the proposed project area is a less-than­
significant impact because the CSA will provide first-response life and safety services and it will 
contract with the appropriate agencies to provide ambulance and paramedic services. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Electricity 

Impact: Increased Demand for Electricity 

The proposed project will result in an increased demand for electricity. Adequate electrical 
capacity is available adjacent to the property. New distribution lines will be located underground in 
the utility easements and driveways to accommodate the increased demand. Pacific Gas & Electric 
Company will design the infrastructure to deliver additional electricity to the proposed project area 
(Miller pers. comm.). Additionally, the existing aboveground power lines will be removed and 
replaced with underground distribution lines. The project will comply with Policy 56.2.1 of the 
Monterey County General Plan, which requires all new power lines to be placed underground. 

To reduce the demand for electricity at the Santa Lucia Preserve, alternative energy will also 
be used. Architectural design of structures that maximizes the use of energy-efficient climate control 
systems will be required. Alternative energy that may be used includes passive solar gain for heating 
and natural ventilation for cooling (Ranch San Carlos Partnership 1992a). 

The increased demand for electricity is a less-than-significant impact because the project 
demand will not exceed the capacity of existing facilities and planned improvements. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Telephone Service 

Impact: Increased Demand for Telephone Service 

The proposed project will result in the increased demand for telephone services. Currently, 
a 200-pair screened cable could provide additional service to approximately 400 houses at the 
proposed project area. Because the homes are located far from one another, however, additional 
cable and/or fiber will be necessary to distribute telephone services to the project elements. Pacific 
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Bell will work with the applicant to design a plan for the distribution line (Balesteri pers. comm.). 
The increased demand for telephone services is a less-than-significant impact because the proposed 
project demand will not exceed the capacity of existing facilities and planned improvements. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Cable Television 

Impact: Increased Demand for Cable Television 

The proposed project will result in an increased demand for cable television services. Cable 
television can be extended to the proposed project area to accommodate the increased demand. The 
distribution lines would be located in the utility easements (Walton pers. comm.). This impact 1s 
considered less than significant because the project demand will not exceed the capacity for planned 
improvements. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Public Trails 

Impact: Need for Recreational Trails 

The proposed project may result in the increased demand for recreational trails at the Sarita' 
Lucia Preserve. The proposed project includes the development of several private trails and one two 
public trail, and five trail segments connecting with Garland Ranch public trails. trails:-

A conceptual system of Conservancy trails is laid out in a series of loops linking the ranch 
center at San Francisquito Flat with central portions of the Santa Lucia Preserve (Figure 16-1). Most 
of the trails follow existing trails and ranch roads. These trails will be improved and maintained for 
use by hikers and equestrians, both for residents and guests of the Santa Lucia Preserve and for public 
interpretive programs and organized hikes. The Conservancy will assume all responsibility for the 
construction and maintenance of the trail system ( excluding the two proposed public trails), as well 
as satisfy all patrol and liability requirements on Conservancy trails. 

Six public trails were proposed by the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District (MPRPD) 
to be included in the proposed project. These trails connect Las Garzas Canyon to Vasquez Knob 
and provide a link from the Carmel Valley to the Los Padres National Forest (LPNF). However, the 
proposed project includes only a portion of the trail that will connect Las Garzas Canyon to Vasquez 
Knob. The proposed loop trail will link Pefion Peak with Garland Ranch Regional Park. 
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Additionally, a second public trail is proposed that will allow a segment of the proposed Cannel 
Valley trail to cross the Santa Lucia Preserve parallel to the Cannel River (Figure 16-1) Although 
the proposed project will not provide a trail to connect the Cannel Valley with the LPNF, the 
MPRPD has acquired land in Hitchcock Canyon, which will allow this trail to be developed (Tate 
pers. comm.). The proposed trails will be licensed to the appropriate public agency who will assume 
all responsibility for their construction and maintenance as well as satisfying all patrol and liability . 
requirements. Specific alginments of these public trails have not been identified and would require 
additional environmental review before they are constructed 

The development of recreational trails resulting fiom the proposed project is a considered a 
beneficial impact because residents and guests will be able to use trails on the pt ese1 ve and the public 
will be able to use public trails and Santa Lucia Preset vc ttails when events arc scheduled. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required at this time. Mitigation 
measures may be required after specific alignments are proposed and evaluated 
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Chapter 17. Cultural Resources 

SETTING 

Introduction 

This chapter provides information on the cultural resources in the project area. Cultural 
resources is the term used in the following sections to describe several different types of properties 
(prehistoric and historic archaeological properties and architectural properties, such as buildings, 
bridges, and other structures) and resources of importance to Native Americans. The significance 
or importance of resources is assessed using the criteria established for the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR.) (see "Significance Criteria" below). 

Methods 

( \ 
) This "Setting" section is based primarily on reports prepared by Archaeological Consulting 

\ 

( 1992, 1994a, and 1994b ). The history section is based on reports by Gil Sanchez (1994) and 
Greenwood and Associates (1991, 1992). Information on historical resources and Native American 
consultation was also provided by the Rancho San Carlos Partnership (Panzer pers. comm.). 

Supplemental historical research was conducted by Jones & Stokes Associates at the 
California State Library and the Monterey City Library. Research also included the review of 
historical maps, topographic map, project correspondence, and aerials photographs of the site. 

In addition, a Jones & Stokes Associates archaeologist and a historian toured the property 
and visited several prehistoric and historic archaeological sites and historic structures. They were 
accompanied by Rancho San Carlos Partnership staff, JeffFroke and Joel Panzer, who explained the 
project and the methods proposed to avoid impacts on cultural resources. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

17-1 

Cultural Resources 
September 14, 1995 



Cultural Background 

Prehistory 

The earliest reliable evidence of habitation in. the Monterey Peninsula dates . back to 
approximately 7,000 years ago, known as the Early Period (7000 B.P. to 2500 B.P.). Few sites are 
known from the first half of the Early Period, during which it is postulated that populations were 
small and mobile. The subsistence strategy of these early peoples was based largely on foraging for 
food daily or periodically. 

Considerably more sites have been identified that date to the latter part of the Early Period. 
These sites indicate that the primary settlement in the area was located at present day Fisherman's 
Wharf. From this principal village, it has been suggested that extensive fishing, shell bead 
manufacture, and trade activities were directed, possibly for the whole Monterey Peninsula. 

Middle Period (2500 B.P. to 900-1300 B.P.) sites show significant change from the Early 
Period, especially in the types, number, and locations of settlements. It has been suggested that the 
changes observed indicate an influx of new peoples and technologies into the area. Also seen at this 
time is more reliance on the acorn as a staple food and continuous or near continuous occupation of 
some prime locations. The archaeological evidence also seems to indicate significant population 
increases during the Middle Period. Several of the sites occupied during the late Period/early Historic 
Period that are located in the San Carlos area were first occupied during the Middle Period. · 

Although Late Period (900-1300 B.P. to A.O. 1800) sites are common in the Monterey 
Peninsula area, village site are apparently rare. Most of the Late Period sites that have been identified 
are small camps and resource-processing locales. This lack of village sites has led researchers to 
postulate that populations were more dispersed at this time than during the Middle Period. 

The lack of Late Period villages is curious given that San Carlos Borromeo Mission records 
report at least five in the Monterey Peninsula area. To date, the sites excavated for this project (CA­
MNT-1481,-1485/H, and-1486/H represent the only Late Period village (known as Echilat) that has 
been excavated in the Monterey Peninsula area (Archaeological Consulting 1992). 

Ethnography 

The following ethnographic section is based on a study by Randall Milliken (in Archaeological 
Consulting 1992). The San Carlos project area is within the territory of the Rumsen, a small group 
belonging to the Costanoan (or Ohlone) language family .. To the north and south of the Rumsen were 
Costanoan tribelets. The Esselen, a group who spoke a very different language, lived to the east of 
theRumsen. 
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Rumsen political organiz.ation, like most California native groups, was structured around the 
tribelet. A tribelet usually consisted of one or more major villages and numerous smaller camps and 
collecting sites. Tribelets were governed by a male headman or tribal captain. It is thought that the 
Rumsen were organized into only one tribelet, which encompassed a radius of 11-14 miles of 
territory. 

It is estimated that the Rumsen tribelet numbered no more than 500 individuals. Historical 
accounts report that the tribelet included five principal Rumsen villages at the time of Spanish entry 
into the region. One of those primary villages, known as Echilat, was located on San Francisquito 
Flat within the project area. According to mission records, approximately 100 Rumsen people lived 
at this location. 

Rumsen economy, like that of most Native American groups in California, centered around 
the collection of vegetal resources and the hunting of animals. Acorns were an important food source 
for most central California Native American groups. The Rumsen were no exception; however, the 
only part ofRumsen territory that was rich in black and valley oaks was the San Francisquito Flat 
area. Given that, it appears that Echilat was established in a highly desirable location. 

In terms of external relations, mission records suggest that the people living at Echilat were 
linked by family association with Rumsen villages in the Carmel Valley. Apparently, strife 
characterized relations with their southern neighbors, the Esselen. It has been hypothesized that the 
San Francisquito Flat area may have been a primary location for conflict between the two groups,. 
based on the presence of highly desirable resources (i.e., acorns) and its location away from the 
protection of other Rumsen villages. 

Spanish influence in the area began in earnest in 1770 with the establishment of Mission San 
Carlos Borromeo. Early converts to the Christian faith were primarily children from the villages ... 
located near the mission. According to baptismal records, it was not until 1773, 3 years after 
establishment of the mission, that an occupant ofEchilat was baptized. This lack of early converts 
from Echilat is said to have been the result of the village's remote location. 

By the mid-l 770s, the number of Rumsen converts had increased significantly, including 
additional members of the Echilat village. In 1774, children ofEchilat's headman were baptized and 
in winter and spring 1775, nine adult married couples moved permanently to the mission. By 1783, 
all known Echilat people had been baptized and it appears that the village was abandoned. 

Mission life for the Echilat presented many challenges, not the least of which was to survive 
the many sicknesses and epidemics that swept the area. Lacking immunity to many illnesses common 
to European cultures, the native population was severely diminished between 1776 and 1790. During 
this period, the number of people from Echilat was reduced by half, constituting only 15 % of the total 
Rumsen population living at the mission. 
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Little is known about the years between 1790 and the end of the Mission period in ca. 1834. 
It is likely that the Rumsen population continued to decline. The census of 1836 indicates that five 
adult male Native American workers were living at Rancho San Francisquito, as it was referred to 
at that time. Unfortunately, it is unknown whether these individuals were descendants of former 
Echilat occupants, other Rumsen people, or Native Americans from more distant locales. 

· History 

Mexican Period. The history of the Monterey area began in 1602 with Spanish explorer 
Sebastian Viscaino's entry into the area. The area and its occupants were little affected by these early 
outside influences until Mission San Carlos Borromeo de Carmelo and the Presidio de Monterey were 
established in 1770. The mission was the primary influence in the region from the time of its 
establishment until secularization and disbursement of all the mission holdin~s in 1834. 

Following secularization, large tracts of land were granted by the Mexican government to 
Mexican citizens and occasionally non-Mexicans as a reward for service. The project site 
encompasses lands that were originally part of two land grants. The first, known as El Potrero de 
San Carlos, was granted to Fructuoso de Real, described as a "Mission Indian", in 1837. In 1852, 
a claim was filed with the U.S. Land Commission by Joaquin Gutierrez and his wife Maria Estefana, 
daughter of Fructuoso, for the 4,306 acres that made up Rancho El Potrero de San Carlos. The 
patent was not issued for the property until 1862, 4 years after it had been purchased by Bradley V. 
Sargent (see below) (Gil Sanchez 1994, Hoover et al. 1948). 

Fructuoso de Real reportedly built an adobe in ca. 1838 in Potrero Canyon, where he had 
been living for 2 years previously with his wife Ignasia and their three daughters. The adobe was built 
on a location formerly occupied by a small wooden house also built by de Real. A portion of his 
grant was cultivated and the rest used for pasture for approximately 70 horses, 500-600 head of 
cattle, five or six yoke of oxen, some sheep, and milch cows (U.S. Land Commission 1852-1892a, 
Gil Sanchez 1994). 

According to historical sources, the de Real adobe was a symmetrical building with a wooden 
kitchen addition. This structure was identifiable as late as 1948 (Hoover et al. 1948). In terms of the 
location of the de Real adobe, according to Hoover et al. (1948), it was reportedly located about 0.5 
mile up the c;:anyon from a former Indian rancheria where a cluster of small and plain adobe structures 
were located. In 1948, one of these structures was still standing and a former resident was reported 
to be living on a tract of land across the Carmel River, known as Meadow's tract (Hoover et al. 
1948), which was also owned by Native Americans. 

According to Howard (1973b), Land Commission m~ps from the 1850s show several adobes 
at the junction of Potrero Canyon and Carmel River in an area now occupied by the Carmel Valley 
Golf and Country Club. Howard suggests this might be the ethnographic village of Tucutnut. This 
location conforms with Milliken (in Archaeological Consulting 1992), who says that Tucutnut was 
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reportedly 3 miles up the Carmel River from the coast, which would place it near the mouth of 
Potrero Canyon. 

Archaeological surveys in the area resulted in the identification of the remains of an adobe, 
which could be the same structure reported by Hoover et al. (1948) as having been built by de Real. 
However, this adobe is located more than 1.5 miles from the entrance to Potrero Canyon at a place 
reported to be where the Bradley Sargent Adobe (see below for a discussion of the Sargent family) 
was located (Plat of the Rancho El Potrero de San Carlos 1859). Although there have been reports 
of an adobe located closer to the entrance of Potrero Canyon at Carmel Valley, this location has not 
been confirmed by archaeological investigation. 

The other land grant in the project area was Rancho San Francisquito. This grant of 8,814 
acres was made in 1835 to Dona Catalina Manzanelli, wife of Estevan Munras. Improvements made 
to Rancho San Francisquito during Munras' tenure included a house and corrals where he cultivated 
about 30 acres and raised sheep, cattle, and horses (Gil Sanchez 1994). Munras also had a vineyard, 
fi:uit trees, large wheatfield, and-also possibly grew barley on the property (U.S. Land Commission 
1852-1892b). It was during Munras' ownership that the five Native American laborers were 
documented by the census as living at San Francisquito Flat. 

Documents pertaining to the adjudication of private land claims in California report that 
Munras occupied the property; however, this is contradicted by other testimony that indicates the 
house was occupied by a steward employed by Munras and later by his brother, Salvador (U.S. Land 
Commission 1852-1892b). It seems unlikely that Munras, a wealthy and well-known man in the 

/ ·\ Monterey region, would permanently occupy the ranch given that he was also the grantee for two 
other land grants and owner of a fine house (now known as Casa Munras) in Monterey. After only 
7 years, Munras sold the property to Francisco Soto in 1842. Between this time and 1853, Rancho 
San Francisquito passed through several hands. In 1862, the rancho was patented to Jose Abrego. 

According to the adjudication documents, Abrego built a house (possibly in the same location 
as an earlier house) after the "old house" was destroyed by fire. The remains of the Abrego house 
or the earlier Munras house that burned may be the same adobe that was recognizable on San 
Francisquito Flat as late as 1973 when an avocational archaeologist documented the location and 
numerous mid- to late 19th century artifacts (Howard 1973a). This adobe has been reported to date 
to 1835 according to a list of historical resources prepared by Monterey County. Some have 
speculated that the adobe served as housing for vaqueros (cowboys) who pastured the cattle owned 
by the mission (Howard 1973a). 

A 1924 map prepared for a later ranch development (Cozzens and Davis 1924) shows "Casa 
San Francisquito" at the location of the adobe, marked at that time by several small wooden 
structures. In the late 1940s, a frame house stood on the location of the former adobe and reportedly 
a stone threshing floor could still be seen on the property (Hoover et al. 1948). A corral built on the 
site has obliterated most indications of the adobe. Today, the site can be recognized by a low mound, 
some roof tile fragments, and mid- to late 19th century artifacts. 
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American Period. By the late 1850s, Bradley V. Sargent along with his three brothers 
owned both Rancho San Carlos de Potrero and Rancho San Francisquito, as well as many thousands 
of acres of land elsewhere in Monterey and Santa Clara Counties. In addition to these vast holdings, 
the Sargent family also secured 30 additional tracts surrounding the ranchos through homestead _ 
patent. The majority of these claims were patented between 1870 and 1890. According to local 
accounts, Sargent circumvented the requirements regarding homestead occupation by having local 
derelicts from Monterey live or1the homesteads until the deeds were secured. I9 return, he supplied 
them with liquor (Breschini pers. comm.). 

Sargent, his wife Julia, and their four children made their home on the ranch (Gil Sanchez 
1994). An adobe, locally referred to as the Sargent Adobe, may have been their home. This adobe 
reportedly dates to the 1850s, according to the Monterey County list of historical sites. During the 
archaeological survey, one adobe was definitively identified in a location depicted on maps as the 
Sargent Adobe (Plat of the Rancho El Potrero de San Carlos 1859). Today, melted adobe walls that 
form a mound and scattered toof tiles and artifacts mark the location. 

During Sargent's ownership of the property, two retired sea captains, Johnathan Wright and 
Anson Smith, occupied a section of the property on San Clemente Creek. There, they maintained a 
small vineyard, a peach orchard, and a small herd of goats. In 1879, this location was where Robert 
Louis Stevenson found himself after falling ill during a solo camping trip in the canyon. Wright and 
Smith found Stevenson "in a stupor" and nursed him back to health at their cabin. After a few weeks, 
Stevenson was well enough to return to Monterey (Gil Sanchez 1994, Hale 1980). Although 

, dilapidated, this cabin is still partially standing. 

The Sargent brothers divided up their empire in 1890, with the two ranchos or land grants and 
the surrounding homestead claims going to Bradley. He called his holdings San Francisquito y San 
Carlos (Gil Sanchez 1994). How long Sargent and his family lived on the property is unknown~ 
however, they were living in Monterey by 1866 when their son Ross was born. Bradley died in 1893, 
but the property was held by his heirs until 1923, when it was purchased by George Gordon Moore. 

Moore has been described as a millionaire from the East Coast. After buying the ranch, he 
reportedly spent more than $1 million building a 14,000-square-foot main hacienda-style house called 
Casa Grande, a large· guest house, polo field, barns, artificial lake, and dweHings for employees of the 
ranch. Because of the remoteness of the ranch, more practical resources such as vegetable gardens, 
chickens, and dairy cows were added to increasethe self-sufficiency of the ranch (Gil Sanchez 1994). 

Life at the ranch was reported to be very lavish, and many grand parties were thrown there. 
The parties did not stop during Prohibition either. The house was fitted with a "secret" door to the 
wine cellar, which could be easily concealed should the authorities decide to make the long journey _ 
out to the ranch. 

During Moore's tenure, wild boar were introduced to the ranch for hunting purposes, 
representing the first introduction of wild boar into California. The original group consisted of three 
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boar and nine sows and were imported from his ranch in North Carolina (Gil Sanchez 1994). These 
12 animals interbred with domestic and feral pigs and spread across central California. Twenty years 
after the introduction of these animals, William Randolph Hearst reported to Moore, "Your pigs have 
reached San Simeon" (Hanford 1993). 

In 1928, the Argentine national polo team stayed at the ranch and practiced for the 1928 
Olympic Garnes, taking advantage of the beautiful guest house and the polo field (Hanford 1993). 
Unfortunately, Moore's grand lifestyle was greatly diminished by the stock market crash of 1929. 
Although Moore was able to keep the ranch until 193 9, during the latter years, he was reduced to 
paying workers in poultry and eggs and his secretary remembers combing the library for first editions 
to raise cash. After the property was foreclosed and sold to Arthur C. Oppenheimer, Moore moved 
to Los Angeles (Rice 1992). 

Arthur Oppenheimer was a businessman from San Francisco who owned the Rosenberg Fruit 
Company. Oppenheimer longed to become a rancher and he bought the ranch after its availability 
was discovered by his friend, George King. Under King's management, the property was turned into 
a working ranch once again. For 45 years, the ranch was well known for raising quality beef 

The Oppenheimers did not live on the ranch but instead used it as a farruly retreat. During the 
1960s, the ranch was the setting for the weekly television series, "Lancer". A number of movies were 
also filmed there, including Woody Allen's Sleeper. The Oppenheimers sold the ranch in 1990 to the 
Rancho San Carlos Partnership. 

Results of Previous Studies 

Prehistoric Resources 

Before 1990, little research had been done on cultural resources in the project area, and only 
one archaeological site (CA-MNT-476/H) had previously been identified within the 20,000-acre area. 
In 1971, this site had also been subjected to a minimal amount of excavation by Don Howard, a local 
avocationist. The results of this work are only minimally documented (Howard 1974). During the 
1970s, Howard also reported on two adobes located within the project boundaries that were 
associated with the early ranchos (Howard 1973a, 1974), discussed above. 

In 1990, work was undertaken by Archaeological Consulting to identify cultural resources 
in the project area. These efforts continued until 1993 and a report was prepared detailing the 
findings in 1994 (Archaeological Consulting 1994a). A complete records search was conducted by 
Archaeological Consulting at the Northwest Information Center of the California Archaeological 
Inventory prior to these studies. In conjunction with the studies conducted below, the records search 
is still current. 
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Five Four resources have been identified in the G:MPAP as being within the project area. 
These include the reported location of the B1adley Saigent adobe, the San Francisquito adobe, the 
Wright/Stevenson Cabin, the San Carlos Ranch House, and County Bridge #523. The Bradley 
Sargent adobe located within the Carmel Valley Master Plan area. County Bridge #523 is owned 
by the county and is technically not part of the project. It is considered significant because it was 
designed by Chester Dudley and is ingeniously constructed from war surplus landing craft 
components. The project applicant has no plans to modify or remove this structure. 

For the present project, Archaeological Consulting undertook a survey of approximately 
8,000-9,000 acres of the 20,000-acre project area. Areas were chosen to be surveyed based on 
predicted sensitivity for prehistoric archaeological sites and the likely locations of ground-disturbing 
development. As a result, all areas where prehistoric resources were likely to occur and where 
development was proposed were subjected to 100% intensive archaeological reconnaissance. 

The archaeological inventory resulted in the identification and documentation of 45 prehistoric 
archaeological sites, consisting primarily of occupation (midden) sites and bedrock mortars used for 
processing acorns. Three of these primarily prehistoric sites also include historic components. 

Archaeological Consulting also undertook test excavations at four sites within or in proximity 
to where ground-disturbing project activities will occur. These resources include sites CA-I\.fNT-
1481, -1485/H, -1486/H, and -1700 ( Archaeological Consulting 1992, 1994b ). The primary goal of 
these excavations and the analysis of the materials they contained was to reconstruct the Native 
American lifeways within the regions. Work at these sites was directed by a research design 
(Archaeological Consulting 1992). 

Sites CA-I\.fNT-1481, -1485/H, and -1486/H represent the archaeological remains of the 
Rumsen ethnographic village, Echilat. Test excavations were undertaken at the site to assess the 
potential for impacts from road improvements. Based on the test excavations, Echilat had been 
occupied for approximately 1,000 years, probably from as early as the late Middle Period, with 
intense occupation occurring during the Late Period. Several years after contact with the Spanish 
missionaries, the village was abandoned (Archaeological Consulting 1992). 

Excavations at the three site locations that make up Echilat indicate that these archaeological 
deposits are significant for the data they contain. Specifically, excavations yielded data pertaining to 
seasonality of occupation, subsistence practices, population movement, and internal relations with 
other Rumsen tribelets and external relations with their neighbors (Archaeological Consulting 1992). 

Work was also undertaken at site CA-I\.fNT-1700 to assess the potential for impacts that 
could result from construction of the proposed golf trail. Based on the preliminary archaeological 
report (Archaeological Consulting 1994b), site CA-I\1NT-l 700·appears to be a medium-size midden 
of moderate depth. Artifacts and midden constituents indicate that the site is significant for the data 
it contains. 
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Although only four of the 45 prehistoric sites identified within the project area have been test 
excavated, it is clear that sites in the region contain data that can address research questions outlined 
in the research design prepared for the project (Archaeological Consulting 1991). For this reason, 
all sites in the project area are considered significant until test excavation or research proves 
otherwise. Please refer to the "Significance Criteria" discussion below for a definition of significant 
resource. 

Historical Resources 

Historical studies undertaken for the project include analysis of the main house (Casa Grande), 
the guest house, and the features associated with these two structures (Gil Sanchez 1994). This study 
was conducted in conjunction with the General Development Plan and addressed the requirements 
of the Historic Resources Zoning District. The research resulted in an assessment of the significance 
of the main house, guest house, and related resources and assessed the impact of the proposed 
modifications and new development on the significance of the structures. The study documented the 
present appearance of the main house with plan and elevation drawings and photographs, and it 
photographed the guest house and other associated features. 

The study determined that the main house is significant at the local level of significance 
according to Monterey County's Guidelines for Significance under Criterion A (Historic and 
Cultural), under the following two subcategories: 

• a property valued for its character, interest or valued as part of the local, regional or state 
culture or history; and 

• a property particularly representative of a distinct historical period, type, style, region, or 
way oflife. 

Under the first subcategory, the study determined that the significance of the main house is 
derived from its character, in this case, the image it projects as a hacienda on a California (1920s 
style) rancho. Under the second subcategory, the property is significant because it is representative 
of a particular way oflife (i.e., life on a 1920s-era "gentleman's" ranch). 

As part of previously permitted activities at the project site, historical studies were undertaken 
of the dairy barn and employee housing (Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992). The earlier study 
(Greenwood and Associates 1991) consisted of the inventory and significance assessment of several 
ranch buildings proposed for removal and replacement. These buildings included 11 residential 
structures, which constituted most of the employee housing for the 1920s ranch, and a dairy barn. 
As part of the 1991 study, the dairy barn and the 11 residential structures were recorded and assigned 
the trinomials CA-MNT-1521H and CA-MNT-1522H, respectively. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

17-9 

Cultural Resources 
September 14, 1995 



The result of the 1991 report was that these buildings were determined to be potentially 
significant because they were a principal component of the San Carlos Ranch complex. Based on this 
assessment, recommendations were made to fully document the buildings. In 1992, Greenwood and 
Associates undertook this task, which included preparing California Department of Parks and 
Recreation Historic Resources Inventory (DPR-523) forms. Black-and-white photographs and color 
slides were taken of each structure to document its appearance. Plan drawings were also prepared 
for each structure. Exceptions to these tasks were made where buildings had similar plans and for 
the barn, which had a plan prepared as part of the 1991 Greenwood and Associates study. 

Additional research was conducted by Gil Sanchez in 1995 to document and determine the 
significance of the 17 previously unevaluated ranch-related structures on San Francisquito Flat. 
Buildings and structures outside San Francisquito Flat were not inventoried or evaluated as part of 
this or earlier studies because they will not be affected by the construction of new facilities., 

Gil Sanchez' (1995) analysis consisted of an inventory and limited documentation of the 
equestrian center buildings, several structures within the main house/guest house area, and two 
isolated structures. The result of this study was the determination that 10 of the buildings contributed 
to the significance of the San Carlos Ranch property as a whole. The other seven buildings were 
found to be of modem vintage or did not retain sufficient integrity. 

Together with previous' studies, it has been determined that San Carlos Ranch is most 
appropriately considered within the framework of ari historic district and that the district is significant 
at the local level representing the broad patterns of California history and cultural heritage (i.e., 
gentleman's ranch of the 1920s and 1930s). Table 17-1 summarizes the information obtained from 
three previous studies that were conducted for the district, including which study addressed each 
building, findings of significance, current status, and proposed future uses and Figure 17-1 shows the 
locatiotis of those buildings and structures. 

In addition to the identification and determinations of significance, studies have also resulted 
in limited documentation of San Carlos Ranch. This documentation has largely focused on the 
individual buildings rather than the district as a whole. 

During the survey by Archaeological Consulting, numerous historical archaeological sites 
were identified in the project area. Several additional sites have been identified as a result of historical 
research (Panzer pers. comm.). To date, over 25 locations or suspected locations of historical sites 
have been identified, including adobes (non-standing), homesteads, logging and hunting camps, a 
quarry, an orchard, a partially standing dwelling (Wright/Stevenson Cabin), historic dams, an historic 
bridge, as well as other property types. Although these properties have not yet been formally 
recorded, their locations, or suspected locations, have been mapped for incorporation into project 
plans (Panzer pers. comm.). 

Many of these resources are likely to be eligible for the CRHR and would be considered 
significant under CEQA. The adobe locations, in particular, are likely to contain significant 
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archaeological data that could address questions about the early occupants of the ranchos. Both these 
resources have been recognized by Monterey County as being historically significant. Monterey 
County has also recognized the Wright/Stevenson Cabin as an important resource. Although the 
homesteads and logging and hunting camps are likely to contain only ephemeral remains, they 
represent resources that are becoming increasingly rare in the region and are therefore important. 

Resources of Importance to Native Americans 

In 1993, the project applicant initiated contact with appropriate Native Americans to 
determine whether any sites with traditional cultural value are known within the project area. A list 
was obtained from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) of potential contacts. In 
April 1994, a representative of the project met with Mr. Tom "Little Bear" Nason, who was acting 
as spokesperson for the Esselen tribe of Monterey County. A site visit was planned and in May 1994, 
Mr. Nason, accompanied by his father, Fred Nason Sr., and his uncle, Chemo Candelaria, visited the 
property. The purpose of the site visit was to acquaint Mr. Nason and Mr. Candelaria with the nature 
of the project and the types of archaeological resources that had been identified during the survey. 

In September 1994, a subsequent site visit was held, attended by Mr. Tom "Little Bear" 
Nason and Mr. Candelaria. The purpose of this visit was to try to locate plant and tree materials that 
were used historically in connection with traditional Esselen cultural and spiritual ceremonies. No 
plants were specifically identified by Mr. Nason as being important during the site visit. Mr. Nason 
did express an interest in having access to downed redwoods, bark, and certain types of berries that 
are present within the project boundaries. In addition, Mr. Nason indicated that Pen.on Peak has 
sacred values and his group would like to have access to the area (Panzer pers. comm.). 

During the 1991 test excavations, Ella Rodriguez, an Ohlone, served as a Native American 
observer. When disarticulated human remains were found during the excavations, they were reburied 
in accordance with an agreement between Ms. Rodriguez, the Monterey County Coroner, and the 
principal investigators for the excavation in compliance with Public Resources Code 5097 et seq. Mr. 
Nason also visited the site during the 1991 excavations. 

In early 1995, contacts were made with other Native Americans listed by the NAHC as having 
information about Monterey County. Coordination with the appropriate Native Americans is 
ongoing. 
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Table 17-1. Status of Contributing and Noncontributing Structures of San Carlos Ranch Historic District 

Structure Number/ Contributing to Documentation 
Description Historic District Status or Study 

1 Ranch hou·se Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1994 

2 Guesthouse Yes Proposed for preservaticin Gil Sanchez 1994 

2a Carport No Proposed for demolition Gil Sanchez 1995 

2b Greenhouse or hothouse No Proposed for demolition Gil Sanchez 1995 

2c Ranch bell on tower Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

2d , Pool equipment building No Proposed for demolition Gil. Sanchez 1995 

2e Storage shed Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

3 Single-family house Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1991, · 1992 

4 Single-family house Yes Demolished• Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

5 Single-family house Yes Demolished• Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

6 Single-family house Yes Demolished • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

7 Multifamily bunk house Yes Demolished• Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

8 Single-family house Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

9 Single-family house Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1992 

10 Single-family house Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood ani:l Associates 1991, 1992 

11 Single-family house Yes Proposed for preservaiion Gil Sanchez 1995 

21 Administration center 
(former garage) No Proposed. for demolition Gil Sanchez 1995 

22 Blacksmith shop No Proposed for demolition Gil Sanchez 1995 

23 Stallion barn Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

24 Granary Yes Will be relocated Gil Sanchez 1995 

25 Horseshoe barn - north Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

26 Horseshoe barn - south Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

27 Big hay barn Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

28 Quonset barn No Proposed for demolition Gil Sanchez 1995 

29 Dairy barn Yes Proposed for preservation Greenwood and Associates 1991 

35 Garage No Proposed for demolition Gil Sanchez 1995 

36 Cold storage shed Yes Demolished • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

37 Shed/coop Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

38 Garage Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

39 Shed/coop Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

40 Shed Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

41 Shed/coop Yes Approved for demolition • Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992 

42 Storage barn Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

43 Gas pumphouse Yes Proposed for preservation Gil Sanchez 1995 

• Approval for the demolition of these structures was part of a previously approved project (PC 7753): the structures have been individually 
documented (Greenwood and Associates 1991, 1992). 
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Figure 17-1 
Location of Buildings and Structures in San Francisquito Flat 



IMPACTS AND MffiGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

The project could affect either directly or indirectly prehistoric and historic archaeological 
properties that are considered significant or are presumed to be significant. Impacts could result from 
the physical disturbance of cultural resources during construction or construction-related activities; 
the demolition, replacement, substantial alteration, or relocation of historic properties; and 
management practices for preserve lands. 

Direct effects or impacts result from destruction of historic properties or damage to the values 
that make them significant. Demolition of historic buildings and bulldozing an archaeological site are 
examples of direct effects. Indirect effects are secondary effects, such as vandalism, erosion, or land 
management activities, that follow construction. 

The primary key assumption in assessing the project's effects on cultural resources is that 
whenever possible, impacts on cultural resource sites will be avoided, regardless of whether they are 
considered significant under CEQA. Impacts were identified by comparing the locations of resources 
in the archaeological survey report (Archaeological Consulting 1994a) and documentation provided 
on historic site locations by the Rancho San Carlos Partnership (Panzer pers. comm.) with the 
building envelopes, roads, and driveways identified on the Vesting Tentative Map, plans for the 

'\ proposed golf trail (Rancho San Carlos Partnership 1994b ), and information on the removal and 
) modification of potentially historic buildings (Franklin pers. comm.). During the site visit, the 

archaeologist and the historian visited many of the highly significant resources and discussed with 
Rancho San Carlos staff their plans for avoidance or other mitigation measures. 

\ 

· .. .../ 

Significance Criteria 

The State CEQA Guidelines define a significant historical resource as "a resource listed or 
eligible for listing in the CRHR" (Public Resources Code Section 5024 .1 ). A historical resource may 
be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR if it: 

• is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of California's history and cultural heritage; 

• is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 
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• embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high 
artistic values; or 

• has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Under the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact is considered significant if a project would have 
an effect that may change the significance of a significant historical resource (Public Resources Code 
Section 21084. I). Demolition, replacement, substantial alteration, and relocation of historic 
properties are actions that will change the significance of an historical resource (i.e., individual 
resources as well as districts; see definition of district in the following paragraph). Based on existing 
information, the impact analysis assumes that all resources are significant under CEQA, consistent 
with Public Resources Code Section 21084. I . 

In terms of the buildings built by Moore during the 1920s and 1930s (i.e., the main ranch 
structures), it seems most appropriate to consider their importance collectively as a district. Historic 
districts are unified geographic entities that possess continuity of sites, buildings, objects, or 
structures that are united historically by plan or physical development. Properties that are not 
relevant to the theme, have poor integrity, and are not individually significant according to CEQA 
were considered "noncontributing elements" of the district and, therefore, determined to be 
i,nsignificant for the following impact assessment. If the project would substantially alter an historic 
district, the impact is considered significant. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

A summary of the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant for cultural resources is 
provided in the Santa Lucia Preserve Mitigation Monitoring Program (Appendix B). More detailed 
descriptions of these mitigation measures can be found in the technical reports prepared by 
Archaeological Consulting (1994a, 1994b ). 

This information has been supplemented by information provided by the Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership (Panzer pers. comm.). In addition, during the site visit the archaeologist and the historian 
visited many of the highly significant resources and discussed with Rancho San Carlos staff their plans 
for avoidance or other mitigation measures. This result of this consultation has been incorporated 
into the impact assessment and mitigation measures below. 

The applicant's proposed method to reduce, minimize, or avoid impacts on cultural resources 
is that whenever possible, facilities have been relocated or redesigned to avoid cultural resources, 
regardless of whether they are considered significant under CEQA. 
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General Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures 

Impact: Unanticipated Impacts on Prehistoric and Historic Resources from Construction and 
Construction-Related Activities 

Project components have been designed to avoid direct impacts on the majority of the 45 
prehistoric archaeological sites identified during the archaeological survey with the exception of those 
specific sites discussed below. However, many of the prehistoric sites could be affected directly or 
indirectly. Direct impacts have been avoided for all known historic archaeological properties, but 
these and any unknown sites could also be affected indirectly. This is a potentially significant impact. 
In addition, as project plans become more definite, some of the sites may not be avoidable or the level 
of impact could change. 

To reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should 
be implemented. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 53: Avoid Significant Prehistoric and His­
toric Resources. Final Cultural Resource Mitigation Plans (FCRMP) should be prepared during the 
specific planning of each phase of development for the project to ensure that direct impacts on 
significant prehistoric and historic resources are avoided wherever feasible. These plans should be 
prepared by a qualified archaeologist in coordination with Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department and Rancho San Carlos Partnership. personnel. The plans should list all 
prehistoric and historic sites within the phase area; describe any site-specific mitigation measures that 
have been recommended for each site, if applicable; and outline the measures necessary to ensure that 
the remaining resources will be avoided. 

These measures should include the requirement that an archaeologist review all final plans for 
buildings, utilities, and housing pad and driveway locations. Where necessary, the plans should 
require an archaeologist to be onsite while the locations of ground-disturbing activities are identified. 
The plans should specify areas where monitoring by a qualified archaeologist should be conducted 
during ground-disturbing activities. The plans should specify where ancillary construction activities, 
such as stock piling of construction materials or the placing of signs along roads, should occur to 
avoid impacts on cultural resources. Sites that will require fencing during construction and the 
location of the fencing also should be specified in the plan. 

If, after reviewing the final project design, the archaeologist, the county, and the applicant 
determine that impacts on significant sites cannot be avoided, the plans should require the recovery 
of the data or other values that would be lost through development, possibly including data recovery 
excavations at archaeological sites, historic or ethnographic research, or the development of 
interpretive displays. 
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Site-Specific Impact Assessment 
Prehistoric Archaeological Resources 

Impact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Prehistoric Archaeological Sites CA-MNT-
1481, -1482, and -1483 from Construction 

Sites CA-MNT-1481, -1482, and-1483 will be affected by construction in the hacienda area. 
Impacts on these sites would be significant because construction could damage significant 
archaeological deposits. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 54: Conduct Monitoring at Site CA­
MNT-1481. Site CA-MNT-1481 will be affected by construction in the area of the hacienda. Test 
excavations indicate that the site has been extensively affected by past construction projects and very 
little of the deposit remains intact (Archaeological Consulting 1992). To reduce any potential impact 
to a less-than-significant level, it is recommended that all construction within the site boundaries be 
monitored by a qualified archaeologist. If potentially significant archaeological materials are 
identified, work should stop within 50 meters of the find until its significance can be assessed by a 
qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be significant, then appropriate data recovery 
excavations should be conducted by a qualified archaeologist (Archaeological Consulting 1994a). 
The results should be submitted to and approved by the Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department. 

During the final design of the hacienda area when the exact details of project impacts on CA­
MNT,.1481 are known, additional data recovery efforts beyond what was originally proposed might 
be required (Archaeological Consulting 1992). 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 55: Place Fill on Sites CA-MNT-1482 and 
.,.1483 and Conduct Data Recovery for Minor Impacts. According to current plans, sites 
CA-MNT-1482 and -1483 will be affected by construction ofthe proposed sporting center. It is 
recommended that a layer of decomposed granite be placed over sites CA-MNT-1482 and -1483, 
which will result in nearly complete preservation except for minor impacts associated with 
development of the tennis courts. For these minor impacts, minimal data recovery should be 
conducted in accordance with the recommendations in Archaeological Consulting 1994a. 

During the final design of the proposed sporting center area when the exact details of project 
impacts on CA-MNT-1482 and -1483 are known, additional data recovery efforts beyond what was 
originally proposed might be required. 
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Impact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Prehistoric Archaeological Sites CA-MNT-
1481, 1482, -1484, -1485, -1486/H, -1702, and -1704 from Road Improvements 

Sites CA-MNT-1481, -1482, -1484, -1485, -1486/H, -1702, could be affected by road 
improvements. Site CA-MNT-1704 will be affected by road improvements. These sites have either 
been determined to be significant or are potentially significant; therefore, impacts on these sites would 
be significant because construction could damage significant archaeological deposits. Implementation 
of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 56: Construct Road through Site CA-MNT-1481 in 
Existing Location and Maintain Unimproved Road through Site CA-MNT-1482. Site 
CA-MNT-1481 is characterized by a very sparse, disturbed surface scatter that will not affect the site 
if the road is constructed in its existing location. Site CA-11:NT-1482 will be improved and used for 
an equestrian trail, which will not affect the site. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 57: Incorporate Avoidance Procedures into Final 
Mitigation Plan for Sites CA-MNT-1481, -1482, -1484, -1485, -1486/H, and -1702. Current 
plans include moving the existing access road off sites CA-11:NT-1484, -1485, -1486/H, and -1702. 
During the final design of the road, the measures necessary to ensure that the sites are avoided and 
protected during construction might be required and should be incorporated in the FCRMP. The 
recommendations in the FCRMP should then be implemented. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 58: Conduct Test Excavations and Conduct Data 
Recovery Excavation for Site CA-MNT-1704. Current plans include improving existing access in 
the area where site CA-11:NT-1704 is located. A test excavation should be conducted to determine· 
whether significant archaeological deposits would be affected by the road improvements. If the test 
excavation determines that significant archaeological deposits cannot be avoided, a data recovery 
excavation should be conducted. Requirements for the data recovery excavation should be 
incorporated in an FCRMP. The recommendations in the FCRMP should then be implemented. 

Impact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Prehistoric Archaeological Site CA-MNT-1700 

Site CA-MNT-1700 will be affected by the proposed golf trail construction. Test excavations 
have determined that portions of the site contain significant materials (Breschini 1994b ). These 
deposits are located in the area of the 13th tee on the proposed golf trail. Minimal deposits were also 
identified in the area of disturbance for the 12th green and fairway. Impacts on this site would be 
significant because construction could damage significant archaeological deposits. Implementation 
of one of the following mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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Applicant's ,Proposed Mitigation Measure 59: Monitor and Conduct Data Recovery 
Excavation for Site CA-MNT-1700. A qualified archaeologist should monitor during grading, 
trenching, and other subsurface impacts in the area where the 12th green will be constructed. If 
potentially significant archaeological materials are identified, work should stop within 50 meters of 
the find until its significance can be assessed by a qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined 
to be significant, then appropriate data recovery excavations should be developed and implemented 
in consultation with the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 
(Archaeolbgical Consulting 1994b ). 

In the area where the 13th tee is proposed, a data recovery excavation should be undertaken. 
Excavation should consist of the removal and analysis of 10 cubic meters of materials in accordance 
with the recommendations provided in Archaeological Consulting '1994b. The results of the 
excavation report shall be presented in a report submitted to the Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department for review and approval. 

Alternative Mitigation Measure 60: Avoid Damage to Prehistoric Archaeological Site CA­
MNT-1700. This archaeological site should be avoided by redesigning the portion of the golf trail 
that would affect this resource. 

Historic Archaeological Resources 

Impact: Potential Changes or Modifications to Historic Structures 

The project will require that one significant historic structure (the granary) be moved from 
its original location. This impact would not be significant because the building will be relocated 
within the general location of other similar buildings. All modifications to historic structures are 
planried to be in keeping with the historic architecture of the ranch. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Damage to Historic District from New Construction 

, The San Carlos Ranch historic district will be affected by the placement of new buildings in 
proximity to the original structures. This impact will be significant because the district will be 
substantially altered, resulting in the diminishment of the qualities that make the property significant 
(i.e., an example of an early 20th century gentleman's ranch). Implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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Additional Mitigation Measure 61: Prepare Historic American Building Sunrey 
Photographic and Written Documentation. Prior to any new construction within the San 
Francisquito Flat areas, the existing documentation of the buildings should be augmented. This 
documentation should include photographic and written documentation of San Carlos Ranch Historic 
District prepared in a manner suitable for submittal to the Historic American Building Survey (HABS) 
program. Documentation should include large-format photography of individual buildings as well 
as overview views showing the relationship between ranch structures for each contributing structure 
that is still present. A detailed map would be prepared showing the location of each original building 
and its current or proposed status. The map should correspond to photographic documentation by 
keying each photographic station with a mapped location. The documentation need not include 
previously demolished structures. Written documentation should be prepared to augment previously 
prepared historical analysis. This documentation should focus on the significance of the ranch in 
architecture and in the history of Monterey County during Moore's tenure. This work should be 
conducted by a qualified architectural historian and qualified HABS photographer. 

Impact: Potential Impact on San Francisquito Adobe from Demolition of Garage (Building 
Number JS) 

A garage, located on top of San Francisquito Adobe, is proposed for demolition. Demolition 
of this structure could cause significant impacts on the San Francisquito Adobe site. Implementation 
of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 62: Demolish Garage by Hand. The garage on top of 
the San Francisquito Adobe should be demolished using only hand tools. No equipment of any type 
should be permitted on top of the site. Construction workers should be notified of these requirements 
prior to beginning demolition. The demolition should be monitored by a qualified archaeologist. 

Impact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Known and Unknown Historic Archaeological 
and Architectural Resources from Construction 

The general locations of historic archaeological sites and architectural resources (buildings 
and structures) identified during the previous archaeological survey (Breschini pers. comm.) have 
been incorporated into project plans; however, these resources have not been formally recorded. 
Several of the sites, including the location of a highly significant adobe, are located close to areas 
proposed for development. Because the exact locations of these sites and all their possible ancillary 
features are not documented, impacts could inadvertently occur. 

Because the previous survey strategy was based on the predicted location of prehistoric 
archaeological sites, it is possible that previously unknown historic archaeological sites or 
architectural properties could be affected by the project. Impacts would be significant because 
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construction could damage significant historical resources. Implementation of the following 
mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 63: Conduct Historical Research and Document His­
toric Archaeological and Architectural Resources. To identify possible historical resource loca­
tions, in-depth historical archival research for the entire project site should. be conducted, This effort 
should include both propertywide and resource-specific archival research ... All known and predicted 
historical site locations identified during the previous survey and those discovered as part of the 
historical archival research should be visited by a qualified archaeologist and the remains observed 
should be recorded according to the standards of the Office of Historic Preservation. All historic sites 
that are identified within the 20; 000-acre project area as a result of the archival research and previo4s 
studies should be recorded. Refined site locational information should also be incorporated into 
project plans and designs so that construction impacts on significant historical resources can be 
avoided. The documentation should also be used to provide the baseline data for historical resources 
necessary for future management (see below "Additional Mitigation Measure: Develop Long-Term 
Management and Monitoring Plan to Protect Prehistoric- and Historic-Period Resources"). 

bnpact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Unknown Historic-Period Archaeological and 
Architectural Resources from Land Management Activities 

Land management practices, as specified in the Resource Management Plan, that occur in 
previously unsurveyed parts of the project area could inadvertently affect historic archaeological and 
architectural resources. Examples of activities that could affect resources include habitat restoration 
and compensation, fuel modification (e.g., selective thinning and prescribed burning), and fence 
building. Impacts would be significant because such activities could damage significant historical 
resources. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to ales~­
than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 64: Prepare Historical Sensitivity Analysis and Identify 
Historically Sensitive, Unsurveyed Areas. To prevent unknown historical archaeological and 
architectural resources from being inadvertently affected, a historical archaeological/ architectural 
sensitivity map should be prepared identifying ail areas not previously surveyed that could contain 
historical resources. This map should be prepared using information obtained from historical archival 
research and the known location of historical resources. 

Before the start of ground-disturbing activities outside the previously surveyed project area, 
the historic resources sensitivity map should be consulted. Ifit is determined that ground.,.disturbin:g 
activities (i.e., revegetation, grubbing, habitat restoration, prescribed burning) will occur in areas that 
have been determined to be sensitive for historic-period archaeological resources, the impact area 
should be surveyed. If resources are identified that canpot be avoided, an evaluation plan should be 
prepared to determine the significance of the resource. If the resource is determined tq be significant, 
then appropriate data recovery excavation and historical research should be conducted. 
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Impact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Cultural Sites from Grazing 

Most sites within the project area will benefit from the project because the number of head 
per acre and the duration of grazing will be decreased; howe:ver, some of the resources that are very 
fragile will sustain impacts from continued grazing. These sites include CA-MNT-1484, -1485/H, 
-1486/H, and -1487 (Echilat) and the two known adobe sites. These sites would be affected by cattle 
trampling and the erosion that results from decreased vegetation. Sites that are grazed also support 
ground squirrel populations, which can damage sites. In the case of the sites that constitute Echilat, 
ground squirrel activities are not only mixing the deposit, but they are also turning up artifacts, shell, 
and midden soils, making the sites more noticeable. 

Other sites could also be affected by placing grazing improvement on or near sites, causing 
cows to congregate and trample cultural resources. Impacts would be significant because grazing 
and grazing improvements could damage significant historical resources. Implementation of the 
following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Additional Mitigation Measure 65: Cease Grazing on Sites CA-MNT-1484, -1485/H, 
-1486/H, -1487, and Two Adobe Sites and Place Grazing Improvements Away from Known 
Cultural Resources. Grazing should not be permitted to occur on sites CA-MNT-1484, -1485/H, 
-1486/H, -1487, and on the two adobe sites. In addition, all grazing improvements that result in 
cattle congregation, such as watering facilities, salt licks, and feeding areas, should be placed at least 
50 meters away from the boundaries of all cultural resource sites. 

Impact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Known Prehistoric Archaeological or Historic­
Period Resources from Incidental Project Activities and Vandalism 

Impacts on known prehistoric- and historic-period resources could occur from incidental 
project activities such as fence building and tree planting. Sites could also be affected by vandalism. 
Sites such as CA-:MNT-1484, -1485/H, -1486/H, and -1487 (also known as the ethnographic village 
ofEchilat) are particularly visible because of dark soil and high concentrations of shell, which will 
make them attractive to vandals and pot hunters. Other resources that could be targets of pot hunting 
include the historical sites present on the property, especially the highly significant adobe locations 
and the Wright/ Stevenson Cabin. 

Impacts would be significant because these activities could damage significant prehistoric- and 
historic-period resources. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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Additional Mitigation Measure 66: Develop Long-Term Management and Monitor­
ing Plan to Protect Prehistoric- and Historic-Period Resources. To ensure that resources are not 
exposed to secondary effects of the project, a cultural resources management and monitoring plan 
(CRMMP) should be prepared and incorporated into the project's implementation plan(s). The 
CRMMP should outline where each site is located and why it is significant, and identify the potential 
impact mechanisms that could cause damage. The plan should then specify, on a site-by-site basis, 
what measures will be implemented to prevent damage from occurring. These measures could 
include one or a combination of the following: 

• Seed highly visible archaeological sites with tall, non-invasive native vegetation. 

• Plant hedgerows or build low fences (outside of site boundaries) to prevent foot traffic 
on or near sites. 

• Erect "Sensitive Habitat" signs in archaeological site areas. 

• Stabilize historic structures to prevent further deterioration. 

The CRMMP should also require cultural resources management objectives to be 
incorporated into general land management practices. Recommended requirements include the 
following: 

• identifying a point of contact who will ensure that site locations and· protection measures 
are incorporated into project implementation and land management activities, 

• training for staff regarding the importance of cultural resources and the need to protect 
them, 

1!11 developing a CC&R that prohibits excavation or disturbance to archaeological properties; 
and 

• having planned security patrols monitor archaeological sites. 

The CRMMP should also include a monitoring element to be used to determine whether the 
protection measures that have been implemented are adequate to protect cultural resources. 
Minimally, the monitoring element should require that all known sites within the project area be 
visited annually by a qualified archaeologist. The archaeologist should prepare a report and submit 
it to the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department that indicates the current 
condition of the sites relative to baseline conditions. The monitoring element should identify any sites 
that are being affected and, if necessary, additional protection or mitigation measures to be 
implemented to prevent or mitigate the impacts. 

Sein/a Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

17-22 

Cultural Resources 
September 14. 1995 



Finally, to ensure that the important data in these sites can someday be extracted, the 
CRMMP should outline how further scientific research could be conducted by universities or private 
organizations at sites within the project area possibly in cooperation with the Rancho San Carlos 
Education Foundation. The CRMMP should provide requirements for professional qualifications and 
the scope and types of research that should be permitted. 

Impact: Potential Damage to or Destruction of Unknown Prehistoric- or Historic-Period 
Resources and Human Remains 

Previously unidentified prehistoric- or historic-period archaeological resources or human 
remains could be discovered during project implementation. Impacts on these resources, if present, 
would be significant because project activities could damage significant prehistoric- and historic­
period resources. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce this impact to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measure 67: Stop Work and Consult with Appro­
priate Parties. If previously unknown prehistoric- or historic-period archaeological resources are 
identified during construction or other ground-disturbing activities, all work should stop within 50 
meters of the find and the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department should be 
contacted. A qualified archaeologist should be contacted to assess the significance of the find and 
develop appropriate mitigation measures, such as data recovery or historical research, as needed. 
These mitigation measures should be incorporated into an FCRMP. 

If human remains are discovered, state law requires that the Monterey County Coroner be 
notified immediately. Within 24 hours of the discovery, the coroner will confirm whether they are 
human and if they are believed to be Native American, the coroner will contact the NAHC. The 
NARC will notify the Most Likely Descendant, who will have 24 hours to provide the project 
applicant with recommendations regarding disposition of the remains. If no recommendations are 
provided within the time of notification from the project applicant, the descendant may rebury the 
remains in_ a respectful manner in a location that will be protected from future disturbance. 
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Chapter 18. Social Effects 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter identifies potential effects of the project on the social structure of the local area. 
Existing social characteristics of the local area, including racial composition and age and income 
characteristics, are largely described using data from the 1990 Census of Population arid Housing 
(Bureau of the Census 1990). 

The study areas for social effects include the project site and its adjacent properties and the 
project site's nearest community, Carmel-by-the-Sea (Carmel). 

SETTING 

Social Characteristics of the Project Site 
and Adjacent Area 

Rancho San Carlos is largely undeveloped but contains 14 dwelling units that are primarily 
used by ranch employees. The ranch house and auxiliary buildings contain 16 guest rooms, two 
meeting rooms, and office space used by employees and guests of the ranch. Existing public access 
to ranch properties is highly restricted, with use generally limited to guests and residents of the ranch. 

Rancho San Carlos is situated in a rural area characterized by grazing lands, low-density 
residential and second-home development, and private and public recreational properties. The project 
site is surrounded by 41 neighbors dispersed around the ranch's 20,000 acres. 

Because of the rural nature of the area, the social structure of the local area encompassing the 
project site is not highly developed. The area is characterized by isolated clusters of residents who 
rely on nearby communities for much of their social interaction. 
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Social Characteristics of Carmel-by-the-Sea 

The closest community to the project site is Carmel, located approximately 5-10 miles 
northwest of the site's northern boundary. Future residents of the project site would likely travel to 
Carmel (among other more distant communities in Monterey County) for those needs that are not met 
by the proposed project's commercial development, including shopping, restaurants, entertainment, 
social gatherings, and community events. 

Demographic data from the 1990 census, depicted in Table 18-1, were used to describe the 
social characteristics of Carmel and Monterey County. The data indicate that the social 
characteristics of Carmel are very different from those of Monterey County as a whole. The 
population of Carmel is less racially diverse, older, and wealthier than the population of Monterey 
County. 

According to census data, approximately 97% of Carmel's residents are white, compared to 
64% countywide. Carmel's Hispanic population is proportionally much smaller (3%) than the 
Hispanic population countywide (34%). (Under census definitions of racial categories, persons of 
Hispanic descent may be of any race.) Carmel's African American and Asian populations are also 
much smaller than countywide populations .. 

The distribution of Carmel's population by age is markedly different from the distribution in 
Monterey County. The median age ofa Cann:el resident is estimated at 53 years, compared to almost 
30 years for a resident ofMonterey County. As Table 17-1 shows, only 14% of Carmel's population 
is under the age of 24, compared to 41 % countywide. Carmel's retirement-age population, however, 
is much larger than the proportion of this age group countywide. Almost 35% of Carmel's population 
is over the age of 64, compared to 10% in the county. 

The incomes of Carmel's households are not substantially higher than incomes countywide; 
however, housing values indicate that Carmel is a much wealthier community than others in the 
county. Median household income in Carmel was approximately $36,800 in 1990, compared to 
$33,600 countywide. Carmel's per capita income, however, was substantially higher ($26,600 in 
Carmel compared to $14,600 in the county), reflecting higher incomes and fewer dependents within 
households. Housing values in Carmel indicate the actual wealth of Carmel residents. The median 
value of owner-occupied housing was estimated at $435,000 in 1990, compared to $198,000 
countywide. The disparity between income and housing values in Carmel indicates that the wealth 
of Carmel residents is generally based on investments, savings, and assets rather than cui:rent income 
from employment. 
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Table 18-1. Selected Social Characteristics of Carmel and Monterey County, 1990 

Characteristics 

Distribution of population by race (%): 

White 

Black 

Asian or Pacific Islander 

Other race 

Hispanic origin• 

Distribution of population by age (% ): 

Under 24 years of age 

25 to 44 years 

45 to 64 years 

Over 64 years 

Median age (years) 

Income characteristics ($): 

Mean household income 

Median household income 

Per capita income 

Median value of owner-occupied housing 

• Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race. 

Source: Bureau of the Census 1990. 

18-3 

Carmel 

%.8 

0.3 

1.7 

1.2 

3.1 

14.3 

23.8 

27.1 

34.8 

53.0 

48,800 

36,800 

26,600 

434,700 

Monterey County 

63.8 

6.4 

7.8 

21.9 

33.6 

40.7 

34.2 

15.4 

9.7 

29.6 

43,200 

33,600 

14,600 

198,200 



IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Approach and Methodology 

Social impacts can result from projects that introduce a new population with substantially 
different social characteristics to an existing neighborhood or community. Social stresses and 
tensions can result from an existing community adjusting to the values, beliefs, customs, .and needs 
of a new demographic group. Projects that result in economic dislocations or physical division of 
existing neighborhoods or communities can also result in social impacts. 

The proposed Santa Lucia Preserve project was evaluated to determine its social compatibility 
with nearby areas, including the unincorporated rural area around the project site and the community 
of Carmel. The lack of certainty about the social characteristics of the project site's future population 
requires an approach that is somewhat speculative and uses qualitative methods. Characteristics of 
the project, such as probable housing prices and project design, were used to assess the. li~ely social 
characteristics of the project site population. These characteristics were then compared to the social 
characteristics of nearby areas to assess the social compatibility of the project with these areas. 

Significance Criteria 

Similar to economic effects under CEQA, the social effects of a project are not treated as 
significant effects on the environment. The social effects of a project may be evaluated to determine 
whether significant physical effects, such as adverse effects on humans, may result from the project. 
An EIR may also use the severity of a project's social effects as a measure to determine the 
significance of physical changes caused by a project. 

Because social effects are not considered significant environmental impacts under CEQA, no 
significance criteria were developed for the social effects of the project. Rather, social effects were 
identified as being beneficial, adverse, or negligible. Physical changes associated with any adverse 
social effects of the project, however, were identified. 

Applicant's Proposed Mitigation Measures 

The applicant has proposed no mitigation measures for social effects that may result from the 
Santa Lucia Preserve project. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 18-4 

Social Effects 
September 14, 1995 



Social Effects 

Impact: Compatibility with Social Characteristics of Adjacent Areas 

The Santa Lucia Preserve project is not expected to result in development of facilities that 
would physically divide an existing community and cause adverse social effects. 

As described in the "Setting" section, the project site and adjacent areas are largely rural and 
sparsely developed. Under the project, almost 90% of the project site would remain in open space 
and grazing uses and would remain similar to the characteristics of adjacent areas. Except for the 
inclusionary housing units, most of the housing developed onsite would feature large lots with homes 
set apart from neighboring houses. This rural residential, estate development would be similar to 
existing residential development near the project site. 

The exclusive nature of the onsite community would likely limit interaction with residents of 
adjacent properties. The social structure of the area encompassing the project site would not be 
substantially altered by the project because interaction would be limited and the density of residential 
development onsite would be similar to residential development on surrounding properties. Onsite 
residential and commercial development would result in increased traffic on local roads and could 
alter the views from adjacent properties. These effects are evaluated in other chapters of this EIR. 

The open space and outdoor recreational amenities offered by the project could result in social 
benefits to nearby residents and communities; however, public access to the project site is expected 
to be highly controlled, similar to existing access. The environmental education tours and golf course,, 
would provide social and recreation opportunities to non-residents to the extent that these benefits 
are available to the general public. 

The pr(?ject would increase the population of the project area; however, the characteristics 
of this population are likely to be similar to the existing social characteristics of the population in the 
area. Social effects of the project in the immediate vicinity of the projects are therefore expected to 
be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Compatibility with Social Characteristics of Carmel-by-the-Sea 

According to current information on the project, most of the housing developed as part of the 
project will be expensive. Lots are anticipated to sell for $,500,000-$1,000,000 each. Custom homes 
would likely be constructed on these lots. 

The characteristics of the project, with its high-end housing, golf course, recreation and 
equestrian centers, and hotels, indicate that it would attract relatively wealthy home buyers seeking 
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privacy, an exclusive living environment, and unique recreation and natural amenities. These 
characteristics, combined with the project site's distance from major employment centers, indicate that 
residents would likely be composed primarily of retirees and second-home owners. 

The social characteristics of project site residents would likely be similar to those of Carmel 
residents, who we generally older and wealthier than residents of other areas of the county. The 
interaction of project site residents with residents of Carmel is unlikely to result in adverse social 
effects because of the probable similarity of these populations. This impact is considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Chapter 19. Cumulative Impacts 

CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

"Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more effects that, when combined, are considerable 
or compound other environmental impacts. The State CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to include a 
discussion of cumulative impact when such impacts are significant. Section 15130 requires the 
discussion to reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion 
should be guided by the standards of practicability and reasonableness. 

Three elements are necessary for an adequate cumulative analysis: 

• either a list of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects producing related 
or cumulative impacts, including those projects outside the control of the agency (list 
approach), or a summary of projects contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document that is designed to evaluate regional or areawide conditions (plan 
approach); 

• a summary of the expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects, with 
specific adherence to additional information stated where that information is available; and 

• a reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects. An EIR shall 
examine reasonable options for mitigating or avoiding any significant cumulative effects 
of a proposed project. With some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative 
impacts may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition 
of conditions on a project-by-project basis. 

This EIR uses the list approach. 

LIST OF PENDING AND APPROVED PROJECTS IN 
IBE VICINITY OF RANCHO SAN CARLOS 

Table 19-1 is a list of pending and approved projects in the region of Rancho San Carlos that 
could contribute to cumulative impacts on resources. Figure 19-1 shows the location of these 
projects. 
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Table 19-1. Approved and Proposed Projects in the Project Region 

Project 

Built 

Pacific Meadows• 

Approved 

Quail Meadows 

Cannel Valley Ranch 

Coast Ranch 

Monterra Ranch 

Mahroom 

Proposed 

Caf'l.ada Woods 

Veeder Ranch 

Carmel Greens 

Wolters 

Mill College 

Whistler Trust 

Bishop Ranch 

Evenson 

Oaks 

Pebble Beach Lot Program 

Total 

Dwelling 
Units 

200 

65 

64 

82b 

326 
(includes 283 market rate and 
43 low- and moderate-income 

housing units) 

36 

59 

29 

88 

3 

7 

202 
(includes 164 market rate and 
38 low~ and moderate-income 

housing units) 

4 

13 

403 
(includes 316 residential units, 
34 P.U.D.s, and 53 iriclusionary 

housing units) 

1,581 

• Pacific Meadows was completed by 1992 but was not yet fully occupied. 

b Excludes 6 existing units. Note that Coast Ranch may not be built. 

Source: Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 1995. 
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Visitor-Serving 
Units or Other Uses 

40 

44 

80,000 sf 
commercial center 

10,000 sf 
commercial building 

18-hole 
golf course 

84 visitor-serving units; 
90,000 sfofcommercial 
uses; and an 18-hole golf 

course 
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In addition to these projects, this EIR considers the effects of development of auxiliary units 
that could be developed on lots proposed for /aw-density residential zoning (i.e., the market rate 
lots). Auxiliary units are defined for the purposes of this EIR as guesthouses, senior citizen units, 
and caretaker units. These uses are defined and regulated in the f o/lawing sections of the Monterey 
County Zoning Ordinance: 

• Senior citizen units are defined in Monterey County Zoning Ordinance Section 
21.06.1000 and regulated by Section 21.64.010. 

• Guesthouses are defined in Section 21.06.620 and regulated by Section 21.64.020. 

• Caretaker units are defined in Section 21.06.160 and regulated by Section 
21.64.030. 

Except for guesthouses, all auxiliary units require a discretionary permit, either an 
administrative permit or a conditional use permit. The residential areas of the proposed project are 
proposed to be zoned /aw-density residential, which requires an administrative permit for any senior 
citizen or caretaker unit. 

Although guesthouses do not require a discretionary permit, they are subject to development 
standards (Monterey County Zoning Ordinance Section 21.64.020). Those standards specify that 
the unit be ''for limited sleeping and living purposes, but not for independent living purposes, 
permanent residential use, or rental purposes. " They limit the size of the unit to 600 square feet, 
require that the unit be located in proximity to the principal residence, prohibit any kitchen or 
cooking facilities in the unit, require that the guesthouse share the same utility connections as the 
main residence, and prohibit any subdivision from the main house. 

The present application does not include any entitlements for auxiliary units, and whether 
auxiliary units are subsequently applied for by purchasers of the lots is speculative. However, it is 
certainly likely thai at least some purchasers will apply. Because of these facts, auxi /iary units are 
treated in the final EIR as cumulative development. 

The following development standards are noted (Jlld assumptions made for this EIRfor the 
purposes of evaluating this reasonably foreseeable use of the project site: 

• Guesthouses are limited to 600 square feet as noted above;" they will be typically 
occupied on a seasonal and/or weekend use basis and kitchens are prohibited See 
other regulations mentioned above. It is assumed that 75% of the market rate 
residences would have guesthouses. At Juli buildout of the comprehensive 
development plan, this means that 223 guesthouses (0. 75 x 297) are assumed 

• Senior citizen units are limited to 700 square fee.I if attached and 850 square feet if 
detached; caretaker units are limited to 1,000 square feet if the lot is less than 10 
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acres, and 1,200 square feet if the lot is larger than JO acres. It is assumed that 50% 
of the market rate residences would have either a senior citizen or a caretaker unit. 
At full buildout of the comprehensive development plan, this means that 149 units 
(0.50 x 297 feet) are assumed 

CUMULATIVE ThfPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following topics are evaluated in this chapter: 

• land use; 
• geology and soils; 
• groundwater hydrology, stream base flow, and water supply and demand; 
• runoff, flooding, and water quality; 
• fisheries; 
• biological resources; 
• traffic; 
• air quality; 
• n01se; 
• public services and utilities; and 
• cultural resources. 

The cnmula:tive impact analysis fOI traffic is in Chapter 13, "Traffic" 

Land Use 

Impact: Conversion of Open Space to Urban Development 

The proposed project will contribute to the cumulative conversion of open space to urban 
development in the Carmel Valley/Monterey Peninsula area of Monterey County. Although the 
proposed project includes designating land as open space, development will occur in a rural area and 
convert land from open space to urban development. Expansion of pending, approved, and proposed 
urban development into open space areas may change the rural character of the Carmel Valley and 
the Monterey Peninsula. However, the GMPAP, CVMP, Monterey Peninsula Area Plan, and CZ 
include policies and zoning designations relating to agricultural preservation, viewshed preservation, 
and land use densities to preserve the relationship between open space areas and development. 
Additionally, the project site is visually separated from the Carmel Valley and the Monterey Peninsula 
and thus would not contribute to the visual changes associated with urbanization in the Carmel 
Valley. For these reasons, the cumulative land use impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Geology and Soils 

Impact: Cumulative Consumption of Aggregate and Carmel Stone 

The proposed project would contribute to the cumulative consumption of aggregate and 
Carmel Stone, both nonrenewable resources, by pending and proposed projects and auxiliary unit 
development. However, because of the relatively widespread availability of these resources in the 
region, the cumulative impact is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact: Increased Sediment Loads in the Carmel River 

The proposed project could cause increased sediment loads in the Carmel River and combine 
with sediment produced by construction of other development projects in the Carmel River 
watershed, including those listed in Table 19-1 (not all are in the Carmel River watershed) and 
auxiliary unit development. The effect of the Santa Lucia Preserve project and other projects on 
water quality and flood hazard is considered significant. To reduce this impact to a less-than­
significant leve~ Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department should continue to 
require appropriate erosion and sediment controls on new projects, monitor effectiveness of those 
measures, and require remedial measures as necessary. · 

Mitigation Measure: Implement Erosion and Sediment Control Plans for All New 
Development within the Carmel River Watershed. Erosion and sediment control measures should 
be implemented for all new development within the Carmel River watershed. The measures identified 
for the proposed project would be consistent with this mitigation measure for cumulative impacts. 

Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and 
Water Supply and Demand 

Impact: Increased Consumptive Use of the Groundwater Aquifer at the Project Site . 

To estimate the water demand of the auxiliary units, the following assumptions are used: 

• Guesthouse unit use assumes one-half of inc/usionary housing rate or 0. 1 aflyrlunit. Net 
demands take into account return rate flows to the groundwater basin using the same 
percentages as the comprehensive hydrological studies. At full buildout, the gross water 
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demand would be 22 af/yr and net water demand would be 4 aflyr (223 units at 0. 1 aflyr = 
22 af/yr gross and 4 aflyr net, all indoor use with 80% return flow). 

• Caretaker and senior citizen units will assume 0.3 af/yr based on an average of the 
existing employee unit use (0.4 aflyr) and inclusionary housing (0.169 af/yr). At full 
buildout, the gross water demand would be 45 af/yr and net water demand would be 22 
aflyr (149 units at 0.3 af/yr = 45 af/yr gross and 22 af/yr net, both indoor and outdoor 
use with 50% return flow). 

Based on these assumptions, the revised net in groundwater demand considering the 
proposed project and auxiliary units would be 298 af/yr (272 aflyr for the proposed project + 26 
af/yr for the auxiliary unit demand). 

Although the impacts on the groundwater aquifer would be exacerbated by development of 
the auxiliary units, none of the impact conclusions for the proposed project would change as a result 
of this cumulative development and no additional mitigation measures would be required 

Mitigation Measures: No additional mitigation measures would be required other than 
those recommended for the proposed project 

Impact: Increased Consumptive Use of Carmel Valley Aquifer 

Most of the projects listed in Table 19-1 as having the potential to create cumulative 
groundwater impacts are located in or adjacent to the Carmel Valley. None of them are upstream o-r 
upgradient ofRancho San Carlos; consequently, none of them would affect groundwater or surface 
water conditions within Rancho San Carlos. The only impact that would be increased by the other 
projects would be the impact on offsite water users. The other projects would presumably obtain 
their water supply from groundwater and surface water in the Carmel Valley or from aquifers 
upgradient of the Carmel Valley aquifer. The total number of dwelling units for the projects (1,581) 
is about four and a half the number of dwelling units for the proposed project. Water use factors for 
residences in these developments were not provided, but many of the developments include similar 
combinations of deluxe homes, country club-type facilities, and low-income or inclusionary housing 
units. Based on the assumption that the overall water demand per residence, visitor unit, commercial 
use, and recreational use for all of the projects is the same as that for the Santa Lucia Preserve, the 
combined consumptive use of water for these projects would be approximately 1,449 afi'yr. 

Unlike the Santa Lucia Preserve, some of the cumulative projects are replacing preexisting 
agricultural or other open space uses. In many cases, the overall net consumptive use of water . 
decreases when the land is converted from agricultural to residential use. The Monterey Peninsula 
Water Management District (MPWMD), which has jurisdiction over allocation of water connections 
for community developments within its boundaries (including most of the cumulative projects), 
generally expects developers to achieve a net water savings (Fuerst pers comm.). MPWMD does not 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

19-7 

Cumulative Impacts 
September 14, 1995 



have a uniform policy on this matter, however, and each proposed development is evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis. MCWRA has a policy that requires developers to achieve a net 10% water 
savings relative to prior water use on the site. 

The cumulative projects probably would not increase the net consumptive use of water in the 
Carmel Valleybecailse of the expectations and regulations ofMPWMD and Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency (MCWRA) regarding water use for land use conversion projects. Thus, the 
cumulative impact of these projects and the Santa Lucia Preserve project is no greater than the direct 
impact of the Santa Lucia Preserve project alone. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality 

As stated in the section on geology and soils, individual impacts related to flooding and water 
quality are considered significant. The proposed project would also contribute to cumulative impacts 
of flooding and urban pollution in the Carmel Valley. Extensive development in the Carmel Valley 
has exposed people and property to catastrophic flooding of the Carmel River. Development of 
urban land uses has also resulted in pollution of surface waters. Both of these issues are described 
briefly below. 

Impact: Increased Floodflows on the Carmel River 

The natural rainfall-runoff process is altered by urbanization. Part of the land is covered by 
impervious materials. As a result, urbanization increases the stormwater runoff volumes and rates 
and possibly causes or aggravates flooding of downstream areas. Extended periods of heavy rainfall 
have produced large catastrophic floods, which have damaged property by erosion, flotation, and 
inundation and by depositing debris against bridges and on downstream properties. Significant floods 

· have occurred on the Carmel River numerous times in the past a:nd are well documented. Most 
recently, the Carmel River flooded in March 1995, resulting in substantial damage. 

Individual projects are required to implement best management practices (BMPs) to attenuate 
peak floodflows.in accordance with the Monterey County Erosion Control Ordinance.· Although 
intuitively it would appear that this would reduce the potential for flooding in the Carmel Valley, the 
resultant composite hydrograph of all the tributary inflows may actually have a greater peak flow. 
Structures that delay the peak runoff could cause the peaks to coincide with peak runoff from 
tributaries higher in the Carmel River watershed. Because implementation of the project and other 
proposed projects and auxiliary units could increase floodflows on the Carmel River and subject 
people and property to flooding, this cumulative impact is considered significant. To reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level, the following mitigation measure should be implemented. 
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Mitigation Measure: Implement BMPs so That Flooding in the Carmel River Is Not 
Aggravated. Stormwater runoff BMPs should be designed and implemented so that flooding in the 
Carmel Valley is not aggravated. For each project, the applicant shall develop 100-year floodflow 
hydrographs for discharges from the project site to the Carmel River and submit them to the 
MCWRA. Ideally, these could be submitted as modules that include projected land uses and 
proposed BMPs and could be incorporated into a HEC-1 or other flood hydrograph model. The 
resultant floodflows should be compared with the existing Carmel River hydrograph to ensure that 
flooding in the Carmel Valley is not aggravated by the project. As a result of this analysis, 
modification of the proposed BMPs may be necessary. The mitigation measure, "Design and 
Implement Stormwater RunoffBMPs so That Flooding in the Carmel Valley Is Not Aggravated", 
recommended for direct project impacts is consistent with this mitigation measure for cumulative 
impacts. 

Impact: Potential Degradation of Carmel River Water Quality 

Cumulative development in the Carmel Valley could degrade water quality by increasing urban 
stormwater runoff and increasing the sediment loading in the river. Urban stormwater runoff is 
recognized as a major source of pollution that can adversely affect receiving waters. During dry 
periods, pollutants accumulate on the land surface. These pollutants include inorganic chemicals and 
minerals (metals, salts), oil and grease from parking areas and roads, synthetic organic chemicals 
(detergents), oxygen-demanding and disease-causing wastes (animal waste), fertilizers, and pesticides, 
which are common household substances.· At the beginning of the rainy season, the accumulated 
pollutants are washed off surfaces and are typically conveyed directly to streams via storm drain 
infrastructure. 

Sediment is another pollutant that is associated with urban development. Sediment itself is 
a pollutant and also transports many substances such as nutrients, hydrocarbons, and metals. 
Construction activities expose disturbed and loosened soils to erosion from rainfall, water, and wind. 
Most natural erosion occurs at slow rates; however, the rate increases when the land is cleared or 
altered and left disturbed. Construction activities remove the protective cover of vegetation. 

Excessive sediment can cause increased turbidity and reduced light penetration, resulting in 
the reduction in prey capture for predators, reducing light available for photosynthesis, clogging of 
gills of fish and filters of aquatic invertebrates, reduced spawning and juvenile fish survival, 
smothering of bottom-dwelling organisms, changes in substrate composition, and reduction in 
aesthetic values. Concentrations of nutrients and other pollutants (such as metals and certain 
pesticides) associated with sediment particles could also increase. Although these effects are usually 
short term and greatly diminish after revegetation, sediment and sediment-borne pollutants may be 
remobilized under suitable hydraulic conditions. The cumulative water quality impacts as a result of 
urban land use and construction activities are considered significant. 
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Mitigation Measure: Implement BMPs to Protect Water Quality. Urban pollutant and 
construction activity BMi>s should be designed and implemented to.protect water quality for each 
project. Although erosion control measures are required by RWQCB (through the NPDES permit) 
for 'projects greater than .5 acres and the county requires erosion control measures as condition of 
approval for grading permits,.many activities are unregulated (such.as oil leaking from cars).· BMPs 
such as oil and grease separators,. vegetative buffer strips, street cleaning, and storm drain stenciling 
are effective measures that can reduce urban pollutant loads. The mitigation measure, "Implement 
BMPs to Control Urban Pollutants", recommended for direct project impacts is consistent with this 
mitigation measure for cumulative impacts. 

Fisheries 

As mentioned in Chapter 10, "Fisheries",.use of groundwater may result in the loss of fisheries 
habitat. The cumulative impact of the proposed project, in combination with the pending, approved, 
and proposed projects, would result in a potentially significant impact on fisheries of the Cannel River 
through degradation of surface water quality. For cumulative impacts on surface water quality, refer 
to information on surface water quality listed above. 

Biological Resources 

Impact: Ongoing Cumulative Loss and Degradation of Regional Native Communities and 
Associated Wildlife Habitats 

Extensive past and proposed development in the Carmel Valley and elsewhere on the 
Monterey Peninsula have reduced the regional extent and quality of native coll).Il1unities (such as .oak 
woodlands and savannas, coastal terrace prairie, and riparian and wetland habitats). The Santa Lucia 
Preserve is currently one of the largest blqcks of undeveloped native habitat in this regiqn. 

The loss of about 2,000 acres of native habitatjrom development of the proposed project, will 
have adverse impacts on local plant and wildlife populations (The 2,000 acres includes all building 
envelopes for "homelands''] and other uses identified in the comprehensive development plan; 
auxiliary units would be developed within these building envelopes and, consequently, the 
2,000 acres represents cumulative development of the proposed project and auxiliary units.). This 
loss, however, will be largely mitigated by the designation of 17,815 acres as permanent open space 
.as part of the proposed project. Improved management of these designated preserve lands (i.e., 
reduced grazing intensity, control of invasive exotic plants, and implementation of erosion control 
and soil protection programs) will increase the value of these lands for native habitats and .. wildlife. 
Even with the enhancement that would occur under the proposed resource management regime and 
the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant and recommended in this EIR, the proposed 
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project would contribute to regional losses of important native communities from past, approved, and 
pending projects. These cumulative losses are considered significant. 

Mitigation Measure: Continue to Require Projects to Minimize Impacts on Important 
Habitats. Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department, through its review of 
projects and through the environmental review process, should ensure that habitat losses are 
minimized through avoidance and sensitive site planning. The proposed project adheres to this 
mitigation because much of the study area will be protected and enhanced under the proposed 
resource management plans, and mitigation will be employed to reduce impacts on oak woodlands 
and savannas, coastal terrace prairie, and landmark trees to less-than-significant levels. 

Traffic 

This section addresses· the potential cumulative impacts of increased traffic from the 
proposed project combined with impacts of the auxiliary units and cumulative impacts relates to 
construction of the new Los Padres dam; regional cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 12, 
"Traffic". 

Impact: Increased Traffic from Auxiliary Units 

This analysis is based on the description of the number of auxiliary units provided under 
"List of Pending and Approved Project in the Vicinity of Rancho San Carlos". The Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual does not provide trip generation data for 
caretaker or senior citizen units located on the same lot as a single-family residence. Ca/trans has 
data on trip rates for a retirement community, indicating (hat the average trip rate for dwelling units 
occupied by senior citizens is 3.3 daily trips per unit. 

The caretaker units can be slightly larger than the senior citizen units,. and the caretaker 
units are not limited to two-person occupancy as are the senior units. By definition, the caretaker 
unit will not generate peak-hour trips entering or leaving the ranch because the occupant must be 
primarfly employed onsite. Trip generation characteristics of the caretaker units were considered 
similar to those of the multifamily inc/usionary housing of the proposed project. These units are 
estimated to generate 5.0 daily trips per unit, of which 1.4 daily trips would exit the ranch. Five 
percent of these trips are estimated to occur during the p.m. peak hour. 

Applying these rates of the projected maximum of 149 caretaker/senior citizen units at 
buildout results in 209 daily off-ranch trips, of which JO trips would occur during the p.m. peak 
hour. 
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1he trips generated by the guests are a standard part of a residential unit trip generation and 
are already included in the trip generation used/or market rate homes. Even though separate units 
could be provided for guests, the market rate homes are not anticipated to have a higher visitor rate 
than the Via Los Tu/ares residential development, which was surveyed to determine the trip 
generation of market rate homes. 

1he caretaker/senior citizen units might potentially increase the foretasted off-ranch peak 
hour trip generation at buildout by 4. 7%. 

This increase is not large enough to affect the conclusions of the EIR; all forecasted levels 
of service with the ranch at bui/dout were unchanged by the inclusion of the caretaker, senior 
citizen, and guesthouse units. 

Mitigation Measure: No additional mitigation measures are required other than those 
recommended in Chapter 13, "Traffic". 

Impact: Increased Traffic Associated with the New Los Padres Dam 

One other large project in the foreseeable future is the construction of the New Los Padres 
Dam. If approved by voters in 1995, the construction of this project would begin in 1999, after the 
design phase of the Santa Lucia Preserve project. The New Los Padres Dam project is in the 
Cachagua area and dam construction traffic would impact Carmel Valley Road because traffic 
would use Carmel Valley Road to access the dam site. The E/R/EIS for the dam project indiciates 
that this impact would be temporary and proposes to mitigate traffic impacts to Carmel Valley Road 
with the mitigations listed in Volume II of the Monterey Pennisula Water Supply Project EIRIEIS 
(SCH# 87092203). Cumulative impacts to Carmel Valley Road would be sign.ficant after 1999 due 
to construction vehicle traffic and area growth only if planned roadway improvements to Carmel 
Valley Road have not been made by that time. 

Mitigation Measure: No additional mitigation measures are required. 

Air Quality 

Impact: Increased Emissions Equal to 29 ppd PMlO 

This section describes the cumulative air quality impacts associated with future buildout of 
the project. The cumulative analysis was performed by comparing the operational emissions of future 
buildout to the MBUAPCD emission thresholds described in the MBUAPCD's draft CEQA Air 
Quality Guidelines (MBUAPCD 1995). 
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A project is assumed to have cumulative impacts in terms of ozone precursors if it is found 
to be inconsistent with the MBUAPCD's most recent air quality management plan (AQMP). Projects 
considered to be consistent are those that have been included in the MBUAPCD's 1994 AQMP and, 
consequently, will not have a significant cumulative impact· on regional ozone levels. As described 
in the air quality section, the population increase associated with the proposed project has been 
included in the 1994 AQMP and is therefore considered to be consistent with that plan.­
Consequently, the cumulative ozone precursor impacts of the project are less than significant. 

The MBUAPCD's cumulative impact criteria for localized air pollutants such as CO and 
PMl 0 are based on the emission thresholds established by the District. The cumulative increase in 
PMl0 of 29 ppd is less than the PMl0 threshold of 86 82 ppd and is considered to be less than 
significant. Similarly, CO modeling was conducted for the intersection (Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Road) showing the highest level of traffic congestion associated with cumulative 
development. The modeling results found that such development would not cause or contribute to 
violations of the state or federal CO standards and consequently, cumulative CO impacts are less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Noise 

, Impact: Imperceptible Increase in Noise Levels / 

As mentioned in Chapter 15, "Noise", the traffic study for the project evaluated traffic 
conditions under no-project, CDP-GMP AP conditions, and buildout conditions under two 
background development scenarios. The first background scenario is for 1992 plus approved 
projects. This is the scenario analyzed in the noise report to evaluate the direct effects of the project 
on traffic noise. The second scenario is for 1992 plus approved projects plus proposed projects and 
includes all currently foreseeable development in the area. This scenario, in effect, constitutes the 
cumulative condition. 

No other projects in the area, either approved or proposed, will result in additional traffic on 
Rancho San Carlos Road or Robinson Canyon Road. Accordingly, the implementation of the project 
will not contribute to any cumulative traffic noise effects on these roads. On Carmel Valley Road, 
implementation of the project will increase traffic volumes by 8% at most. This corresponds to an 
increase in noise of less than 0.5 dB, which would not be perceptible. Given that traffic noise on 
Carmel Valley Road is currently not considered excessive and the fact that the contribution of the 
project to overall traffic noise levels would not be perceptible, the project is not considered to 
contribute to any significant cumulative traffic noise impacts along Carmel Valley Road. As discussed 
above under cumulative traffic impacts, auxiliary housing units, specifically caretaker/senior citizen 
units, might potentially increase the forecasted off-ranch peak hour trip generation a buildout by 
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4. 7%. This small increase has, for all practical purposes, no effect on the cumulative traffic noise 
modeling results and accordingly no ,effect on the significance conclusions for cumulative traffic 
noise. 

Because noise from construction will be temporary, it will not result in any significant 
cumulative noise impacts. Noise generated by residents. and users of other facilities is not considered 
to contribute to a significant cumulatiy~ noise effect because this noise will be limited to .localized 
areas and will be intermittent. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Public Services and Utilities 

Cumulative impacts on these public services may result from the proposed project a:nd 
projects located near the proposed project. 

Impact: Cumulative Demand for Law Enforcement 

The proposed project would contribute to the increased demand for law enforcement from 
the Monterey County Sheriffs Department, which is experiencing an increased caseload and reduction 
in staff. Although the proposed project results in a less-than-significant impact on law enforcement, 
the proposed project, when combined with other projects, could result in a cumulative impact on law 
enforcement. 

Mitigation Measure: Require Developers to Contribute to Law Enforcement Fund. 
Monterey County should require developers to contribute to a law enforcement fund to offset the 
demand caused by new development in Monterey County. 

Impact: Cumulative Demand for Fire Protection 

The proposed project will not have a cumulative impact on demand for fire protection because 
the project proposes to establish an onsiteifire department. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 
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Impact: Cumulative Increased Demand for Schools 

. Elementary schools located within the Carmel Unified School District are site impacted and 
will not be able to accommodate additional students without the use of portable classrooms. 
Additionally, the high school and junior high school are reaching capacity for student enrollment. The 
proposed project would contribute to a significant cumulative demand for school facilities in the 
Carmel Unified School District. In addition to Policy 47.2.1 of the Monterey County General Plan, 
which implements school impact fees, further mitigation is recommended to reduce this impact. To 
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant demand, the following mitigation measure should be 
implemented. 

Mitigation Measure: Implement Year-Round Schools within the Carmel Unified 
School District. The Carmel Unified School District should implement year-round schools as school 
facilities become site impacted. Year-round schools accommodate a greater number of students while 
utilizing the same facilities and personnel resources. 

Impact: Cumulative Generation of Solid Waste 

Landfills available to serve Monterey County are operating at varying levels of capacity. 
Because landfills are available to service development in Monterey County, including the Marina 
Landfill, which is projected to have approximately 90 years of remaining capacity, the proposed 
project's cumulative impact on solid waste disposal is considered less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Cultural Resources 

Impact: Potential Degradation or Loss of Important Cultural Resources 

Development of the proposed project in combination with pending, approved, and proposed 
projects could result in damage to or loss of important historic and prehistoric archaeological 
resources in the region. However, through the environmental review process for new development, 
cultural resources are required to be evaluated, and mitigation measures are required to be 
implemented. Because of the site-specific environmental review requirements imposed on new 
development in Monterey County, the cumulative impact on cultural resources is considered less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

19-15 

Cumulative Impacts 
September 14, 1995 



19-16 



\ 

Chapter 20. Alternatives 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
REQUIREMENTS 

Section 15126( d) of the State CEQ A Guidelines requires a discussion of a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the proposed project, that could feasibly 
attain the basic objectives of the project. The comparative merits of the alternatives also should be 
presented. CEQA provides the following guidelines for discussing alternatives to a proposed project: 

If there is a specific proposed project or a preferred alternative, explain why the other 
alternatives were rejected in favor of the proposal if they were considered in 
developing the proposal. 

The specific alternative of the "No-Project" also shall be evaluated along with the 
impacts of this alternative. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No­
Project Alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
among the other alternatives. 

The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives capable of eliminating 
significant adverse effects or of reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if 
these alternatives would partially impede the attainment of the proposed objectives, 
or would be more costly. 

If an alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that 
would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative 
shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as 
proposed . 

. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the "rule of reason" that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned 
choice. The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters 
informed decision-making and informed public participation. An EIR need not 
consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 
implementation is remote and speculative. · 
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OVERVIEW OF THE ALTERNATIVES SELECTION PROCESS 

The alternatives selection process involves the following sequence of steps: 

• Identify the project objectives. 

• Determine the significant impacts to be avoided or reduced. 

• Develop a broad list of alternatives. 

• Develop screening criteria for feasibility. 

• Screen alternatives. 

• Evaluate those that passed the screening or explain why an alternative was rejected as 
infeasible. 

Project Objectives 

As stated in Chapter 2, "Project Description", of this EIR, the project objective is to establish 
a permanent preserve for native plants and wildlife habitat while pursuing limited development (i.e., 
a residential community that is sustainable by providing visitor-serving accommodations, local 
commercial, and recreational facilities) of clustered on the least environmentally sensitive land. 

The project applicant; the Rancho San Carlos Partnership, has elaborated on this objective 
in its combined development permit application materials. The applicant's objectives are stated more 
specifically below. 

Resource Protection Objectives 

• Actively promote the native biological diversity and integral ecosystems; guide all 
development and ranching activities consistent with resource-oriented principles and 
standards. 

ii Secure long-term protection of natural resources by the creation of an independent 
conservation organization, the Santa Lucia Conservancy, which will manage, restore, 
protect, and enhance the resources in perpetuity. 
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Community within a Preserve Objectives 

• Incorporate a residential settlement - limited in perpetuity - as an integral, interactive part 
of a healthy rural ecosystem - a community within a preserve. 

• Preserve a sense of place by providing support uses (e.g., employee housing, commercial 
and recreational uses) capable of sustaining the community by itself while reducing 
impacts (e.g., traffic) on the surrounding community. 

Sustainability 

• Incorporate a smalL vital residential community that provides the philosophical, cultural, 
and financial support required for the long-term preservation of the natural resources. 

Significant Impacts 

All of the impacts of the proposed project could be reduced to a less-than-significant level 
through implementation of mitigation measures as specified in this EIR. Through the applicant's 
resource constraints planning process, the project avoids many of the sensitive biological and cultural 
resources onsite; all of the identified significant impacts on these sensitive resources can be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level through additional avoidance, compensation, and other appropriate 
mitigation measure. Thus, reducing the size of the proposed development is the only meaningful way 
to reduce impacts. Reducing the size of the development could reduce: 

• demand for groundwater and associated impacts; 

• surface water hydrology runoff, flooding, and water quality impacts; 

• traffic through the intersection of Rancho San Carlos Road/Carmel Valley Road; and 

• public service impacts. 
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Alternatives Considered and Screening Criteria 

Development of the List of Alternatives 

A broad range of alternatives was developed for consideration in this EIR through a thorough 
review of planning documents for the project site, conversations with Monterey County planning 
staff, and representatives of the applicant. 

Screening Criteria 

Screening criteria were developed based on the need to meet project objectives and reduce 
or avoid significant impacts of developing the proposed project. The screening criteria are presented 
below. An alternative must: 

• result in the long-term protection of operi space for grazing, recreation, and resource 
conservation of at least 14,467 acres of Rancho San Carlos in perpetuity; 

Results 

• provide a mix of land uses oil the least sensitive habitats to support a residential 
community so that offsite travel is reduced and a viable community is established; 

• generate sufficient revenues both initially and over the long term to fully support the 
growth limitation, the resource management program, and the residential management 
program; 

• be consistent with the Monterey County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance Chapter 18.40, 
which requires 15% of the total number of housing units to be reserved for inclusionary 
housing; and 

• be consistent with the GP, the GMPAP, and Board Resolution No. 93-115. 

Table 20-1 lists the alternatives that were considered and the results of the screening process. 
The table indicates whether the alternative was considered feasible or why it was rejected as 
infeasible. Based on the results of the screening process, five alternatives are evaluated in this EIR: 
the No-Lodge Alternative, the Reduced-Lodge Alternative, the No-Golf Trail Alternative, the No­
Project Alternative (Maintenance of Existing Conditions), and the No-Project Alternative (Existing 
Lots of Record). 
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Table 20-1. Results of Alternatives Screening Process 

Alternatives Considered 

1. No-Project Alternative (Existing Lots of Record) 

lbis ahemative involves developing and subdividing the existing lots 
of record for a total of approKimately 323 lots. 

2. Dense-Clmter Alternative 

lltis ahemative involves 425 residential units (40 acres/unit) tightly 
clustered on no more than 2,500 acres in three or four locations (San 
Francisquito Flat, Touche, Potrero, and San Clemente); a commercial 
ranch center and the balance of the ranch as a preserve; no visitor­
serving facilities would be developed. 

3. No Commercial Alternative 

lbis alternative involves 256 residential units, 1 SO-room visitor­
serving accommodations and golf trail as proposed, but no commercial 
or ranch center. 'The balance of the site would be a preserve. 

4. The Reduced-Lodge Alternative 

lbis ahemative involves reducing the lodge from a 110-room full­
service visitor accommodation to SO guest bungalows with no central 
facilities and 297 residential units, 40 guest units in the hacienda, a 
ranch center, sporting center, equestrian center, employee recreation 
center, golf trail, and a preserve. 

5. The No-Lodge Alternative 

lltis alternative involves 297 residential units, 40 guest units in the 
hacienda, a ranch center, sporting center, equestrian center, employee 
recreation center, golf trail, and preserve. No lodge would be devel­
oped under this alternative. 

Results of Screening 

lbis alternative would result in greater environmental impact than the applicant's 
proposed project because the lots are dispersed throughout the ranch, which would 
require massive extension of roadways and infrastructure, many lots are located on 
environmentally sensitive areas (including areas of chaparral, mixed evergreen 
forest, riparian habitat, oak savanna, and steep slopes), no supporting uses to 
minimize offsite travel or provide a well-balanced community would be provided, 
and long-term resource protection would not be provided; in summary, this alterna­
tive is inconsistent with all screening criteria, however, it is evaluated as a No­
Project Alternative because it could be reasonably expected that these lots would be 
developed if the project were not approved. 

lltis alternative would result in greater environmental impacts than the applicant's 
proposed project because the areas that would be developed include sensitive 
grasslands, wetlands, and riparian corridors; tightly clustered development would 
eradicate contiguous habitat; viewsheds from Robinson Canyon Road would be 
adversely affected; concentrate4 development in Potrero Canyon would relate to 
existing urban development in Cannel Valley, thereby generating offsite traffic 
impacts; groundwater and surface waler impacts would be concentrated in the 
development areas; a sewer system would be required precluding effective use of 
reclaimed wastewater, and long-term resource protection would not be able to be 
financially supported due to lower revenues that would be generated. lbis alterna­
tive is inconsistent with the screening criteria and is not evaluated in this EIR. 

lltis alternative would result in an increase in offsite traffic by requiring residents to 
travel offsite to meet their needs for goods and services; long-term resource protec­
tion may not be able to be financially supported due to lower revenues that would 
be generated under this ahemative. lltis alternative is inconsistent with the 
screening criteria and is not evaluated in this EIR. 

lltis alternative would reduce environmental impacts and is therefore evaluated in 
this EIR. 

lltis alternative would reduce the environmental impacts compared to the appli­
cant's proposed project because impacts relating to the lodge would be avoided. 
This alternative is evaluated in this EIR. 
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Table 20-1. Continued 

Ahematives Considered 

6. N~Trall Alternative 

This ahemative involves the project as proposed, with 297 residential 
units, 40 guest units in the hacienda, a 110-rooin full'-SerVice visitor 
accommodation, ranch center, sporting center, equestrian center, 
employee recreation center, and the preserve within the GMPAP. No 
golf trail would be developed under this alternative. 

7. Relocated Golf Trail Alternative 

Titis alternative involves relocating the golf trail to some other portion 
of the project site to reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. 

8. Offsite Alternative 

Titis ahemative involves preserving a similarly sized area: of similar 
natural resource value and developing a sustainable community. 

9. No-Project Alternative (Maintenance of Existing Conditions) 

Titis alternative assumes continuation of existing conditions, including 
management and operation of a cattle ranch and use of the hacienda. 

Results of Screening 

Titis alternative would reduce the environmental impacts compared to the appli-. 
caitt's proposed 'project because impacts relating to the golf trail would be .avoided. 
Titis alternative is evaluated in this EIR. ' 

The golf trail requires approximately 300 acres of relatively flat terrain. Addition­
ally, to avoid or reduce significant environmental impacts, the site should be 
relatively open (i.e., few trees), should not contain substantial quantities of wetlands 
or other sensitive habitats, and should be reasonably close to the ranch center to 
reduce travel time. In searching for a location for the golf trail, the applicant 
considered four locations: the Potrero area, San Francisquito Flat, Mesa, and 
Touche/San Clemente area. The Potrero area was rejected because 300 acres of 
developable land for a golf course was not available and was considered too remote 
from the community. The San Francisquito area was rejected because of the ' 
potential for significant wetland impacts, and the Mesa area was rejected for being 
too remote and because access would have to be from Robinson Canyon Road. The 
Touche/San Clemente is the site of the proposed golf trail because it represented the 
most suitable location based on environmental constraints. Additionally, based on 
the EIR evaluation, all impacts of the golf trail can be mitigated to a less-than­
significant level. A relocated golf trail is not evaluated in this EIR because the 
impacts of the golf trail can be mitigated, relocation of the golf trail would not 
eliminate significant environmental impacts, or would not be feasible from a land 
use planning perspective. 

An offsite alternative is not evaluated in this EIR because there is no other property 
in the County bearing an appropriate land use designation to allow for a similar 
project; the applicant cannot reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access 
to another comparable site on which to create a similar project. 

Although this alternative would not fulfill project objectives, it is required to be 
evaluated under CEQA 

20-6 



Description 

DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

No-Lodge Alternative 

A lodge would not be developed under this alternative. All other elements of the proposed 
project would remain the same: development of 350 residential units, 50 guest units in the hacienda, 
ranch center, sporting center, equestrian center, and employee recreation center, golf trail, and the 
preserve. 

Impact Discussion 

Economics. Compared to the economic effects of the proposed project, exclusion of the 
lodge would reduce direct and secondary employment generated by construction and operation of 
the project. The reduction in construction-related employment can not be estimated; however, 
exclusion oflodge facilities would reduce nonresidential construction from approximately 207,000 
square feet (sf) to 73,000 sf, substantially reducing the employment required to construct 
nonresidential facilities. 

Permanent employment generated by annual operations and maintenance of project facilities 
would also be reduced under this alternative. As indicated by Table 5-1, exclusion of the lodge would 
reduce onsite employment from an estimated 227 jobs to 126 jobs. Similarly, secondary employment 
generated within the region by project operations would be reduced from an estimated 462 jobs to 
311 jobs. 

Implementation of this alternative would have no effect on Monterey County's jobs/housing 
balance. 

Geology and Minerals. Slightly fewer people would be exposed to seismically induced 
ground shaking and potential liquefaction hazards under this alterative. There would be slightly less 
changes in topography and overcovering of the soil. The amount of aggregate and Carmel Steine 
extracted from the site would be slightly decreased. There would be no change in the potential effect 
on paleontological resources. · 

Soils. The amount of vegetation removed, soil compaction, and resultant accelerated erosion 
and sedimentation would be slightly reduced under this alternative. 
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Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand. The 
lodge would have an estimated net gross annual water demand of4t:3-t 44.3 acre-feet per year 
(af7yr). of which 15.15 al1y1 would be fot inigation uses that would be supplied by 1eclaimed wate1. 
The lodge would gene1ate approxi111ately 20.93 af/yr of wastewater, which would be t1eated at the 
wastewater treatment plm1t. Thus, the lodge would p1oduce slightly m01e 1eclairned wate1 thm1 it 
would use. OJ this, 29. 7 ajlyr would be for indoor use, which would be collected by the wastewater 
collection system and retained for use at the golf trail. The net consumptive use of groundwater 
(allowing for reclaimed water use) would equal the net gross pumpage for all indoor uses minus toe 
amount collected for reclaimed use 1 etut n flow fi om it I igation uses, or z3-:-t3- 14. 6 af/yr. Under the 
No-Lodge Alternative, net .consumptive use of groundwater for the lodge would decrease by 
z3-:i-3 14.6 af/yr. but g10undwate1 pumping would inc1ease by 5.78 afYy1 to compensate fot the net 
dec1ease in reclaimed water available fo1 inigation uses at other project facilities. If the retmn flow 
fiom g10undwate1 used fot iuigation is conside1ed, the consumptive use of g1oundwate1 would 
decrease by 18.51 a:11yr, or 7% of the combined consumptive use fot project elements included in the 
combined development pennit. 

Short-term local impacts caused by drawdowns near individual wells would be essentially the 
same as those under the proposed project, and mitigation measures for those impacts would still be 
required. Long-term indirect impacts related to consumptive use of groundwater, included regional 
water-level declines, depletion of stream base flow, decreases in area of riparian vegetation, and 
decreases in subsurface outflow, would all decrease by approximately 7 5%. This amount of decrease 
would not be enough to make significant impacts clearly less than significant. Consequently, the 
applicable mitigation measures would still be required. 

Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality. Implementation of this alternative would result in 
similar runoff, flooding, and water quality impacts as those under the proposed project. However, 
eliminating the lodge would reduce the total amount of impervious area created in the Las Garzas 
Creek watershed. Reducing impervious surface area would reduce the amount of runoff that could 
contribute to local flooding and flooding on the Carmel River. Impacts on water quality would be 
similar to those described under the proposed project. 

Fisheries. This alternative to the proposed project would reduce potential construction­
related erosion and sedimentation for the Las Garzas Creek watershed. Less water would be required 
for this alternative because 100 guest accommodation units would not be constructed. Although less 
wat.er would be required for this alternative, reduction of fisheries habitat in Las Garzas Creek; 
watershed would be considered a significant impact and would require similar mitigation measures 
as those recommended forthe proposed project to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Biological Resources. Approximately 50 fewer acres of natural vegetation and associated 
wildlife habitat would be affected under this alternative when compared with the proposed project. 
The lodge area footprint includes approximately 28 acres of oak woodland and savanna, about 14 
acres of coastal terrace prairie, and roughly 7 acres of riparian habitat. 

Sgnta Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

20-8 

Alternatives 
September 14, 1995 



Implementing this alternative would result in the loss or degradation of about 54 7 acres 
(5.5%) of oak communities and associated wildlife habitat, compared with 575 acres (6%) under the 
preferred alternative. This impact is considered significant because a substantial reduction in the 
extent of an important native community would occur. Implementing the mitigation involving 
enhancement of oak woodland and savanna habitat described for the proposed project would reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Under this alternative, the loss of coastal terrace prairie would be considered less than 
significant because only 2.3% of the total area occupied by this community on the project site would 
be affected. No mitigation is required. 

Two fewer landmark trees would be removed under this alternative relative to the proposed 
project. The mitigation measure described for the proposed project should be implemented to 
compensate for the loss of approximately 227 landmark trees. 

All other impacts discussed for the proposed project would occur under this alternative. A 
slight reduction in the loss of area utilized by special-status wildlife with potential to occur in habitats 
on the lodge site would be affected under this alternative. 

Aesthetics. Implementation of this alternative would result in the following impacts. 

Changes in Views from Robinson Canyon Road. For the development plan, the 
lodge is proposed to be located in an area that is designated by the county as visually sensitive. 
Portions of the lodge would be visible from Robinson Canyon Road, a county-designated scenic road. 
Most elements of the lodge and appurtenant facilities would be sensitively sited to fit into the terrain 
and vegetation patterns of the area or they would be screened or partially screened from views from 
the scenic road by vegetation. The proposed architectural characteristics of the lodge ( e.g., subdued 
colors and colors and forms reminiscent of the hacienda) would provide a high level of design 
consistency with the landscape and other existing and proposed development, which would result in 
high visual unity. Because the proposed lodge did not substantially reduce intactness or vividness of 
views from Robinson Canyon Road, visual impacts of the lodge were identified as less than 
significant. Eliminating the lodge from the development plan under this alternative would maintain 
a slightly higher level of intactness and vividness for views from Robinson Canyon Road. Because 
visual impacts of the lodge were not determined to be substantial, eliminating the lodge from the 
development plan would not substantially affect views from Robinson Canyon Road. For the reasons 
described above, this alternative would have no substantial adverse aesthetic effects on views from 
Robinson Canyon Road. 

Changes in Views from Private Residences. Although portions of the proposed 
lodge would be partially visible from some private residences located several miles south of the lodge 
site, visual impacts associated with views of the lodge from private residences were not determined 
to be significant. Eliminating the lodge from the development plan may have a slight beneficial effect 
but would not substantially affect the quality of views from private residences. 
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Changes in Views from Public Trails. Although portions of the proposed lodge 
would be partially visible from portions of public trails located several miles east of the lodge site, 
visual impacts associated with views of the lodge from public trails were not determined to be 
significant. Eliminating the lodge from the development plan would slightly improve the. quality of 
views from public trails; however, this alternative would not substantially affect the quality of views 
from public trails. 

Traffic. Implementation of this alternative would result in 510 fewer daily trips, and 36 fewer 
p.m, peak hour trips than the proposed project. As with the proposed project, this alternative would 
result in significant impacts by adding traffic volumes to facilities that would already be operating at 
unacceptable levels of service. This would require mitigation measures similar to those recommended 
for the proposed project to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Internal traffic volumes within the preserve under this alternative would be less than the 
proposed project; however, it would still be high enough to create significant impacts on Rancho San 
Carlos Road and would require the same mitigation measures as the proposed project. 

The extent and duration of construction traffic impacts would be slightly less than the 
proposed project because the lodge would not be constructed; however, the construction traffic 
would be high enough to result in significant impact and would require the same mitigation measures 
as the proposed project. 

Climate and Air Quality. Worst-case daily construction emissions under this alternative 
would be similar to those generated by the proposed project, although the period of construction 
would be shorter because the lodge would not be constructed. This would result in a lower overall 
level of emissions over the life of the project. However, daily construction-related emissions would 
still be high enough to create significant impacts under this alternative. 

Operational emissions would be slightly lower under this alternative than under the proposed 
project because of the reduction in vehicle trips generated by removal of the lodge. Because impacts 
associated with operational emissions would be less than significant under the proposed project, they 
also would be less t.han significant under this alternative. 

All odor impacts associated with this alternative would be the same as those under the 
proposed project. Odor impacts would be significant under the proposed project; therefore, odor 
impacts would be significant under this alternative. It should be noted that this alternative would not 
conflict with the MBUAPCD 1994 Air Quality Management Plan. 

Noise. In general, noise impacts that would occur with implementation of this alterative 
would be the same as those identified for the proposed project. Traffic volumes on nearby roadways 
would be slightly less under this alternative because no traffic would be generated by the lodge. The 
change in traffic volume,. however, would be so small that there would be no perceptible change in 
traffic noise and related impacts. A doubling or halving of traffic volume is generally needed before 
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~-"'- a perceptible change in traffic noise occurs and the change in volume associated with removal of the 
lodge would be substantially less than 50%. 

The extent and duration of construction noise impacts would be slightly less than those 
identified for the proposed project because the lodge would not be constructed. All other impacts 
associated with exposure of residences and wildlife to construction noise and exposure of residences 
to noise from the Carmel Associated Sportsmen's Gun Club would be the same as those under the 
proposed project. 

Public Services and Utilities. This alternative would reduce the demand for water, 
electricity, and telephone and cable services for the guest accommodations. Additionally, less 
wastewater (approximately 16,500 gallons per day) and less solid waste per year would be generated. 
This alternative will not affect the number of students attending the Carmel Unified School District; 
however, without the guest accommodations less impact fees would be collected because less 
commercial space would be constructed. This alternative would result in a minimal change in demand 
for law enforcement and fire protection compared with the proposed project. The impacts of this 
alternative would be similar to, but slightly less than, the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources. This alternative would result in the same cultural resource impacts as 
those for the proposed project because construction of the lodge would not affect any known 
important cultural resources; therefore, not developing the lodge would not reduce cultural resource 
impacts. 

',\ 
; Social Effects. The exclusion of lodge facilities would have little effect on the social 

characteristics of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 18, "Social Effects". The reduction 
of traffic associated with operation of lodge facilities would represent a minor improvement in the 
project's compatibility with the social characteristics of the surrounding area. -

No-Project Alternative (Maintenance of Existing Conditions) 

Description 

CEQA states that an EIR must always analyze the No-Project Alternative. The No-Project 
Alternative must describe maintenance of existing environmental conditions as a baseline for 
comparing impacts of the alternatives (Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency [ 1986] 173 Cal. App. 3d 
1029). 

This alternative assumes continuation of the present management at Rancho San Carlos. The 
environmental setting described in this EIR reflects existing conditions at Rancho San Carlos. 
Residential, visitor-serving, commercial, or recreational facilities would not be developed under this 
alternative. Resource management plans would not be implemented under this alternative. 
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Impact Discussion 

Economics. Implementation of the No-Project Alternative would result in no change to local 
and regional employment levels and would not affect Monterey County's jobs/housing balance. 

Compared to the economic effects of the proposed project, implementation of the No-Project 
Alternative would result in the loss of construction employment and the loss of an estimated 227 
direct and 462 secondary jobs. The loss of potential onsite employment and housing would have little 
effect on Monterey County's jobs/housing balance. 

Geology and Minerals. No increased exposure of people and structures to geologic hazards 
would occur under this alternative. No changes in ground surface relief, potential destruction of 
paleontological resources, or mineral extraction would occur. 

Soils. There would be no change in the amount of vegetation removed, soil compaction, and 
resultant potential accelerated erosion and sedimentation under this alternative. There would be no 
potential adverse effects caused by failure of onsite septic systems. 

The rate of accelerated erosion and sedimentation caused by present grazing management 
conditions is expected to continue. 

Groundwater Hydrology, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand. Under 
the No-Project Alternative, consumptive use of groundwater at the site would remain at the existing 
level of approximately 10.36 af7yr, or about 4% of the net consumptive use for the proposed project. 
Short-term, localized impacts related to drawdown near individual wells would be avoided. Long­
term impacts on regional groundwater levels, stream base flow, riparian vegetation, and subsurface 
outflow would also be avoided. The Cattle Grazing Plan would not be implemented, however, and 
the expected beneficial effects of the plan on groundwater recharge would not be realized. These 
benefits could more than offset the adverse effects of groundwater pumping for the project, in which 
case stream base flow, riparian vegetation, and offsite water users would forgo a net beneficial effect 
if the project is not implemented. 

Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality. The No-Project Alternative would not result in any 
adverse impacts on runoff, flooding, or water quality. Beneficial effects on surface water hydrology 
and runoff would not be realized under this alternative because the proposed grazing plan would not 
be implemented. 

Fisheries. Under the No-Project Alternative, the watersheds and fisheries located within the 
proposed project area would not be affected. 

Biological Resources. No impacts on biological resources would result from the No-Project 
Alternative. Beneficial impacts of the proposed project, such as improvements to native grass stands 
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/" from grazing regime modifications and native habitat improvement from the control of invasive 
exotics, would not occur because the resource management plans developed by the project applicant 
would not be implemented. 

Aesthetics. Continuing the present management at Rancho San Carlos would not produce 
any new adverse effects on the project site. Visual quality for the project site would remain the same 
as that under existing operations. 

Traffic. Under this alternative, none of the traffic impacts identified for the proposed project 
would occur. 

Oimate and Air Quality. Under the No-Project Alternative, no project-related construction 
would occur at the project site; therefore, there would be no significant construction-related air 
quality or odor impacts. Similarly, there would be no operations-related emissions increase because 
there would be no increase in the number of residential units or associated vehicle trips. Therefore, 
there would be no significant operations-related air quality impacts. There would also be no 
significant operational odor impacts because neither the odor-generating facilities nor the sensitive 
odor receptors would be built. This alternative would not conflict with the :MBUAPCD 1994 Air 
Quality Management Plan. 

Noise. Under this alternative, none of the noise impacts identified for the proposed project 
would occur. 

Public Services and Utilities. Under the No-Project Alternative, there would be no increase 
in demand for water, schools, law enforcement, fire protection, and cable and telephone services. 
Additionally, no increase in the generation of solid waste or wastewater would occur. 

Cultural Resources. Under the No-Project Alternative, no impacts on cultural resources 
resulting from new development would occur. Resources present on the property would continue 
to be affected by grazing activities and other ranch-related activities. Historic resources might 
continue to be maintained; however, it is also likely that they would be demolished and replaced as 
necessary. Historic resources, such as the Wright/Stevenson Cabin, would continue to degrade. 

Social Effects. Implementation of the No-Project Alternative would result in no change in 
the social characteristics of the project site and surrounding areas. The continued use of the site as 
a ranch would be compatible with surrounding areas. Implementation of this alternative would 
eliminate the minor social effects described in Chapter 18, "Social Effects". 
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No-Project Alterna.tive (Existing Lots of Record) 

Description 

The Rancho San Carlos property is composed of approximately 125 legal lots of record that 
were land grants from the mid-1800 Mexican period, late-1800 homestead patents from the American 
period, or deeds for creating parcels during the early 1900s. Existing lots are located throughout the 
ranch and within the three different county planning areas. Parcel totals by planning area are as 
follows: three parcels in the Carmel Area Land Use Plan (coastal zone), 73 parcels in the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (GMPAP), and 49 parcels in the CVMP, for a total of 125 existing 
lots of record. 

Because a number of the existing lots exceed the minimum land use densities provided for in 
the three land use plans that cover the ranch, additional subdivision of these lots could be pursued by 
the applicant. If the applicant submits a comprehensive development plan for the entire ranch, ~ 
ranchwide density of 40 acres per unit would be permitted (Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 93-
115). By subdividing the existing lots, 397 new lots could be created, bringing the ranchwide total 
to 522 lots. 

If the applicants do not pursue development under the ranchwide comprehensive development 
plan, (Resolution No. 93-115), the acreage within the GMP AP portion of the ranch will revert to 160 
acres per unit, and the land use densities for the balance of the acreage in the CVMP (10 acres per 
unit) and coastal zone (CZ) areas ( 40 acres per unit) would remain under the existing land use 
designations. Subdividing existing legal lots would result in the following: 49 lots in the GMP AP, 
199 lots in the CVMP and 17 lots in the CZ, for a total of 265. 

In summary, 125-522 lots are possible u.nder this alternative. Forecasting the exact number 
that would be pursued is speculative; however, estimating the number of lots is appropriate to 
establish a comparison between alternatives. Therefore, the mean of this range was selected as an 
appropriate unbiased number of lots assumed to be developed. This alternative is based on the 
assumption of 323 lots developed for single-family residences and no development of commercial, 
visitor-serving, or recreational facilities. Resource management plans would not be implemented, and 
no preserve would be created. 

Impact Discussion 

Economics. Compared to the effects of the proposed project, this alternative would reduce. 
the direct and secondary employment generated by the construction of the proposed project. In 
particular, the elimination of commercial, visitor-serving, and recreation facilities would substantially 
eliminate employment required for construction and operation of these facilities. Implementation of 
this alternative would have little effect on Monterey County's jobs/housing balance. 
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Geology and Minerals. Compared to the proposed project, slightly fewer people overall 
would be exposed to seismically induced ground shaking and potential for liquefaction under this 
alternative; however, some of the lots that would be developed under this alternative would be 
located near or on active faults. Substantial grading, changes in topography, and overcovering of 
soils exceeding that of the proposed project would also be expected under this alternative due to the 
location of many lots in the steepest areas of Rancho San Carlos. 

Soils. This alternative would have greater erosion and sedimentation impacts compared to 
the proposed project largely due to the location of proposed lots on steep slopes. 

Groundwater, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand. This alternative 
would have an estimated gross water demand of approximately 242 af/yr assu~ng an average annual 
water demand of0.75 af/yr/dwelling unit. This demand is less than that of the applicant's proposed 
project. Short-term and indirect impacts on the groundwater aquifer would be reduced under this 
alternative compared to the proposed project, but not to less-than-significant levels. Additionally, 
because individual lots are involved under this alternative, it is likely that the water system would 
consist of individual wells and not be managed as one system; therefore, the potential for individual 
well operations influencing each other (e.g., by increasing draw:down) would increase under this 
alternative. 

Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality. This alternative would result in increased runoff, 
flooding and decreased water quality compared to existing conditions. Significant impacts would 
result because many of the lots are located on steep slopes and adjacent to sensitive riparian habitat; 
increased runoff, urban pollutants, and sedimentation could cause adverse effects at these locations: 
This alternative would result in localized impacts in the steep areas of the site that exceed the 
proposed project. The flooding impact on the Carmel River would be similar under this alternative 
compared to the proposed project. 

Fisheries. This alternative could have more severe fisheries impacts than the proposed 
project for the reasons stated above under runoff, flooding, and water quality. The impacts of water 
quality on fisheries habitat would be significant. 

Biological Resources. This alternative would result in the development of lots in sensitive 
habitats, including chaparral, mixed evergreen forest, riparian habitat, oak savanna, grasslands, and 
coastal terrace prairie. In addition, the dispersed nature of the lots would require the extension of 
roadways and infrastructure through these sensitive habitats. Direct habitat loss, disruption of wildlife 
corridors, and the indirect impacts associated with urban development would be greater under this 
alternative compared to the proposed project. The benefits of the preserve, including the resource 
management plan, grazing plan, and fire management plan of the proposed project, would not be 
realized under this alternative. 

Aesthetics. This alternative would result in hillside development that would be visible from 
Robinson Canyon Road, a county-designated scenic road, and other important viewing locations. 
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Because this alternative does not assume controls for architectural characteristics, sensitive siting, or 
screening, .the aesthetic impacts of this alternative would likely be significant and unavoidable. 

Traffic. This alternative Would result in slightly fewer daily and peak hour trips onsite than 
the proposed project; however, it would result in substantially greater offsite impacts than the 
proposed project because no commercial or resident-serving uses would be provided onsite, therefore 
requiring more offsite travel. 

Climate and Air Quality. Construction and operational impacts would be similar in kind 
to the proposed project but would likely be less severe than the proposed project because fewer units 
would be developed. 

Noise. No significant noise impacts would be likely under this alternative. 

Public Services and Utilities. This alternative would slightly reduce the demand for water, 
wastewater, electricity, telephone, cable, solid waste, schools, and law enforcement services 
compared to the proposed project because fewer units would be developed.. Fire hazards would likely 
be greater under this alternative due to the location oflots in fire-prone chaparral and on steep slopes, 
reducing the ability of fire protection equipment (e.g., pumpers) and personnel to reach residences. 

Cultural Resources. This alternative would result in potentially significant impacts to 
cultural resources because the many lots are located in unsurveyed areas of the site where important 
cultural resources could be located. 

Social EfTects. This alternative would have little effect on the social characteristics of region. 

Reduced-Lodge Alternative 

Description 

This alternative would reduce the lodge from a 110-room full-service visitor accommodation 
to 50 guest bungalows with no central facilities and would develop 297 residential units, 40 guest 
units in the hacienda, a ranch center, sporting center, equestrian center, employee recreation center, 
a golf trail, and a preserve. 

Impact Discussion 

Economics. The reduced scale of this alternative would slightly reduce the direct 
and secondary employment generated by construction and maintenance of the facilities. Imple­
mentation of.this alternative would have little effect on Monterey County's jobs/housing balance. 
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Geology and Minerals. The impacts of this alternative are similar to the impacts of the 
proposed project; the difference would be fewer lodge visitors and lodge structures potentially 
~xposed to seismic hazards. The same impacts and mitigation measures of the proposed project 
would apply under this alternative. 

Soils. Depending on the site design, this alternative would have slightly less erosion and 
sedimentation impacts compared to the proposed project because there would be no central facility 
(i.e., main building). The impacts of the proposed project would not be substantially reduced under 
this alternative, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Groundwater, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand. This alternative 
would reduce the estimated gross water demand of the proposed project by approximately 12 af/yr 
assuming an average annual water demand of 0.204 a£'unit. This reduction would not reduce the 
impacts of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level, and the same impacts and mitigation 
measures would apply. 

Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality. This alternative would result in a magnitude of 
increased runoff, flooding, and decreased water quality similar to the proposed project. There would 
be a slight reduction in impacts, but the impacts of the proposed project would not be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Fisheries. This alternative would result in fisheries impacts similar to the proposed project. 
There would be a slight reduction in impacts, but the impacts of the proposed project would not be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Biological Resources. This alternative would reduce the impacts on coastal terrace prairie 
land by less than 2 acres; all other impacts would be the same. The same impacts and mitigation 
measures of the proposed project would apply. 

Aesthetics. This alternative would result in the same visual impacts as the proposed project, 
except that the main building would not be developed, slightly reducing the visual impacts at this 
location. The same impacts and mitigation measures of the proposed project would apply. 

Traffic. This alternative would result in 348 fewer daily trips off the ranch than the proposed 
project; however, this would not reduce the impacts of the proposed project to a less-than-significant 
level, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Climate and Air Quality. Construction and operational impacts would be similar to, but 
slightly less than, the proposed project. The same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Noise. No significant noise impacts would be likely under this alternative. 
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Public Services and Utilities. This alternative would slightly reduce the demand for water, 
wastewater; electricity, telephone, cable; solid waste, and law enforcement services compared to the 
proposed project; however, this reduction would not decrease the impacts of the proposed project 
to a less-than-significant level, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Cultural Resources. This alternative would result in no change to impacts on cultural 
resources. The same impacts and the mitigation measures would apply. 

Social Effects. This alternative would have little effect on the social characteristics of the 
region. 

No-Golf Trail Alternative 

Description 

This alternative does not include a golf trail; but includes all other elements of the proposed 
project including a 110-room full-service visitor accommodation, 297 residential units, 40 guest units 
in the hacienda, a ranch center, sporting center, equestrian center, employee recreation center, and 
a preserve. 

Impact Discussion 

Economics. The reduced scale of this alternative would slightly reduce the direct 
and secondary employment generated by construction and maintenance of the facilities. 
Implementation of this alternative would have little effect on Monterey County's job/housing balance, 

Geology and Minerals. The impacts of this alternative would be similar to the impacts of 
the proposed project except that the golf clubhouse would· not be. developed. The same impacts and 
mitigation measures as those of the proposed project would apply under this alternative. 

Soils. This alternative would result in slightly 1edoced continued erosion and sedimentation 
impacts in the San Clemente Creek watershed compared to the proposed project because no g1ading 
or emth-disturl,ing activities would be erosion and sedimentation control plan would be implemented 
associated with the golf trail; this area is experiencing gu/leying and erosion from past land use 
priorities. The grading of the proposed project would be reduced by approximately 292,000 cubic 
yards. The impacts of the proposed project would not bt-: substai1tially reduced under this alternative, 
and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Groundwater, Stream Base Flow, and Water Supply and Demand. This alternative 
would reduce the estimated net water demand of the proposed project by approximately 
zffJ J 52 ajlyr. This represents a substantial reduction in water demand but may would not reduce 
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the impacts of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level, and the same impacts and 
mitigation measures would apply. 

Runoff, Flooding, and Water Quality. This alternative would result in a similar magnitude 
of increased runoff, flooding, and decreased water quality similar to the proposed project. The 
potential water quality impacts of irrigating the golf trail with reclaimed wastewater would be 
eliminated under this alternative. The impacts associated with all other issues and mitigation 
measures would apply. 

Fisheries. This alternative would result in fisheries impacts similar to the proposed project. 
A slight reduction in impacts would result but would not reduce the impacts of the proposed project 
to a less-than-significant level, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Biological Resources. This alternative would reduce the impacts on oak woodlands and 
savannas by 53 acres; annual grasslands by 45 acres; riparian habitats by 5 acres; herbaceous wetlands 
by 4 acres; and dependent wildlife species, including Cooper's hawk, golden eagle, American badger, 
burrowing owL California homed lark, purple martin, yellow warbler, yellow-breasted chat, and the 
dusky-footed woodrat. Seventy-eight fewer landmark trees would be removed under this alternative. 
All other impacts and mitigation measures would be the same as those of the proposed project. 

Aesthetics. This alternative would result in visual impacts similar to the proposed project, 
except that the clubhouse and golf trail would not be developed. Their elimination from the project 
would not change the impact conclusions reached for the proposed project because the golf trail and 
clubhouse would not result in a significant visual impact. The same impacts and mitigati9n measures 
as those of the proposed project would apply. 

Traffic. This alternative would result in 35 fewer daily trips than the proposed project; 
however, this reduction would not decrease the impacts of the proposed project to a less-than­
significant level, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Climate and Air Quality. Construction and operational impacts would be similar to, but 
slightly less than, the proposed project. The same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Noise. No significant noise impacts would be likely under this alternative. 

Public Services and Utilities. This alternative would slightly reduce the demand for 
electricity, telephone, cable, solid waste, and law enforcement services compared to the proposed 
project; however, this reduction would not decrease the impacts of the proposed project to a less­
than-significant level, and the same impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 

Cultural Resources. This alternative would avoid impacts on CA-MNT-1700, and all other 
impacts and mitigation measures would apply. 
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Social.Effects. This alternative would have little effect on the social characteristics of the 
region. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND IDENTIFICATION 
OF THE ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Table 20-2 provides a comparison of impacts of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR to the 
proposed project. The issue areas of main concern for the the proposed project based on public and 
agency comments include groundwater demand, traffic on Carmel Valley Road and Robinson 
Canyon Road, biological resources, water quality impacts, visual impacts, and cultural resources. 

CEQA states that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No-Project Alternative, 
the EJR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 
Maintenance of existing conditions would result in the least environmental impact because there 
would no impacts on resources; (however, there would not be the benefits associated with the 
resource management plan, grazing plan, erosion control plans, and fire management plai1.) 
Because the environmentally superior alternative is maintenance of existing conditions, this 
comparison is between the four project alternatives: No-Lodge, Reduced Lodge, No-Golf Ttail, and 
the proposed project. 

Groundwater Demand 

Of the alternatives evaluated, the No-Golf Trail Alternative would result in the least demand 
for groundwater (Table 20-2), 

Water Quality 

Many members of the public were concerned with the adverse effects on water quality 
associated with the use of fertilizers and pesti~ides on the golf trail. However, the overall design 
and management of the golf trail will preclude significant environmental impacts. Additionally, the 
golf trail will reduce erosion and sedimentation in the San Clemente watershed because of the 
implementation of the erosion control plan in an dreg that is experiencing severe gulleying and 
sedimentation from historic o_vergrazing. 

Therefore, it was determined that the No-Lodge Alternative would have the least water 
quality impacts because fewer acres woulc! be disturbed and less dreas would become impervious. 
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Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be a 
reduction in construction­
related direct and secondary 
employment as well as 
reductions in permanent 
employment; onsite 
employment would be 
reduced from an estimated 
227 jobs to 126 jobs, while 
secondary employment 
would be reduced from 462 
jobs to 311 jobs. There 
would be no effect on 
Monterey County's 
jobs/housing balance. 

Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be 
slightly fewer people 
exposed to seismic hazards, 
slightly less changes in 
topography and 
overcovering of the soil, a 
decrease in the amount of 
aggregate and Carn1el Stone 
e:-.1racted from the site, and 
no change in potential effect 
on paleontological resources 

Table 20-2. Comparison oflmpacts of the Alternatives to the Proposed Project Alternative 

No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of 

Existing Conditions) 

No change to local and 
regional employment levels 
would occur; therefore, this 
alternative would not affect 
Monterey County's 
jobs/housing balance. 
Compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative 
would have an estimated 
227 direct and 462 
secondary fewer jobs. 

No impacts on geology and 
minerals would occur. 

No-Project Alternative 
(Existing Lots of Record) 

Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be a 
reduction in construction­
related direct and secondary 
employment , as well as 
reductions in permanent 
employment . This 
alternative would have little 
effect on Monterey County's 
jobs/housing balance. 

Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be 
slightly fewer people 
exposed to seismic hazards; 
however, some of the lots 
that would be developed 
under this alternative could 
be located near or on active 
faults. Substantial grading, 
changes in topography, and 
overcovering of soils 
exceeding that of the 
proposed project could also 
be expected due to the 
location of many lots in the 
steepest areas of the project 
site. 

Reduced-Lodge 
Alternative 

Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be a 
reduction in construction­
related direct and secondary 
employment , as well as 
reductions in permanent 
employment. This 
alternative would have little 
effect on Monterey County's 
jobs/housing balance. 

Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be 
slightly fewer people 
exposed to seismic hazards, 
slightly less changes in 
topography and 
ovcrcovering of the soil, a 
decrease in the amount of 
aggregate and Cam1el Stone 
e)l.iracted from the site, and 
no change in potential effect 
on paleontological resources 

No-Golf Trail 
Alternative 

Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be a 
reduction in construction­
related direct and secondary 
employment , as well as 
reductions in permanent 
employment: This 
alternative would have little 
effect on Monterey County's 
jobs/housing balance. 

Compared to the proposed 
projects, the impacts on 
geology and minerals would 
not be substantially reduced 
under this alternative, and 
the same impacts and 
mitigation measures would 
apply. 
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Proposed Project 

The proposed project would 
result in the generation of 
construction- and 
operations-related 
employment. Direct 
operations-related 
employment is estimated at 
approximately 241 full-time 
positions and secondary is 
estimated to be 428 jobs. 
Implementation would have 
no effect on Monterey 
County's jobs/housing 
balance. 

The proposed project could 
disrupt and destroy a limited 
paleontological resource as 
a result of site grading, and 
increase exposure of people 
and structures to seismically 
induced events and those 
related to landslides or other 
slope failures. 



Table 20-2. Continued 

No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of No-Project Alternative 

Topic No-Lodge Alternative Existing Conditions} (Existing Lots of Record} 

Soils Compared to the proposed No impacts on soils would Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be a occur. project, this alternative 
reduction in removal of would have greater erosion 
vegetation, soil compaction, and sedimentation impacts 
and erosion and largely due to the location of 
sedimentation lots on steep slopes. 
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Groundwater Compared to the proposed No impacts would occur; Compared to the proposed 
Hydrology, project, net consumptive use however, under this project, groundwater 
Stream Base of groundwater would alternative, stream base demand would be reduced 
Flow, and \\'ntu decrease by 13.6 af/yr: flow. riparian vegetation, by approximately 120 af/yr. 
Supplynnd and offsite water users Short-tem1 and indirect 
Demand Short-term local impacts would forgo a net beneficial impacts would also be 

would be similar to those of effect since the Cattle reduced, though not to a 
the proposed project and Grazing Plan would not be less-than-significant level. 
long,term indirect impacts, implemented. l11ere is also a potential 
although reduced by 5%, impact because the water 
would still require system would consist of 
applicable mitigation. individual wells and not be 
ilieasures. managed as one system. 

Reduced-Lodge 
Alternative 

Compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative 
would have slightly less 
erosion and sedimentation 
impacts because there would 
be no central facility (i.e., 
main building). The impacts 
of the proposed project 
would not be substantially 
reduced, and the same 
impacts and mitigation 
measures would apply. 

l11is alternative would 
reduce the estimated gross 
water demand of the 
proposed project by 
approximately 12 af/)T. 
This reduction would not 
reduce the impacts of the 
proposed project to a less-
than-significant level, and. 
tl1e same impacts and 
mitigation measures would 
apply. 

No-Golf Trail 
Alternative 

The golf trail application 
includes a comprehensive 
erosion control plan that 
would reduce existing 
erosion and sedimentation 
into adjacent streamcourses. 
Thus, without implementa-
tion of the golf trail erosion 
control plan, there would be 
continued erosion and 
sedimentation. The grading 
of this alternative compared 
to the proposed project 
would be reduced by 
approximately 292,000 
cubic yards. The same 
impacts and mitigation 
measures as those of the 
proposed project would 
apply. 

l11is alternative would 
reduce the estimated net 
water demand of the 
proposed project by 
approximately I 07 af/yr. 
This represents a substantial 
reduction in water demand 
but would not reduce the 
impacts of the proposed 
project to a less-than-
significant level, and the 
same impacts and mitigation 
measures would apply. 
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l'roposed Project 

The proposed project could 
accelerate erosion and 
sedimentation on a ranch­
wide basis, and reduce soil 
productivity and 
revegetation potential. Soil 
erosion and sedimentation, 
however, would be reduced 
through implementation of 
proposed erosion control 
plans and the resource 
management plan. 

The proposed project would 
increase net groundwater 
demand by 272 af/yr and 
could result in water supply 
shortages because of 
overestimated well yields, as 
well as induced seepage 
losses from creeks, 
substantially deplete dry­
season base flows, and 
decrease long-term or 
drought-period base flows. 
It could also affect direct 
mortality and total area of 
riparian vegetation because 
of groundwater pumping 
near base flow reaches. 

Implementation of the Cattle 
Grazing Plan would provide 
a beneficial impact of 
increased groundwater 
recharge. 
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Runoff, 
Flooding, and 
Water QuaUty 

Fisheries 

No-Lo<!&!:_ Alternative_ 

Compared to the proposed 
project, this aliernative 
would result in similar types 
of impacts; there would be a 
reduction in the total amount 
of impervious area, which 
would reduce runoff that 
could contribute to local 
flooding and flooding on the 
Carmel River. Water 
quality impacts would also 
be similar to those of the 
proposed project. 

Compared to the proposed 
project, impacts on fisheries 
would be similar. 

No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of 

Existing Conditions) 

No impacts would occur; 
however, beneficial effects 
on surface water hydrology 
and runoff would not be 
realized under this 
alternative because the 
Cattle Grazing Plan would 
not be implemented. 

No impacts on fisheries 
would occur. 

Table 20-2. Continued 

No-Project Alternative 
- (Existing Lots ofRecord) 

Compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative 
would result in increased 
runoff, flooding and 
decreased water quality. 
Localized impacts in the 
steep areas of the site would 
occur that exceed those of 
the proposed project. 

Compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative 
could have more severe 
fisheries impacts than the 
proposed project because of 
runoff, flooding, and water 
quality impacts associated 
with development in 
environmentally constrained 
areas ( e.g., steep slopes, 
forested areas, etc). 

Reduced-Lodge 
Alternative 

Compared lo the proposed 
project, this alternative 
would result in a similar 
magnitude of increased 
runoff, flooding, and 
decreased water quality. 
ll1ere would be a slight 
reduction in impacts, but the 
impacts of the proposed 
project would not be reduced 
to a less-than-significant 
level, and the same impacts 
and mitigation measures 

-would apply. 

Compared lo the proposed 
project, this alternative 
would result in similar 
fisheries impacts. There 
would be a slight reduction 
in impacts, but the impacts 
of the proposed project 
would not be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level, 
and the same impacts and 
mitigation measures would 
apply. 

No-Golf Trail 
Alternative 

Compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative 
would result in a similar 
magnitude of increased 
runoff, flooding, and 
decreased water quality 
The potential water quality 
impacts of irrigating the golf 
trail with reclaimed 
wastewater would be 
eliminated under this 
alternative. The impacts and 
mitigation measures 
associated with all other 
issues would apply. 
Continued water quality 
degradation would occur in 
the San Clemente watershed 
as a result of continued 
erosion. 

Compared to the proposed 
project, this alternative 
would result in similar 
fisheries impacts. Because 
ongoing erosion in the San 
Clemente watershed would 
not be rectified by the 
applicant's proposed erosion 
control plan under this 
alternative, fisheries impacts 
would be greater for this 
watershed compared to the 
proposed project. 
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Proposed Project 

The proposed project would 
result in increased 
stormwater runoff, a 
potential increase in 
flooding on the Carmel 
River, and degradation of 
surface water and 
groundwater quality. 

Implementation of the Cattle 
Grazing Plan would result 
in a beneficial impact of 
increased infiltration and 
base flows, and decreased 
floodflows. 

ll1e proposed project could 
cause acute and chronic 
toxicity to fisheries and 
reduced fish productivity. It 
could reduce spawning and 
habitat conditions as a result 
of water quality issues and 
reduce overall fisheries 
habitat as a resu It of 
groundwater extraction. 
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No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of No-Project Alternative Reduced-Lodge No-Golf Trail 

Topic No-Lodge Alternative Existing Conditions} (Existing U>ts of Record} Alternative Alternative l'rollosed Project 

Biological Compared to the proposed No biological impacts would Direct habitat loss, This alternative would This alternative would The proposed project could 
Resources project, approximately SO occur; however, beneficial disruption of wildlife reduce the impacts on reduce the impacts on oak eliminate or degrade 574.7 

fewer acres of natural effects, such as corridors, and the indirect coastal terrace prairie land woodlands and savannas by acres of oak woodlands and 
vegetation and associated improvements to native impacts associated with by less than 2 acres; all other SJ acres; annual grasslands savannas and 26.6 acres of 
wildlife habitat would be grass stands from grazing urban development would be impacts would be the same. by 4S acres; riparian coastal terrace prairie. 
affected under this regime modifications and greater under this alternative The same impacts and habitats by S acres; Construction-related 
alternative; a substantial native habitat improvements compared to the proposed mitigation measures of the herbaceous wetlands by 4 impacts could disrupt 
reduction in the eKlent of from the control of invasive project. The benefits of the proposed project would acres; and dependent nesting Cooper's hawks and 
loss or degradation to an exotics, would not occur preserve, including the apply. wildlife species, including golden eagles. It could 
important native conununity because the resource resource management, Cooper's hawk, golden eliminate 229 landmark 
would occur. Because only management plans grazing, and fire eagle, American badger, trees and induce an adverse 
2.3% of the total area of developed by the project management plans, would burrowing owl, California effect on riparian vegetation 
coastal terrace prairie would applicant would not be not be realized under this homed lark, purple martin, from changes in 
be affected under this implemented. alternative, yellow warbler, yellow- groundwater hydrology. 
alternative, the impact· breasted chat, and the dusky-
would' be considered less footed woodrat. Seventy- Beneficial impacts of the 
than significant. eight fewer landmark trees proposed project would be 

N Additionally, two fewer would be removed under this improvement of grassland 
0 landmark trees would be alternative. All other and oak savanna habitats I 

-N removed and there would be impacts and mitigation through changes in the 
~ 

a slight reduction in the loss measures would be the same grazing regime, as well as a 
of area utilized by special- as those of the proposed reduction in the ex1ent of 
status wildlife with potential project. invasive exotic plant species 
to occur in habitats on the through active vegefation 
lodge site. management. 

Aesthetics Compared to the proposed· No aesthetic impacts would Because this alternative does l11is alternative would result This alternative would result The proposed project would 
project, this altemative occur. not assume controls for in the same visual impacts as in visual impacts similar to significantly change views 
would have no substantial' architectural characteristics, the proposed project, except those of the proposed north from the intersection 
adverse aesthetic effects on sensitive siting, or screening, that the main building would project, except that the of Robinson Canyon Road 
views from Robinson the aesthetic impacts of this not be developed, slightly clubhouse and golf trail, and Rancho San Carlos 
Canyon Road. It may have alternative would be greater reducing the visual impacts which did not result in a Road. 
a slight beneficial effect but than the proposed project. at this location. The same significant visual impact, 
would not substantially impacts and mitigation would not be developed. 
affect the quality of.vie\VS measures of the proposed The same impacts and 
from private residences or project would apply. mitigation measures as those 
public trails. of the proposed project 

would apply. 
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Traffic 

No-I.,Q!lge Alternative_ 

Compared to the proposed 
project, there would be a 
slight overall reduction in 
traffic levels, but similar 
types of significant impacts 
as those of the proposed 
project would occur and 
would require mitigation. 
This alternative would result 
in .510 fewer daily trips and 
36 fewer p.m. peak hour 
trips than the proposed 
project. 

No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of 

Existing Conditions) 

No traffic impacts would 
occur. 

'-__ _/ 

Table 20-2. Continued 

No-Project Alternative 
(Existing Lots ofRecord) 

This alternative would result 
in slightly fewer daily and 
peak hour trips onsite than 
the proposed project; 
however, it would result in 
substantially greater olfsite 
impacts than the proposed 
project because no 
commercial or resident­
serving uses would be 
provided onsite, which 
would require more olfsite 
travel. 

Reduced-Lodge 
Alt~ative 

This alternative would result 
in 348 fewer daily trips off 
the ranch than the proposed 
project; however, this would 
not reduce the impacts of the 
proposed project to a less­
than-significant level, and 
the same impacts and 
mitigation measures would 
apply. 

No-Golf Trail 
Al!emative 

This alternative would result 
in 3.5 fewer daily trips than 
the proposed project; 
however, this reduction 
would not decrease the 
impacts of the proposed 
project to a less-than­
significant level, and the 
same impacts and mitigation 
measures would apply. 
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Proposed Project 

The proposed project would 
result in the following: 

increased traffic volume 
on segment 6 ofCannel 
Valley Road; 

degradation ofa.m. and 
p.m.peak-hour LOS at 
the intersection of 
Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos 
Road; 

degradation ofWS at 
the intersection of 
Highway I and 
Carpenter Street; 

addition of traffic 
volume to the 
intersection of Highway 
I and Cannel Valley 
Road; 

increase in VIC by more 
than I% at the 
intersection of Highway 
l and Rio Road; and, 

increased traffic haz.ards 
resulting from addition 
of construction trucks 
and additional traffic 
volumes to Rancho San 
Carlos Road. 
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No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of No-Project Alternative Reduced-Lodge No-Golf Trail 

Tc:ipic No-Lodge Alternative Existing Conditions} (Existing Lots of Record} Alternative Alternative Prooosed Project 

Climate and Air Compared to the proposed No air quality impacts Construction and Construction and Construction and The proposed project could 
Quality project, similar types of would occur. operational impacts would operational impacts would operational impacts would increase PM l O emission 

impacts would occur. The be similar in kind to the be similar to, but slightly be similar to, but slightly during project construction. 
resu !ting decrease in the proposed project but would less than, those of the less than, those of the There could also be odor 
period of construction would likely be less severe than the proposed project. 1l1e same proposed project. The same generation impacts 
result in a lower overall proposed project because impacts and mitigation impacts and mitigation associated with the 
level of emissions over the fewer units would be measures would apply. measures would apply. operation of the portable 
life of the project; however, developed. asphalt batch plant and the 
mitigation would still be proposed equestrian center . 
required as daily 
construction-related 
activities would still be high 
enough to create significant 
impacts. 

Noise Similar types of impacts as No noise impacts would No impacts would be likely No significant impacts No significant impacts No significant impacts 

Iv those of the proposed project occur. to occur. would be likely to occur. would be likely to occur. would be likely to occur. 
0 would occur, although slight 
I reductions in the ex1ent and N 
0\ duration of construction-

related noise impacts would 
occur. 

Public Sen·lces llte impacts of this No impacts would occur. 1l1is alternative would This alternative would 1l1is alternative would 1l1e proposed project could 
end Utilities alternative would be similar slightly reduce the demand slightly reduce the d~mand slightly reduce the demand potentially generate 

to, but slightly less than, for most public services for most public services for many public services increased demand for 
those of the proposed compared to the proposed compared to the proposed compared to the proposed schools. 
project. project because fewer units project; however, this project; however, this 

would be developed; reduction would not reduction would not Beneficial impactswould be 
however, fire hazards would decrease the impacts of the decrease the impacts of the consistent with LAFCO 
likely be greater due to the proposed project to a less- proposed project to a less- Groundwater Standards and 
location oflots in .fire-prone than-significant level, and than-significant level, and Standards for the Evaluation 
chaparral and on steep the same impacts and the same impacts and of Proposals, as well as an 
slopes, reducing the ability mitigation measures would mitigation measures would increased amount·of 
of fire protection equipment apply. apply. wastewater for disposal and 
and personnel to reach need for recreation trails. 
residences. 



N 
0 
N 
-...J 

(j 

To.l!_ic 

Cultural 
Re9ources 

No-Lodge Alternative 

Compared to the proposed 
project, the impacts would 
be the same. 

No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of 

Existing Conditions) 

No impacts on cultural 
resources would occur. 

Table 20-2. Continued 

No-Project Alternative 
(Existing Lots of Record) 

This alternative would result 
in potentially significant 
impacts on cultural 
resources because the many 
lots are located in 
unsurveyed areas of the site 
where important cultural 
resources could be located. 

Reduced-Lodge 
Alternative 

Compared to the proposed 
project, the impacts would 
be the same. 

No-GolfTrail 
Alternative 

This alternative would avoid 
impacts on CA-MNT-1700, 
and all other impacts and 
mitigation measures would 
apply. 
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Proposed Project 

The proposed project would 
result in the following 
impacts: 

• unanticipated impacts on 
prehistoric and historic 
resources from 
construction and 
construction-related 
activities; 

• potential damage to or 
destruction of prehistoric 
archaeological sites 
CA-MNT-1481, -1482, 
-1483, -1484, -1485, 
-1486/H, -1700, -1702, 
and-1704; 

• damage to an historic 
district; 

• potential impact to San 
Francisquito Adobe; 

• potential. damage lo or 
destruction of known · 
and unknown historic 
and archaeological and 
architectural resources; 

• potential damage to or 
destruction of known 
prehistoric 
archaeological or 
historic-period resources; 
and 

• potential damage to or 
destruction of known 
prehistoric- or historic 
period resources. 
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Social Effects 

No-Project Alternative 
(Maintenance of 

No-Lodge Alternative Existing Conditions) 

Similar types of impacts as No impacts would occur. 
those of the proposed project 
would occur, although the 
reduction in traffic 
associated with the operation 
of lodge facilities would 
represent a minor 
improven1ent. 

Table 20-2. Continued 

No-Project Alternative 
(Existing Lots of Record) 

This alternative would have 
little effect on the social 
characteristics of the region. 

Reduced-Lodge 
Alternative 

This alternative would have 
little effect on the social 
characteristics of the region. 

No-Golf Trail 
Altl;l'llative 

This alternative would have 
little effect on the social 
characteristics of the region. 

Page 8 of 8 

Proposed Project 

The proposed prnject would 
have little effect on the 
social characteristics of the 
region. 



Biological Resources 

Of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR, the No-Golf Trail Alternative would have the least 
impacts on biological resources (Table 20-2). Even though the applicant is proposing wetland and 
landmark tree compensation to reduce impacts, compensation is not considered superior to 
avoidance of impacts altogether. 

Aesthetics 

Of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR, there is no clear alternative that poses the least 
impact on aesthetics. The No-Golf Trail Alternative would eliminate impacts associated with the 
golf clubhouse and trail while the No-Lodge Alternative would eliminate impacts associated with 
the lodge. Neither of these elements of the proposed project was considered to pose significant 
impacts on visual resources. Therefore, elimination of either of these elements would not 
substantially reduce visual resource impacts. 

Traffic 

·) Of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR, the No-Lodge Alternative would generate the least 
amount of traffic (Table 20-2). 

Cultural Resources 

Of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR, the No-Golf Trail Alternative would have the least 
impact on cultural resources (Table 20-2). 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 

The No-Golf Trail Alternative would pose the least impacts on groundwater, biology, and 
cultural resources and is therefore considered the environmentally superior alternative of the project 
alternatives. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II . 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

20-29 

Alternatives 
September 14, 1995 



20-30 



Chapter 21. Citations 

PRINTED REFERENCES 

ABAG Training Institute. 1988. Public services and infrastructure. May 17. Oakland, CA. 

Akan, A. 1993. Urban stormwater hydrology. Technomic Publishing Company, Inc. Lancaster, 
PA. 

Alkire, W. K., M. J. O'Connor, D. J. Shetlar, and A. Harivandi. 1994. Draft integrated golf course 
management plan for the Santa Lucia Preserve golf trail, Monterey County, California. 
December. N.p. 

Archaeological Consulting. 1992. Baseline archaeological studies at Rancho San Carlos, Carmel 
Valley, Monterey County, California. September 2. Submitted to Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

____ . 1994a. Inventory of prehistoric cultural resources and preliminary mitigation plan for 
Rancho San Carlos, Carmel Valley, Monterey County, California. Submitted to Rancho San 
Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

___ . 1994b. Preliminary archaeological report and archaeological mitigation plan for site CA­
MNT-1700, Rancho San Carlos, Carmel Valley, Monterey County, California. · October 15. 
Submitted to Mr. Roger Franklin, Robert Lamb Hart. 

Association of Bay Area Governments. 1987. 1982 input-output model and economic multipliers 
for the San Francisco Bay region. Oakland, CA. 

Balance Hydrologies, Inc. 1990. Memorandum to Bill Elsey, Habitat Restoration Group, and others 
regarding base flow conditions in Las GaI7.as Creek. November 19. Berkeley, CA. Prepared for 
Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

____ . 1991a. Memorandum to File 9054.7 (restoration reconnaissance) regarding base flow 
conditions on Las Garzas Creek. August 23. Berkeley, CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-1 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



1991b. Letter report to Bill Elsey, Habitat Restoration Group, regarding base flow in San 
Jose, Potrero, and Las Garzas Creeks. August 30. Berkeley, CA. Prepared for Rancho San 
, Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA 

____ . 1991c. Memorandum to file 9054.7 (restoration reconnaissance) regarding flow arid 
sediment conditions along San Jose Creek. August 30. Berkeley, CA. Prepared for Rancho San 
Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA 

Ballanti, Donald. 1994. Air quality impact analysis of Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County. El 
Cerrito, CA 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 1985. Air quality and urban development, guidelines 
for assessing impacts of projects and plans. San Francisco, CA 

Beardsley, R. C., C. E. Donnan, C. A Friehe, L. K. Rosenfeld, and C. D. Winant. 1987. Local 
atmospheric forcing during the coastal ocean dynamics experiment - description of the marine 
boundary layer and atmospheric conditions over a northern California upwelling region. Journal 
of Geophysical Research 92:91467-91488. 

Beedy, E. C., S. D. Sanders, and D. Bloom. 1991. Breeding status, distribution, and habitat 
associations of the tricolored blackbird (Age/aius tricolor) 1850-1989. Sacramento, CA 
Prepared for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service., Sacramento, CA 

Bestor Engineers, Inc. 1994a. Rancho San Carlos preliminary drainage and erosion control report. 
February. Monterey, CA Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA 

____ . 1994b. The Santa Lucia Preserve golf trail preliminary drainage report. December. 
Monterey, CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Bies, D. A., and C. H. Hansen. 1988. Engineering noise control: theory and practice. Unwin 
Hymand. London, England. 

BioSystems Analysis, Inc. 1992a. Biological resources inventory. Santa Cruz, CA Submitted to 
The Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA 

___ . 1992b. Rancho San Carlos 1992 annual monitoring report (draft) .. Biosystems Analysis, 
Inc. Santa Cruz, CA Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA 

____ . 1994a. Rancho San Carlos special-status wildlife and botanical resources on the Santa 
Lucia Preserve golf trail. Santa Cruz, CA Submitted to the Rancho San Carlos Partnership, 
Carmel, CA 

____ . 1994b. Rancho San Carlos special-status biological resources report. February. Santa 
Cruz, CA. Submitted to the Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume JI 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-2 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



/ 

BioSystems Analysis, Inc.; The Habitat Restoration Group; and John Stanley & Associates, Inc. 
1992. Rancho San Carlos 1992 annual monitoring report (draft). BioSystems Analysis, Inc. 
Santa Cruz, CA Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA 

Blaney, H.F., P. R Nocon, G. P. Lawless, and E. J. Widman. 1963. Utilization of the waters of the 
Santa Ynez River basin for agriculture in southern Santa Barbara County, California. U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Research Service. Riverside, CA 

Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. 1993. Environmental noise analysis; Teichert Aggregates woodland 
operations, Yolo County, California. Fair Oaks, CA September 15. Prepared for Teichert 
Aggregates, Sacramento, CA 

California. Air Resources Board. 1993. California air quality data. Volumes XXI-1989 to Volume 
:XXV-1993. Annual Summaries. Sacramento, CA 

_____ . 1982. California ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide (sea level). 
Sacramento, CA 

California. Department of Finance. 1993. California statistical abstract. Sacramento, CA 

California. Department of Fish and Game. 1994. Natural communities. Natural Diversity Data 
Base. Sacramento, CA 

California. Employment Development Department. 1994. Annual planning information Salinas" 
metropolitan statistical area (Monterey County). Sacramento, CA 

California Fish and Game Commission. 1987. Wetlands resources policy. Sacramento, CA 

California. Department of Transportation. 1988. Air quality technical analysis notes. Sacramento, 
CA 

1985. Traffic manual. Revised 1986. Sacramento, CA 

California. Department of Water Resources. 1975. Vegetative water use in California, (Bulletin 
113-3.) Sacramento, CA 

California Region Framework Study Committee. 1971. Comprehensive framework study -
California region. Appendix V. N.p. 

California State Water Resources Control Board. Division of Water Quality. 1988. Nitrate in 
drinking water, report to the legislature. (Report No. 88-1 lWQ.) Sacramento, CA 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-3 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



Division ofWater Quality. 1984. Irrigation with reclaimed municipal wastewater. A 
guidance manual.· (Report No. 84-1 WR.) Sacramento, CA. 

Camp Dresser & McKee Inc.; Balance Hydrologies, Inc.; David Keith Todd Consulting Engineers, 
Geoconsultants, Inc.; and Luhdorff Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. 1994a. Comprehensive 
hydrological study - Rancho San Carlos. March. Prepared for Rancho Sah Carlos Partnership, 
Carmel, CA. 

____ . 1994b. Comprehensive hydrological study: supplement number one. July. Walnut 
Creek, CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

____ . 1995. Supplement number two to the comprehensive hydrological study. January. 
Walnut Creek, CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Camp Dresser & McKee lhc.; Bestor Engineers, Inc.; Cleary·Consultants, Inc.; and Geoconsultants, 
Inc. 1994a. Comprehensive wastewater disposal plan. February. Prepared for Rancho San 
Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

_____ . 1994b. Supplemental nitrogen loading study. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos 
Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Charles M. Salter Associates. 1994. Rancho San Carlos noise assessment study. February. San 
Francisco, CA. 

Cleary Consultants, Inc. 1994. Geological and geotechnical investigation ii I iga:tioxY, Vesting 
tentative map submittal, Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County, California. Los Altos, CA. 
Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

_____ . 19~5a. Preliminary geotechnical engineering assessment of ground liquefaction 
JX)tential, Santa Lucia Preserve residential development, Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County, 
California. Los Altos, CA. Prepared/or Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

____ .. 1995b. Geotechnical assessment of potential debris flow conditions at the building 
envelopes, Santa Lucia Preserve, Monterey County, California. Los Altos, CA. Prepared for 
Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

_____ . 1995c. Geological investigation report, possible landslide at Lots 194-200 and 
lineament in the vicinity of Clemente Creek, SantaLuciaPreserve, Monterey County, California; 
Los Altos, CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Cozzens; and Davis. 1924. Topographical map of a portion of the George G. Moore "Home fracti' 
showing proposed improvements. On file with the Rancho Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-4 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



Denise Duffy & Associates. 1994. The Santa Lucia Preserve mitigation and monitoring plan. 
Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Dettman, D. H. 1986. Relationships between steelhead sport catch, angling success, 
and streamflows in the Carmel River during 1984. Appendix Fin D. H. Dettman and D. W. 
Kelly, Assessment of the Carmel River Steelhead Resource. Volume 1 - Biological Investigations.· 
Prepared for Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, Monterey, CA. 

Dowling Associates, Inc. 1994. Rancho San Carlos traffic impact analysis and traffic report for 
Rancho San Carlos. Oakland, CA. 

EIP Associates. 1991. Monterey Peninsula water supply project, supplemental draft EIR/EIS. 
August. San Francisco, CA. Prepared for Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, 
Monterey, CA. 

_____ . 1994. Final EIR/EIS of the Monterey Peninsula water supply project, Volume 3, 
technical appendices. March. San Francisco, California. Prepared for Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District, Monterey, CA. 

Evans, D. M. 1966. The Denver area earthquakes and the Rocky Mountain Arsenal disposal well. 
Mountain Geology 3 :23-26. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency. 1986. Flood insurance study - Monterey County, 
California - unincorporated areas. Washington, DC. 

Federal Highway Administration. 1983. Visual impact assessment for highway projects. (Contract 
DOT-FH-11-9694.) Washington, DC. 

Freeze, R. A., and J. A. Cherry. 1979. Groundwater. Prentice-Hall, Inc. Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Gaines, D. 1974. A new look at the nesting riparian avifauna of the Sacramento Valley, California. 
Western Birds 5:61-80. 

Gil Sanchez. 1994. Rancho San Carlos main ranch house and guest house historic analysis, 
Monterey County, California. Submitted to Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

____ . 1995. Survey and documentation of the equestrian center area and other buildings 
Rancho San Carlos Monterey County, California. April. Santa Cruz, CA. Prepared for Rancho 
San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research. 1986. CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act 
statutes and guidelines. Sacramento, CA. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-5 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



Greenwood and Associates, 1992. Employee housing recordation, Rancho San Carlos, Monterey 
County, California. Submitted to Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

1991. Dairy barn arid employee housing, Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County, 
California. Submitted to Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Hale, S. L. 1980. The history of Carmel, Carmel Valley, Big Sur, Point Lobos, Carmelite 
Monastery, and Los Burros. Valley Publishing Company. Santa Cruz, CA. 

Hanford, J. 1993. Carmel Valley history. Manuscript on file at the Local History Department, 
Harrison Memorial Library, Carmel, CA. 

Harris, J. H., S. D. Sanders, and M. A. Flett. The status and distribution of the willow flycatcher in 
California. (Administrative Report 88-1.) California Department of Fish and Game, Wildlife 
Management Division. Sacramento, CA. 

Harrison, R. T. 1993. Sound levels. of five motorcycles traveling over forest trails. U.S. Forest 
Service. San Dimas, CA. 

Hatano, M., P. Benson, andK. Pinkerman. 1989. CALINE4 - a dispersion model for predicting air 
pollution concentrations near roadways. Sacramento, CA. 

Henson, P., and D. J Usner. 1993. The natural history of Big Sur. University of California Press. 
Berkeley, CA. 

Holland, R. F. 1986. Preliminary description of the terrestrial natural communities of California. 
State of California, The Resources Agency, Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 

Hoover, M. B., E. Rensch, E. G. Rensch, and W. E. Abeloe. 1948. Historic spots irt California. 2nd 
edition. Revised by D. E. Kyle. Stanford University Press. Stanford, CA. 

Howard, D. M. 1973a. Lost adobes of Monterey County. Monterey County Archaeological 
Society. Monterey, CA. 

__ .._. 1973b. The history of Carmel Valley. Carmel Pine Cone (Carmel, CA). April 19, 1993. 

_______ . 1974. Archaeology in paradise. Antiquities,Research Publications. Carmel, CA. 

Howitt, B. F., and J. T. Howell. 1964. The vascular plants of Monterey County, California. The 
Wasmann Journal ofBotany 22(1):1-60. 

Hubbert, M., and W.W. Rubey. 1959. Role of fluid pressures in mechanics of overthrust faulting: 
I. Mechanics of fluid-filled porous solids and its application to overthrust faulting. Bulletin of the 
Geological Society of American 70:115-166. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-6 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



/ 
Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. 1994. Monterey pine forest ecological assessment: historical 

distribution, ecology, and current status of monterey pine. (JSA 94-083.) Sacramento, CA. 
Prepared for California Department of Fish and Game Natural Heritage Division, Sacramento, 
CA. 

Knight, R. W. 1993. Managing stocking rates to prevent adverse environmental impacts. 
Department ofRangeland Ecology and Management, Texas A & M University. College Station, 
TX. 

Kondolf, G. M., and R. R. Curry. 1984. The role of riparian vegetation in channel bank stability: 
Carmel River, California. Pages 124-133 in R. E. Warner and K. M. Hendrix (eds.), California 
Riparian Systems. University of California Press. Berkeley, CA. 

Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. 1995a. Initial analysis of intermittent pump cycles and 
domestic water demand, Rancho San Carlos. January 4. (Technical memorandum.) Woodland, 
CA. Prepared for Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc., Sacramento, CA. 

____ . 1995b. Finalized conceptual water system design, Rancho San Carlos. February 7. 
(Technical memorandum.) Woodland, CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, 
CA. 

Mccalla, G. R., W. H. Blackbum, and L. B. Merrill. 1984. Effects of livestock grazing on 
infiltration rates, Edwards Plateau, Texas. Journal of Range Management 37(3):265-269. 

Megahan, W. F. 1992. An overview of erosion and sedimentation processes on granitic soils. Pages 
11-39 in S. Sommarstrom, Proceedings of the Conference on Decomposed Granitic Soils: 
Problems and Solutions, October 21-23, 1992. Prepared for University Extension, University 
of California, Davis, CA. 

Milliken, R 1992. Ethnographic and ethnohistoric background for the San F rancisquito Flat vicinity, 
Carmel Valley, Monterey County, California. In Baseline Archaeological Studies at Rancho San 
Carlos, Carmel Valley, Monterey County, California. Prepared by Archaeological Consulting. 
Submitted to Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District. 1994. 1994 draft air quality management plan 
for the Monterey Bay Region. Monterey, CA. 

___ . 1991. 1991 air quality management plan for the Monterey Bay Region. Monterey, CA. 

Monterey County. Board of Supervisors. 1978. Noise ordinance. Salinas, CA. 

Monterey County. 1992. Monterey County General Plan. Adopted September 30, 1982. Amended 
as of October 10, 1992. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EJR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-7 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



_ __.__ .. Planning and Building Inspection Department. 1982. Monterey County, California north 
county land use plan, local coastal program. Salinas, CA. 

Mllfl: 0. P. 1993. Design, instrumentation, execution, and analysis of three bedrock pumping tests. 
Pages 171-182 in HoMorel-Seytoux (ed.), Proceedings of the thirteenth annual Hydrology Days, 
March 30-April 2, 1993, Fort Collins, CO, Hydrology Days Publications. Atherton, CA. 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 1992. Final environmental impact 
statement/management plan. Washington, DC. 

Nelson, C. S. 1977. Wmd stress and wind stress curl over the California current. (NOAA Technical 
Report: NMFS-S SRF-714.) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Washington, 
DC. 

Neufeldt, V., and D. B. Guralnik (eds.). 1988. Webster's New World Dictionary of American · 
English, third college edition. Webster's New World. Cleveland, OH, and New York, NY. 

Nolan Associates. 1995. Geologic review services, Santa Lucia Preserve. Santa Cruz, CA. 
Prepared for Jones & Stokes Associates, Sacramento, CA. 

Ogden Environmental and Energy Services. 1994. Third party review of Rancho San Carlos 
comprehensive hydrological study in letter report to Mr. Walter Wong, Monterey County Division 
of Environmental Health. December 19. San Diego, CA. Prepared for Monterey County 
Environmental Health Division Agency, Salinas, CA. Rancho San Carlos Partne1ship, Ca11nel, 
€*-

Planning Analysis & Development. 1992. Draft subsequent environmental impact· report Rancho San 
Carlos. San Francisco, CA. Prepared for the County of Monterey Planning and Building 
Inspection Department, Salinas, CA. 

Pluhar, J. J., R W. Knight, and.R K. Heitschmidt. 1987. Infiltration rates and sediment production 
as influenced by grazing systems in the Texas rolling plains. Journal of Range Management 
40(3):240-243. 

Raleigh, RF., T. Hickman, RC. Solomon, and P. C. Nelson. 1984. Habitat suitability information: 
rainbow trout. (FWS/OBS-82/10.60.) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Washington, DC. 

Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 1994a. Rancho San Carlos forest management plan. San Mateo, 
CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

___ . 1994b. The management plan for the golf trail at the Santa Lucia Preserve. San Mateo, 
CA. Prepared for the Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-8 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



Rancho San Carlos Partnership. 1994a. The Santa Lucia Preserve 1.0 comprehensive development 
plan. Carmel, CA. 

1994b. The Santa Lucia Preserve 2.0 combined development permit. Carmel, CA. 

1994c. The Santa Lucia Preserve 3.0, the golf trail: a management plan. Carmel, CA. 

1994d. The Santa Lucia Preserve visual resource analysis. Carmel, CA. 

_____ . 1994e. The Santa Lucia Preserve golf trail supplemental information package #2. 
December. Carmel, CA. 

___ . 1994f The Santa Lucia Preserve golf trail use permit application. December. Carmel, 
CA 

Ravzi, F., and C. L. Hanson. 1966. Water intake and runoff as affected by intensity of grazing. 
Journal of Range Management 19:351-356. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board - Central Coast Region. 1991. Water quality control plan -
central coast basin. San Luis Obispo, CA. 

Remsen, J. V., Jr. 1978. Bird species of concern in California. California Department of Fish and 
Game. Project PR W-54-R-9, Nongame Wildlife Investigations. Wildlife Management Branch 
Administrative Report No. 78-1. Sacramento, CA. 

Rhoades, E. D., L. F. Locke, H. M. Taylor, and E. H. Mcilvain. 1964. Water intake on a sandy 
range as affected by 20 years of differential cattle stocking rates. Journal of Range Management 
17:185-190. 

Rice, C. 1992. "Woman recalls hard times at Rancho San Carlos." Weekly Sun. March 6, 1992. 

Roberson, D. 1985. Monterey birds. Monterey Peninsula Audubon Society. Monterey, CA. 

Roy A Perkins, Inc. 1994. Santa Lucia Preserve fire safety management plan. Prepared for Rancho 
San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Sage Associates. 1994a. Rancho San Carlos cattle grazing plan. February. Montecito, CA. 
Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

____ . 1994b. Santa Lucia Preserve golf trail erosion and sediment control plan. November. 
Montecito, CA. Prepared for Rancho San Carlos Partnership, Carmel, CA. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-9 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



Sanders, S. D., a.ndM. A Flett. 1989. Ecology ofa Sierra Nevada population ofwillow flycatchers 
(Empidonax trail/ii), 1986-1987. California Department of Fish and Game, Nongame Bird and 
Mammal Section. Sacramento, CA 

Sedway & Associates. 1992. Housing impact analysis of Fort Ord downsizing. Monterey, CA. 

Shapovalov, L., and A. C. Taft. 1954. The life histories of the steelhead rainbow trout (Salmo 
gairdneri gairdneri) and silver salmon ( Oncorhynchus kisutch) with special reference to Waddell 
Creek, California, and recommendations regarding their management. (Fish Bulletin No. 98.) 
California Department of Fish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 

Skinner, M. W., and B. M. Pavlik (eds.). 1994. California Native Plant Society's inventory ofrare 
and endangered vascular plants of California. 5th edition. February. (Special Publication No. 1.) 
Sacramento, CA. 

Smardon, R. C., J. F. Palmer, and J.P. Felleman. 1986. Foundations for visual project analysis. 
John Wiley & Sons. New York, NY. 

Smith, Jerry J. 1982 Fishes of the Pajaro River System. Studies on the distribution and ecology of 
stream fishes of the Sacramento-San Joquin drainage system. pp. 83-169. In P.B. Moyle (ed.) 
University of California Publication in Zoology. 115, Berkeley, CA. 

Snider, W. M. 1983. Reconnaissance of steelhead resource of the Carmel River drainage, Monterey 
County. (Administrative Report No. 83-3.) California Department of Fish and Game, 
Environmental Services Branch. Monterey, CA. 

Stromberg, J. C., D. T. Patten, and B. D. Rickter. 1991. Flood flows and dynamics.of Sonoran 
riparian forests. Rivers 2(3 ):221-23 5. 

Takar, A A, J. P. Dobrowlski, and T. L. Thurow. 1990. Influence of grazing, vegetation, life form, 
and soil type on infiltration rates and interrill erosion on a Somalian rangeland. Journal of Range 
Management 43(6):486~490. 

Titus, R. G., D. C. Erman, and W. M. Snider. 1994. History and status of steelhead in California 
coastal drainages south of San Francisco Bay. Manuscript. Hilgardia. Berkeley,· CA. 

Transportation Research Board. 1985. Highway capacity manual. (Special Report 209.) National 
Research Council. Washington, DC. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1990. Census of population and housing 1990. (Summary Tape File 1.) 
Washington, DC. 

____ . 1989. County business patterns 1987 California. U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington. DC. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-10 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



) 

U.S. Department of Transportation. 1988. Manual on uniform traffic control devices for streets and 
highways. 1988 edition. Federal Highways Administration. Washington, DC. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1985. Compilation of air pollutant emission factor:s. 
Volume I: Stationary point and area sources. Fourth edition. Research Triangle Park, NC. 

____ . 1979. Air quality criteria for carbon monoxide. Washington DC. 

U.S. Forest Service. 1993. Sound levels of five motorcycles traveling over forest trails. Technology 
Center. San Dimas, CA. 

_____ . 1974. National forest landscape management, volume 2. Chapter 1, the visual 
management system. April. (Agriculture Handbook Number 461.) U.S. Government Printing 
Office. Washington, DC. 

U.S. Land Commission. 1859. Plat of the Rancho San Francisquito finally confirmed to Jose Abrego 
et al. 1959. On file with documents pertaining to the adjudication of private land claims in 
California. Land Cases No 271, Potrero de San Carlos. On file at the Bancroft Library, 
University of California, Berkeley, CA. 

___ . 1852-l 892a. Documents pertaining to the adjudication private land claims in California. 
Land Cases No. 271, Potrero de San Carlos. On file at the Bancroft Library, University of 
California, Berkeley, CA. 

___ . l 852-1892b. Documents pertaining to the adjudication private land claims in California. 
Land Cases No. 247, Rancho San Francisquito. On file at the Bancroft Library, University of 
California, Berkeley, CA. 

U.S. Soil Conservation Service. 1978. Soil survey of Monterey County, California. U.S. 
Government Printing Office. Washington, DC. 

____ . 1986. Urban hydrology for small Watersheds, Technical Release No. 55. 2nd edition. 
U.S. Government Printing Office. Washington, DC. 

Warner, R E. 1979. California riparian study program. California Department of Fish and Game, 
Planning Branch. Sacramento, CA. 

Warren, S. D., T. L. Thurow, W. H. Blackbum, and N. E. Garza. 1986. The influence oflivestock 
trampling under intensive rotation grazing on soil hydrologic characteristics. Journal of Range 
Management 39(6):491-495. 

Whipple, W., and L. Randall. 1983. Detention and flow retardation devices. In Storm Water 
Management in Urbanizing Areas. Prentice Hall. Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-11 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



Williams; D. F. 1986. Mammalian species of special concern in California. (Administrative Report 
86-1.) California Department offish and Game. Sacramento, CA. 

Wood, M. K., and W. H. Blackbum. 1981. Grazing systems: their influence on infiltration rates in 
the rolling plains of Texas. Journal of Range Management 34(4):331-335. 

PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS 

Avery, Caroline. Secretary. Carmelo School, Carmel, CA. April 4, 1995 - telephone conversation. 

Baldwin, Vance. Superintendent. Carmel Unified School District, Carmel, CA. December 15, 1994 
and January 3, 1995 - telephone ~onversations. 

Ball anti, Donald. Owner. Donald Ballanti,. ~ertified Consulting Meteorologist, El Cerrito, CA. 
December 22, 1994 and March 16, 1995 - letters. 

Balesteri, Manny. Engineer. Pacific Bell, Monterey, CA. January 3, 1995 - telephone conversation. 

Bilse, Mary. Hydrologist. Denise Duffy & Associates, Monterey, CA. October 13, 1993 -
memorandum to Mary Anne DeD11is,. Monterey County Environmental Health Department, 
regarding water demand factors. 

Blaushild, Carol. Executive assistant. Community Hospital of the Monterey Peninsula, Monterey, 
CA. December 19, 1994 - telephone conversation. 

Bloch, Sheri. Registrar. Santa Catalina School, Monterey, CA. January 9, 1995 - telephone 
conver.sation. 

Breschini, Gary S. Archaeologist. Archaeological Consulting. January 23 and February 15, 1995 -
telephone conversations. 

Carmichael, Gary. Fire chief Mid-Carmel Valley Fire District, Carmel, CA. December 14, 1994 -
telephone conversation. 

Cleary, J. Michael. Geotechnical engineer. Cleary Consultants, Los Altos, CA. March 14, 1995 -
. letter. 

Clifford, Mark. Monterey County Public Works, Monterey, CA. January 6, 1995 - facsimile 
transmittal regarding sludge. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-12 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



\ ·--_/ 

Cook, Jim. LAFCO executive officer. Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission, 
Salinas, CA. December 14, 1994 - memorandum concerning conceptual county service area 
sphere of influence for the proposed Rancho San Carlos development. 

Diehl, Jeff. Wildlife biologist. BioSystems Analysis, Santa Cruz, CA. December 13 and December 
14, 1994 - meetings. 

Downing, Bob. Manager. White Rock Club, Carmel, CA. January 13, 1995 - telephone 
conversation regarding the location of hunting boundary to Rancho San Carlos. 

Duffy, Denise. Owner. Denise Duffy & Associates, Monterey, CA. December 22, 1994 -facsimile 
concerning economic data on the Santa Lucia Preserve project; January 5 and 9, 1995 - telephone 
conversations. 

Finegan, Brian. Attorney. Brian Finegan and Michael D. Cling, Attorneys at Law. Salinas, Califor­
nia. March 15, 1995 - letter. 

Franklin, Roger. Planner. Robert Lamb Hart. San Francisco, CA. January 3, 1995 - telephone 
conversation; February 2, 1995 - facsimile transmittal showing plans for Hacienda area buildings. 

Froke, Jeff. Santa Lucia Preserve manager. Santa Lucia Conservancy, Monterey, CA. December 
8, 1994 - telephone conversation about proposed cattle stocking rates. December 13 and 
December 14, 1994 - meetings; February 24, 1995 - facsimile transmittal. 

Fuerst, Darby. Water resources manager. Monterey Peninsula Water Management District,i 
Monterey, CA. February 6, 1995 - telephone conversation. 

Gilgerd, Wendell. District conservationist. Glenn County Resource Conservation District, Willows, 
CA. January 12, 1995 - telephone conversation with Gus Yates. 

Hageman, Brad. Water resources engineer. Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Coast 
Region, San Luis Obispo, CA. July 6, 1993 - letter. 

Harlow, Katherina. Volunteer. All Saints Episcopal School, Carmel, CA. January 9, 1995 -
telephone conversation. 

Hecht, Barry. Principal. Balance Hydrologies, Inc., Berkeley, CA. December 14, 1994 - meeting 
with Gus Yates. 

Josselyn, Mike. President. Wetlands Research Associates, Inc. San Rafael, CA. March 15, 1995 -
letter to JeffFroke and Brian Finegan. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-13 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



Kearns, Gary. Engineering technician. Monterey County Public Works Department, Traffic 
Engineering; Salinas, CA January 31, 1995 - facsimile transmittal of a figure depicting collisions 
at the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho San Carlos Road. 

Kim, Douglas. Air quality planner. Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, Monterey, 
CA December 19 and 28, 1994; March 29, 1995 - telephone conversations. 

Mayer, Betty. Bookkeeper. Carmel Unified School District, Carmel, CA. December 9, 1994 -
telephone conversation. 

Mazz.a, Sam. Battalion chief Cypress Fire Protection District, Carmel, CA. December 14, 1994 -
telephone conversation. 

Miller, Howard. Service planning representative. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Monterey, CA. 
, December 19, 1994 - telephone conversation.· 

Mitchell, Anna. Assistant. York School, Monterey, CA. January 9, 1994 - telephone conversation . 

. Munic, Sue. Secretary. Junipero Sera, Monterey, CA. January 9, 1995 - telephone conversation . 

. Nolan, Jeffrey. Senior geologist. Weber, Hayes & Associates, Watsonville, CA. January 6, 1995 -
letter regarding third-party review of Cleary Consultants report; April 13, 1995 - letter .. · 

Oliver, Joe. Senior hydrogeologist. Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, Monterey, CA. 
December 19, 1994 - telephone conversation. 

Panzer, Joel. Environmental planner. Santa Lucia Conservancy, Monterey, CA. December 5, 1994 -
meeting regarding existing quarry activities and proposed aggregate extraction onsite; January 19, 
1995 - meeting at Rancho San Carlos, memorandum, and maps showing locations of historical 
sites at Rancho San Carlos; February 1, 1995 - memorandum concerning Native American 

· consultation; February 15 and 16, 1995 - telephone conversations. 

Perkins, Roy. Fire consultant. December 15, 1994 - telephone conversation. 

Robbins, Harry. Coordinator. Monterey County Office of Emergency Services, Salinas, CA. March 
20, 1995 - telephone conversation. 

Rutherford, Connie. Biologist. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ventura, CA. January 5, 1995 -
telephone conversation. 

Ryan, Deborah. Operations manager. Robert Louis Stevenson Lower and Middle School, Carmel, 
CA. April 4, 1995 - telephone conversation. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR, Volume II 
,iMonterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department · · 21-14 

. Citations 
_September U. 1995 



) 

Sage, Orrin. Principal. Sage Associates, Montecito, CA January 17, 1995 - telephone conversation 
with Gus Yates; undated letter, with comments on the Santa Lucia Preserve Project administrative 
draft environmental impact report. 

Scalmanini, Joe. Principal. Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers, Woodland, CA. January 4, 
1995 - memorandum to Gus Yates regarding fall 1994 pump test data. 

Scoggins, Jackie. Battalion chief California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Carmel, 
CA. December 9 and December 15, 1994 - telephone conversations. 

Shedden, Rick. Civil engineer. Marina Sanitary Landfill, Marina, CA December 15, 1994 -
telephone conversation. 

Smith, Brian. Manager. Carmel Regional Ambulance, Carmel, CA. December 15, 1994 - telephone 
conversation. 

Tate, Gary. District manager. Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District, Carmel, CA. January 3, 
1995 - telephone conversation. 

Thelander, Carl. President. BioSystems Analysis, Inc., Santa Cruz, CA. December 13 and 
December 14, 1994 - meetings; March 14, 1995 - letter to Joel Panzer, Rancho San Carlos. 

Walton, David. Director of engineering. Monterey Peninsula TV Cable, Monterey, CA. December 
20, 1994 - telephone conversation. 

White, Adam. Water resources engineer. Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast 
Region, San Luis Obispo, CA. November 1993 - telephone conversation. 

Williams, Stephen. Principal planner. Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments. Marina, 
CA. January 6, 1995 - facsimile transmittal and September 7, 1995-telephone conversation. 

Wtlcoxon, Don. Construction engineer. Rancho San Carlos Partners, Monterey, CA. December 14, 
1994 - meeting with Gus Yates. 

Wilson, Fred. Lieutenant. Monterey County Sheriff's Department, Monterey, CA. December 19, 
1994 - telephone conversation. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 21-15 

Citations 
September 14, 1995 



21-16 



Chapter 22. Report Preparation 
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·-MONTEREY COUNTY 0. PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT 
P.O. BOX 1208 SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93902 (408) 755-5025 

ROBERT SUMMON, JR. 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION 

~ 
Vl 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION DATE: Auguat 2, 1994 

Dear Sir/Madam 

The county o! Monterey will prepare an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for Santa Lucia Preaerve (EIR 194-05) to allow a 
Combined Development Permit. 

The EIR will !ocus on the following items: 

See the attached initial atudy (attached aa Exhibit A) 
and the Preliminary Scope o! Work (attached as Exhibit 
B). 

I! you wish to have additional information discuaaed in the EIR, 
please submit your comments in writing within 30 days o! receipt 
of this letter. Your responae must include reasons why this 
information is neceasary. 

A project description and location map are included in the ini­
tial study. If you need more information, please contact us. 

If we do not hear from you within 30 days we will assume that you 
agree with the County"• proposal regarding !IR. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

tt·~LA ./4{_4' 
Wanda A. Hiclonan, ~ 
A•aociate Planner 

Attachments 

\ 

\ 



EXHIBIT A 

INITIAL STUDY 
PROJECT NAME: The Santa Lucia Pruerve 

FIie .Ifs} PC 94067 

MONTEREY COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

OWNER NAME: Rancho San Carlos Partnarship 
Address: P.O. Box 222707, Carmel, CA 93922 

LOCATION: 157-121-005-000 
157-121-014-000 
157-121-015-000 
157-131-001-000 
157-131-003-000 
157-131-005-000 
157-131-006-000 
417-011-006-000 
417-011-010-000 
417-011-011-000 
417-011-012-000 
417-021-008-000 
417-021-014-000 
417-031-008-000 
417-031-009-000 
417-031-010-000 
417-031-013-000 
417-041-001-000 
·417-041-002-000 
417-041-003-000 
417-041-018-000 
417-051-001-000 

239-011-001-000 
239.011-002,000 
239-011-003-000 
239-011-004-000 
239-011-005-000 
239-011-006-000 
239-011-007-000 
239-011-008-000 
239-011-009-000 
239-011-010-000 
239-011-011-000 
239-011-012-000 
239-011-013-000 
239-011-014-000 
239-011-015-000 
239-011-01.6-000 
239-011-017-000 

~ 
0\ 

6TATEMENT Qf QETERMINAUQN(pREPARATIQN 

Th• fol/owing atudr w•• pr•p•r•d by th• pl•nn•r who•• 1/gn•tur• .,, .. ,, t.low on b•h•lf of th• 

Cow,ty of Mon,.,.r, Sta,. of C..llfoml•, • 

On th• b.sfs of t1111· lnJti•I atudr •nd •nr •tt•ch•d or ,.,.,anc•d Information: 

tChKlc OMJ 

~he propoaed project floaLD •O'I' have• aigniticant 
ettect on th• environment(thi• includes mitigation 
••a•ur•• to chang• th• project to lower •igniticant 
impact•}, and a •:8GXL'IV• D~CIJRM':lOlf •hould b• prepared. 

~h• propo•ed project .Kll have a •ignitjcant impact on 
th• environment, and an .DVIIIC>lfKDTAL DIPACT MPORT 
•hould b• prepared. 

:::d:~~:z 1;7:kz ~P~j•Ct ~.nn•r 
W•nd• A. Hiclun•n, Auacill• Pl•nn•r'· 

1=1 

1)(.1 

NOTE: .aDDITIONAL I!ll'ORMATION HAY BE ATTACHED AS AN APPENDIX REFER­
IDlCl!lD BY TOPIC Bl!l.aDINCil um Nt!KBER • .U.SO, HE COMMENT IEC'l'IOlf AT END 
OJ' INITIAL 8'1'0DY. . 

1 • IHYIBQlfMINTAL IETTINqz 

Describe •it• aiz• and topography, natural waterwaya, flora and 
fauna, exiating land uae, hi•torical or cultural aignificance 
tor both th• immediate and aurrounding ait• characteristics. 

!'be 20,000 acn ,Pllr'Ca1 111 locat.d .1D Jrmaterwy County approriaate.I_y 2 
ail- m :to a1.1- sout:11 ot Olnlel Valley and t1- ailes ._t; ot the 
J>acllic Ocean. ~. u, the •it:• b currant:.ly provided by .Rancho 
Ban Cerla. Road, a 20-a:Ue paved _private .rural .road and Rob.tn.o.a 
ca.D}'D.D J!Oad, a •-ail• paved ooanty .road. 

.RaDclJo San carlos 111 boa.adad by t:ll• C&rllel Vall•.Y o.a t:11• .north a.ad 
JIOrth•-t:, a.ad by relatively a.adeveloped la.ad on all other •ida11, 
ezcept: tor .l:"8Cnlat1o.aal developaa.at ot approruately 200 cab.tn. at: 
Sa.D Claae.ate .Ra.Debo a.ad llhit:• Rock m the .south and •outbeallt. !'he 
•it:• coapri••• a port:io.a ot t:ll• Santa Lucia •011.Df:ain.s •outlnr••t ot 
th• car.al River. !'.be propert:_y e.acoapas••• auch ot t:ll• dra.1Dag• 
ba51..as ot B:Ltchcock CA.a_yo.a, La!I Ganras Creek, .Potrero C4.D.]10.D, Rob1.a­
•o.a ca.ayo.a, a.ad Sa.a Cleae.ate Creek, are all t:ribut:ari•• ot t:lle 
CarJNJl River, a.ad San Jose creek which tlot1• 1.au, Carael IJay ju•t: 
north ot .Po.1Dt Lobos. 

!'ha •it:e bas a varied t:opograph_y ot Yalleys, tlatll, roll1.ag hill11, 
a.ad •f:••P •lope•, vit:11 San Tranci11qu.1to Tlat, occup_y.1Dg th• •outh­
ca.at:ral port:io.a. '1.'opograph_y a.a t:ll• ra.ach ra.ag•• 1.a alevat1o.a troa 
3,000 t-t alo.ag t:ll• •out:llva11t boa.adary t:o roughly 30 t-t: o.a t:11• 
Lloor at t:he Car.el Vall•.Y 1.a th• .north. !'.b• ridg•• a.ad Yall•Y• 
ga.aerally t:re.ad .aort:hve11t:-•out:llaast:. Vegetatio.a Yari•• tro• lot1-
gro,r1.ag gra1111es t:o de.as• grove• ot redtrood•, riparia.a habit:at:, 
chapan-al a.ad pere.ani~ vetlan~. 

!'.be •ita supports a divar11it:_y at plant:s a.ad an.iaal co-a.aities. 
cat:t:.l• graz1.ag ha& occurred a.a t:lle •it:• tor tvo ca.aturi-. !'here 
are :J.4 eJCUt.1Dg a.ad approved dtrell.1Dg un:itll on the ra.aclJ. !'h• ranch 
I.louse a.ad awdliary bu1ld.1Dg• I.lave 26 gue•t: rooas, a d1.DJ..ag rooa, 
.l"it:che.a, 2 •••ti..ag rooas, a.ad approriaat•ly i, ooo •quar• te•t ot 
ottice •pace vhlclJ are u.ed b_y -plo_y._ a.ad gu-t. ot t:lle ranch. 

2. IBQJECT PESCl\IPTIQN: 
Deacrib• the type of project by use, physical •hap•, aupporting 
infrastructure/public facilities and th• finished project'• 
generation of employment, traffic and housing. Describe other 
project characteristic• that relate to possible project im­
pacts, positive or negative, on th• environment. U•• quantita­
tive analysis if poaaibl•- Describe how project will affect 
th• environmental aetting. Attach an 8 1/2" x 11" aite plan. 

!'ha Sa.Dta Lucia .Preserve (aka. .Ra.acho Sa.a carlo•J applicat1o.a tor a 
Coab.1Ded .Deve.lopae.at: l'lu:1it co.asists ot a coaprehe.asive develo~t: 

2 



plan. !'be .tull plan proposes • aaz.iaW11 o.! J.50 visitor servii1g 
anits, 300 aarket rate boaes, so .ilJclasionary boasii1g IUlits, and 
~ial, aqaest.rian and zwc:ntational uses a.a 2000 acres, end open 
•pace/prr,aerve l&Dd.s on J.7, IJ.5 aczws • 

!'be proposed Coaprebensive aevelopaent Pl&JI will co11.Sist o.t Ue 
.tol.lorizlg typea oZ lllDd --• 

.Residential as- - !'he ranch w1ll contain a mJ.,c o.t market rate 
and 1nclus1onary mu1t1-.tamily/dup1ex homes. !'he 1nclus1onary 
bous1ng w1ll be occupied exclus1v•ly by ranch employ••• 1n 
order to .min1m1z• o.t.t-ranch commuting. · 

vuitor .J"COallOdat:iODS - A Lodge and an expanded Bac1enda w1ll 
b• operated at the center o.t th• ranch community. 2'h••• .tac1l-
1t1es would prov1d• lodg1ng, ••al serv1c•, •••t1ng rooms and 
other guHt services .tor lodge and ranch guest. 

•dgbborbood s.rvug Coaaarcial - 2'h• resident serv1ng uses are 
designated to ensure a balanced ranch community that m1n1m1zes 
th• need .tor res1dent• or employ••• to travel o.t.t th• ranch. 

Banch Center - 2'h• Ranch Center would prov1d• res1dent­
serv1ng uses such as: post o.t.t1c•, reta1l, grocery, and 
o.t.t1ces. 

Conservancy - 2'h• conservancy would prov1de library, 
gallery, meet1ng rooms, multi-purpose, and adm1n1strat1on. 

OpeIJ Space 

~ 
.Recraationa..l ,aciliti- - Recreat1onal .tac1l1t1•s would cons1st 
o.t res1dent serv1ng .tac1lit1es such as a sporting (sw1m/tenn1s) 
club, employee recreation center, and equestrian center • --...) 

services/Operations - 2'h1• use consist• o.t ranch management, 
security, maintenance, and operat1ons. 

Th• Comprehens1v• Development Plan shows th• potential Bu1ld-out .tor 
Rancho San Carlos. Build-Out cons1st• o.t th• proposed CDP-GHPAP 
project uses 1dent1.t1•d above plus add1t1onal uses in the GHPAP area 
that may occur 1n later stages as well as other potent1al u••• 
•l••wh•r• on th• ranch that would .tall outs1d• o.t the GHPAP area. 
2'h• ent1r• ranch 1• with1n thr•• plann1ng areas, th• Greater Honter­
•Y Peninsula Area Plan, the Carmel Valley Ha•t•r Plan and th• Coast­
al %one. 

nae later .stag• -- rith!Ja 1:IJe GKPAP area aay cmwut o.t: 

Gol.t Course IIDd GoJ..t Club 

Md1t1onal uses that would .tall v1th1n th• Carmel Valley Haster Plan 
and coastal %on• boundar1•s are: 

a.s1dentia1 Ds- - Harket rate s1ngle .tam1ly homes, 1nclus1on­
ary mu1t1-.tam1ly un1ts and employee hous1ng. 

2'h••• uses w1ll r•qu1r• .further Environmental rev1ew when spec1.t1c 
perm1t appl1cat1on• are proposed. 
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.Bacl:growid .Reports 

. !'he .tollow1ng prov1des a 11st o.t consultant reports prepared .tor the project • 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

9. 

10. 

ll. 

l2. 

J.3. 

J.4. 

J.5. 

J.6. 

Hain Ranch Bouse and Guest Bouse Hlstorlc Resource Anelvsit, 
prepared by Daryl Allen .tor G1l Sanchez, FAIA, dated February, 1994. 

Dairy Barn and Employee Housing Historic B•sourc, Ano1vs1,, 
prepared by Greenwood and Assoc1ates, dated September 20

1 
1994. 

Inv1ntory ot fr•h1stor1c Cultural B,sourc,,. prepared by Ar­
chaeolog1cal Consulting, dated February J.B, 1994. 

1'or1st llfanagem1nt Plan, prepared by Ralph O•t•rl1ng Consult­ants, Inc., dated February 18, 1994. 

fraffic B•port tor Rancho son Carlo«, prepared by Dowl1ng Associates, dated Apr1l 22
1 

1994. 

Compr•hensiy• Hydrolog1cal study, prepared by Camp Dresser, 
HcX••, Balance Hydrol1cs, Dav1d Xe1th !'odd Consult1ng Eng1-
ne•r•, Geoconsultants, Inc., and Luhdor.t.t, Scalman1n1 Consult­
ing Eng1n••r dated Huch, J.994. 

Compnhens1ye Wastewater Disposal Plan. prepared by camp Dress­
er, HcX•• Inc. Bestor Eng1neers, Inc., Clearly Consultants, 
Geoconsultants, Inc., dated February, 1'994. 

Preliminary Drainage and r---, 
w»ve B/IY ,e,ros1on control Report, prepared by -·-~~~ ..... ..,.,.,..•r•, Inc., dated February J.B, 1994. 

Geological and Geotechn1cal Investigation. prepared by Clearly 
Consultants, Inc., dated February, 1994. 

Nots, Assessment study, prepared by Charle• Salter, Assoc1-ates, dated February, ·1994_ 

Ai.r Quality Analysis, prepared by Donald Ballant1, dated Febru­ary, 1994, 

V1suo1 Resource Analysi Apr1l, 1994. 1 ' prepared by Robert Lamb Bart, dated 

Ure sor,ty Honoa,ment Plan February, 1994. 'prepared by Roy A. Perk1ns, dated 

Biolog1coJ B•sources Repp t 
Inc., dated February, 1994:' prepared by Biosystems Analys1s, 

Grazing Plan prepa db 
1994. ' re Y S•g• Associates, dated February, 

Hitiaation Monitoring Plo ates, ·dated Apr1l i 994 • D, prepared by Den1•• Du.t.ty, ~soc1-
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!l"be project J.s •pecHicaJ.ly described as ZollCMs: 

Th• Combined Development permit which would allow a Vesting Tenta­
.tiv• Hap tor •tandard subdivi•ion ot 16,541 acres into 266 lots 
including 239 lots ranging in: •i11• trom 2 - 100 acres tor •ingle 
tamily residential development, 15 lot• ranging in •i11• trom l.88 -
4.64 acre• tor 39 unit• ot employ•• and inclu•ion~ry housing, 12 
lot• ranging i• •i11• trom 2.88 - 228.64 acr•• tor non residential 
u••; and ll open •pace parcel• ranging in •i:r• trom 18.96 - 1642.72 
acr•• in •is•; General development plan tor commercial development 
on lot• 255 and 256 to allow ll0 room hotel; general development 
plan tor commercial development on lot 257 to allow a 40 room hotel 
(remodel); general development plan tor commercial and public-quasi 
public u••• on lot 258 to allow retail, ga• •tation, employee hou•­
ing, conservancy ottic•• and •ales ottic••i general development plan 
tor commercial development on lot 259 to allow a •porting center; 
general development plan tor employ•• recreation center on lot 262 
to allow multi purpo•• building, •porting court, play ti•ld• and 
swimming pool; general development plan tor ranch operations center 
on lot 263 to allow operations ottice, equipment repair,warehouse, 
tuel •torage, employee hou•ing, and emergency ••rvic••; major use 
permit tor tr•• removal/ major use permit and d••ign approval tor 
waste water treatment tacility; major use permit tor development on 
301 •lope; 425,000 cubic yards ot grading, saning reclassitication 
trom RC/40-D-S (resource con•ervation 40 acres per unit - design 
control - site plan review) to LC-D (light commercial - de~ign 
control) or •ome other classitication on lots 258 and 259; ,:oning 
reclassitication trom RC/40-D/S (resource conservation 40 acres par 
unit - design control - site plan review) to BC-D (heavy commercial 
- design control) or •ome other classitication on lots 262 and 263; 
11oning recla••itication trom RC/40-D-S (resource conservation 40 
acres par unit design control - •it• plan review) to VO-D (visitors 
••rving professional ottic• - design control) or •om• other classi­
tication, on lots 255, 256, and 257; :roning recla•sitication trom 
RC/40-D-S (resource conservation 40 acr•• par unit - design control 
•it• plan review) to HDR-B-6-D (medium-density residential - build­
ing •ite-design control) or •om• other cla•sitication on lot• 28 
thru 32, lots 62, 63, 64 and 13; r•cl•••itication trom RC/40-D-S 
(resource con••rvation 40 acr•• par unit - d••ign approval - •it• 
plan review) to LDR-B-6-D. (low density residential - building sit• -
design control) or •om• other clas•itication tor all other residen­
tial lots; recl•••itication to add a combining height restriction on 
'lots 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 65, 76, 77, 83, 84, 134, 224, 225, 226, 
251, 253, 254. 

3. PRWEr CQJ'lsrsnrct lf.IJ'B Ol'lQPl APPLICABU l,QCAL MP STA,z PLANS 
IBP JJAIIDAUD r.ws; 
U•• the li•t below to verity project related plan• and their 
con•i•t•ncy or non-con•i•tency with project implementation. 

General Plan/Area Plan• __x_ Air Quality Hngmt.Plan __ 

Specific Plans ___ Airport Land U•• Plans __ _ 

Water Quality Control Plan___ Local Coastal Program-LUP __ _ 

PROJECTS THAX MYB LilT,LB QR IQ f0tll2'IAL lPB SIGIJilICMT 
-PYIBQQXIYTAL D(PAQ': . 

,. ·- _. 

Some proposed applications· that are not •x•mpt trom CEQA review 
may have little or no potential tor adver•• environmental impact 
related to most ot th• topic• in th• :Environmental Checkli•t; 
and/or potential impact• may involve only a t•w limited •ubject 
areas. Th••• types ot project• are generally minor in •cop•, 
located in a non-••n•itiv• environment, and are •a•ily id•ntitia­
bl• and without public controv•r•Y· Tor th••• typ•• ot projects 
th• tollowing finding can b• made using th• project d••cription, 
environmental ••tting, or at.her intormation a• •upporting evi­
dence. 

~ CHBCX BUB D' 'J.'BIS SBCTIOB IS •0'1' ..IPPLICMIIZ: !'be project 
does not -t: t:be crJtaria .in tbJ.s. •ect:1on. Coaplet:e th• 
hll JDivJronaent:al Cbec.kli•t: (S.c:t10ll9 5 - 21} eant:a..iJaed 
in the ZollCMJng pag-. 

7DDIIIG: Tor th• tallowing topic• (that ar• checked ott and are 
al•o listed in the Environmental Checklist) there is no potential 
tor •igniticant environmental impact to occur trom either construc­
tion, operation or maintenance ot th• proposed project. 

5. EARTH 6 •. AIR 7. WATER 8. PLANTS 9. ANIHALS 

l0. NATURAL RESOURCES _ 11. ENERGY _ 12. LANDUSE _ 

l3. POPULATION _ 14. HOUSING __ 15. TRANSPORTATION _ 

16 PUBLIC SERVICES 17. UTILITIES 18. NOISE 

19. HAZARDS_ 20. AESTHETICS __ 21. CULTURAL RESOURCES_ 

Topic• not checked above mu•t b• addr••••d turther in th• Environ­
mental Checklist (Section• 5 - 21) on th• tollowing pages. Tor all 
projects, complete Section• 22 thru 25 .• 

COIICUJSIOBS/7.VIDl!llCll !'O SUPPORl' FDDDG .ABOVZ: _______ _ 
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•Of'll: 

* 

* 
* 

5. 

5.1 

5,2 

5.3 

5.4 

5,5 

5.6 

5.7 

.DV.IROJIKElft'.lL CICilcrLIS'l' 
1DIVIROIIIDDl'JM. DIP.M:i'Sf•OB DU'~ 

SUJ11J11ar1z• conclus1ons tor each ••ct1on (EARTH,.AIR, etc.) w1th 
•upportlng evidence: why there 1• th• potent1al tor (PO'J'.J, 
why there ls frB$J, or why th•r• 1• not c•oJ -- a •1gn1t1cant 
env1ronmental impact. O•• the •pace provided at the and ot 
each ••ctlon, or add an attachment w1th • clear retarence. 0•• 1ntormat1on •uch as other report•, plans or •tud1as as 
•upportlng evidence. Add par•o1J11/aganci•• contacted. 
Include m1tigat1on m•a•ur••· Include a m1t1gat1on mon1tor1ng 
program a• an append1x. 

,UB:rll: signJ..riCIUlt n.pact7 

Will th• propo•al ra•ult 1n: 

Unstable earth cond1tion• or in IIO PO'l'. rilS 
geologic •ubstructura•7 -- _x_ 

D1srupt1ons, di•placamant•, compaction IIO PO'l'. rilS 
or ovarcovarlng ot th• •0117 -- _x_ 
change ln topography or ground •urtaca •o PO'l'. rES 
rel1at taaturas? _x_ 

The destruct1on, covar1ng, ot mod1t1ca- •o PO'l'. rES 
t1on ot any un1qu• geolog1c or phys1cal _x_ 
taaturas? 

Any increase in w1nd or water aro•ion •o PO'l'. YES 
ot •o1ls, a1th•r on or ott-•1t•? -- -- _x_ 
Changes 1n the dapos1t1on or eros1on ot •o PO'J'. rES 
beach sands, or changes ln •iltat1on _x_ 
wh1ch may mod1ty th• channel ot a river 
or stream, or th• bad ot the ocean or 
any bay, 1nlat or lake? 

Exposure ot people and property to g•o- •o PO'l'. YES 
1011c hazard• •uch as earthquake•, -- _x_ 
landslides, mud•lfd••, ground 
tdlur•, or •imllar hazard? 

DRl"B: conclu•1on• w/av1danca - P•r•on• contacted. 
Hon1tor.1.ng/H1t1gat1on H•a•ur••?_ 

A Geological and Geotacbn.fcal Inva•tigation, dated 7abruary is, 
i,941 vu prepared tor th• Vesting !'entative •ap ot t:be Santa Lucia 
project. ~h• r.port included review ot surtac• and subsurtace 
investigation ot taulting and landaliding, laboratory testing and a 
geologic &lid engineering analysis. ~h• ZIR consultant will be 
.zpected to vork wj th a third party consultant (Geologut on lfonter­
•Y county li.su ot Consult:antsJ to nvi- and c:cqment on the geolog­
ic::a.l and geotechllic::a.l investigation prepared by Clearly Consultants. 

7 

W1l1 the proposal result 1n: 

6,1 Substant1al a1r •m1.ss1ons or deter1o-: 
rat1on ot amb1ent a1r qual1ty? 

•o 
6,2 Th• c:raat1on ot objact1onabl• odors? •o 

_x_ 
6.3 Alterat1on ot a1r movement, mo1stura, •o 

or temperature, or any change 1n _x_ 
cllmat•, •1th•r locally or r•g1onally? 

AIR: Conclus1ons w/av1dence - P•r•ons contacted. 
Hon1tor1ng/H1t1gat1on Measures? 

) 

l'CYl' • . ns _x_ 
l'CYl'. ns 
- -
l'CYl'. ns 

.Per the Air Qaality Iapact" .Analysis ot t:be proposed project, dated 
7ebruary, i,94 and prepared by Donald .llallanti. Conrtraction act.J.v­
itie• will be filh-•d over a io to 20 year period vbich will be a 
al.nor •oarce ot organlc glU eat.siona. Adclitionally project :tugi­
tive dust will be generated at CO.bBt:ruct.ion •ite•, and along haul 
roads and ace••• roads, troa borrow pit operation and u•e ot a 
portable -phalt batch plant. 

On the local •cale the greatest interest is carbon aonoride tro• 
trattic and congestion along •tr••t• &lid inter•ections. Vah1cle 
trips generated by the project would zwsult in air pollutant ea:is­
•iona a.ttecting Che entire •ortb Central COlU't a1.r basing. .l.dd1-
t1onal -•-.-i1t will be r.qu1rad in the Dratt .rn,. 

7 • fl.a:lZB: SignUicant bipact7 

W1ll th• proposal result .1.n: 

7.l Changes 1n currants, or the course ot •o l'O'l'. ns 
d1ract1on ot water movements, 1n e1ther _x_ 
mar1ne or trash waters? 

7,2 Changes 1n absorpt1on rates, dra1nag• •o l'O'l'. ns 
patterns, or th• rate and amount ot 
•urtac• runott? 

7.3 Altarat1ons to the course or tlow ot 
tlood patterns? 

7,4 Chang• 1n the amount ot •urtac• water 
in any water body? 

7.5 D1•charge into surtace waters, or 1n 
any alterat1on ot •urtac• water 
qual1ty, 1nclud1ng but not l1m1tad 
to temperature, d1••olvad oxygen, or 
turbld1ty? 

7.6 Altarat1on ot th• d1rect1on or rate ot 
tlow ot ground waters? 

B 

_x_ 

•o l'CYl'. ns 
_x _ 

•o l'CYl'. D!S 
_ x _ 

•o l'CYl'. ns _ x_ 

•o l'O'l'. 'i1IS _x_ 
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7.7 Change 1n the quant1ty ot groundwaters, •o 
e1ther through d1rect add1t1ons or --through 1ntercept1on ot an aqu1ter by 
cut• or excavat1orur7 · 

7.8 Substant1al reduction 1n th• amount ot •o 
vater othervi•• available tor pub11c 
vater.•upplies7 -

7.9 Zxpo•ur• ot people or property to •o 
vater related hazards •uch •• _x_ 
~loading or t1dal vave•7 

•.u'.D: Conclusion• v/evidence - Per•on• contacted. 
Hon1toring/Hitigation Heasure•7 

PO%'. rzs 
_x_ 

1!01'. rzs __ x_ 

1'0%'. DS 

.& Co•prab~iv• Bydrolog1ca1 study vaa prepared 1.D Jrarcla, J.994 by 
OU.p .Dresser .Ii •a.e, JJ&lancre llydrolog1e21 David Xeith !'bdd Cbnsu.Zt­
:1.Dg JlD.gi.D.••r•, Geoconaultanu, Inc., and Lulldor~~ ·.Ii Scal•aoiui 
Consulti.D.g JlJlg:1.D••r•. Polici•• o~ th• Greater •onterey Pen1.n.sula 
.Area Plan requires t:hat development •ball be pu:a.{tted on .Rancho 
Sim C&rlos t:o a level c:ons.1.stent vith •aL• yield o~ the _proven vater 
resources, provided that th• level ot development bas no adv•r•e 
Japrsct on ot~-site vater resources. .& ••parBte t:hird contract bas 
been established ~or th• third party reviev o~ th• vater report. 
~be •IR con•ultant vill be expected to vork vith the third party 
consultant and analyze the conclu.ions ot th• co.naultantsvork ~or 
the lUR ~or c:ons.utancy vitb tbll polic:J.-. 

Runott-~rom th• project bas been calculated on a watershed by water­
•h•d basis. rh• project .applicat1on proposes management guidelines 
~or erosion and ••diment control during home •it• and road con•truc­
t1on and wildland management tor dust, ero•ion and ••diment control 
dur1ng and atter project buildout. 

a. PLAJO: LI76: SignUiCIUlt I•prsct? 

Jiill the propo•al result 1n: 

B.1 Change in the diversity ot •pecies, or 
number ot any •peci•• ot plant• (in­
cluding trees, •hrub•, gra••, crop•, 
and aquatic p1ants)1 

8.2 Reduction ot th• numbers ot any 
unique, rare or endangered •peci•• 
ot plants? 

B.J Introduction ot a nev •pecies ot 
plants 1nto an area, or r••ult in a 
barrier to the normal repleni•bm•nt 
ot ex1•t1ng •pec1e•? 

•o JI02'. 
_x_ 

•o .1'02'. 
_x_ 

•o JI02'. 
_x_ 

.PLUr.l' z.u.: Conclusions v/evidenc• - Persons contacted. 
Honitoring/H1tigat1on Measures? 

rBS 

rBS 

rBS 

Biosysta. An.alysi•, I.De. Prepared a special-trl:atus Biological Re­
port, dated l'ebruaey J.994. 

g 

(fetlands: One percent ot the land area ot t:be site - .u,c, acres _ 
bas been identi~ied as vetlands 1..D. a resource survey. •etland 
.Research .associates 1dent!L1ed 9B vetland patches, ranging in •1•• , 
:Eroa less tban one acre t:o over ti0 acres. 

Redt(oods: ftro recflrood trees vill be reaoved; one .is an unsate red­
vood t:ree that po•es an existi.D.g ba%ard; th• second .u a saall J­
:1.Dch di ... ter redtrood. •o ex.ut:1.Dg redtrood grove• vill be lost t:o 
developaant. there are apprar.iaately 545 •=- td .redlrood doainant 
llabitaa :iD UJ. :1.Ddividual patch••, rang:1.Dg 1..D. sis• ~rmt less than 
one acre t:o over ti0 acres. rhi.w represent. :Z.75 percent ot t:be land 
area o~ JlaDc:bo Sa.n C&rlos. •- redll004 plantings and .-anagWJJt ot 
f:be ezutiDg recbrood .reaoan:'eS to anccarag• ngwratian u illc:lucled 
:iD 1:be .Resource Jfanag..ant Plan. · 

zorest l(anaqeaent: ftJe ,crest Jfanageaent .Plan .report projects t:hat 
the reaova1 o~ J., 4B0 ot t:he ~t-4 550,000 t:zwes on the .ranch is 
~. o~ the a..• scheduled ~or reaiava.I, coast liva ou:, vhich 
activ-..ly .regener.tes in •onterey Coanty, 1.a 1:be precfoainant spec1es 
and account. ~or 7J. pei:callt ot th• total. !'en· (J.OJ percant ot t:be 
~ t:o one ~or tree• 1-.rr than .24-:1.Dch :iD .U-ter and ~jve t:o one 
~or t:rweJJ larger. 

Biosyst..s docuaanted six spec1al-status plant species: 

Douglas spl.netlcwer 
Pinnacl- buckwheat 
Saall-leaved loaatiua 
Ga.irdner' s yaaprsb 
•onterey pJ..ne 
:,:,.,,u • s clarkia 

•on• o~ these vare ~OUZJd in areas proposed ~or developaant and none 
are state or ~ederally luted; Gal.rdner' s J'Upah u a ~edaral cat­
gory .2 candidate spec:J.-. 

!I. NWW, LIU Signliicant n,pact? 

Will the proposal result in: 

.11,1 

.11.2 

9.3 

.11.4 

Chang• 1n the diversity ot •pe~i•s, or 
numbers ot any •peci•s ot animals 
(birds, land animals 1ncluding reptiles, 
tish, and •h•ll tish, benthic organisms 
or insect•J7 

Reduction in the numbers ot any unique, 
rare or endangered •pecies ot animals7 

Introduction ot new •peci•s ot animal• 
1nto th• area, or result in a barrier 
to t:h• migration or movement ot animal•7 

Deterioration to existing tish or vild­
lite habitat? 

•o l'O'l'. 
_x_ 

•o l'O'l'. 
_x_ 

•o' l'O'l'. 
_x_ 

•o l'O'J'. 
_x_ 

ABDUL LUB: Conclusions v/evidence - Parsons contacted. 
Honitoring/Hitigation-Heasures? 

10 
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Biosy•teas Ana.ly•i•, Inc. Prepared a Special-Status Biological 
.Re•oarces .Report dated Februa.ry l9!114. !'be plan proposes placing 
Js,aaa acres o:C ranch in J>eraanent open •pace. •ore Uan 2,000 
•pedal. habitat ;Ceatures and incident:41 •ildlUe observations were 
;Coamf. !'be •ODtare.f COUJJty .Board o:C supervJ.sora• .Resolution •o. g:,­
.us, which a.ended t:be Greater •ontarey J'9ni.osula .Area .Plan (GlfPAPJ 
~ a JliUOIU'C8 aanag-t Plan (RIIPJ - l,lllrt o:C an application. 
.a lllCP t:llat ..t:uU.-. t:be t'ra-.ork alld pd.Dcipl- :Car ~ the 
natural zwsou.rces on t:be 20,000-ac:re Santa .tac.la o--infty .Preserve 
.taa. been .ubaittecf - a l,lllrt O:C t:be 0011~1,... cfevltlo_pae.nt plan • 

•o •ignj.;CiClllJt iapact.s_ arw erpectecf to reault Ira• project cfevelop­
-t OD t:be :CollCNJ.ng •pecJa.1-.t:atwr wJ.ldl.i:te •peci-: Saitb•• blue · 
buf:t41r'Zly, Cal..ironua t:iger -.Iaaaoder, ca.uronua red-legged ;Crag, 
:Coothill yellow-legged :Crag, •outbve•t.rn pond turtle, Cooper•• 
bmrl:, gooldeii -gle, long eared oerl, barroirl.Dg oerl, Cal..ironlia •pot­
ted owl, Cali:Corn.ta barned larl:, purple aartin, yellow lf&rbler, 
J'ellOlf-.brwasted chat, !'cwns.bend• • w..tana big-eared bat, pallid bat, 
.&aerican Badger, bald eagle, peregrine :Calcon, aarbled .aurrelet, 
lfillov :Clycbatcher, •harp-•}'1:zu,ed bawl:, .nort:b.rn barrier, blacl:­
sboa.ldentd .l:1t., .-r.liD, pnu.r1e :Calcon, and t:rJ.oolored bJacl:bircf. 

lO. •AfflRAL MSQl1RCB'S 

lO,l Will the proposal result in the 
increased in rate of use of 
Natural Resources. 

Sign.UiCllllt Iapact? 

•o .l'Cn'. !XS 
_x_ 

•.ll'rJRAL .Rl!SOURCBS: Conclusions w/avidenc• - Parsons contacted. 
Honitoring/HitJgation Heasures? 

!'be proposal includes -e o~ on-site quarri- :Car pavbJg -teria.ls. 
1"be IUle o~ these quarrie• :Cor road pavbJg could potentially .bave a 
•igniLiCllllt OD JUtf:ural .resoun»a. 

"· Jrlm&i;[ 

Will th• proposal result in: 

ll,l Use of •ubstantial amounts of fuel or 
energy? 

11.2 Substantial increase in demand upon 
exi•ting •ourc•• of energy, or re­
quire th• development of new •ources 
of energy? 

Sign.Uicant Iapact? 

•o .l'Cn'. 'US _x_ 

•o FO'I'. 'US _x_ 

1l111UlGr: Conclu•ions w/evidence - P•r•ons contacted. 
Ho.n,itoring/Hitigation Hea•ur•s? 

nae proposal will not have a •ignifiCllllt bapact OA energy or create 
a delllUld upon existing •ources o:C energy or requ1re D- •ourc•• o:C 
energy. 

.u. ,Llll9D PS 

l2.l WJll the proposal result in a •ub­
•tantial alteration of th• present or 
planned land use of an area? 
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Signl.Licant Iapact? 

•o FO'I'. 'US 
_'JC_ 

12.2 Reduction in acreage of any agricul­
tural crops? •o POJ'. 

_x_ 

LDD DSB: ConclusJons w/evidence - Persons contacted. 
Honitoring/Hitigation Haasure•? 

rzs, 

!'he Greater •onterey Pe!UD6Ula .&rea Plan allow• :Cor the _propo•ed 
deval0Ja9Dt. !'be alteration oL t:be present or plmmecf land ue .,.. -•-.ed 1ii .ICIR 87-0U • 

". IPl'WeaTIPl( 

l3.l Will th• proposal altar th• locatJon, 
di•tribution, density, or growth rate 
of bUlllan population of an area? 

Bignl.Licant .Dlpact? 

llO POJ". ru _x_ 

.FOJIOL.l2'ION: Conclu•ion• w/avidence - .Person• contacted. 
Honitoring/Hitigation H•a•ure•? 

s- 1lIR 87-0l:J wblcb -•e••ed an aaeDcfaent to Ue Greater •onterey 
Pen:ln6ula ..t.rea Plan to allow increased density on the Rancho San 
car1041 property. 

14. BOQSJJIG 

l4,l Will the proposal affect existing 
housing, or create a demand for addJ­
tional housJng? 

Signl.Licant .hpact? 

•o POJ'. 
_x_ 

TES 

BOUSillG: Conclusions w/evidence - Parsons contacted. 
Honitoring/Hitigation Haasures? 

1".he proposed oo~ial .Develo_pae.nt .. y ,POtentially c:iwate a deaand 
:Cor -'dJ.tional bouabJg. 

l5. ffWIS,81,RTA!rI.Qlf.l~IQl! Signl.Licant .l.llpact? 

Will the proposal result in: 

l5.l Generation of •ubstantial additional •o POJ'. ns 
vehicular movement? - - _x_ 

l5.2 Effects on existing parking facilities, •o POT'. ns 
or demand for new parking? -- _x_ 

15.3 Substantial·impact upon exi•ting •o POJ'. ns 
tr~portation •y•tems? - _x_ 

15.4 Alteration to present pattern• of cir- •o POJ'. ns 
culation or movement of people/goods? -- -- _x_ 

15.5 Alterations to waterborne, rail, or •o POJ'. ns 
air traffic? _x_ 

15,6 Increases in traffic hazards to motor •o POJ'. ns 
vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians? - _x_ 
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~SPOKtMIOll/~IOB: Conclusions w/evidence - Persons con­
tacted. HonitorJ.ng/Hitigation Measures? 

.A rrtdLic Beport Lor Rancho SaZJ Carlos vas prepared_ by Dotrli.ng 

.&s•ociates dated .&pril 22, J.994. flle report LOCU!les on Loar priaary 
roads: car.el Val.ley .Road, ll1.glnray One, .Rancho Sall C&r.los .Road and 
Jlobinson C&EIJ'DII Sloa4. libe.rl coap.leted (..ti.aated to be accoaplia.bed 
over a 20-year period}, the Santa Lucia co..wdt:y .Pre•erv• would 
J)Otentially add a total oL _21.1 dd.J.y 'trip onto and oLL th• ranch 
darlDg t:he J'ff _pad coamte bour. 

.A ~P .Recfact.toa Pzograa (rRPJ and a !'nLLic ~t .laoc.tation 
(TIO} vill provide Lor on-dte -ploy .. Jaousi.Dg, COJUIOlidation oL 
dellYari-, YaD-JIC>qliDg DL -p.1oy ... and •chool c:bildreD, and shat­
t:.I• •erviC8lJ, - -u - onsiu •arvices saclJ - a paera1 store and 
~tal services, and rec:rw«tional opporamiti-. 

rey Li.Dding• conta.ined ill t:be traLLic zwpart: with ~ed aiti­
ption: 

CV-1 Valley BPo4 

C&.nlel Val.ley .Road car:reat.ly carri- betveeD J.,ooo and 2,400 Yehle.le 
ttips darillg t:be J'ff pea.t bour. (D92 DQabers vezw used throug.bt the 
'traLLic rep,rt bec:awr• t:bey ware higher thlJZl .racarded JJ93 -.olaaesJ. 
coap.letio.a oL th• Santa Lucia coaau.a..t ty .Pre•arv• voa.ld bave th••• 
hpacbr on the critiC;aJ ~ts oL car.el Valley .Road: 

~ ...... 
N 

Add 21Plf peak .hour 'Nhicle a-ips to th• ca.r:ra.at J,590 ttips OD 
••gme.at •1.% oL Caniel Valley Boad b•tv••.a Schulte Boad and 
Bobillao.a CaZJyo.a Boad, a 1.7 percent illc:re-• oYer ari•ti.Dg 
co.adi tions. 

.Md J9 l'ff peH bour Ye.bicle ttips to the curre.at J,J40 ttips OD 
•egae.at t:hree oL canr..1 Va.lley .Road betweeD .Laurel•• Grade .Road 
and 7ord .Road, a J.. 7 percent ill=--• onr ex1.st:il1g c:o.aditions. 

Md 42 Ht peak boar 'l"llhicl• uips to the c:iura.at J., •oo a-ips on 
•egae.at ••van oL C&rae.l Valley Bead between Scllalt• .Road and 
.Rancho Sa.a Carlo• .Road, a 2.6 perce.at illc:reas• over exiatillg 
conditions. 

•o.a• oL th• projected a-aLLic Lro• th• Santa Lucia Coammity .P.ra­•erv• would cause a cha.age ill the ca.r:rant .level oL •ervif:9 or 1'iJt:are 
c:aau.Iativ• level oL •arrice on any •egae.at along car.al Va.l.ley .Road, 
accordi.ag to the t:raLLic zwport. 

•ontarey Coa.aty 1- stalfy.ing plans Lor •AL•ty hprov.-e.ats along the 
entire .length or carae.1 Va.l.ley Road a.ad Lor CODSt:ruct:fon oL passillg 
.lane• o.a canie.l Valley Boad betvee.a S-cho Sa.a Carlo• Boad aZJd 
Bobillso.a canyon Boad. •o.aterey coa.aty b .. adopted an ordilla.ace 
vhiclJ establisll .. t.raLLic hpact .r ... to .ta.ad hproveaants to CanNl 
Valley .Road. .Rancho· Sa.a carlos will be reqairecf to au• sabst:a.atial 
contributions toward these h_pnw-ts. 

state Jigm,ay 0ne 

state Bigmray One CWTil.Dt.ly carries between 2,100 aZJd 6,J.oo ve.bic.1• 
a-ips a day at the n pe.u boar. 
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Coap.letio.a oL the Sa.at.a Lucia Coaau.aity Preserve would add l0G P« 
peal:: boar vehicle trips to Biglnray One betvee.a cante.l Va.I.lay .Road , 
and Ocean ..l.ve.aae, a 3.4 ,Perce.at illcraase over the 2,942 l'ff pea1c boar 
Yellicl• trips that were present ill J.992. !'.be ari•tillg leve.l oL 
•ervice OD ll1.glnray One and its illtenrect:fons, except Lor Carpenter 
Street, would not be lOlfered ·by th• addition oL traLLic Lroa the 
coap.leted project:. !'be illtersect:fon oL CUpanter st:rwet aroa.ld !lave 
a .l01rer UJS a.al••• ap prop,sed -p.loy- •llutt.le prograa to .reduce 
t:raLLic dbr1.ag peu baa.ra u 1.ast.itated. 

. .A naaber oL operational .iaprov•••.at• Lor Highway O.a• betvee.a Bio 
.Road and carpe.at;er street bave bee.a Z"9c:oaaanded to the Ca.l..i.ronua 
!'ransportation coaai.s•io.a (C!'C} Lor approval -"Y th• !'.ra.as,P:lrtation 
~e.acy oL •onur.y Coanty ~MIC} ancf Caltra.as. 

&oncbo San car1os RQacffCVNZ ya11.v BPl<I 

Ra.aclJo SaZJ C&rlo• i• an exi•tillg J.o ail• private, paved rara.l road 
tllat carri- .10 J'ff peu. boor Yehle.le a-ipa wit.hi.a Rancho Sa.a Car.las 
and J.80 PII peak boar trips a day betvee.a Valley Gree.a DriYe and 
car.a.I Val.ley .Road. fll• illtersect:fon oL .Rancho San Olr.los .Road a.ad 
ear.e.1 Val.ley .Road was recon.stract:ed ill October J.993 .. part oL the 
aitigatio.a reguireae.at• hposed by •o.aterey Coa.aty o.a the Quai.l 
•ead01r• developae.at. Additional •tripillg and zwL.lect:o.nr !lave bee.a 
1..asta.lled by the Cou.aty to hprove -.tety • 

flle eristillg .Rancho SIi.a C.U-los Road bridge acro6s c.tnle.l River bas a 
paved width oL 20 Leet. Pede•tria.as au•t carre.at.ly wa.lk ill the 
traveled way to cross the bridge. to hprove •AL•ty, the project 
prop,s- to add a pedestrian bridge tot be er.isti.ag •uuctura. 

Coap.letio.a oL th• SIi.at.a Lucia Caasm.ity .Presarve lrollld add .198 peak 
ft Yehic.les to .Rancho SIi.a carlos .Road. lfbe.a c:aabilled rith erl.stiJJg 
traLLic p.lu.s approYed and propo••d project:• ill th• Yicillity, the 
total traLLic wil.1 exceed the leLt tar.a capacity at the intersec­
tion. 

As a resu.It, Ba.Debo Sa.a car.los prop,ses to CO!WUUct these 1.Jiprov-
.-nts - part oL th• project: · 

A long l•Lt tur.a lane reLuge o.a car.el Valley Road Lor vah.ic.les 
tunu.ag 1•Lt out or Ba.Debo San car1os. W.. lane roald erte.ad 
wart to the eristi.ng Lour-lane ••ction. 
..I.a erle.aded right nm erit .lane Lor eastboa.ad traLLic o.a 
car.el Valley Road at Ba.ac:.bo San car1os .Road. 

Robtn,on c«oYPR BPIII 

Bob.i.aso.a canyon .Road J..s a n1..a-.U• .long, tJro la.a• pub.lie .rural road 
vllic.b Yaries ill paved width Lro• J.6 to 22 Leet witlli.a .Ra.Debo Ban 
carlos. ..I.bout ••v•.a ail•• or the road .nm 11ort.b to •oath through 
tile easter.ly third oL th• ranch. Bobi.a6o.a canyon Road c:arri•• 200 
Plf peak .boar trips a day where it cro•••• th• Carael tiyer and 
betvee.a J.0 and J.7 PII peak .boar trip• a day o.a th• ••ctio.a rithill 
.Ra.acbo Sa.a carlo•. !'he•• 1J'Oluaes Yary by •ea.o.a • 
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CO.pletion ot th• sa.ota Lucia COJIIIWl.ity .Preserve JIiiy add :ZO vahlcles 
per bol1r (total tor both clirectioDSJ to .Robi.Dsan CllDyon .Road between 
t:be ra.ncb • • northern bo111Jdary and Cl1%11e1 Va.lley Road dur.1.Dg the 

·•t:a.Dd4rd Plf reeA:cfay peak .boar (4:30 to 5:30 p.a.J. ~e peak llour 
trip• are not e.rpect:ed to travel at t:be •aa• tia• .. the current 
early a1'tanioon peak hour trips on the portion ot t:b• road rit:hl.D 
tb• ranch. .As calculated under the federal lligblmy .capacity aanual, 
~ addition ot thl.a traLt1c rl.l.l .aot -• llobUJIIOIJ C.UJ'DD Road to 
ercieecf or approach the capacity ot the road. 

!'be Board ot l!laperri•ors bas .requj.rad that tbe d-ign and .iaprove­
aent tor tb• Banta Lucia Comnmlty .Pre•arva aiD..iai•• the aaount at 
traLt1c a•.iJJg .Robi.D•on Canyon .Road. !'be Board .-ugge•ted ••veral 
aethocfa to ach.teve th1.a re,alt,' i.DclacliDg .iaproveaena ot .iJJt:erior 
roacfa and altenu1t1ve ace.a• t:bat detar and·di•coarage the ase at 
llob~ C.UJ'OD Aoad. 

Rancho San carloa RDacf tr1.l.l be ridened and realigned. ~ .iJJte.rna.l 
road circrz.Iatio.n ot th• Santa Lucia coammity Pre•erv• u designed 
to teed tra1't1c troa •-tot .Rob.tn.on canyon .ROacf onto tb.i• pr•­
te.rred route • 

.1 ,s. l'Q11IJC suv,rgs SignUicant Iapact? 

Will th• proposal have an •ttect upon, or result in a need tor new 
or altered governmental ••rvices in any ot th• tallowing areas: 

16.l Fire protection? •o .Fo.l'. J'BS 

-- -- _x_ 
16.2 Police protection? •o .Fo.l'- J'BS _x_ 
16.3 Schools? •o .Fo.l'. J'BS _x_ 
16.4 Parks or Other Recreational tacilities? •o .Fo.l'. J'BS 

_x_ 
16.5 Haintenance ot public tacilities, in- •o .Fo.l'. DS 

eluding roads? -- _x_ 
16.6 Other governmental ••rvices? •o .Fo.l'. J'BS 

_x_ 
PUBLIC SKRVIa!J: Conclusion w/evidence - Parson• contacted. 
Hon1toring/Hitigat1on Heasures? 

1'.ire Protection: .A coaprebenaive Fire Satety Ma.nageaant Plan is 
pilrt: ot th• application. !'be plan provides tor on-d te t1.ret1gbting 
equJpaent and trai.Decf per•oDllel; developaent and aa.1.Dtanance at• 
water d16tr1batian qst.a ritb the needed capacity to protact .IJo9es 
and th• natural JtUJcfscape; &11 ert8D6ive •Y•t- ot -1..Dt.ined eaer­
gency ace••• roads and tirebrealca provJcliDg loop erlezi.iald to t:b• 
pved c.1rculation qst.as; and provuion tor •tire •BL•ty sanes• at 
.tey JocatiODJf along the c.J..rculation qst- to provide rehg• .iJJ the 
evant ot • tire. 
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!'he J..ncreased residentiu and visitor as• ot ~• area aay creace 
bcre11JSecf Sherill'• beat area patrols as rell as aore pat:rol•'on 
trails .iJJ regional parl:a. .Residential a.se tr1.l.l altiJllltaly have .soae • 

. .iapact: apon •chooh .iJJ the Olrael 17nitiecf School Di.strict • 

.17 • JJ2"ILIT,US Signiticant .l"apact? 

17.l Will the proposal result in a need tor IIO l'OT'. nrs 
_x_ new systems, or subst411tial alteratioM 

.to the area utilities? 

DTILll'nS: Conclusions w/evidence - P•r•oM contacted. 
Honitoring/Hitigation Heasures? 

•ev Develo,-nt .iJJ ·area. currently dthoat: atiliti- rill require a 
-er tor - qrtU111. 

.18. ElIH. signiticant .rapact? 

18.l Iner••••• in existing noise levels? JfO JIOT. rBS 
_x_ 

18.2 Exposure ot people to ••v•r• noises? •o JIOT. rES 
_x_ 

•oISB: Conclusions w/evidenca - Persons contacted. 
Honitoring/Hitigation Heasures? 

Charles •- Salter .Associates prepared a •oi•• -s-•-nt Study tor 
.Rancho San C&rlmr dated February lH4. fli• greate.t noue iapact to 
the project: site i• troa •bort-tena conat:ruction activities. Con­
st:raction actidti- att:er the tirst year rill cU•fofsb and general­
ly be localised at boae •it•• and central tacilities as tbey are 
const:ruct:ed. !'be .indirect: noi•• .iapacar are tbo•e associated ri th 
project generated' t:nui.portation and project-related' con.truction. 

u. llAZARDSllWlWf UALfH Bigniticant Illpact? 

19.l A risk ot an explosion or the release JfO JIOT. TBS 
ot hazardous •ubst411ces (including, but _x_ 
not limited to, oil, pesticides, chem-
icals or radiation) in the event ot an 
accident or upset conditions? 

19.2 Possible interference with an emergency •o JIOT. rBS 
e.vacuation plan? _x_ 

19.3 Creation ot any health hazard or 
potential health hazard? 

19.4 rxposure at people to potential health 
hazards? 

•o POT. rBS _x _ 
JfO POT. rBS 
_ x_ 

BAZARDS/11U11A11 ICIIALT1I: conclusion• w/evidance - Persons contacted. 
Honitoring/Hitigation Haasures? 

Based apon revier at project description by Agencies ot Monterey 
County and reviev o~ Monterey Cou.nty .Environaental .Departaent. !'b• 
project rill not bav• a •ign!Licant eUect an baz~/hWIIUl health. 
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20. .JIIS2'1lEUCS S1gnll1cant Illpacti' 
20.1 Will the proposal result 1n the •o PO'r. rBS 

obstruction ot any •c•n1c vista or vi•w _ _ _x_ 
open to th• public, or will the proposal • 
r•sult 1.n th• cr•ation ot an aesth•t1cally 
ott•n•iv• •it• open to public vi•w? 

.aitSi:iil&.lC'!f~ Conclu•1ons v/•vid•nc• - P•r•onM contact•d. 
Kon1tor1.ng/H1t1gat1on «•asur•s? 

JZobart Laab Bart prepared a Visual .Analysis dated ipril, 1994. 
stldr rield .rwvi_. Jnclicates that developaent will be 1'isible rroa 
.Rab.uuron canjoa .Road which 1s d-ignated .. an eJd6tbJg •can.ic .route 
GD ~ipre 10 cd tile CllP.IP. 

21. CDLfl1RALUSQmlCIS' Sign!Licant Dlpact1 

21.1 fi1ll th• propo•al r•sult in th• alt•ra- •o PO'r. ris 
t1on ot, or th• d•struction ot, a pr•-
bi•toric or hi•toric sit•? - _x_ 

21.2 Will the proposal r•sult in adverse •o PO'r. rBS 
physical or a•sth•tic •ll•cts to a pr•- -- _x_ 
historic or h1•tor1c building, •tructure 
or obj•ct? 

21.l Does th• proposal have the pot•ntial •o PO'r. rES 
to cau•e a physical chang• which would 
att•ct unigu• •thn1c or cultural valu•s? -- _x_ 

21.4 Will the proposal r•str1ct •x1st1ng •o ·P<Yr. ris 
r•l1g1ous or •acr•d u••• within th• _x_ 
potential impact . . area? 

a7L2"l7R.lL RlrSCaRCllS: Conclusion• w/•videnc• - Person• contact•d. 
Hon1tor1ng/Hit1gat1on «•asures? 

i B1storic Resources .Analysis ror the ••in bncb Boa•• and Guest 
Bouse dated 7ebraary, 1994 was prepared by Daeyl illen ror Gil 
Sanche:s. i Bistoric Resource .Analysis ror th• Dairy Barn and .b­
ploy-• Bo-.u1.ng dated S•pteaber 20, 1991 was prepared by Gree.m,ood 
and .J.s•ociat••· .AD Inventory or Pr•bistoric cultural •••ources 
dated 7ebruary 18, V94 w- prepared by .lrcbaeological CODsulting. 

B1,:t:or1c S1t:e,: i Ar£llaeology: in earlier coanty •tady identUi•d 
~our b1.stor1c •it•• at .Rancho StuJ Carlos. With t:b• eJrception or 
portions or 'th• San 7ranci•qaito area where t:b• ranch boa•• is 
located, all •it•• will be 1.n 'th• and•veloped .Preserve Lands. ~b• 
Bancb BOUlle, and historic stractara, requires J.aprovaaents, 1.nclad­
Jng ••1.saic and ~ieans with Disabiliti- .&ct (.AD~ apgrad-. 

In 'th• archaeological •tady sabaitt•d .. part or t:b• application 
raporta, 45 prebJ.storic archaeological •it•• were identiried and 
recorded, ranging b'o.11 saall isolated bedroct aorta.rs t:o larg• seai­
-pa.naanent 1'illag• •it-. 

_2'be6e reports will be analyzed 1.n 'the zvcoaaeaded JUR. 
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22. CQlfULa;I'lVl!'IGRWfB DmC7CDG VU'AC'fS 

•OT~: Describe any cumulat1v•/growth inducing impacts that may 
occur due to implementation ot th• proj•ct. Id•nt1ty ch•ckl1st 
topic r•lat•d to the impact and provid• ad•guat• evid•nc•. 

~be .EDvJ.ronaental Iapact Report will addre•• cuaulativ•/grovtb 
b24uc1ng J.apacts. 

23. nasmM PllQJl!'CT llf.lRll'MJYXS: 

IIO'f'B: It th•re ar• s1gn1t1cant env1ronm•ntal impacts caused by the 
proj•ct that ar• unm1t1gabl•· b•low s1gn1t1canc•, d•scr1b• below any 
poss1bl• proj•ct alt•rnativ•• thatvould bav• l••• •nv1ronm•ntal 
:impacts. 

S'be Jtnv.ironaental I•pact Report will evaluate alternatives such as 
Residential Only .llt•rnative, B•dac•d Density iJternativ•, and 
.Reduced eo-rcial ilternatJ.ve. 

24. s:fM'BXB'lYT QF KMPATQBl TIIJDIRGS QF SIGl{UICNfCE 

•O'l'E: It there are significant •nvironm•ntal impact• which cannot 
be mitigated and no t•asibl• proj•ct alt•rnativ•s ar• availabl•, 
th•n compl•t• th• mandatory tind1ng• ot •ign1ticance and attach to 
this initial study as an app•ndi.r. ,"hi• 1• th• tir•t •t•p tor 
•tarting the environm•ntal impact r•port (EIRJ proc•ss. 

It•ms ch•cked •yes" in this Initial Study includ• 4.5 •rosion, 6.2 
surtac• runott, 6,7 groundwat•r u•ag•, 14.1 v•hicular mov•m•nts, 
15. l tir• prot•ction, 15 ,2 polic• prot•ction, 16 .1 n•w utility 
•yst•ms, 19.1 obstruction ot •c•nic v1•ws. 

,"h• applicants/subdivid•r• hav• agr••d to pr•par• an EIR tor this 
proj•ct, on April 25, 1994. 

25. TISH MD GAKK DV.ZljQffJl{l!'AL DOCl71WIT TUS 

b•-.saent or,_: 
For purposes ot 1mpl•m•nt1ng S•ction 735 .5 ot ,"1tl• 14, calitornia 
Cod• ot Regulations: It ba••d on th• r•cord as a whole, th• Plenn•r 
d•t•rmin•s that 1mpl•m•ntation ot th• proj•ct d•scrib•d h•r•1n, will 
r•sult in chang•s to r••ourc•• A-G li•t•d b•low, th•n a Fish and 
Game Docum•nt F1ling F•• mu•t b•. •••••••d, JJa••d upon analy•i• 
using th• crit•ria A-G, and information contain•d in th• r•cord, 
stat• conclusion•. with •vid•nc• b•low. 

A} Riparian land·, r·iv•rs, •tr•ams, wat•r cour••s, and w•tlands 
under •tat• and t•d•ral jurisdiction; 

1e, 



~ ...... 
VI 

BJ 

CJ 

D} 

EJ. 

T) 

GJ 

Native and non-native plant lire and the soil required to 
sustain habitat ror rish and wildlire; 

.Rare and unique plant lire and ecological coJ11111unitles dependent 
on plant lire, and; 

Listed threatened and endangered plant and animals and the 
habitat in which they are believed to reside. 

All species or plant or animals as listed as protected or 
identiried ror special management in th• Tish and Game Code, 
the PUblic Resources Code, and the Water Code, or regulations 
adopted thereunder; 

All marine terrestrial species subject to the jurisdiction or 
the Department or Tish and Game and th• ecological coJ11111unities 
in which they reside; · 

All air and water resources the degradation or which will 
individually or cumulatively result in th• loss or biological 
diversity among plants and animals residing in air or water. 

De aiDt.is ree •xeaption: For purposes or implementing Section 
735.5 or the Calirornia Code or Regulations: A De minimis Exemption 
may be granted to th• Environmental Document F•• ir there is sub­
stantial evidence, based on th• record as a whole, that there will 
not be changes to th• above named resources 24.A-G caused by imple­
mentation or the project. Using the above criteria, state conclu­
sions with evidence below, and rollow Planning and Building Inspec­
tion Department Procedures ror riling a de minimis exemption • 

Conclusions: 

There is no diainiais ree execption. Ite.as 7, B, and g 1a t:his 
l'.JLitial Study indicate that there aay well be .iapacts which do not 
qual.i.t'y - dellinia.ts elven though they aay not be •igniLic:ant. 

Jrvidence: 

s- backgound reports I• l4J Biological .Resources Report by Biosys­
taas ~ysu; 4) rara.t •anageaent plan by Ralph o.terlJ.ng CODSUlt­
anu I.De. 

2 6. AQDI'l'IQBAL CQIIKIR'l'S 

•O'I'll:: Include topic beading and number. 
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GEOLOGY 

EXHIBIT A-1 
~ 

EIR SCOPE OF WORK 

COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

RANCHO SAN CARLOS 
(PC94067) 

Review and incorporate the geological and geotehnical inves­
tigation prepared ror the project by Cleary Consultant, Inc. 
dated February, 1994. This investigation shall be summa­
rized and major points emphasized with the rormat or the 
EIR. Provide a third party review by a qualiried geologist 
or this report ror the EIR. Rererenc• the report as an 
appendix to the Environmental Impact Report. 

The geology report shall be consistent with •Guidelines ror 
Geologic/Seismic Reports• or the calirornia Division or 
Hines and Geology(CDHG Notes #46). 

This inrormation shall be summarized and major points empha­
sized within the rormat or the Environmental Impact Report. 

Set;tu,.g - Description - Iapacts 

Using the Geological and Geotechnical Report, include the 
rollowing in the EIR: 

Describe regional geologic setting. 

Describe geologic conditions including soil, sediment, rock 
types and characteristics. 

Review and incorporate additional inrormation which appears 
in Section 3 or the comprehensive Wastewater Disposal Plan. 
A l:400 scale map showing the location and type or soils 
investigations is part or the additional inrormation. Also 
available rrom Cleary Consultants are the water levels or 
100 shallow monitoring wells which may also have some bear­
ing on the geotechnical impacts or the development. 

Describe geologic structural reatures including bedding, 
joints and raults. 

Describe evidence of past or potential landslide conditions. 
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Describe the implications or thes• conditions and the pro­
posed d•v•lopm•nt(on/orrsit•J to include impacts by the 
development on landslides or th• impact or possible land­
slides on development. 

Describe th• errects or roadcuts on slop•• in excess or 30 
percent. Include·errects on slope stability, erosion and 
.increase runorr. 

D~scribe ground and surrac• water conditions, natural 
variations, and their impact on geologic conditions. De­
scribe possible or probable changes in ground/surrace water 
hydrology and subsequent geologic changes caused by compl•-

. tion/construction or th• project. Zrlllllpl•• could include: 

Introduction or sewer errluent or irrigation water 
to groundwater system. 
Alterations in surrace water r1ow patterns. 

Discuss the maximum credible earthquake in the area to 
include the subsequent seismic rorces and resulting possible 
dlllllage. 

Describe impacts rrom project siting, design, th• septic 
system, landscaping, drainage, grading and construction 
practices with regards to geologic stability or th• project 
site. 

Discuss the possible destabilizing errect or deep water 
pumping in rractured bedrock along or near raults systems 
and the impacts they would have on th• rault systems that 
either a conduit or barrier to water movement. 

Include other on/orr site ractors that might contribute to 
slope instability. · 

Discuss erosion and the project sit• to include existing and 
possible/probable ruture conditions on/orr site because or 
conditions relating to site development or natural causes. 

llitig.ation •aa.suras-C.Ology 

suggest alternatives locations to road and or development to 
avoid geological hazards. 

Suggest possible engineering alternatives to stabilize 
landslide conditions exposed during the geologic study. 

Suggest best engineering practices to protect structures 
during a maximum credible earthquake. 

6 
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Provide measures to mitigate possible bydrologic changes 
caused by completion or during construction oL th• project. 

Provide measures to alleviate aro•ion caused by completion 
or construction oL the project on/oLL•ita. 6xampl•• might 
include: 

Best Management Practices dUring construction. . 
Landscaping and both on/oLL•it• drainage improve­
ments. 
Other possible recommended mitigation •easuras. 

Rssponsibl.a/Concen,.ed ~c:ias-Inst:itut:ions 

Cal1Lorn1a State Resources Agency-
Division oL Hines and Geology 
United .states Geological Service 
Monterey county Dapart:1/lent oL Environmental Health 

2. MINERALS 

Setting, Descript:ion, Iap11cts 

Discuss the relationship oL the project to any known Jlineral 
deposits and how the proja·ct might impact those deposits. 

Discuss ut1l1:z:at1on oL on-site quarries Lor road and build­
ing materials .• Discuss locations and associated impacts, 
such as noise, erosion, dust, viawshed and traLLic. Bow 
quarries .,ill b• managed and how th•Y .,111 b• reclaimed. 

Show how the project uses are compatible .,1th th• current 
or Luture processes oL Jlineral extraction. 

If th• project includes mineral artraction, include impacts 
oL this particular project on Lutur• .upplias and availabil­
ity oL this mineral resource "'1th1n Monterey county and the 
State. 

IL the project •1gn1L1cantly impairs Lutur• mineral artrac­
tion, or 1L the level oL mineral extraction is deemed to 
cause a s1gn1L1cant impact on existing county resources, 
include possible alternative projects and show the avail­
ability oL mineral resources in· these locations. 

11.it:.igat:.ion lfeasures-Jli.narals 

Discuss alternative sites and locations that provide Jlineral 
resources that are depleted or made inactive by the project. 
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cai1Lorn1a-Stata Resources Agancy-
Dividon oL Hin•• ud C:.olo!,Y 

3. SOILS 

Dellc:riptJ.on, Sett:iilg, Iap11ct.s 

Review and incorporate the geological and -gaotachnical 
investigation prepared Lor the project by Cleary consult­
ants, Inc. dated February 1994 and revised/updated inLorma­
tion. This investigation shall be summarized and major 
points amphasi:z:ed .,1th the Lormat oL the EIR, ReLarenca the 
report as an appendix to ·the Environmental Impact Report. 

Review and incorporate the Preliminary Drainage and Erosion 
Control Report prepared Lor the project by Bestor Engineers 
dated February 1994. This investigation shall be summarized 
and major points emphasized "'ith th• Lormat oL the EIR. 
ReLerance the report as an appendix to th• Environmental 

- Impact Report. 

Discuss the potential erosion and drainage impacts Lrom th• 
proposed development. 

Discuss the amount oL land disturbance or bare ground craat7 
, ad or reduced as a result oL the proposed development •. 

Discuss whether the project is located in a watershed Resto­
ration Area and the particular impacts associated .,1th this 
••nsitive environment. 

11.i t:igat:ion lfeasuras - Soils 

Consult the •Erosion Control Plan• to 1dant1Ly •pec1L1c 
mitigation measures Lor the project. 

A •ummary oL theses measures is provided below: 

Provide detailed plans for surLaca and. sub.-:-surLace 
drainage devises. 
Provide measures to retain stormwatar run-oLL result­
ing Lrom a •20 year• occurrence. 
Provide site management .including landscape-and revage­
tation plans. Include moni taring programs to ensure· 
the long-term success of these plans. 

8 
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Discuss different methods or ero•ion control ror th• •it• 
including grading techniques, landscaping techniques and 
•it• planning techniques. 

Require •it• land•caping - plan• to b• included on a 
corded map and approved by th• Director or Planning 
Building Inspection {PDJ..2). 

Require maintenance or landscaping (PDJ.3). 

re­
and 

Require landscaping plans ror road cut• to include bonding 
to be approved by th• Director or Planning and Building 
Inspection(PDBJ. 

Require cut/fill •lopes to be preserved through coverage, 
•••ding to control erosion during construction (PD14J. 

Require restoration or natural materials per approved plan 
(PD 18). 

Require the conveyance or a •cenic easement to th• county 
ror slo~s over Jo, {PD1J. 

Provide ror re•toration/clean up or, and or contingency 
plans ror soil contlllDination ror construction or maintenance 
or project. · 

submit plans ror surrac• and •ubsurrace drainage 
improvements ror review and approval to the Director or 
Environmental Health to determine potential •eptic •ystem 
impacts. 

Rasponslble/Concerned Aqencies-Institutiona' 

Calirornia Department or Conservation 
·USDA Soil Conservation Service 
Hont•r•y county Department or Environmental Health 

4. AIRQUAUTY 

Description, Setti.iig, Iapact:s 

Review and incorporate the Air Quality Impact Analysis 
prepared ror the project by Donald Ballanti, dated February 
1994. This analysis shall be summarized and major points 
emphasized within th• format or th• EIR. Rererence the 
report as an appendix to the Environmental Impact Report. 
(Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District's 
guidelines ror the Assessment or Environmental impact docu-
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ments are attached as an addendWIIJ 

The project proposes as a meanas to reduce orf-•it• trarric 
impacts, an ••phalt batch plant, include plant location and J..mpact on air quality. 

Di•cu•s Federal and State Alllbient Air Quality Standards. 

SWmnarize ambient air quality data ror ozone and Par~iculate 
Hatter lO (P.H.10) Lor the 'l'ri County Basin. ·. 

Discuss the project consistency with the Air Quality Hanage­
ment Plan for the Honterey Bay Region in accordance with 
Chapter 13 or th• Plan. Compare the population generated by 
the project by percentage to the population forecasts in the 
Air Quality Hanagement Plan • 

Direct an indirect source emissions from all proposed activ­
ities should be quantified and their impact on air quality 
assessed. Ir the project would •igniricantly arrect an 
intersection, modeling should be undertaken to determine ir 
carbon monoxide •tandards would be violated. 

.Ana..lpi.ng Jral.d01JS by Phase-co.nst:ructtan and Oparatian 

Discuss construction phase emissions including dust, 
construction worker trarric, and exhaust from heavy 
duty gasoline and diesel powered vehicles. Source: Air 
Pollution Emissions Factors Hanual AP 42 - U.S. EPA September 1988. 

Discuss emissions to be generated directly from the 
operations or the project. Emissions estimates •hall 
be provided for all the pollutants regulated under the 
Rules and Regulations or the Hont•r•y Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District. H•thodology rill vary 
depending on source and pollutant. 

Discuss airborne hazardous or toxic pollutants expected 
to be generated by the project. HBUAPCD Rule 1000 
permit guidelines and requirements ror •ources emitting 
toxic air contaminates shall be con•ult•d for •tand­
ards and possible mitigation measures. 

Discuss ••condary sources or air pollution from imple­
mentation or the project. Emissions from motor vehicles 
used during the ongoing operation or the project or 
•missions related to growth inducing impacts caused by the project. 

Discuss reactive organic gasses (ROX) and oxides or 

10 
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nitrogen (NOX) which would b• generated by motor vehi­
cles associated with th• •ubject project. Carbon Honox­
id• is also related to traLLic generation. IL th• 
project will contribute to •i,;nlLicant level• or trar­
Lic congestion at int•r••ctions, roadway links, and 
places or ingress/egress, then (CO) •hould b• ••asured. 
ROG, CO, and NOX •hall b• ••a•ur•d in tcllW par .r-r or 
talW par day. 

Source: Thro models are available Lrom the CaliLornia 
Air Resources Board tor estimating emissions: lJ URBE 
·HIS #2, and :ZJ supplement to Procedure Basi• Lor Esti­
aating ON-Road-Vehicle-Emissions. 

Source: A suitable micro-seal• model Lor co •missions 
measuring concentrations vs. tons per day is the com­
puter model Calin•$, available rrom th• CaliLornia Air 
Resources Board. 

111.tigation •easuras - i1..r Quality 

Th• EIR shall identiLy those mitigation measures necessary 
to reduce significant air quality impacts to an acceptable 
level. Th• Lollowing information shall be provided Lor 
each mitigation measure: 

Emission reduction •LLectiveness or these measures 
should be quantiLied and their Leasibility addressed. 
Agency responsibility Lor measure implementation. 
Cost and time frame tor implementation ot measure. 
Monitoring identified 

Responsible/concerned Aqenc1es-Inst1tut1ons 

Environmental Protection Agency 
CaliLornia State Air Resources Board 
Monterey Bay UniLied Air Pollution Control District 
Monterey county Department ot Environmental Health 

s. HYDROLOGY 

Utili:r• existing ground water •tudies available Lrom the 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency, county Environmental 
Health Division, Monterey Peninsula water Management Dis­
trict and Comprehensive Hydrological Study, prepared Lor 
the project by camp Dresser and McKee Inc., Balance Hydro­
logies, David Keith Todd Consulting Engineers, Geoconsult­
ants, Inc., and Luhdortt and scalmanini consulting Engineers 
dated Harch 1994, Supplement to comprehensive Hydrological 
Study dated July 1994, and additional supplements to be 
submitted by the applicant during the preparation ot the 
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EIR. A third party review or this report is being conducted 
under a separate contract. Th• results and conclusions or 
th• •tudy and th• results or th• third party review •hall be 
wmmariz•d and aajor points emphasized within th• Lormat or 
th• EIR. (Th• J.ncoapleten•••/EIR i•IJU•• that were addres•ed 
in th• June 2 and 9, 1994 •••ting• b•tli••n th• developer 
and th• County agencies and r••po116•• to Notice or prepara­
tion are attached to the •cope or work a• addendum explain~ 
ing additional analy••• that are to b• addressed by th• 
project developer.) 

not.: See att:ac:haant: dat:.d October ::zi, igg4 regarding coaaent:.s, 
ccmcanur, roles o~ JIIR consulf:ant:.s and propoaal• ~ro• f:be rater 
..lg9Dc:1es. 

In the Lollowing assessment and analysis or hydrology in­
clude both surLace and sub-surLace conditions. Be •ure to 
describe their relationship •eparately and together and how 
an impact to one may be a direct/indirect impact to the 
other surLac• and subsurLac• •tre4Jlls, •••ps, springs undar­
Llow and groundwater. 

Discuss consistency with Greater Hont•r•y Peninsula Area 
Plan Amendment (Resolution 93-llSJ 

Description, Set:t::l.ng, Iapact:.s 

Utilize the Comprehensive Hydrological Study, Supplements 
·thereto, and comments Lrom the third party review, •ummarize 
and analyze; the project's description, conclusions or the 
hydrological inLormation submitted, localized impacts, ott­
•ite impacts, and the. Lollowing: 

Describe the hydrologic ••tting and drainage •ystem to 
include cultivated/non-cultivated areas. 

Discuss the location or Lloodplain• in th• area and 
their relationship to th• project. Di•cus• th• 
eLLect• or a lO and 100 year event. 

Describe, th• regional •ourc• or water Lor th• project 
and hOli it is •upplied to th• •ite. Provide description 
or oLL-•it• hydrology. 

Discus• both on-site and oLL-site potential •urLace and 
ground water impacts Lrom project. 

Provide an assessment ot existing and proposed water 
usage. The assessment ot water usage should be appro­
priate to the style and level ot development reasonable 
foreseen Lor the project. Divide usage ~ong landscap-

12 
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ing, rirerlow requirement• 
dome•tic/co111111ercial/agricultural u••· and 

Indicate th• amount or run-orr to be generated by the 
project and the method• or o~1te/off•it• collection. 

D••cribe th• aquifer •Y•tem. Include aquifer chara~­
teri•tics and identify recharge area• within the 
project area. Th• di•cussion or aquifer characteri•tics 
•hould al•o include a discussion or those wells in­
•talled at the •it• that were deemed not to be usable 
ror water production. 

Discuss both the existing and future water balance and 
safe yield or the basin and sub-area both with and 
without the proposed project. Incorporate adequate 
background information on climate conditions, surface 
water supplies and water demand arrecting the balance. 

Describe any known water supply problems in the area. 

Discuss th• water demands or th• existing land use and 
compare to the proposed project demands. This discus­
sion should be conducted ror each watershed within the 
project and evaluate the relation•hip between the water 
supply demands and the potential depletion in ground­
water storage that could occur on a seasonal basis, 
accounting for seasonal and yearly variations in rain­
fall that occurs in the region. 

Recognize cumulative impacts created by this project 
and other similar projects that intensify ground or 
surface water use. 

Consider anticipated water demand for construction and 
maintenance or th• proposed project. 

Discribe the arr-site hydroloqic settin1 in relation to 
baseline and future impacts and associated mitigation 
measures. Include surface water and ground water 
connections between the project sit• and surrounding 
hydrologic systems, especially the Carmel River Valley. 
Also include, the Honterey Peninsula Water Hanagement 
District•• Water Allocation Program EIR and 5-year 

· Hitigation Program. 
Kitigation •easares - Bydrol.ogy 

Discuss alternative project design and location including 
density reductions to mitigate adverse project impacts. 
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Provide recommendations rrom the hydro1ogic report concern­
ing water conservation measures to include water reclamation 
and retention methods. 

Submit plan• for hydrology/drainage improvement• to the 
Director or Znvironmental Bealth ror review and approval. 
All improvements •hall comply with Chapter 15.20 Honterey 
County Code and the Ba•in Plan, RN(}CB. · 

Determine th• potential ror employing methods to enhance the 
percolation ~r •tormwater as recharge ror local groundwater 
.upplles. 

-Provide recommendations ror monitoring actual water usage, 
and well yields, and water levels during project construc­
tion and phasing. 

Provide recommendations ror ·locations and distribution or 
future wells, well construction designs, pumping modes, 
water distribution patterns to minimize th• impacts (if any) 
or on and arr-site local and cumulative impact•. 

Discuss phasing or project development as a means or (l) 
verifying proven water resources and (2) comparing projected 
and actual water •upply impacts based on the on-going moni­
toring program • 

Provide recommendations ror the establishment or a project­
wide water management system to track groundwater usage, 
rainfall, stream flows, an available water. Include meas­
ures such as recommended streamrlow measurements, th• use or 
reserve water wells ror water level measurements and water 
quality observations necessary to provide continuing assess­
ment or the water •upply and the potential ror arr-site 
impacts. Include discussion or the role or the water manage­
ment system to monitor or initiate reasibl• mitigation 
measures. 

.Respons.ibl.e/Concerned .,e,:u;;i-/ Illst1 tut1WJB 

Honterey County Water Resources Agency 
Association or Honterey Bay Area Governments 
Honterey Penin•ula ffatec Hanagement District 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
llonter•y County Bealth Department 

6. WATER QUALITY 

Utilize existing ground/surface water studies available from 
the Monterey County Water Resource Agency and the County 
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Enviro11J11ental Health Division, and Honterey Peninsula Water 
Management District. Review and incorporate the water Qua.11-
ty sections or th• Comprehensive Hydrological St:udy, and the 
comprehensive Wastewater Disposal Plan dated February 1994, 
and th• Supplemental Nitrogen !.llading study dated Hay 1994 
prepared ror the project by Camp Dr•s••r and HcK•• Inc. 
Ba.lance Hydrologies, David Keith Todd consulting Engineers, 
Geoconsultants, Inc. and Luhdortt and scalman1n1 consulting 
Engineers, th• Comprehensive Wastewater Disposal Plan pre­
pared by Camp Dresser and-HcKee Inc., Bestor Engineers, Inc. 
Cleary Consultants, Inc. and Geoconsultants, Inc. dated 
Harch 1994 and third party review. Th• applicable ••ctlons 
tram each •tudy •hall b• summarized and all pertinent points 
emphasized within the format ot th• EIR. 

Desc:r1pt.ion, Setting, I.apacts 

Describe: the proposed quality and quantity ot wastewater 
and/or sewage discharged by the proposed project. Quantity 
tigures should include both daily average and peak waste­
water/sewage tlows. Quality figures should include estimat­
ed nitrate concentrations_, and all other constituents as 
determined by th• Division ot Envlro11J11ental Health and the 
1/WQCB. 

Describe the average dally and peak nitrate loading rat• per 
acre. 

Describe the method ot·wastawater/sewage disposal, 1.e., 
spray tleld, irrigation, leachtlelds, etc. 

Briefly describe the type and extent ot wastewater/sewage 
treatment. 

Identity any aqulter recharge areas in th• project's vicini­
ty. 

Identity and discuss all ezistlng and future sources ot 
nitrate loading within the •tudy area including lots ot 
record, all agricultural activities, and commercial wastes. 

Identity and describe the aquifer impacted by th• wastewater 
and/or sewage discharge 1n terms ot existing and future 
water balance both with and the without the project (see 
•Hydrology•). 

Discuss other potential contaminants such as non-point 
sources include urban runott, pesticides/herbicides and tuel 
tanks. 
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Descrlb.e. the long term nitrogen/nitrate balance ot the impacted aqu1rer. 

SWlllarize the existing nitrate levels r1th1n th• attectad 
•tudy area. Identity any trends or historical nitrate 
problems, and compare to the calculated nitrate balance. 

Examine and document any ground/surtac• rater •tud1es 1n 
the project area and highlight conclusions or reco.mmenda­tlons .• 

Describe the relationship between •urtace water quality a.,d 
ground rater quality, include the ruture golr cour••· 

Determine the potential tor surtace water contaminants to 
enter aquifers and surface waters 1n th• vicinity ot the 
proposed development area. 

Discuss potential, direct and indirect impacts on ott-site 
water·resources in the Las Gar:as watershed. 

Jlitigation •easuras-watar Quality 

Provide recommendations tor the establishment ot a project­
wide water quality reporting and management •ystam. 

Raspon:d.ble/Concar.ned ~enci--IzJstitutiaos 

Honterey County Water Resources Agency 
Honterey Peninsula Water Hanagement District 
Cal1torn1a State Department ot Resources 
Honterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency 
Calltornia Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Honterey County Department ot Enviro11J11ental Health 

7. & 8. PLANT UFEIANIMAL UFE 
.O..c:rl.pt:J.on, &at:t:J.ng, Z.pact:s 

Review and incorporate the Spacial-Status Biological R•­
•ources Report prepared ror the project by Biosystems Analy­
•1s, Inc. dated February 1994 and the Forest Hanagement Plan 
prepared by Ralph Osterllng consultants, Inc. dated February 
1994. These studies shall be •ummar1:ed and major points 
emphasized within the tormat ot the EIR. Reference the 
report as an appendix to th• Envlro11J11antal Impact Report • 

Describ·e the surrounding attected plant/wlldllte environ­
ments. Describe any supporting environments that may be 
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a!!ected by the project including w1ldl1!•, t1•h•ries, and 
clllllate. 

Follow the, •Guidelines For Assessing 8ttects ot Proposed 
Developments On Ra.re and Zndangered Specie••, publ1•h•d by th• State Department ot Fish and GaJrie(J/4/84) 

U•• the Biological Analysis prepared tor th• •1te and •WDma~ 
r1ze t1nd1ngs 1n the tollow1ng detail and format: 

Identity plant/w1ldl1te habitats and delineate on map. 
Identity plant/w1ldl1t• •peel••. Include rare, 
threatened, or endangered •pac1es. 
Identity areas ot potential public access and determine 
the level ot use which 1s acceptable to allow tor the 
long tarm maintenance ot the habitat. 
Describe short/long/cumulative impacts on habitats by 
project development. 

Use the Forest Management Plan and •ummar1ze important 
information into the following format: ·· 

~ - Native/non-native trae species located on tha project N pa.real using a plot plan. 
W - Describe the native/non-native trees a!!ected by the 

project and describe specific impacts. 
Identity and evaluate tha impacts ot tree removal and 
tree root disturbance tor septic system installation on 
selected lots. Contact the Division ot Environmental 
Health tor list ot a!!ectad lots. 

altigatio.o Neasures-Plaat Li.ta/An.uul..l Li.ta 

Provide as mitigation to project impacts to plant lite the 
Foresters Assessment and Recommendation which should be 
•ummarized to include th• tallowing: 

Recommendation as to the proposed tree removal. 
RecoJDJDandation as to actual tr•• removal/replacement. 

Design a mitigation progrl!J/J tor Plant Lita/Animal Lita based 
on assessments and recommendations contained 1n th• Biologi­
cal Report, all impact analysis and landscape criteria, 
regulations, and •tanda.rds tor the particular planning area 
and region. 

Exlt11lpla measures include the following: 

Setbacks trom the habitat(s). 
Limits on the building envelope. 

17 

\..,, _ _,, 

Hoditications to project •iti.og, location, •1ze, and design, 
Hodit1cat1on• to grading and lan~scape pllln6. 

Assess the level ot mitigation th••• -a.ure• trill bava on 
the •bort/lo.og term uipact• 1.Japosed by the Jil,rDject. 

Include a •tatement on mitigation aon1tor1ng and the impor­
tance ot •uch a progrl!JIJ on the level ot mitigation achieved 
against impacts 1.Japosed by the project. 

Require the conveyance- at a •c•nic ea•ament to tbe County 
tor •lopes over JOI (PDl). 

Require a limited building envelope to preserve flora and 
Launa resources (PD9J. 

Raspo.oslbla /Co.ocarned ~anc1es-Instl tut:1ons 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
California State Dep.u-t:ment ot Fish and 
California Native Plant Society 
United States Army Corp ot Engineers 
California State Lands Commission 

9. NATURAL RESOURCES 

Descr1pt1o.o, Set:ting, Iapact:s 

Gl!J/Je 

Describe the project in terms ot those natural resources 
that will be consumed during construction/operation ot the project. 

Describe the project 1n terms ot those natural resources 
whose use or long term availability will be impaired by the 
placement ot the project, 

Describe the natural resources impacted, and the availabili­
ty ot that resource either locally or nationally. 

Develop alternatives tor the project to avoid u•• or cover­
age ot valuable natural resources. 

Respons1bla /Co.oQUJJed .lge.ocies-I..osti tut:1cms 

10. ENERGY 

Descr1pt:1o.o, Setting, Iapacts 
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Discuss th• energy requ1r•m•nts or. th• particular project 
and compare as a percentage to total annual County energy 
conswnpt1on. 

Discuss th• reasib111ty or an alte.rnat1v• project that .might 
con.swn• l•s• energy. 

llitigatian •easares-.bargy 

H1t1gat1on aeasures Lor th• project •hould include s1te 
apec1L1c and management methods to decrease energy conswap­
t1on. Examples llllght include: 

Project s1t1ng ror increased err1c1ency 1n energy 
consumption Lor heating and cooling. · 
Landscaping methods to conserve heating and cooling 
energy. 
Use or building materials and techniques to increase 
building energy •LL1c1ency,._ 
Providing alternative transportation methods Lor the 
project to 1·essen ruel. consumption. 

Ra8ponsible/Concarned Agenc1etJ-Ins1:1.tutio.ua 

Pac1L1c Gas and Electric 

11. LAND USE 

Descriptlon, _ Sett.lng, Iapacts 

Describe the project 1n the Lollo.,1ng terms: 

Existing land use designation 
Ch/JJlg& 1n land use designation to accommodate the 
project. (See EIR 87-013) 
Ex1st1ng zoning des1gnat1on 
ChlJJlge 1n th• ex1st1ng. zoning des1gnat1on to accommo­
date the project. 

Discuss historical, present, and rutur• uses expected to be 
included 1n th• project area. · 

Discuss how the project trill arrect adjacent land uses: 

,,,.-,.__ 

Describe complementary uses or th• project compared· to 
the surrounding area uses. · 
Describe conrlicting uses or the project .compared to 
the- surrounding area. 
Describe long term impacts on surrounding uses and 
changes 1n surrounding uses that may be anticipated by 
project approval. 
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llitigatian •easaras-Land 17sa 

Discuss alterations 1n project plans, •p•c1r1cat1ons 
dally operation•, or added aeasures that ~ould ••k• 
project aore complementary to the •urrounding land u••· 

and 
f:.be 

Th• location or antennas, towers, and •1.mllar appurtenances 
aust b• approved by the Director or Planning and Bu1ld1ng 
Inspection (PD7J. 

The design or all structures, signs and rences be· approved 
by the Planning Com.m1ss1on (PD19J. 

The erter1or colors and roor1ng material shall be subject to 
approval by th• Director or Planning and Bu1ld1ng Inspection 
(PD19AJ. 

Raspansible/Concarned Aganc:i--Inst:!tutions 

Honterey County Planning and Building Inspection Depart;zient 
Honterey County Local Agency Formation Co11JJDission 

12. POPULATION 

Descriptian, Setti.ng, lllpact:s 

Describe historical, current, and ruture population projec­
tions ror Honterey County. Also include any local d1str1ct 
or c1ty adjacent to the project. 

Describe bow the. project may arrect population levels: 
(See the Economic Topic) 

Include primary and ••condary generator• or population 
including: 

Basic Industry 
Non-Basic Industry 

Include housing projects that acco11JJDodate population. 

Describe how housing projects may be secondary generators or 
population, including the need Lor prov1d1ng goods and 
••rv1ces to additional housing, and thererore generating 
additional housing. 

Include a d1scuss1on or compounding impacts. on population 
provided by the rorces or housing, _co11111Jercial, and 1ndustr1-
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Compare th• population increase generated rrom the project 
(net i111111igration) to the overall expected growth rate or 
Honterey County (Overall net immigration+ net natural 
growth), or th• adjacent local city or district grc»rth rate, 
measured on an annual basis. (Annual• year project ls 
completed) 

llitJgatlao •easures-Popalatloa 

Discuss appropriate services or needs for any additional 
population generated by th• project. Direct th• reader to 
the related ••rvice topics located in th• ••rvlces section 
or this document. 

Raspoaslbla/Concarned Aganclas-.Instltutlons 

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department­
Association or Monterey Bay Area Gover12JDents 

13. HOUSING 

Dascrlptloa, Setting, Iapacts 

Describe how the project will impact the housing supply in 
Monterey County. 

If the project includes housing, describe th• number of 
units that will be available to low or moderate income 
families. (Refer to Monterey county Incluslonary Housing 
Ordinance for criteria.) 

If the project requires employees, describe the number 
needed and their respective income bracket(s). Further 
describe the nwnber or net housing units needed (Discounting 
the vacancy rate) to accommodate those new employees and 
their ra1dlies. 

Describe any apparent present or ru·ture projected housing 
•hortages in the countywid• area surrounding the project, 
and show existing public or private programs available to 
alleviate the •hortages. 

11.itigatioa •aasuras-Bousi.ag 

Consult the Monterey County Housing Element to identify 
countywide housing programs that alleviate housing shortages 
for the affected income group. Identify those programs that 
could be incorporated into the project. 
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Identify existing and future housing projects that Vill 
alleviate demand for housing that vlll be created by the project. 

Describe project alternatives that mght either require less 
housing or provide housing to lessen impacts on the local housing 6Upply. · 

2'h• applicant •hall comply vl th the requirement• or th'• 
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (PDSJ. 

Raspo,urlbla/Concarned .lgency-ID.st.1 tn:tlao 

Honterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 
Housing Coordinator 

Honterey County Housing Authority. 

14. TRANSPORTAT/ON/CIRCULAIIONITRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

DescriptJon, S.tting, Iapacts 

Review and incorporate the Traffic Report prepared for the 
project by Dowling Associates dated April 22, l994. This 
report shall be summarized and major points emphasized vith 
the format or the EIR. Reference the report as an appendix 
to the Environmental Impact Report. 

Discuss transportation and circulation both separately and 
collectively when assessing project impacts. Host projects 
have some significant impacts on transportation or circula­
tion aspects or environment. Be sure to include a compre­
hensive evaluation or these important issues. 

2'he current operational improvements proposed by CalTrans 
between Rlo and Carpenter should be di•cussed and the •tatu• 
or th• Batton Canyon Freeway. 

2'he ZIR should be analyzed for the adequacy or th• existing 
Rancho San Carlo• Bridge across th• Carmel Valley River for 
travelway width, ror handling pedestrian and bicycle trar­
ric, and ror the weight or truck traffic. I• existing vldth to narrow? 

2'he intersection or Rancho San Carlos Road and Carmel Valley 
Road needs to be re-analyzed with the discussion centering 
on the need for a traffic signal and/or grade separated 
structure. Include Dowling and Associates signal warrant 
analysis or existing conditions in appendix. Detailed 
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discus.don ot th• existing intersection eccldent problems 
must b• included with• plan tor m1t1gat1on propo••d, It an 
acceleration lan• is th• proposed a1t1gat1on in lieu ot a 
tratt1c •1gnal or grade ••parated •tructur•, provide docu­
.11entat1on that 1t will handle .tutur• traLt1c volu.m•• •ately. 

Provide up to date tratt1c count• on Rancho San Carlo• Roa~. 

Discuss how travel on Robinson canyon Road will b• limited, 
•inc• it 1• a •horter route to carm•l Valley Road than 
-Rancho San Carlo• Road. 

Development •tandards should be included to ensure that 
adequate grade11 and •ight distance will be provided at all 
driveways and or intersections within th• project. 

Include a discussion ot proposed bicycle and pedestrian -
trail systems. 

Describe the various transportation systems and 11erv1ces 
ava1labl• 1n the project area. 'l'hes• a1ght include the 
following: 

Inter City Bus and Train systems. 
Local bus sy11tem. 
Services-tor the elderly and th• handicapped/disabled. 
Neighborhood Van systems. 
School bus system. 

Describe how the project would impact · th• system by demand­
ing increased services. Show what services are attected and 
the numerical and percentage increase in ••rvlc•s required. 

Discuss proposed trip reduction plan, 

Detail how the project will 11eet th• Carmel Valley Hast•r 
Plan policies as they relate to tratt1c issues. 

Describe project consistency with th• Hont•r•Y County Agency 
Congestion Management Program (CHPJ to include conflicts and 
impacts. Include the land use and transportation 11od•l1ng 
requirements. The project must be reviewed tor its Level ot 
Service (LOS) impacts on the CHP network. 'l'he Impact Area 
ot a project would include all impacted CHP se9111ents and all 
arterial and collector •treats to freeway interchanges or 
other Impact Areas as directed by tutur• t•• ordinances, 
assessment districts, or the county Public Works Department. 

'l'he EIR should include a discussion ot road 11111ntenance 
standards including trattic control devices and whether a 
CSA could provide such services. 'l'he EIR should evaluate 
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the need tor on-site quarries tor road construction and 
maintenance materials, bow th• quarries would b• .managed and 
bow they will be .reclalmed. · 

ctrculaticm - f'raL~ic i.n.l.ysu 

· Desc:rib• h.ow the project will attect th• circulation •ystem 
in terms· ot either ·a Site Spec1t1c or Program project. 

Provide a clear •it• plan with a regional location .map. 

Identity interior circulation and parking design, including 
pedestrian and bike tac111t1es. 

__ . Describe existing and proposed u11es tor th• •it•, 

Define the •Impact Area• through consultation with the 
tratt1c engineer tor the Monterey county Department ot 
Public works using the following c:r1ter1a: 

The •Area• •hould include all •urroundlng arterial 
streets, including those not necessarily contiguous to 
the project site, which extends to include th• nearest 
freeway interchanges. 

Include cr1·tical intersections operating at LOS C or 
.below which will be impacted by th• project. 

The defined •Impact Area• •hall be described and evaluated 
using the following criteria: 

The description shall include: 

Existing annual average dally trip counts. 
Peak Bour volumes. 
V.olum• to capacity ratios. 
Level. ot service. 

Th• descriptive data •hall be •uppll•d tor roadways within 
the •Impact Area• as predetermined by consultation with th• 
County 'l'ratt1c Engineer. 'l'hes• aay include: 

All arterial irtreets. 
Impacted connector •treats. 
Local •treats. 
Critical intersections. 
Interchanges and State Highways 

Other descriptive 1ntormat1on that •hould be included: 

Tratt1c control devises. 
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Transit services-routes, schedules, tacllltles. 
Bicycle tacllltles, blkeways, parking tac1l1t1es. 
Pedestrian tacilltles, •ldewalks, and paths. 

U•lng th• above descrlptlv• lntormatlon; develop th• tollov­
lng descriptive analysis: 

r.ra,,al J)aaand and Trip Ganar&tfOD 

Zstlmate the increase ln travel demand by model split with 
trip generation tor proposed project according to: 

Present land-us• category. 
Bulldout tor land-us• category tor both dally and peak 
hour conditions. 

•••NOTB.: Hodel splits shall be approved by the Honterey 
county Trattlc Engineer. 

Provide trip generation rates and sources. (Acceptable 
•ources are Cal-Trans studies and ITE studies) 

Provide a summary table: "Travel Demand and Trip Gener­
ation", that indicates the following: 

•Trip generation by each type 
•The units involved. 
•Total dally A.H.-P.H. peaks, 
•Rates used. 

of Land-use. 

Trip Distribution 

Estimate the existing dlstrlbutlon of trips from the "Impact 
Area" to th• surrounding region using maps showing the 
impact area boundary, affected intersections, and directions 
of trip distributions. 

Zstlmat• th• effect of th• purposed development on trip 
distribution tor th• •Impact Area• and the surrounding 
region, and distribute trips generated trom the proposal 
over th• existing dlstrlbutlon of trips by travel mode. 

Trip .assignaa.nt 

Assign proposed trlps(typlcal 24 hour, AH Peak, And P.H. 
Peak) to existing circulation system, Include the proposed 
changes to the existing •ystem identified by the Public 
Works Department. 
Present results on maps •bowing the project site, impact 
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area boundary, and affected intersections. 

rraLL1c .Z:.,Pllct .B'va..Zaatfan 

A thorough evaluation shall be provided indicating the 
impacts ot th• proposed development on th• circulation 
system using th• previous descrlptlv• lntormatlon and by 
providing the tallowing items analysl•: 

Show th• •xlstlng street network utlllzlng current 
trattlc volumes. 

· S,how tutur• street network utlllzlng th• 20 year trat­
tlc volume projection. (Derived through consultation 
with the Honterey County Traffic engineer) 
Zvaluate all project •it• access points to th• existing 
system. 
Zstlmate and evaluate the effect of increased ridership 
ot transit and the •tt•ct on pedestrian and bicycle 
tacllltles. 
Analyze interior circulation and parking design tor 
safety, circulation, and •tandards which •hould include 
th• following: 
Review street geometry (turning rad11, street width). 
Parking Areas (Design, size, number ot spaces). 
Pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 
Deviations trom County standards. 

111 tig.atfan •easures-1".rallsportatian, Circu.latian 

Discuss methods to provide additional required transporta­
tion services because of increased demand from th• approval 
ot th• project. 

Identity tunding instruments either existing or needed to 
rund improvements to th• transportation •yst•m to accommo­
date the new project. 

Identity transportation management measures to reduce travel 
demand. Hak• recommendations 

Identity measures to increase pedestrl411, bicycle Eld trans­
it travel and to lessen demand tor auto travel •pace. 

Racollllll&nd measures/improvements to mitigate impacts of the 
proposed development to bring all location• within the 
•Impact Area" to L•v•l of Service C or better. 

Identity locations where new traffic signals or other trat­
ric control devices would be warranted, or recommend to 
mitigate impacts. 
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Discuss th• reasibility or implementing th• various mitiga­
tions. 

Improve th• 60' right ot way per approval ot th• Director ot 
Publlc Works (llfl3}, 

.a-pomdb.Ie/'Izl.~ ..lganc.1--Inatitat:icms 

Honterey County Public Works Department 
calirornia Department or TrllllSportation District 5 
Aasociation or Honterey Bay Area Governments 

15. PUBUC SERVICES 

Description, Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Monitori11g should 
only be assessed_ tor those services ror which the. project may 
have some direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts. 

l. 

2, 

Discuss the proposed trail alignments, class or trails, as 
well as who would be allowed to use them. 

Discuss the consistency or th• proposed trails in the 
application as well as the six proposed public trails align­
ments on th• attached map with policies or th• Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area Plan. 

Local Agency Formation commi-ssion (LAFCO) bas adopted a 
conceptual sphere designation tor Th• Santa Lucia project 
indicating that ruture services should be provided by a new 
County Service Area (CSA), LAFCO will act as a Responsible 
Agency when considering approval or th• proposed CSA, The 
tallowing issues need to be addressed in the EIR: 

The EIR should explain LAFCO's previous actions or December 
14, 1993 establishing a conceptual •ph•r• or intluenc• or 
the rormation or a county Service Ar•• ror th• proposed­
development. A CSA could racilitat• coordinated ••rvic• 
delivery ror development on th• property, with th• ability 
to provide water, wastewater, rir• protection, .open space 
maintenance and other services. Th• conceptual sphere 
designation gives ronaal recognition or a prererred service 
delivery option that should be __ analyzed in the ZIR. A copy 
or th• LAFCO starr report is attached ror additional rerer­
•nce. 

The EIR. sbouid include a thorough. discussion or the proposed 
County service Area, including the rormation process, bow 
the CSA would operate, tb.e relationship with private enti­
ties serving the _site, the likely services to be provided, 
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and bow ••rvices would be •aintained and tunded. 

Tb• ZIR •hould contain a discussion or project consistency 
rjtb releVllllt local agency policies. ·LAFco•• •tandards ror 
th• Zvaluation or Propose.Is bav• be•n attached ror your use. 
Th••• policies guide the Commi••ion'• decision• in •uch 
areas as water use, phasing or development, pr•••rvation or 
open •pace and provision or ••rvices. · 

llelrpcmsJ..ble/IZJf:erested ..lganc.1--Inst:itat:ions 

Hont•r•y county Sherirr•• Department 
Calirornia Department or Forestry 
Inter-Governmental Mtairs 

DRAllJAGK' 

Descr1pt1.tm, Settblg, Iapacts 

Review and incorporate the Preliminary Drainage Report 
prepared ror the project by Bestor zngineers, Inc. dated 
February 18, 1994. This report shall be summarized and 
major points emphasized within th• format or th• EIR. 
Rererence the.report as an appendix to th• Znvironmental 
Impact Report. 

Describe th• existing and proposed drainage system ror the 
project site, and ir needed, the comprehensive areawide 
(adjacent and distant trunklines, pumping stations)- drainage 
•ystem including capacities and condition. 

Show bow the project will/will not impact th• drainage 
•ystem as a numerical increase in volume and as a percentage 
increase both compared to existing and rutur• capacity or 
adjacent and downline trunklines and infrastructure. 

ti t:1gat:1tm •e.uaras-.Dra:Lnage 

Describe drainage •ystem improvements .needed to accommodate 
project related drainage. 

Identity runding instruments either existing or needed to 
Lund improvements to th• drainage •ystem to accommodate the 
new project. 

Znter into an agreement to construct curb, gutter,. and 
pavement per Public Works standards (Pfl22). 

On parcel map locate area or-inundation by 100 year rraquen­
cy as shown on enclosures rrom u.s. Army corp. or Engineers 
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flood plain reports (Pll21). 

Place a notation on parcel map that the floor level ot all 
habitable dwelling• shall be at lea·st one toot above th• 
level ot the lOO year trequency flood (Pfl4). 

Jrasponsible/Intaresbld ~ci--.rnrtltutlaa 

Monterey county Department ot Public Work• 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 

lrASTJ!JiATXR 2'RKATJmlllT 

Description, Satt.ing, Illpact:s 

Review and incorporate the Comprehensive Wastewater Disposal 
Plan dated February 1994, and the Supplemental Nitrogen 
Loading study dated Hay 1994 prepared tor the project pre­
pared tor the project by Camp Dresser, McKee, Bestor Engi­
neers, Cleary Consultants, and Geoconsultants dated March 
1994. This report shall be summarized and major points 
emphasized within the EIR. Reference th• report as an 
appendix to th• Environmental Impact Report. 

Describe the existing wastewater treatment system that 
serves the project site in terms ot mllXimum capacity, exist­
ing demands, and future demands (with and without project). 

Describe any physical impravements required tor th• project 
including expansions, enlargements, and appurtenant 
installations tor both volume expansions and increased 
treatment levels. 

Describe th• existing/proposed wastewater system in terms ot 
extent and type ot wastewater treatment. Compare this 
treatment level to the specific treatmen~ requirements ot 
the State Department ot Health services, the RWQCB, illld the 
Monterey County Health Department. 

Describe any legal procedures and/or agreements necessary to 
facilitate treatment improvements and/or to serve th• sub­
ject property such as: easements, service districts, Public 
Utilities Commission approval, incorporations, annexation 
procedures, spheres ot lntluence, etc. 

ltltigation - Jiast:swatar T"raat-.nt 

Submit an application and nitrate-nitrogen discharge moni­
toring plan tor review and approval as per Chapter 15.23 ot 
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th• Monterey County Code. 

The chlorine storage unit at the tr~atment plant •h•ll be 
designed with a ventilation/tilter and alarm •Y•t•m to 
prevent release ot chlorine gas .into the atmosphere. Comply 
with Title 19 ot California Code ot Regulations SUbchapter J 
and Health 1111d Safety Code Chapter 6.95, - approved by the 
Director ot Znvlron.mental Beal th. · 

Storage ot treated wastewater •hall be provided tor• period 
ot 120 days. All wastewater •torage ponds (including •urge 
pond) must be lined with watertight lining. Quality ot 
•tored water •hall meet the •tandards ot Section 60317 
(treatment consi•ting ot oxidation, coagulation, ••dimenta­
tion, filtration and disinfection prior to •torage). Stor­
age ponds shall be posted at frequent intervals around the 
periphery to indicate that they contain treated wastewater 
and should not be entered. An emergency storage pond with a 
capacity tor at least three days raw ••wage flow •h•ll be provided. 

The design shall include redundancies and emergency power as 
required to eliminate the potential tor public health haz­ards. 

Water supply tor m4lceup irrigation water, it any, over that 
available quantity ot treated wastewater shall be adequately 
separated from domestic water supplies by appropriate back­
flow prevention devices. There shall be no cross-connection 
between the irrigation system 1111d any domestic water •ystem. 

The treatment plant shall comply with the County Noise 
Ordinance and the Monterey County General Plan subject to 
review by the Director ot Environmental Health. 

Sludge shall be trucked ott •ite to a suitable location 
approved by the Director ot Environmental Health. 

1111Bpau1ble/Illteras-f:ed ,lgenci .. -In.rt.t tutlaa 

Monterey County Division ot Environmental 
State Department ot Health Services 
California Regional Water Quality Control 

fiAST.Bro'ATBR DISPOSAL 

Descr:l.pt:ion, Set:t.1.ng, Illpact:s 

Health 

Board 

Review and incorporate the Comprehensive Wastewater Disposal 
Plan dated February 1994, and the supplemental Nitrogen 

30 



-

>-w -
0 

Loading study dated Hay 1994 prepared Lor th• project by 
Cup Dresser, HcXee, Bestor zngineers, Cleary Consultants, 
and Geoconsultants dated Harch 1994. !'his report •hall b• 
•ummarized and major point• emphasized within the ZIR. 
ReLerenc• th• report as an appendix to th• znvironmental 
Impact Report. 

Describe all types or sewage dispoJ1al methods that rould be 
used to ••rv• the proposed development. !'h• ZIR •hould 
include how implementation and maintenance rould occur under 
CSA management, and how reclamation can b• used to the 
maximum ertent possible. 

Describe the amount or wastewater available daily and sea­
sonally Lor each phase or the development plan in compari­
son to the proposed landscaping plan. IdentiLy any surplus 
or deLicit in a.mount or irrigation water available during 
the buildout or the project. IdentiLy the need (iL any) Lor 
additional disposal areas. 

!:valuate th• potential groundwater contamination due to 
proximity to groundwater and/or waterways. 

Evaluate the use or the wastewater disposal system's poten­
tial constraints on the proposed project. Include: 

o Haximum discharges allowed by stat• and county regula­
tions. 

o Maximum area available Lor disposal meeting State and 
County setback criteria. 

o Proposed drainage, hydrology, and grading improvements 
required Lo.r th• project and •ubsequent disposal im­
pacts. 

o Vegetation or tree removal necessitated by th• •ystem's 
installation. 

o Haximum allowed design rates and eLLluent loading rates 
based on type or use. 

o Special buLLer zones or setbacks Lrom treatment Lacili­
ties, disposal areas, and adjacent properties. 

llitigation - Jfast:evatarDisposal. 

Describe alternative measures that can lessen adverse im-
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pacts associated with the approval or the projects disposal 
system~ i.e., lower loading/design rates, alternative loca­
tions, •hallow ~tallations, alternative d••igns, etc. 

Wastewater •hall not be permitted to Llow, •••P or drain 
into any natural raterway, pond or lake. 

All.reclaimed wastewater Lor •praying or irrigation •hall be 
maintained in th• designated irrigation areas at all times. 

!'he storage pond and th• reclaimed wastewater u••g• area 
•hall be renced an~ posted and not accessible to the public. 

DOICBSTIC/COHlfERCIAL Jf.M'BR DRLIVXRY SYSTEII 

Description, Setting, Zllpacts · 

Review and incorporate th• Comprehensive Hydrological study 
prepared ror·the·project by camp Dresser, HcX••, Bestor 
Engineers, Cleary Consultants, and Geoconsul tan ts dated 
Harch 1994, supplement-to Comprehensive Hydrological Study 
dated July 1994, and additional supplements to be •ubm1tted 
by th• applicant during the preparation or th• ZIR. ~his 
report shall be •ummarized and all pertinent points empha­
sized within th• EIR. R•L•rence the report as an appendix 
to the Environmental Impact Report. 

Describe the existing water •upply and delivery system to 
the project site including area wide aspects. 

Describe proposed waterdJstribution system and associated 
operating plan, location or •torage ta.nks, including produc­
tion wall locations, pumping schedules, and percent utiliza:­
tion or individual wells during average and peak demand 
periods. 

!'he Comprehensive Hydrological study •uggest that an local 
•ubsystem or a.n overall water system could be constructed. 
It is recommended that the ability to distribute water 
throughout the •ystem Lrom th• better producing well• be 
integrated into the systems design. ~h• ability to distrib­
ute groundwater once it is extracted Lrom th• aquiL•r will 
largely allay concerns about aquiLer transmissivity and 
whether the groundwater is hydraulically continuous and able 
to move through the aquiLer _ with relative ease. Based upon 
this discussion the Lollowi-ng issues need evaluation: 

Discuss. the need to provide integrated water system design 
to provide Lor maximum operating Llexibility and easy access 
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o the better producing well•, both tor water supply and 
tlreLlow. 

Discuss th• need to construct •tandby wells to provide 
immediate replacement ot wells that could rail during 
drought periods. 

Determine th• potential tor capturing stormwat•r at peak 
runoff periods during th• winter, to provide tor lrrigatipn 
needs during th• •WDJD•r, and possible riparian 1111d waterfowl 
habitat. 

Includ~ a preli.minary design ·ot the water •ystem along with 
proposed locations tor th• storage tanks and •tandby wells. 

Include an analysis ot the LAFCO groundwater standards 
contained in the attached Standards tor the Evaluation ot 
Proposals. A five-year history ot water use and review by 
th• appropriate water.resources agency would satisfy the 
requirements in th• standards. 

Show how th• project will impact the system by describing 
th• expected •hort term/long term demands imposed by the 
project. These demands should be expressed in terms ot 
numerical volume, fir• flows, and as a percentage both 
compared to existing and future capacity ot adjacent and 
area wide delivery systems. · 

Discuss temporary water capacity (storage facility) and 
demand tor long term capacity (stream flows, reservoirs, 
groundwater capacity), Link these issues and the delivered 
water supply, and discuss cumulative and indirect impacts 
(See Hydrology). · 

Describe how increased demand from th• project might degrade 
existing and tutur• conditions, maintenance and operation of 
the water •ystem. 

Discuss alternative water supply options including expansion 
of adjacent water systems, forming or annexing to water 
districts or ••rvic• areas, etc. 

Describe and discuss any legal requirements necessary to 
provide water service tor the project including acquiring 
and recording easements, water agreements, incorporations, 
annexing to ••rvic• districts, spheres 9t influence, PUC 
regulations, etc. 

Where water treatment will be required to comply with drink­
ing water standards ot Title 22, CCR, describe any addition­
al improvements, easements, service agreements, etc., re-
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quired. 

Describe proposed locations and •izes ot exi•ting 1111d pro­
posed well, tank, and access easements. 

De•crib• water delivery •Y•t•m racility/iatrastructure 
Jmprovements ror th• •hort term/long term necessary to 
provide adequate IIUpplies to th• project. 

111.tigatioo - Doaesd.c/Co~al. fiater Deli-vary Syrt-

Design the water •ystem to meet the •tandard• as set forth 
Jn Title 22 ot th• California Code ot Regulations and as 
contained in the Residential Subdivision Water supply Stand­
ards. 

Install or bond the water system improvements and any 
appurtenances needed to and within the project area. Submit 
final improvement designs and any associated tees tor review 
1111d approval prior to installation or bonding. 

Provide a letter from the local tire district prior to 
installation or bonding that the proposed improvements meet 
rir• flow standards. 

Submit evidence that all necessary easements, dedications, 
legal agreements have been properly recorded and/or execut­
ed. 

Design and construct the water system to meet the standards 
as set forth in Title 15 of the Monterey County Code, or in 
Title 22 ot the California Administrative Code as contained 
in the Residential Subdivision Water Supply Standards (fil). 

Provide tire flow as required by th• Residential Subdivision 
Water Supply Standards unless oth•rwi•• approved by the 
local rir• protection agency (fi4). 

RaspoasJble/Iatarest:.d Agencies - IastitutJ.oa 

Hoaterey County Division ot Environmental Health 
State Department ot Health services 
Honterey Peninsula Water Management District 
Cal-Am 

SCHOOLS 

Dascr1pt1oa, Sett:.ing, I.apacts 
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Describe the existing school systems that serve the project 
area. Include issues relating to size, conditions, and 
existing 1111d projected tuture enrollment. 

Describe bow the project might directly or indirectly pro­
duce mor• school children. NUlllerically est.tJDate .tmpacts on 
the tollatring school systems: 

IC-8 
8-12 
College 

By numerical comparison, show bow th• project will att•ct 
capacity and conditions at the impacted schools. 

Iitigation•easares - Schools 

Consult Section 65996 ot the California Government 
Code(Calitornia Planning and Zoning Law} when developing 
mitigation measures tor project impacts on schools. This 
section provides a listing ot •exclusive methods• to miti­
gate impacts on schools. These methods include impact or 
development tees which are now collected and administrated 
by th• Monterey County School Districts. 

Rasponsible/Izl.tarest:ad Aqancies-Inst.:Ltution 

Monterey County Ottice ot Education 
Carmel Unitied School District 

l'OLIC!r SKRVIC!r 

Description, Setting, .X.pllcts 

Describe existing sheritt services that are available in the 
project area 1111d to the specitic project site. Express in 
terms ot manpower and equipment. 

Discuss existing crime rates in the area in terms ot ~ 
eight ottenses. 

Describe how the project will impact police services in 
terms ot: 

needed additional basic police services required tor 
the site. .. 
attracting elements ot crime that will require higher 
levels ot police services or special facilities or 
equipment. . 
Special protection tor· sensitive environments/persons 
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.llitigation •ea.suras - .Po.Uc. Sarvicas 

Describe measures that need to be implemented to maintain 
existing local and state st1111dards ot police protection in 

: th• project area. Discuss method• such as manpower and 
equipment. 

Identity tunding 1nstruments that are either existing or 
needed to tund improvements to th• police department to 
accommodate the new project. 

lbespon.ible/Izl.~ ~c1--Ilwt:lt:ution . 

Hont•r•y County Sheritts Department 
crime Prevention Otticer 
California Highway Patrol 

7IR1t SlfRVIatS/AKBULANa SKRrTia 

Description, Setting, Iillpllcts 

Review and incorporate· the Fire satety Management Plan 
prepared tor the project by Roy Perkins dated February 1994. 
This report shall be summarized and major points emphasized 
within the EIR. Reference the report as an appendix to the 
Environmental Impact Report. 

Describe how tire satety services will be provided, includ­
ing an evaluation ot the various agencies that could serve 
the proposed development. 

Describe existing tire services that are available in the 
project area and services to the specitic project site. 
Express in terms ot local standards (Res pons• Times} ( ISO 
Rating}, manpower and equipment. (S•• tiretlows - vater 
••rvic•J 

Describe how the project will impact tire service in terms 
ot: 

additional basic tire 
project site. 
special requirements 
the project. 

services required to serve the. 

and equipment needed to service 

Describe Ambulance Service that is available to th• project 
site and area. Describe in terms ot response times, lite 
support systems aboard ambulances, and return times to the 
hospital. 
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llit:igat:ion •easures - 71.re Service/Aabu.1.aaca Service 

Describe measures that need to be implemented to maintain 
existing local and state standards tor tire protection .in 
th• project area. Discuss items .ucb u additional IUUlpow­
er, equipment and tlreflows. 

Identity funding instruments either existing or needed to 
fund improvements to the tire protection ••rvic• to accomm~­
date the new project. 

Project must conform to local Fir• Code Requirements, and 
Chapter l8.56 of th• County Cod• tor those project• located 
in State Responsibility Areas. 

Provide tire flow per Ordinance 3600 or subdivision water 
supply standards. 

Discuss methods to address increased demand tor ambulance 
service caused by completion ot the project. ~ompare levels 
of service before and attar project completion and to what 
extent mitigation measures will address project impacts on 
service. 

Raspoasible/Inbt.rest:ad Age.Dcies-Iast:itut:ioa 

Monterey County Emergency Services coordinator 
California Department ot Forestry 

BXALTB SERVICES 

Descript:ion, Setting, Iapacts 

Describe the existing realm ot health services that are 
available to residents/employees that frequent th• project 
area. Divide services between public and private providers. 

Describe the level ot service standard that is acceptable 
within the community tor hospital services. This may be ex­
pressed in the following tenns: 

Hospital beds/l00O population 
Specialized equipment/l000 population 
General Practioners-Surgeons/l000 population 

Describe the direct/indirect impacts that the project will 
have ·on local hospital services. l:xpress expected project 
induced demand in terms ot the previous standards tor both 
public and private providers. •· 
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llit:igat:iao •easura.s - Baa.1th Sarrl.ces 

Describe methods to offset project impacts on local health ••rvices. 

~xplain methods ot providing •p•clallsed b•altb ••rvlces 
that may be required because ot this •pacific project. 

Show bow health services will be financed beyond normal tax 
revenues and benefit zones it these tools are not-available 
or it they will not cover project impacts. 

Raspansibl.e/ Intarest:.c, ..lgancies-.rast:.1. tut:ioa 

Honterey County Health Department 

16. UTIUTIES 

Descript:10.0, Setting, Iapaca 

Describe existing and planned facilities and operations tor 
the following utilities: 

Gas and Electric 
Telephone 
Cable - television/radio 

Detail site specific standards tor these utilities as they 
relate to the project. 

Describe project impacts as they relate to infrastructure 
requirements, facilities and capacity. 

Discuss consistency with policies of the Title 19 (Subdivi­
•ion Ordinance) requiring underground utilities. 

lli.t:igat:ioa •easuras - Ut:.1.l..1t:ies 

Describe measures that need to be.implemented to maintain 
acceptable levels of ••rvice of the previous utilities. 

AesporusibJe / Inte.rast;ecf Agancles-.rast:.1. tut:ioa 

Pacific Gas and Electric Co 
Pacitic Telesis 
Monterey Peninsula Cable Television Co 

17. NOISE 
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a..cript:io.a, Settlng, I.ap11ct:s 

Review and incorporate the Noise Assessment prepared for the 
project by Charles H •. Salter Associates, Inc., dated Fe­
bruary 1994. · This report •ball b• •u111JDa.ri21ed and major 
points emphasized 1rithin th• ZIR. Reterenc• th• report as 
an appendlx to the Znvirolllllental Impact Report. 

Describe the project and its relation to noise; either as a 
generator ot noise or as a receptor ot existing noise, or a 
receptor ot existing or tuture noise generated by other 
•ources in th• area. 

Locate sensitive receptors to noise 1rithin th• community and 
their relationship to the project. These may include: 

Hospitals 
Schooi.s - Colleges 
Day-care Centers 
Convalescent.Homes 
Religious Facilities. 

Consult the Honterey County General Plan(Sect:ion 22) and the 
County Noise Ordinance (County Code Title 10.6) tor County 
Noise Standards and Policies. 

Jll.tigation •easures-Boise 

Hatch degree ot impact 1rith mitigation measure to provide 
adequate protection trom noise to the project inhabitants or 
trom noise generated by the ,project onto surrounding inhabi­
tants. Project specitic measures might include: 

Sound proofing during construction. 
Double pane glass and •pecial design to reflect 
sound. 
Re-design ot operating tacilities to lessen sound. 
Sound proot exterior noise generators contained 
1rithin the project: air conditioners, pW11ps, tans. 
Provi.de sound 1r11lls - landscaping. 
Provide ettectiv• muttlers tor operating machinery; 
Limit operating hours. 

Complete and submit II tallow-up noise study quantifying the 
projects noise impacts as related to applicable conditions 
and regulations. Propose mitigations as necessary based on 
the study to comply with State and County regulations. 

Responsible/Interested Agencies-Institution 
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Honterey County Health Department 
Honterey County Airport .Land Use Co1111Dission 

18. HAZARDS/HUMAN HEAI.:rH 

Deacr.iptjo.a, Setting, I.apacts 

Summarize other topics already describing hazards and refer­
ence them for the reader. This ••ction is especially pr•­
••nted to address hazards to human lit• and property. 

Describe current and historical hazard conditions •urround­
ing and including the project •it• and operating conditions. 
Describe, in the order ot seal•, both direct and indirect -
primary and secondary hazards. Examples might include: 

Seismic 
Flood 
Fire 
Toxic Wastes· 

Describe project impacts on .the surrounding area in terms ot 
possible/probable project induced hazards. 

B-ards/Bmuul Bea.Ith - .Jll.tigatio.a 

Identity methods for proper siting, construction, or plan­
ning which will reduce conditions ot surrounding hazard. 

Identity project operation methods that· will reduce hazard. 

Discuss existing services and county/City operations that 
a.re available to respond to the variety ot hazardous condi­
tions. Zxamples could include: 

Toxic spill response and clean up. 
Wildfire response. 
Response to catastrophic event. 

Hatch possible project hazards to •ervices provided and 
describe tho•• services needed. 

Comply 1rith Title 19 ot the Calitornia Administrative Code 
Subcbapt•r 3, and Health and Satety Code, Chapter 6.95 
(Hazardous Haterial Registration and Business Response 
Plans) as approved by th• Chiet ot Znvironmental Health 
(Bfil.}. 

Comply with Title 23 ot the California Administrative Code 
and Monterey County Code 10. 65, (underground tank require-
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ments) as approved by the Chief of Enviro11J11ental Health 
(lllf2) • 

Comply with Titl• 22 of the California Administrative Code 
and Chapter 6.50 of th• Health and Safety Code{hazardous 
wast• management) as approved by the.Ch1•f of Jfnvironmental 
Beal th (BIii) • 

Jraspans.ibl•/Intarelrl;ed .lqaaci--Il&rti tutian 

Monterey County Emergency Services Coordinator 
Monterey County Health Department 

19. · AESTHETICS 

Light and Glare 

De!lcription, Setting, Illpacts 

Describe physical attributes surrounding and within the 
project site to include current and proposed: 

Areas ot sensitive visual resources 
constructed and natural environments 
vista and color 
daytime gla.r• and night time lighting 

Describe project consistency with county policies regarding 
ridgeline development and development within sensitive 
visual resource a.reas. 

Include possible singular and cumulative impacts such as: 

ridgeline development 
substantial changes to the viewshed 
light and glare 
view disruption 
discontinuity ot current •urrounding design or 
aesthetic use. 

.Aestbetic:s - Light and Glare - Jd.tigatian 

Describe methods to lessen project impact on •urrounding 
environments by making the project more physically and 
aesthetically agreeable. These might include the tallowing: 

Design and project placement 
Color coordination 
Sinaage 
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Exterior materials 
Non-reflective window placement 
Focused lighting fixtures 

All exterior lighting be unobtrusive, harmonious with the 
-local area, and constructed or located •o ott-•it• glare is 
tully controlled. Approval ot a lighting plan to b• approved 
by th• Director ot Planning and Building Inspection (PDi7-
UJ. 

Zxterior colors and rerooting •hall be subject to the ap­
proval ot the Director ot Planning and Building Inspection 
prior to tinal building permit sign-ott (PD1.9iJ. 

Tanks to b• painted an earth tone color to be consistent 
with surrounding area colors per approval ot the Director ot 
Planning and Building Inspection (PD23J. 

The applicant shall record a deed restriction indicating 
that all exterior design changes, including color changes 
associated with repainting, rerooting, and exterior lighting 
changes be approved by the Planning Commission. Th• deed 
restriction shall be subject to approval by the Director ot 
Planning and Building Inspection {PD60). 

Raspcms.ible/Intarast:ad .Jqaacies-I.nst:i tutian 

Honterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

20. HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL 

Datscription, Set;t;ing, Illpacts 

Review and incorporate the inventory ot Prehistoric cultural 
and Preliminary Mitigation Plan prepared tor th• project by 
Archaeological Consulting, dated February 1994; Historical 
Analysis, dated February 1994 and September 1991, prepared 
by Gil Sanchez and Greenwood and Associates This report 
•hall be •ummarized and major points emphasized within the 
•IR. Reference the report as an appendix to th• Znvironm•n­
tal Impact R•port. (Location maps should not b• included or 
attached within reports} 

All reports, studies, and recommendations concerning archae­
ological issues and impacts related to the project •hall be 
made in accordance to standards ot th• Society ot Protes­
•ional Archaeologists. 

Describe areawide historical features and events as a sum­
mary and reference one or more good historical compilations 
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on Monterey County. 

consult the archaeological report, i:t required :tor the 
project, included in th• appendix. su.mmariz• :findings and 
reco1111Dendations. 

Describ• project· •it• speci:tlc· historical events and :fea­
tures, and any known archaeological or historical artl:tacts 
1n the area. 

Consult th• Northwest In:tormation Center, Department o:t 
Anthropology, Sonoma State University in Rohnert Park CA. 
to access their archaeological data base to determine known 
archaeological resources 1n th• area. 

llistorical/Arcbaeological - Jlitigation 

Consult the •Archaeological Impacts" section located in the 
appendix o:t the CEQA Guidelines to identi:ty methods and 
alternatives :tor Historical/Archaeological resources preser­
vation. Sections included are: 

Avoiding damaging e:t:tects on Archaeological resources. 
Determining archaeological signi:tican-c• and applying an 
appropriate mitigation program. 
Special rules, regulations, and cirCW11stances concern­
ing archaeological resources. 
·Discovery o:t archaeological resources/human remains 
during project construction or operation. Consult, •A 
Pro:tesslonal Gulde :tor the Preservation and protection 
o:t Native American Remains and Associated Grave Goods• 
when dealing with a possible sit• discovered remains 
o:t a native American. Published by the Native American 
Heritage Commission. 

I:t Archeological resources or human remains are discovered 
during construction, work shall b• halted with 50 meters 
(150 :feet) o:t the :tins until it can be evaluated by a quali­
:tied pro:tessional archaeologist. I:t the :find is determined 
to b• signl:ticant, appropriate mitigation measures •hall be 
:formulated and implemented (PD59J. 

RasponsJ.bla/Intarastad Agencies-Institution 

Northwest In:tormation Center - Department o:t Anthropology 
Sonoma State University. Sonoma CA. 
Native American Heritage Commission 
Sacramento, CA. 
National Register o:t Historic Places 
Monterey County Historical Coordinator 
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Society o:t Pro:tessional Archaeologists 

21. SOCIAL 

DeacriptiOll,. Setting, Iapact:s 

Describe the •ocial ••tting o:t th• project area. 
include: This .might: 

A Demographic pro:tile the existing'and:tutur• neighbor­
hood, COJ111Dunity, and region • 
Zthnical backgrounds o:t residents and related important 
tradition•. 
Neighborhood income levels compared to community/state 
levels. 
Important community religious centers 
Important Recreational :facilities/activities. 
Important meeting places and social events. 
Senior citizens activities 

Describe how the project might change or enhance any o:t the 
previous conditions. 

Discuss- the physical structure o:t the neighborhood that 
either encourages/ discourages neighborhood interaction. 

Sociai - Jlitigation •easures 
During the initial study process, i:t it is shown that there 
are long term/short term social impacts that will exist upon 
project approval, a series o:t public meetings should _b• 
conducted to clari:ty important social issues within the 
project impacted neighborhood or community. 

Project induced physical obstructions to existing social 
patterns •hould be mitigated using sit• and design plann:ing' 
and by considering development/plan alternatives. 

Citizen participation in the planning process should he~p 
describe how project planned services and activities would 
best ••rv•. the adjacent neighborhoods as primary users. 

.RespmurJ.ble/Inbt.rest:ed Aqe.ncles-Insti tution 

Monterey County Department o:t Social Services 
Monterey County Community Services Department 

22. ECONOMIC 

44 

,,,,....-_----:--, ,,.-----. 



t 
--.J 

aa.c:ript:ian, s.tt.bag, Z.pscts 

Economic impacts need to be addressed tor the tallowing cir­
cumstances: 

th• economic impact ls an indirect impact caused by a 
physical change in the environment. 
th• economic impact ltselt causes a physical change in. 
th• environment. 

Describe th• project in terms ot its economic •cal• and 
characteristics. Include th• tallowing aspects: 

Employment - part time, tull time, construction, opera­
tion, maintenance. Payroll and income levels. 
Value ot services and materials required tor construc­
tion, operation, and maintenance(subtract prior employ­
ment tigures) • 
Funding instruments and origination ot capital tor the 
project. 
Describe existing jobs/housing balance in th• community 
and the potential impacts to that balance through 
implementation ot the project. 

Identitying economic impacts related to th• proposed project 
and measuring them are major tasks that need to be completed 
tor this topic. 

Idflll~lng Bconoaic Z.pscts 

Describe the project in terms ot its economic appropriate­
ness or compatibility with the existing local economy. Show 
the availability locally ot goods and services needed tor 
the construction, operation, and maintenance ot th• pro­
posed project. 

Identity economic issues which are most important to the 
surrounding community and address those issues and their 
impacts. EXIUllple issues might include: 

Importance ot job creation. 
Comparison ot proposed projects with existing or alter­
native projects. 
The importance ot non-quantltiabl• (qualitiable) tactors 
in the project analysis. 
The question ot project impact versus the tlow ot tunds 
that a community will need to provide to make the 
project successtul. 

lleasori.D.g and Reti.D.1.ng Bconoaic I•pscts 
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Using the description provide an economic analysis •cenario 
using common methodology that matches to th• •ize and com­
plexity ot the project. Canter with th• project planner 
during the •coping meetings to ensure that th• breadth and 
detail are acceptable. 

Be •ure to addr••s direct, indirect, or induced •ttects ot 
th• project. · 

Identity impacts as either costs or·benetits leading-to the 
tinal impact analysis. 

Assess the tinancial and market viability ot the project 
within the surrounding economic environment. 

Jrconoaic Issues - ltltigation . 

Using the impact analysis, identity costs to the community and 
the related benetits. 

It costs are greater than benetits, identity their signiticance 
and provide measures to ottset the ditterence. 

Hethods might include: 

Local, State, or Federal tunding programs provided to ottset 
direct or related project costs. 
Changes in operation or management programs to decrease 
costs. 
Changes in project acquisition and employment practices to 
benetit th• community. 
The development ot alternative projects that provide a more 
tavorable cost to benetit rat-io tor th• community. 

Rasponsible/Znterast:ad Aganc1--.Inst:1 tutian 

Overall Monterey County Economic Commission - IGA 
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S.JIYDROLOGY 

IUIIIIUrf ot Comments/Concerns on water aelated Zs•u•• by Monterey 
county water Aqenoi•• 

Th• project development application tor the Santa Lucia Preserve 
submitted· to th• Monterey County PlaMing and Building %nspection 
Department (Planning) in April 1994 included a comprehensive 
Hydrological Study. The study addr••••• th• proposed water 
aupply tor the development and summarizes the investigations 
which evaluated the water supply. since th• project application 
was tiled, Planning has received comments from Monterey County 
water agencies in June 1994 and September 1994. Th• Jun• 1994 
comments related to th• completeness of th• application. The 
September 1994 letters were sent in response to th• Noti·ce· ot 
Preparation and these comments addressed th• scope tor the EIR, 
as well as questions and concerns regarding the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study (CHS). Monterey county has hired Ogden Envi­
ronmental and Energy Services (Ogden) to provide third-party 
review tor the CHS, supplements thereto, the EIR and other water­
related issues. Following agreement by th• County and Rancho San 
Carlos (RSC), Ogden also provided comments on th• acope ot the 
EIR. RSC prepared a supplement to the comprehensive Hydrological 
Study, dated July .1994, to provide additional information on 
completeness issues and the application was deemed complete on 
September 21, 1994. RSC is currently preparing a second supple­
ment to provide additional information on EIR i••u•s, as identi­
tied'below. 

Because letters from Ogden and the water agencies received to 
date hav~ covered a number ot topics and, have many similar 
comments, this hydrology section ot the scope ot work was revised 
to consolidate those comments related' to the EIR scope. 

The following attachment to this revised scope also identities 
the additional information requested by the agencies to be pro­
vided tor inclusion in the Comprehensive Hydrological study.· 
This additional information will be prepared as a supplement to 
the CHS by the RSC Water Team, independently reviewed by Ogden, 
reviewed by the water agencies, and all pertinent points summa­
rized in th• EIR. 

The time-line tor th• circulation ot the Draft EIR may be affect­
ed by the need tor the supplement to th• CHS. The supplement 
will need to be reviewed and approved tor incorporation into the 
Administrative Draft EIR. 

Roles of EIR and 'l'hir.d Party water Consultantsi and Propo11als 

The EIR consultant will draft the water supply/water impacts 
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sections ot the Administrative Draft EIR, including the impact 
analysis and recommendations tor mitigation 11easur••, and the 
responses to th• agencies' and public commant• on th• applicable 
sections ot th• Administrative Draft and Draft EIR•- The EIR 
consultant will use the available water reports and supporting 
documentation (th• Comprehensive Hydroloqic Study ["CHS"], the 
CHS supplement dated July 1994, and the further supplement to be 
submitted by the appli~ant), and any othar documentation provida.d 
by Ogden and/or the water agencies, to prepare th• water sections 
ot the EIR. Th• amount and detail of th• existing and supplemen­
tal hydrology/hydrogeology information i• extensive, detailed and 
complex. 

Both Ogden and the water agencies will provide review, comments, 
and evaluation ot the CHS, supplements thereto, and the !IR. The 
EIR consultant will be expected to provide their own evaluation, 
impact analysis and recommendations tor mitigation measures as 
they see tit. Th• EIR consultant can communicate directly with 
Ogden Environmental during the preparation of the water sections 
ot the EIR. The EIR consultant should ensure that qualified 
project staff be available to make such evaluations, impact 
analysis, and recommendations or consider contracting with sub­
consultants to provide this service tor th• water quality and 
quantity sections ot the EIR. 

Th• amount and detail ot the existing and supplemental water 
quality and quantity information is extensive, detailed, and 
complex. Proposals should reflect th•. amount of time needed to 
evaluate this information. 

Scope of Work 

Utilize existing ground water studies available from the Monterey 
Water Resources Agency, County Environmental Health Division and 
comprehensive hydrological study dated March 1994 and supplemen­
tal studies and intorma~ion prepared tor th• project by Camp 
Dresser, McKee Inc., Balance Hydrologies, David Keith Todd 
Consulting Engineers, Ceoconsultants, Inc., and Luhdortt and 
Scalmanini Consulting Engineers. A third party review ot this 
report and supplemental report• is being conducted under a sepa­
rate contract. The results and conclusions shall be summarized 
and all pertinent points emphasized within th• format ot the EIR. 

A list of information to be prepared by RSC water consultants and 
provided in the supplements to the CHS is attached. 

In the following assessment and analysis of hydrology include 
~0th surface and sub-surface conditions. Be sure to describe 
their relationship •eparately and together and how an impact to 
one may be a direct/indirect impact to the other. 
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attachment Li•t of Suppl-ental Information 

Thia list ot supplemental information compiles th• comments on 
the CBS, and considers the letters received from the County Water 
Agenci•• listed below. comments are coded by agency, numbering 
it provided in the original letter, or page and paragraph or 
co1111Dent number. · 

•Letter trom James Cofer, Monterey Peninsula water Manage­
ment District (WHO) to Wanda Hickman, dated June 15, 1994. 

•Memorandum from Hark Dias, Division of Enviroru11ental Health 
(DEH) to Wanda Hickman, dated June 16, 1994. (DEHl) 

•Memorandum from Own Stewart, Monterey county Water Re­
sources Agency (WRA) to Wanda Hickman, dated September B, 
1994. 

•Memorandum trom Mark Dias, Division of Environmental Health 
to Wanda Hickman, dated September 12, 1994. (DEH2) 

•Letter from Ogden Environmental and Energy Service to Wanda 
Hickman, dated September 26, 1994. 

This supplemental Intormat~on to be provided by the RSC water 
consultants and reviewed by Ogden and the water agencies. This 
information will be provided to the EIR consultant to allow all 
pertinent points related to CEQA issues and long term yield tor 
the project to be incorporated in the EIR, and i• aummarizad 
below: 

1. J'Urth•r Discussion of Proposed water system: 

•Discuss specific water system configuration alternatives (WRA, 
page 3, paragraph 3, comment 1) 

•Discuss long-term reliability of the project, especially during 
drought and measures, such as standby wells, to increase th• 
long-term reliability of the project. (WRA, page 3, paragraph 3, 
comment 2) (WMD, page B, paragraph 3) 

•Provide recommendations tor monitoring during project construc­
tion and phasing to evaluate project impacts. (DEH2, page 3, 
comment 1) (Ogden, page 4, paragraph 6) (WHO, page B, paragraph 
4) 

2. Further Discussion/Analysis of Th••• Miscellaneous Other 
Issues: 

J 

•Discuss variations in well yields at th• aite, including walls 
installed at the site that were deemed not to be usable tor water 
production (Ogden, p. 4, paragraph 2) 
•Discuss water quality issues including urban runoff and pesti­
cides/herbicides. Also s•• section 6 of EIR scope of work. 
(Ogden, p. 4, paragraph 7) 

J. Provide additional diacuaaion of th• proposed operational 
pumping aodea at asc. 

•Provide more information to address the proposed cyclical opera­
tion of walls, and the impacts of operational pumping. (DEH2 -
page 1, comment 1) (WMO, page 3, paragraph 1) 

4. Provide additional data to verify assumption of fractured 
rock treated as "an equivalent porous aadium" at the seal• 
of a pumping teat (DEH2 - page 1, comment 2) (WHO, page J, 
paragraph 2) 

•Address the issue of anisotrophy based upon th• scientific 
literature and available investigations at the Ranch. (WMO, page 
4, paragraph 5) (WMD, page 6, paragraph 6) 

5. Answer specific concern/questions over atorativity value of 
1 percent used as a ranch-wide average. 

•Provide additional discussion of the calculated 0.51 storativity 
values and 11 storativity values and the rationale for using 1\ 
storativity across the ranch. (DEH2, page 1, comment 3) (WMD, 
page 3, paragraph 5) (WMO, page 4, paragraph 2) 

•Clarity the use of 31 atorativity to compute groundwater level 
fluctuations rather than 11 atorativity. (DEH2, page 1, comment 
4) (WMD, page J, paragraph 5 and page 4, paragraph 1) 

•Provide a sensitivity analysis of oft-site groundwater flows 
with different storativity values. (DEH2, page 1, comment 5) 

•Provide a sensitivity analysis of different storativities and 
saturated thicknesses in storage underlying the ranch. (DEH2, 
page 1, comment 6, Ogden, page 2, paragraph 2) (WHO, page 5, 
paragraph 2) 

•Discuss usable groundwater storage versus total groundwater 
storage. (DEH2, page 1, comment 7) (WMD, page 5, paragraph 2) 

•Discuss why only some well pairs were used tor storativity 
calculations. (DEH2, page 1, comment e) (WMD, page J, paragraph 
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•Discuss tha relationship ot th• surtaca geophysics and well 
drilling program and wells which weren•·t caaed to address Health 
D•partaent concern that •torativiti•• are baaed on the aost 
favorable hydrogeologic environment• at th• ranch. (DEH2, page 
1, co1D111ent 9) · 

,. Well performance during drought. 

•Provide additional discussion of wall yields and their relation 
to drough~ (DEH2, page 1, co1D111ent 10) (WMD, page 5, paragraph 3) 

•clarity why the analysis tor the report waa .dona and why it is 
appropriate tor calculating well yields (DEH2, page 1, co1D111ent 
10). 

7. Impacts of walls on surface waters. 

•Add a qualifier to Table 6-7 (well yield table) indicating that 
well T-11 may have a potential impact and will be reviewed in the 
EIR. (WMD page 6, paragraph J) 

•Provide additional discussion regarding the 380 acre-feet per 
year used by the project. Address where this water is likely to 
come from and provide more discussion on the asaumption that 
water would be derived from recharge during wet periods. Relate 
this to the water balance findings. (WMD, page 7, paragraph 2, 
paragraph 3, paragraph 4) 

•Specifically address the use o! the E-3 wall, both pra- and 
post-project use and potential localized and oft-site impacts 
(WMD, page 5, paragraph 4) 

a. Propo••d Water •yatem Configuration 

•Provide information on future well locations and diacuss cumula­
tive impacts including future well•. (DEH2, page 1, co1D111ent 12) 
(WMD, page 6, paragraph 5) 

t. Water Balance 
•Present additional discussion on the monthly groundwater re­
charge !actor and how the conversion is made from tbe 1.28 inch­
es/month factor used and the estimated 6,800 acre-feet per year 
of recharge. (DEH2, page 1, comment 14) (WMD, page 6, paragraph 
4) 
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•Clarity bow groundwater outflows .war• assessed in .the lo(atar 
balance evaluation (Ogdan, page 2, last paragraph) 

•Meat with the WHO to review water balan·ca aetbodology in more 
detail ( WHO, page a, paragraph 1). 

10. aroUDdvater Contour Kap 
•Provide a map ahowing the water level data uaed to construct the 
groundwater elevation map in th• report. (DEH2, page 1, comment 
14) (~, page 4, paragraph 6 and page 5, paragraph 1) 

•Discuss how the water level map was developed and the conclu­
aions based on the groundwater map. (DEH2, page 1, comment 16) 
(Ogden, page 2, last paragraph) 

11. Xiscallanaous Other Issues 

•Quantity the amount ot existing and proposed water supply pro­
vided by alluvial wells. (WMD, page 2, paragraph 4) 

•Provide median streamtlow values in addition to average annual 
•treamtlow values presented in the report. (DEH2, page 1, com­
ment 14) (WMD, page 2, paragraph 5) 

•Provide calculations aupporting ott-ait• !low calculations 
presented in Section 9 ot the report. (DEH2, page 1, comment 14) 
(WMD, page 5, paragraph 7) 

•Clarity how average seasonal groundwater fluctuation ot 10 feet 
was estimated tor the groundwater storage estimate. (WMD, page 
4, paragraph 1) 

•Provide additional clarification ot boundary conditions observed 
during pump tests, evaluation o! recovery data and calculations· 
o! atorativity. (Ogden, page 2, last paragraph)· 

•Provide a copy ot the reference (Badingar, et al., 1986) which 
discusses storativitias. (WMD, page 4, paragraph 2). 

Mditiopal 1tudies/Evllluati9n •..llili llYI. u.u a.qu,att4 

1. Water •ystem Design 

•Provide a more complete description ot the water extraction, 
distribution and management program. The description should 
contain sutticient detail to determine the likely placement ot 
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water wells, and associated water distribution facilities. The 
anticipated reserve capacity requirements, operational require­
ments and system reliability should also be addressed. (DEH2, 
page 1, comment 12) (DEH2, page 3, comment 2) (Ogden, page 1, 
last paragraph) (WRA, page 3, paragraph 4). (WMD, page 8, para­
qraph 2). 

•Evaluate the potential for capturing stormwater at peak runoff 
periods during the winter, to provide for irrigation needs during 
the summer, and possible riparian and waterfpwl habitat. (WRA, 
page 3, paragraph 3, comment 3) 

2. ~dditional Evaluation of Groundwater aesouroes 

•Evaluate localized groundwater impacts based on distribution ot wells and 
pumping patterns. (DEH2, page 1, comment 13), 

•Prepare a numerical model of th• site to evaluate the effects of groundwat 
withdrawal at the site. (Ogden, page 2, paragraph 3). 

•Establish a field-based water resources evaluation program to assess proj 
impacts. (Ogden, page 2, paragraph 2). 

•Evaluation of safe yield of the watersheds incorporating supply versus de 
calculations, including seasonal and yearly variations. Use ot a transient 
based groundwater flow modal should be considered, including its use as a 
on-going water management tool. (Ogden, page 4, paragraph 4). 

B5294.2 

7 



t 
N 

st~.:,; ·~ r:·=~-= ,:,;CiEi1 Ei11.-r, i1-1Er:r~. F. l 

OGDEN ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY SERVICES 
••••• 

5510 Morehouse Drive San Die,o. CA !12121 (619) 458-9044 Fu Number (619) 458--0943 
PACSIMILE TRANSMilTAL 

We lla•e -~ paces lo 1a1d, lllc:Judln& this paae 

Date: 26 SEPI' 9"' 

To: Wanda Hlclanaa, cc Lyua Monday 
Walru Wonc, cc: Mary A1111e Demus, !lhrk Dias 
Al Mulholland, cc: Owen Stewan 
Joe Oliva-, cc: D-•rbv Fuerst 
ltodJueq • 

LIIC:ltioa: Monterey Counr:y Plawainc and B.J. Depan:meat 
Moa1erey Coun1y Dep1. or Haallb 
Moaiuey County W:uer Resources ,"&ency 
Monterey Peoimub Wa1er ~wzacemart Dlm'icl 
OadmEES 

FAX Number. 408 155-5487 tMCP&BD 
408 755-!m9 (MCDoH) 
408 .&24-7935 (MCWRAJ 
408 649-3678 (MPMID) 
415 227-4376 (Caden/ SFO) 

From: Jay Jones 

E.aclased Is a copy of lhe lhlrd party review and suc:esrlom rar the IIR scope of 
work. The commem, reltuate some or the Issues discussed within qeoc:y rffin'I or 
die scope of ll'Ork,_hut the commenu are ao1 lnteaded ro repl2ee the qmey cmlllltllb. 
Oru-all, tha commenu llllbmfned by the asenc1 .. an quite Dppropriata ror tba tc0p1Dc 
olllleEJR. 

Oripiala will laUow by mail. 

sri:- J.f: ··;..: r.'":r:: .. _.,.,t,f:1 E!·-!~•.•n·W:::i'r.-•. F.: 

OGDEN ENV!RONME.VT.4L ANO ENERGY SERVICES 

·····-----------------------55,0 Mar~ause Orr.-! 

Ms. W311d3 Hickmml 
Monterey Counrr Planning and 
Building lnspecaon Department 
P.O. Boit l:?08 
Salinas, Califomi:i 93902 

94-?72-1171 
Scplcrribcr 26, 1994 

Sa.,Di~:, :;,,g;r;, 
619JSE-~::~ 
Fa.rc.-:::~=~·.-'S.:S 

Subject: Comment~ and Third P:ir.y Suggestion, Regarding rhe Prclimin:iry Scope of 
Work for the Environmeaul lrnpac: Repor: for :he Sanr.i Lucia P:-ese:vc 
(EIR 9-1-05) 

Dear Wanda: 

I ha\·e h:id the .:>ppominity 10 review the Preliminary Scope of Won.: for the 511.nra Lucil 
Preserve Environmenw lmp3CT Repo" tElR;, and commentS re;;:arding !he Scope of Work pre;::ared 
by the Monw.ey County Depar.mem of HC3lth, the Montc:e;· County W:JJ.1:r R.csoun:es A~ency, ~d 
the Monterey Peninwh1 Water Management Dbaicr. In addition, reviews of the Comprehe.,m·e 
Hydrologic Srudy iCHS, Comprehensive Hydroio,ic Study, dared March 1994, prcp;ired by ~e 
luncho San Carlos Plrtnership) and the CHS supplement (Supplement ro Comprehc:nstvc 
Hydrologic Srudy, dared July 1994, prepared by Rancho San Clllos in response 10 the Jll".e 21. 
1994, completeness memorandum) arc in pro~ess. Wriuen comment~ on !he CHS 111111 be 
submiatd in mid-October. . 

Ovc:nll. the CHS is lll informative. well-wrincn docwncnt and provides 311 c:x1ensivc: d:m. 
base and .uul}·sis for the cva..luarion of warer resourc~ for lhe project However, a number of issues 
n:nuin regarding the ;uwysis present in the CHS. The 31:ency corrirriencs focus upon a number ~f 
n:lev111u issues and are ;enerally well-based wi!h regard ro !he CHS. This n:view and commcn~ IS 
not intended ro replace the c:ommentS tlm have bctn submir:tcd to your office by lhe wJter :iaem:1es. 

The following discussion includes boih genenl and Specific commentS reg:irdin; the scope of 
work :ind the relationship between the scope. the EIR consultlllt and me efforu proposed 10 be 
conduc:cd by lhc d~veloper with rcg:i.rds ro additional warcr resources invesrigatio~. In 17~eral. 
lhe :icope and dct.11ls of the impact assessment ro be contained in die EIR reqwre addiuonal 
exp~rion :md dclilil. 

Gcnrral Comments 

· While the overall qu:ilitv of the CHS is quite good, a number oi w:uer rcsourc~s issues will 
requirc further 3113lysis in the ElR. A cop~ oi the re!evani pomon of tile Scope of Work is alI:lchcd. 
The:;c include but ;ire n.01 limited t0: · · 

- A more complete description of the Wlrer exa-.1,tion, dismi:>uuon. anc.! management proiJ41?l is 
required. The project description should cont..in sufficient deuil 10 dettnnine the likely placement of 
priv1ue wato:r wells. community water "'eU,;, and ;u,oc1ated water dis:ribution nerworl(s. .A 
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M,. Wanda Hickman 
September .!6, 199.:: 
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dcscriprioo o( anticipated re$erve capaciry r:equirerncnu ,l/ld sysrern rcliltbiliry should also be 
im:luded . 

• Review o( the water balance component~ indicaics rh111 surface water flow wilhin each basin and 
offs ire comprises a significant ponion of lhe .available warc-r and lhc majority of waters lha1 fiow into 
the Carmel River "alley. An ongoing water resoun:es evaluation proa:r-.im ,.iJl likely be rcquu·cd 10 
determine if significlllt imp1ets will occur. The field-btied evaluation of n:charJ:e/dischar1e ;alon& 
strc3m channels (b;,r esiablishinJ additional sue11m 11au11ing srations and po_:1sib!Y shallow 
piczometers along srrc;:rn channels) is critical 10 determination of potential pro,ect 1mpact5 by 
groundwater v.ithdrawal. These dau v.ould also be needed 10 evaluate and momror e:ihanced 
rccharzc progr.ims if conduc:ed as put or lll EIR mitigation mc:isure or waicr nlllll11ge:nc:nt ,1ra1e:;:;,r. 

• The ~3son::I siora11e. discharge. and rccc•er..- of e:rcundwaicr is cxtremc!v criiic:i.l io !he evaluauon 
or impacrs :o phreatoph:,ics ,l/ld !O the viabiliry of !he water rcsowtes for the project A groundwater 
s1ora11e coefficie:11 or 1.0 perccnr is used for rhe entire project ares. Mnd the: withdrawal of 
ground1.>a1er is as,umd 10 occur c,·enl>· over the· cnurc extt:11 of !he ranch. The aquifer tcsl 
analy_ses. and tieid ,>b,c:rva1ion oi lhc: rod properties ~ui:gest um !he hydr.lulic conducti'iity :uid 
:1tor:11ivity oi !he rock decreases wiih depth. The Ye~1ing Tenrativ.-: Map and existin11 pro.1ec1 
descriptions indii:ate lhar de,elopmc:nt ,.;11 be concenuated in J number or :ocaJiz.ed are::s. The: 
potential for •l~.creised hydraulic.: conducriviry Jnd storJgc with depth in .:ombination wich po1~11tiwly 
high pumpin~ ,tres;cs indiClle< rha1 rhe ;afe yield ->i the fracrured rock aquifer may ;,otennall~ be 
cxc~ed witllin Jn individual watershed. :ind that water transfers may be neces:iary wilhin or from 
nc:ighboring waiersheds. 

BecJuse o( the comple.~ spa1iil.l ilnd remporal relationships among rainfall e\•apo1r3.11spiration 
:1tre:iml1ow, recharge. (TOUndw3rcr wirhdrawal, surface lh"ater.'ground\l.~ICr inreracrion. re:um flows 
(reclaimed and ini~ation water). ground1,1,a!cr ~tor:in~. tnd the chllllgc in aquifer propenies wirh 
depth. ii is recomme:ided !hat a crans1ent-b:ised num:ricJI model of ;roundwater flow be prepan:d 
for the prcjc,;: siic. The conccpi of a single !:ydrofog1c unit po1cntfall)" :1implilies the modeling effon. 
bur docs nor reduce the complexities involved in the assc;sment of waicr movement and loc:al mus 
bal.!lnce or water for the proposed project. The potemial also c:xi.Sts d:131 dlscrere features such as fault 
zone:; may need ro be 1ncorpor.i1ed into !he model Thi$ effon woulrl also be of future use io 
grcundwuicr management a.r the ~ aruJ can be revised as the project ckvelops and adciltional daia are 
collecicd and analyzed durin11 !he dcvclopmen1 of !he wa.rer rcsoun:es prov.un. Model calibration 
would provide the best estimates or aroundwarer s1ora1e at lhe n:gional ~ale and the model 
calculatioM provide a "isu:ilization of the ,roundwaicr sysic:m for the EIR scenarios _and proposed 
mitigarion mell.Surcs. A thrcc-dimension:il public domain model such ;as !he USGS MODFLOW 
model is recommended under the assumption thai an equivalent porous medium.(continuwn) 
approach is vn.lid and can be supporicd by the match or rhe numerical rcsullS wilh !he field d:iu. A 
minimum spatial discretization on the order or 20 acres and monrhly time sicps are :1uigesttd This 
'YP" or effon is con~i,1en1 "'irh and t::in be performed wilhin the ilCCuracy of sundard hydrologic 
prJc111:e. 

- Review or !he CHS indicate, that .a number of hydroloirc anal)·ses mav require ulditional 
rc:finc:ment. These include lhe Wlter bulani:cs (groundwater outrlows Jre "not im.:lu<.lce! in lhe 
calculation~). the :,roundw:uer conrour m:ip lit relleccs an in1erprenve suriacc derived from mixed 
dau obt;iined irom shallow and deep wells tha1 do not represent a 1ruc p.>!entiomcmc sun'acc:­
pcrhJll~ the re~ulrs oi the warer depths from the .cpric inves1ii:a1ions i::111 be incoJ'l)orated mto the 

------•Wla.Jy:r-1s ,. lnct rhc puo,phlj rests (lhe c:-<brcnc.:c "'"'-' l.;,-:;.1.tion o( boun~:iric:i need to be ,ublt:.int::.&tc~. 

.:..EF- .!i::. ·":-~ L7':"!.:· ,-.;~£11 F:11·.'tPt:lfr·E:i1r,:.i... 

Ms. Wandll Hic.l.:man 
September :?6. 1994 
P:i,el 
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secovery daa were collected but typically DOl uwyzed. and swrativiiy c:alcul:uions from observation 
wells arc n01 consistently ~!II.id). 

• Following n:fmcment of waier balances wimin waicrsheds, the seasonal nitrate loadings can be 
re-assessed. Yearly, long-u:rm averages~ uKd and do nor reflect icmporal variations that can 
lead ro bolh int:relUed and decreased nitraie loadings. The poic:uial for loc:a.li..z.ed impacu 10 occur in 
die more hi1hly dcvdoped .in:as o( me projcc! should be assessed. 

Specific Suci:e,o;tions 

The followin& comments/suggestions arc provided in refere:ice to the Preliminary Scope of 
Work and arc refere:iced by Section and Pa&c. In ¥enerJ.1. the CEQA requirements arc addressed in 
1e..-ms of ide:itifying_ miliga~on ~urcs necessary 10 evaluate the potential environment:i.1 impactS 
of the proposed proJeCL It IS rccogruzed rhat an ongoing "NJICr resources management program will 
be required and thar the initial estimates or project impactS will rec;uire oncoing observ:uions of site 
conditions and the implemenr:11ion or mi1ii;alion measurr.s lS wur:uued. In addition. no ocher 
po1e:itial water qUlliry imp:ic::.\ such ;a.s urb:i.n runc,ff. fuel tanb. or other cuh:ural impaclS :ire 
llddresscd in lhe ,cope. 

Section I. Geology 

Sc:ninl!- ~:;criprion-lmpacts 

eage I, fiflh i1cm. Comments arc: included in Section S, Hydrology. Change "afflue:11"' to 
effluent"'. 

Sc:<:tion S. Hydrology 

page 6. first item. It is not clear if the EIR consult.Lilt will be scoped 10 perform additional analysis. 
M writicn. lhe scope swcs !hat cxilltin11 efforu will be summarized. A KCond CHS supplement is 
also likely based upon discussions with the wacer aiencies. The role and timing ol me second CHS 
supplement needs ro be explicitly swed.. The incompleteness/ EIR issues that were llddressed in tht 
June 2 and 9, 1994 mcctin11s between lhc developer and the County a1cocies should also be anacbed 
ro lhe scope or work as an addendum expli,inin1 addilion.u a.n&lyscs that arc ID be addressed by the 
projcc1 developer. 

page 6, fif$l iicm. Refen:nce should il!so be made to the Greuicr Monterey Ptninsula Area Plan 
(GMPAP). lhe ElR performed for me Plan, and Monrerey Councy Board or Supuvisors Resolution 
No. 93-1 IS. In addition. it should be noicd th.it the GMPAP does not cover the entire project area 
and di.at reference should be made io the Ca.nnel Valley M:1.>"lcr Plan and Co"51lll Zone requirements. 

Dc:scription. Setting. Impacts 

page 7, first item. See prior commenr regarding project description. 

page 7. founh $Ub-itern. Per public commc:nc; verbally received at the publii: lll(etinf held .,ui;ust 
29. 1994. the assessment of wa1er Us.1¥e ,hould b.: lppropnatc io the jtyle illld level o dcvt:lupmcr 
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reasonably foresee:1 for ~e project . It would be. expt:ei,:d !hat die eswe-iized lots would have 
above-111erage wuer rcqunements. 

page 7, fifth sub-iiem. The discussion of aquifer characreristics should also include a discussion of· 
those wells installed 11 the site that were deemed not 10 be usable for wa.icr production. Fractured/ 
CTyst.111ine rock aquifers arc typically of low permeability as indic3.led by lhe CHS. It is not 
unreasonable 10 e.,pec1 that a low percentage of wells drilled ar lhe site will not produce sufficient 
water. Similarly, a small percentage of wells will produce above-avenae qumtitics of water. The 
Statistics of well yield require discussions. This discussion could be placed hen: or in the se11emh 
itc:n re;i:irdini: kno"'n water supply problems. 

pai;e 7, si~rh sub-ite:TI. Furrher e,planation of "safe yield" (definition and requirements) is 
oecessary a.nd would be :ipprcpri.ue in the project description. The sun~s1ed ;rouodwa1er n:cde! 
could be a l.:ey component tQ the e\'alu:ition or .ari: yield. 

pa~e 7, eighth sub-item. The 3J!alysis of dt:Tl~r.ds is both spatia!Jy 1&11d tcmpor.illy defined. Sugges: 
to add: '"This analysis mould be conducted for e:ich watershed within :he projec1, and evaluate the 
relationship between the water supply demands dlld the po1c:ui.il depletion in ::roundwatcr ,;10r.1!!e 
&hat could occur ,:,n a s=nal basis. accounrinii for ;;easonal :ll1d year!y 11:iria1ions in rainfail lh:u 
oc:urs in the regio:1. Because of 1he pottn1ially complex tc:nporal 311d spKtial relationships :1.moni: 
rainfall. ,nreamt1ow, evapo1ranspira1ion. rechari;e • .ind ll7oundwa1er :11orage a ir~sien1-b:i,,ed 
sroundw;uer t1ow mode! .ihould be considered.. 11 would serve 11s 311 oni:oini: 1roundw11er 
managemem 1001. and be useful for :he evaluation of p01emfal impacLS 311d EIR miti1ation measures." 
See i;encnl commcnl :ibove. 

page 7. suggested :iddition. The description of the off-site hydrolo&ic sc:ring is imporcnt !O 
establish a baseline 10 evaluate porenti.il impact~ and associated mitigauon measare;. Refe:ence 
should be. made 10 uldressin!! :he surface water :ind 11roundwaier connections between the project 
Site and surroundin; hydrolojic systems, especi~llv the Carmd Rh·er Valley. In particaLll'. the 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District's Water Allocation Proi;ram £IR and :S-year 
Mirig:uion Program should he included in the di:scu:SSion. 

Miti11uion Me:isures- Hydrology 

page 8. Suggested addition: "Provide n:i:ommendations for the establlih.ment of a projec1-wide 
water management sysiem 10 uack ;roundwater uuge. rainfall. s=flows, and av:i.ilable wmr. 
Include measures such a,- recommended suc:imflow me:isuremen!S. 1he use of resc:rve water wells 
for watcr le11el measurements, and water quali1y observations necessary to provide con:inuini: 
asse:1Smen1 of a:he w~tcr supply and the po1e:1tial for offsitc impara. Include discussion of the role 
of the water 11W1ai;ement system 10 rr.Qr.itor or initiate fc:i.sible miti;ation measures.~ 

St:etion 6. Water Quality 

Mi.tigation Me3Sures- water Quality 

?a11e 9. iieneral comment. The di;cu;~ion included in hydroloii:y includes both wa1er qu!llti1y ;ind 
{uali1y. The ,>nly po1e111ial co111amin,u11 ,pccifically d1,cus,et.1 1s ma-,ue. Other non-point ,;ources 
nc!ude urban mnoii and pe~ticides/herbicidcs. Po1cn1i:1I poi111 iOurce, ,uch ai fuel t:1111:s ll."e nee 
JJ::u.:u,.)C'd clthc-r 

':.E:F _:,:. 't:i.J L';":~.~ ,: .. ;t.£•1 E1 .. F· U'·f:,1T,'.t., 

Ms. Wanda Hid:man 
S<epiember 26, 1994 
Pa11e5 

F . .; 

page 10. Suggested addition: ·Provide recommendations for the e:1tablishmcnt of a project-wide 
water quality reportini: and mana;emcnt system.• 

Summary 

Overall. the CHS provides for much of the lari:e-scale deuil rcquirtd in the ElR and supports 
the viability of the proposed groundwater supply. The next siep in the warer resouce evalu.uion is 10. 
examine w.iter-shed and smaller level sc:ile components of the proposed project Thus :a more 
deailed project descrip1ion is absolu1cly necessary 10 the scoping 311d implementation of the E!R. 
With reiiards to the water ;.upply and ;,01enrial dcvclopmcnt:11 impacu. a more complete description 
of_:intlcip:11ed water extraction. stor.1i;e. and disaibution ~y~tems is required. 

Additiona1 anal~ses •Jf data ccn:;i.ined in the Cl:IS have been recommended durinl! the course. 
of the E!R scope preparation: however, rhc scope oi work is not clear re;a.rdini: a:he proposed 
imer.icti,m berween a:he water agencies. the th:vc!opcr. and 1he EJR consultant group. The process 
describing the expeccrions for the EJR cor.sultant needs 10 be bener expwne:1. It is rcco11nized lh.u a 
water mana~eme:11 s1r:11eg~ will neet.1 10 be documcn1ed 1n rhe EIR and li.L:dy used 10 inco'l'oratc 
mici~.1tion me:isurcs brou!!hl forth dunng the ElR process. 

Thank you for the opponunity 10 provide third party review of the proposed project These 
comments :ire intended 10 provi~ suppon to the warer agencies' reviews and do not serve 10 replace 
lheir commen1s. A more derailed review of the CHS will be provided in mid-October. 

Tharu: you for ;--our time J.nt.l a11.:ntion. 

Sincerely, 

~ W~. R.G .. Ph.D. 
Senior Hydroi;eolo;isr 

JWJtcr!.: 

cc: Monterey County Dept. of Health 
Walter Wong. cc: M:ll)' Anne Dennis, ~art Din 

Monterey County W .uer Resour,;cs . .\11ency 
Al Mulholland, cc: Owen Sicwan 

Monterey Peninsula Water l.l,lan:i;cment District 
Joe Oliver. cc: Darbv Fuerst 

Monterey County Planning ~nd B.1. Depmmc111 
Wanda Hickman. et:: Lynn Monday 

Dr. Leslie Smith. University <1f British Columbia 
File #313161000-0001-31il 



t 
Vl 

\_ 

--
MONTEREY PENINSCJLA 
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
187 W,ORAOO STREET• POST Ol'l'lcr-BC>X 85 
~.CA ~-ooe,•(4011)1141M81!6 
11\lt (408) 1149-JS711 

September 6, 1994 

Ms. Wanda A. Hiclcman 
Monterey County 
Planning and Buildina Inspection Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

Subject: 

Dear Wanda: 

Comments on th~ Prelimin_ary Scope or Work for the Environmental Impact 
Report for the Santa Lucia Presene (EIR 194-05) 

Enclosed are our comments on the Preliminary Scope of Work for the Environmental Impact 
Repon that will be prepared for the Santa Lucia Preserve (aka Rancho San Carlos). At this 
time, our comments arc limited to the Hydrology, Water Quality, and Public Services sections 
in the Preliminary Scope. As was discussed with Darby Fuerst last week, we will pick up 
copies of the technical repons that address selected water-related resources in the Preserve area -
- Preliminary Drainage and Erosion Control Rcpon, Geological and Gcotechnical lnvestiaations, 
and Biological Resources Repon - on September 6, 1994, from your office for District review 
and possible comment. 

Our comments are based on our review of the Comprehensive Hydrological Study (CHS) that 
was prepared for Rancho San Carlos in March 1994 and the Supplement ID the CHS that was 
prepared in July 1994, and reflect the District's concerns about the impacu to the swface and 
around water resources in the Canoe! River Basin from the level of development proposed in 
the Combined Development Permit (CDP) application for the Santa Lucia Preserve (PC94067). 
In this regard, the District requests that additional infonnation be developed and discussed in the 
E1R that adequately assesses the imparu on the water resources in the Carmel River Basin from 
the proposed development or the Santa Lucia Preserve. This information should address both 
direct and indirect impacts on off-site water resources. In addition, this information should 
cortespond lo a specified water distribution system with a specific opcratina plan. 

The District's technical concerns regardina the adequacy of the analysis in the CHS regarding 
potential off-site impacu were detailed in our letter dated June 1~. 1994 (l;ncJosurc 1). These 
concerns were not considered relevant lo the "completeness• of the CDP application and, as a 
result, were not addressed in the July 1994 Supplement 1o the CHS. It was indicated that a 
separate supplement would be prepared "at a later date to address EIR-rclatcd issues". In this 
regard, the District requests that iu comments on the CHS be reviewed and incorporated into 
the Preliminary Scope. -

-\ 

Ms. Wanda Hiclcman 
September 6, 1994 
Pqc 2 

With respect ID lhc proposed Preliminary Scope, the District suuesu: 

Section 5. HYDROLOGY 

Section 6. WATER QUALITY 

Section 15. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Add "County" between Monterey and Water in lhc 
first sentence (paac 6). 

Add "Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District" after Health Division in the first sentence 
(paac 6). 

Add Item, "Discuss both on-site and off-site 
potential surface and around water impacts from 
project•, under "Description, Scttin1, Impacts" 
(pa1e 7). 

Add item, "Discuss phasing of project development 
as a means of (I) verifying "proven· water 
resources and (2) comparin1 projected and actual 
water supply impacts based on the ongoing 
monitoring program" under "Mitiption Measures -
Hydrology• (page 8). 

Add "Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District" after Health Division in the first sentence 
(page 8). 

Change "Conservation" to Management under 
"Responsible/Concerned Aaencics-Institutions• 
(page 10). 

Add item, "Describe proposed water distribution 
system and associated operating pian, including 
production well locations, pumpin1 s:hedules, and 
percent utilization of Individual wells durin1 
aveni:c and peak demand periods" under 
"DOMESTIC/COMMERCIAL WATER 
DELIVERY SYSTEM" (paac 24). 

Thank you for the opportunity lo review and comment on the Preliminary Scope of Work for 
the EIR for the Santa Lucia Preserve. If you have any questions rc1ardin1 our comments or 
concerns, please contact Darby Fuerst or Joe Oliver of my staff. 
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Ms. Wanda Hickman 
September 6, 1994 
Pqe3 

Sincerely, 

~!.~ 
General Manager 

/enclosures 

cc: · Owen Stewart, Monterey County Water·Resources A11ency 
Mark Dias, Monterey County Health Department 
Board of Directors, Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
Jay Jones, O&den Environmental and Ener&Y Services 

lolu,t,y/wp/rwl-,4,(flOfli4 

·o 
MONTEREY PENINSULA 
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
111 -WX,RAba STREET • POST Ol'l'ICE eox a, 
M0lfT'l!Jle:Y, CA '39Q-008.5 • (408) 5"1~ 
INC(-i-l&711 

June 15, 1994 

Ms. Wanda Ann Hickman 
Monterey County 
Planning and Buildin& Inspection Department 
P.O. Box. 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

Subject: 

Dear Wanda: 

Comments on Combined Development Permit Application for the Santa Lucia 
Preserve (No. PC94067) 

Enclosed are our review comments on the Combined Development Permit (CDP) application for 
the Santa Lucia Preserve. Our comments are limited to the Comprehensive Hydrolo&ical Study 
for Rancho San Carlos (CHS) that was included as part of the application and focus on the off­
site impacts from the proposed project. Our comments are based on a review of the CHS and 
discussions with technical representatives from Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County Health 
Department, and Monterey County Water Resources Agency at meetin&s on June 2 and 9, 1994. 
Based on our review, the District believes that additional information is needed to accurately 
assess the potential impacts on off-site water resources from the level of development proposed 
in the CDP application. It is the District's understandin& that this information will be provided 
in the environmental impact repon (EIR) that will be prepared for the Santa Lucia Preserve and 
that the direct and indirect off-site impacts will be fully analyzed. 

These comments are similar to our draft comments tbat were discussed with the applicant's 
consultants at the technical meetings on June 2 and 9, 1994. It should be noted that all of the 
District comments were addressed by the applicant's consultants durin& the meetin&s and, in 
many cases, specific information needs were identified. It ii expected that thil information will 
answer many of tbe questions raised by District staff. 

The District comments are provided in accordance with the standards1 that were added to the 
Greater Monterey Peninsula· Area Plan (GM PAP). wlien the portion of Rancho San Carlos within 
the GMPAP was designated as a •comprehensive Planned Use" area. This designation was 
made in March 1993 when the Monterey County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 
93-11.5. The District received the CDP application materials, includin& the Comprehensive 
Hydrolo&ical Study, on May 11, 1994. 

1 Section V. I.h.(2) 
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Ms. Wanda Hickman 
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The District is committed to ensuring that a comprehensive widcntandina of the surface and 
around water resources of Rancho San Carlos is developed so that a sound factual ha.sit is 
available for analyzing the potential advcnc impacts 10 the water resources and water-dependent 
resources within the Carmel River basin. This commitment stems from the fact that the District 
has initiated a number of programs to manaae and protect the natural resources within the · 
Carmel River basin. Specifically, as part of its Water Allocation Pro&ram EIR, the District has 
implemented a comprehensive. 5-Y~ Mitigation Proaram that is desianed to protect the 
stcelhcad fishery and riparian vesetation along the Carmel River. The S-Y car Mitisation 
Program was begun in 1991 and has expended over $3,400,000 to date, with an additional 
Sl,S00,000 budgeted for fiscal year 1994-1995. These comments arc provided because of this 
investment and the District responsibility to protect the community's water supply. 

Based on our review 10 date, we feel that the application materials provided represent a 
commendable effon at condensins and assimilatins the vast quantity of water resources data that 
have been collected throughout the course of the project. The District recognizes that the project 
encompasses an enormous area characterized by complex 1cologic and hydrogcologic 
relationships. 

Our review comments arc divided into two sections. In the first section, specific comments on 
the CHS are provided and ordered by paae number. In the second section, our comments are 
summarized and other issues not addressed in the CHS arc discussed. 

Specific Comments 

Page 2-13, first paragraph. The statement that "The ereat majority of the project water supply 
will be extracted from bedrock with a modest amount to be derived from the alluvium• needs 
to be clarified. In previous discussions of the interim results from the around water exploration 
program (Memorandum from Cliff Wallman, Todd Enainecrs, November 1992), It was stated 
that around water pumpaae for the project would be from deep wells and no shallow sround 
water resources would be impacted. Accordinaly, the volume of water that will be derived from 
alluvial sources should be quantified and the wells that would produce this water should be 
identified. H production capacity from existing alluvial wells (e.s. E-3; see Table 6-7) will be 
used for the proposed project, the amount of production that will be in excess of historical 
production should be quantified. 

Page 3-1, fifth paragraph. The use of average annual values to characterize hydro logic 
phenomena, such as strcamflow, should be qualified. Because average values can be influenced 
disproportionately by high values, other measures should be included to provide information on 
the frequency that particular values arc expected to occui-. As a minimum, median values should 
be provided for comparison. 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June IS, 1994 
Pase 3 

Page 4-9, second paragraph. As described, the estimated daily pumpina capacity requirement 
(or maximum day water demand) for the Combined Development pennit application is JSO apm. 
On paee 6-12, it is stated that pumping cycles are planned on the order of 12 hours per day to 
meet maximum day water demand. H total CUITeRt well yield for the ranch is 527 apm (page 
6-26), and these wells were pumped for 12 hours a day, actual well yield would be one-half of 
527 spm, or approximately 264 apm, which would not be sufficient to meet the maximum day 
water demand of JSO apm. If the pumpina cycles were extended to 24 hours to meet the 
maximum day demand, it is not clear how subsequent day water demand requirements (which 
would be at or near the maximum day water demand) would be met 1iven that the well yields 
are based on an analysis that usumes recovery time is equal 10 each pumpina cycle (paae 6-26). 
This should be clarified. 

Page 6-2, sixth paragraph. The assumption that the fractured rock aquifer system underlying 
Rancho San Carlos can be treated as "an equivalent porous medium at the scale of a pumpina 
test" requires funher explanation and substantiation. One approach to verify this assumption 
would be to collect empirical data from pumpina tests utilizina multiple, appropriately spaced 
observation wells (See item (3) of the enclosed letter to Todd Enaineers dated December 16, 
1992). Without this site-specific data, additional information from the literature should be 
provided that addresses the validity of this assumption regardina ,cale. 

Page 6-3, Table 6-1. In this table, it is noted that discharge boundary conditions were observed 
in the pumping test data from at seven sites. The discharge boundaries encountered during two 
of the 30-day tests (wells T-18 and T-26) are briefly discussed in Section 6.10. The sianificance 
of the discharge boundaries with respect to projected pumpina declines and lhe ability of the 
wells to sustain the estimated well yields durina pcaJc demand periods should be evaluated and 
discussed in the repon. This discussion should focus on the cause (i.e. hydroacolopc versus 
topoaraphic) of each of the discharae boundaries that were observed and, where appropriate, 
distinauish between "apparent" and real boundaries. 

Pase 6-S, third paragraph. The analysis dcscribina bow the storativity values for wells T-17 
(Chamisal Formation) and T-18 (Porphyritic Granodiorite) were calculated should be provided 
and should be funher clarified. More specifically, the justification for cxtendina the effective 
saturated thickness SO feet below the bottom of the wells needs to be explained. By 1S1Umina 
that this magnitude of vertical flow would be induced, the storativity values arc doubled from 
O.OOS to 0.01. Because the storativity values are critical in calculatina available storqe and 
assessing off-site impacts, it is important that the values be accurate and defensible. Aho, 
additional discussion should be provided that explains why only two estimates of specific yield 
were discussed from the well tcstina proaram. 

Page 6-S, founh paragraph. The "cross check" of the storativity estimate should be qualified 
siven the ranch-wide, average values for annual recharge and seasonal water table fluctuations 
that were used. The annual recharge value (6,800 AF) was not measured directly, but was 
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Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June IS, 1994 
Page 4 

derived in the water balance calculations. In fact, the "recharge rate" (page 8-6) was used as 
a correction factor in the water balance calibrations and was varied •so that the residual of the 
,,...tcr balance equation over the 1961 lhrou&h 1990 period would approach zero". In addition, 
it is not clear how the avCl2je ,easonal fluctuation across the ranch (10 feet) was estimated. 

Page 6-S, fifth paragraph. M discussed above, the conclusion that •a value of one percent 
appears to be appropriate as an avCl2je value for the full saturated thickness• needs further 
clarification. It is unclear why the "best estimates of ,pecific yield", which were empirically­
derived and are site-specific, are not used. To assist our review, the District requests a copy 
of the reference (Bcdinger, et al., 1986) that is cited as support for the selection of this 
storativity value. 

It is recommended that the consultants review the Montem Ranch Water Supply Study that was 
prepared by Anderson-Nichols &. Company in July, 1985, as an example of a fractured media 
analysis in a nearby site (i.e. Jenkins-Prentice and Papadopulos methods). This report was 
provided to the applicant's consultants for their records and review for the June 2 meeting. 

Page 6-7, second paragraph. The suggestion that the concept of a "single hydrogcologic unit 
beneath and immediately surroundin1 the ranch• is supportable because the mean hydraulic 
conductivity values for the four geologic units on Rancho San Carlos are within one order of 
magnitude of each other and the overall average needs further clarification. In reviewin& Figure 
6-1 and Table 6-3, it is unclear at this time whether the observed similarity is due to the 
computations used (i.e. aeometric mean of Joa hydraulic conductivity) or the intrinsic 
hydrogeologic properties of the units. If this loaic is applied to the K values for the Porphyritic 
Granodiorite in Table 6-3, the argument could be made that there are separate units within the 
Granodiorite because the ran1e of values (0.03-13.6) is creater than one order of maanitude. 

Page 6-7, fifth paragraph, Radius of Direct Pumping Influence. This section discusses the 
anticipated radii of influence around pumped wells at the ranch. The approach used assumes 
that the cone of depression around a pumped well propagates outward in a symmetrical f.uhion 
with continued pumping. However, as discussed elsewhere in .the document, it is believed that 
flow to wells at the ranch is primarily controlled by bedrock fractures. Therefore, the radii of 
influence from pumped wells could be considerably different from those given in this section, 
particularly if a predominant directional orientation exists in the fracture system .. The role of 
fractures and resultant anisotropic behavior in the aquifer system needs further evaluation and 
discussion in the report. 

Page 6-14, sixth paragraph. In discussing the ground water contour map of the ranch (Figure 
6-4), the lack of any impermeable boundaries and abrupt changes in around water levels that 
might indicate isolation or separation between adjacent aeologic units is noted. Further, the 
"aeneral smoothness. and continuity of 1roundwater contours• is used to suggest that the ground 
water beneath the ranch is hydraulically continuous and able to move across 1eologic contacts 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June IS, 1994 
Page S 

and faults. To verify this "smoothness• and lack of abrupt .chanaes, a map showin1 the actual 
water level data used to construct the 1round water contoun should be provided. 

Page 6-17, second parairaph. The around water sroraae estimate beneath the ranch (199,000 " 
AF) is based on an average specific yield value of one percent and an average saturated 
thickness of 1,000 feet. M discussed above, the appropriateness of usin& the one percent value 
is not clear. In addition, it is unclear from the data presented how the average saturated 
thickness of 1,000 feet was determined. H the unadjusted specific yield value (0.005) is used 
and the saturated thickness associated with the optimum well depth (6502 feet) is used, total 
extractable storage beneath the ranch would be 65,000 AF. The derivation of the average 
saturated thickness (1,000 feet) should be provided and discussed with respect to the saturated 
thickness associated with the optimum well depth that is described on page 6-7. In this regard, 
a distinction between total and extractable ,round water storage beneath the ranch should be 
made. 

Page 6-26, third paragraph. M discussed; the individual well yields. for wells included in Table 
6-7 are the product of the 24-hour specific capacity and the available drawdown at each well. 
This analysis has resulted in a total estimated well yield of 527 tpm. Both the specific capacity 
and available drawdown results for most wells are based on test results and conditions during 
near averaee or above average rainfall periods. However, both specific capacity and available 
drawdown would be expected to decrease during extended drought ~ods. Accordin&IY, the 
well yields for the project should also be evaluated with respect to the occurrence of a drou1ht 
of record at the ranch. 

Page 6-27, Table 6-7. The well yield estimates for the ranch shown here include well E-3, 
which is an alluvial well in the Ganas Creek drainage. Until the potential impacts to off-site 
water resources from project-level production at well E-3 are more fully discussed, production 
from this well should be qualified in the well yield estimates for the proposed project 

Page 6-28, fourth paragraph. The discussion regardin1 ,round water quality needs to be 
expanded. Specifically, the conclusion that the ,round water chemistry results for each of the 
different 1eolo1ic units are similar should be substantiated. M an example, the twofold 
difference between the zverage IDS values for the Charnisal Formation (494 ma/I) and for the 
Homblende-Biotite Granodiorite Unit (242 m&fl) should be explained. The discussion should 
specify which statistical tests were used to measure similarity and include trilinear diqrams. 

2 The 650 feet of saturated thickness represents the difference between the 800 feet 
associated with the optimum well depth and the ISO feet assumed as the average depth to static 
water. 
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Pa&e 6-33, second parapph. In the discussion of lhe 30-day test for well T-18, it is noted that 
1 "d.iJcharie boundary condition was encountered at 30,000 minutes (20.8 days)". This section 
should be expanded to include I discussion of lhe nature of the discharae boundary and its 
implication with respect to hydraulic continuity aaou the ranch. 

Paae 6-33, sixlh paraaraph. Similar lo the comment above, lhe significance of the discharge 
boundary that was encountered ll approximately 6,000 minutes (4.2 days) into lhe well T-26 test 
lhould be explained. 

Paae 6-3.5, second paragraph. In the discussion of the 30-day pumpina test at well T-11, it is 
ltllted lhat strearnflow monitoring data and water quality data provided conflictina information 
re&ardin& whether a stream-aquifer interaction exists, and that funher testin& is required at this 
location. However, lhe calculated well yield for well T-11 (3.5 &Pm) bas been included in the 
lotal well yield available for the ranch in Table 6-7. Because the stream-aquifer intereonnection 
is inconclusive at lhis location, the production from well T-11 should be qualified in the well 
yield estimate for lhe 11J1cb, until further testina can more conclusively address this issue. 

Page 8-7, first paragraph. The conversion from the monthly ground water recharge factor of 
1.28 inches/month lo 6,800 acre-feet/year is unclear. It should be clarified how lhe 1.28 
inches/monlh recharae factor was determined and used in the water balance evaluations. 

Page 8-14, second paragraph. The estimated additional fluctuation in ground water due IO net 
project buildout demand of 400 acre-feet/year is estimated to be 0. 7 feet/year. This estimate 
assumes a storativity value of 0.03. If the smaller, empirically-derived storativity value of0.00.5 
is used, the additional fluctuation would be 4.0 feet. It should be noted lhat in both of lhese 
estimates lhe drawdown is averaaed across lhe 11J1ch. This lo&ic assumes that lhe demand and 
drawdown are uniformly distributed across the 11J1cb. Based on the concentration of wells In 
the Las Ganas watershed (Figure .5-1, pqe .5-8), it is lilcely that the demand and associated 
drawdown will be more localized in this area. The discussion of lhe impacts due IO drawdown 
on lhe 11J1ch should be expanded lo account for this spatial concentration of wells. In addition, 
lhe discussion should address the cumulative impact of lhe cyclical pumpina that is planned for 
these areas. 

Pa&e 9-3, last paragraph. Regardina lhe location of future welll to avoid direct impacts of 
pumpin& on adjacent streams, seeps, and sprin1s, lhe anisotropic nature of lhe aquifer system 
in the vicinity of lhese features will need to be considered In addition to lhe olher facton 
discussed. 

Page 9-7, founh paragraph. The calculations used to estimate the reductions in ground water 
flow to the Carmel Valley alluvium due IO changes in ranch-wide water levels from project 
pumping are unclear and should be provided. 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June 15, 1994 
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Page 9-10, second paraaraph. In discussing lhe impacts from supplyina the net project water 
demand of 400 AF/year at buildout, it is stated that under pre-project conditions this water 
would have aone IO around water recharae and subsequent off-site pound water Oow, dry­
season phreatophyte around water use, or around water that would have become stJamflow: 

Of this total, around water flow off lhe ranch due to the project water demands is estimated to 
be reduced by approximately 10 AF/year and lhe reduction in around water use by phreatophytes 
on the ranch is also estimated as 10 AF/year. The remainder, i.e. 380 AF/year, is water that 
under pre-project conditions would have become streamflow. Therefore, under project 
conditions, 380 AF/year will nm be available as streamflow in tribullries IO the Carmel River 
or San Jose Creek. This annual reduction in streamflow should be broken down by watershed 
and analyzed over time, including the drought of record. 

Page 9-10, founh paragraph. The assertion that "the overall impacts on streamflow will be 
small, because groundwater inflow will be reduced primarily durina the wet season when most 
streamflow is derived from runoff" needs further explanation. In addition, this reduction in 
streamflow should be corroborated by the monthly water balance estimates. 

Also, the calculation that lhe 380 AF/year reduction in strearnflow represents three percent of 
the average annual stream flow (12,000 AF/year) should be contraSted with the percent reduction 
expected in specific dry years. For example, durina Water Year 1990, would lhe reduction be 
25 percent based on the streamflow value shown in Table H-47 Similarly, what would lhe 
percent reduction be in Water Year 1977 when only 270 AF of streamOow is available? 

Appendix E. Based on preliminary review of lhe pumpina test recovery data plots that have 
been provided, it appears that complete or near complete recoveries did not occur in a number 
or wells tested, most notably wells T-3 (3-day), T-9 (3-day), T-14 (30-day), T-29 (3-day), R-1 
(3-day), R-3 (3-day), and R-9 (3-day). Given these incomplete recoveries, the ability of these 
wells, and possibly others for which recovery plots are not available in the report, IO sustain lhe 
planned cyclic pumpin& is not clear. Specifically, the lenalh of lime lhat an Individual well 
could be pumped on a planned 12-hour daily cycle before encounterina a limitina condition (e.a. 
drawdown reaching the top of well ,creen) needs to evaluated and discussed. Preliminary District 
calculations for estimatina drawdown from intermittent (i.e. cyclic) pumpina schemes 11111est 
that field verification of well performance under the proposed operatin1 conditions is warranted. 

Appendi,i E. Recovery plots are provided for some, but not all of the J-day and JO-day 
pumping tests lhat were conducted in 1993. Specifically, no recovery plots are shown from 
pumpina tests on wells T-10 (3-day), T-17 (30-day), T-21 (3-day), T-24 (3-day), R-6 (3-day), 
and R-11 (3-day). If recovery data are available from these tests, plots of lhe data should be 
provided. If no recovery data are available from these tests, lhis should be stated. In either 
case, the criteria lhat was used to determine whether or not to collect recovery data from the 
pumping tests should be described. 
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Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June 15, 1994 
Pages 

Appendix H. Given the limited time available, District staff WaJ unable to rigorously review 
the water balance analysis shown in Appendix H. Prior to preparation of the ,cope of work for 
the EIR, staff would like the opportunity to meet with the applicant's consultant to review the 
methodology and wumptions used for the water balances. 

Summary 

The District is concerned with the documentation in the Rancho San Carlos Comprehensive· 
Hydrological Study that relates to the concept of treating the ground water resources underlying 
Rancho San Carlos as a single fractured rock aquifer system and the assumptions made in 
estimating a single storativity value for this system. More importantly, the District believes that 
additional information regarding the operating plan for the proposed water supply system needs 
to be provided to accurately evaluate the direct and indirect off-site impacts on water resources 
in the Carmel River basin. This information should include the location, planned pumping 
capacities, and planned pumping cycles for each production well. 

Other Issues 

Water System Reliability In addition to the issues raised in the specific comments, the District 
is concerned about the long-term reliability of the proposed water supply system and questions 
what contingency plan exists for supplementing the water supply ID Rancho San Carlos in the 
event of failure of all or part of the water supply system (See items (3) and (4) of the enclosed 
letter to Monterey County Board of Supervisors regarding proposed plan amendments to the 
GMPAP relative to Rancho San Carlos dated March 25, 1993). In assessing the ~iability of 
the proposed water system under maximum day demands, the possibility !hat a major production 
well or a specified percentage of total production capacity will be out of ,ervice should be 
included in the analysis. This assumption is consistent with standard practices and is lilcely be 
required by the California Department of Health Services. 

Phasing Because of the uncertainty associated with the proposed use of the water in the 
fractured rock aquifer system underlying Rancho .San Carlos, the District. supports the concept 
of phasing the development on the ranch based on proven water supplies. This approach 
conforms with the language in the County Resolution No. 93-11S which specified that 
"development shall be pennitted on Rancho San Carlos to a level consistent with safe yield of 
the proven water resources, provided that the level .of development has no adverse impact on off­
site water resources". The District recommends that development on Rancho San Carlos be 
phased according to proven water resources. This "proof" should be based on results from a 

· ongoing surface and grouna water monitoring program that is in place during the early ·phases 
of the project. The monitoring program should include key reference features (i.e. wells, 
creeks, and springs) and predetermined trigger values. 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June 15, 1994 
Page 9 

Third Party Renew · Resolution No. 93-115 specifies that the Division of Environmental 
Health or the Water Resources Aaency may, at their discretion, request a lhird party review of 
the hydrology report prepared by the applicant's consultanL 1be District IUppOrts the concept 
of a third party review of the CHS at this time or as part of prq,aration of the EIR for lbe . 
project. In either case, lbe District recommends that the third party mtiewer possesJ a strong 
bacqround in the concepts and characterization of fractured roclc aquifer l)'Stelilll. 

If you have any questions regarding these review comments or the District's recommendation, 
please contact Darby Fuerst or Joe Oliver of my staff. Thank you for your opportunity to 
comment on the Comprehensive Hydrological Study for Rancho San Carlos; 

Sincerely, 

b~/1.M_,__ 
~n:_es R. Cofer, ~~­

General Manager 

/enclosures 

cc: Owen Stewart, Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
Mark Dias, Monterey County Health Department 
Board of Directors, Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
Denise Duffy, Denise Duffy &. A.uociates 

'-'-7/wplral..W,OIUIM 
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MONTEREY PENINSULA 
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
017 !LOOAAOO S'TREET •POST 0l'1'1d BOX 8' 
~. CA 1139-12,(1()115 • ('408) IM-116 
MX (GI IMll-:M79 

December 16, 1992 

Mr. Clifford G. Wallman 
Project Hydrogeologist 
David Keith Todd Consultina Enaineers, Inc. 
2914 Domingo Avenue 
Berkeley, CA 94705 

Subject: Memorandum Report entitled, "Interim Results or Rancho Sao Carlos 
Groundwater Exploration_ Proaram" 

Dear Mr. Wallman: 

This letter il in response to your November 30, 1992 letter, transmittin& copies of the above­
referenced repon. We appreciate the opportunity to review this interim repon. The repon il 
intended to provide a brief overview or the findings from the ground water exploration program 
conducted at Ranclio San Carlos to date. The repon indicates that thil work il continuina and 
that a complete discussion of the testing and analysis program will be presented u pan of the 
project application repon. Accordinaly, we are not providing detailed comments on thil interim 
repon, but would like to provide several 1eneral comments related to the analysis of around 
water supply potential and associated impacts. These comments are listed below. 

(1) The interim repon discusses "safe yield" in relation to individual wells that have been 
tested to date. It will also be imponant to consider production from individual wells in 
a cumulative· fashion and relate this to the Iona-term sustainable yield of each of the water 
production zones at Rancho San Carlos. 

(2) To assist in understandin& the occurrence of ground water within lhe various water 
production zones and the relationships with local surface water systems and 1r0und water 
within the Carmel Valley alluvial aquifer, we recommend the construction of detailed 
aeologic cross sections. The cross sections should depict the litholopes encountered, 
Interpretations of aeologic structure between control points, well completion Information 
including screened intervals, strata seals and sanitary seals, and around water levels. 

(3) Since the occurrence of ground water in some zones tapped by the wells may be controlled 
primarily by fractures in the rock, around water drawdowns may display anisotropic 
behavior (i.e. drawdowns would vary directionally at a given distance from the pumping 
well). Therefore, analysis or aquifer test data may not be appropriate by standard 
methods which assume homogeneous, isotropic conditions. Recognition and valid analysis 
of such anisotropic conditions may require the use of multiple, appropriately spaced 
observation wells at some locations. 

Mr. Clifford G. Wallman 
December 16, 1992 
J>a&e2 

\ 

I, 

(4) The testing prognm as described in the interim repon includes Iona-term constant rate 
pumpina tests for periods of124 to 72 hours. Given the occurrence of 1r0und water in 
low permeability and/or fractured, limited ground water :rones, we believe aquifer tests 
of longer duration would be more appropriate to effectively undersl2nd lhe 111pply 
capabilities and limitations from these zones. 

(S) The interim repon dilcusses production from existing wells to meet anticipated low and 
hi&h annual demand for the potential project; however, it will also be important to analyze 
the 1r0und water supply capability and potential impacts durina peak demand periods. 

(6) · · The Interim repon does not include a discussion of the plans for wastewater treatment; 
however, It will be important to consider possible impacts from the wastewater treatment 
upon the local surface and ground water systems. 

We look forward to review of the more detailed results from the around water exploration 
proaram at Rancho San Carlos. We would recommend that when lhil Information becomes 
available, each of .the local qencies that il involved in lhe review process be contacted to 
orpnize one group meeting so that comments and concerns can be more efficiently coordinated 
and communicated. In the meantime, if you have any questions rep.rdina this matter, please do 
not hesitate to call. Thank you for your cooperation. 

a_:_ 

pc: Owen Stewan, Monterey County Water Resources Aaency 
Llnda Weiland, Monterey County Plannin& & Buildin& Inspection Dcpartmcm 
Walter Wong, Monterey County Health Department 
Mary Anne Dennis, Monterey County Health Department _ ..... 
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:MEMORANDUl\il (I 
MONTEREY COUN1Y HEALTH DEPARTMEi'IT 
Dl'tision or Environmental Health • • 

DATE: June 16, 1994 
TO: Wanda Hickman, Project Planner 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Mark Dias, Division of Environmental Health ~ 
PC 94067; GDP, CDP and VIM for Santa LUC18 Preserve 

. The above referenced application has been reviewed by the Health Department and 
has been considered Incomplete. This memo lists additional information which is required 
prior to the scoping of the EIR, prior to considering the application complete, or prior to 
making a recommendation for the project to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. A separate memorandum will be prepared at the time the application is 
considered complete. to identify all issues that will be addressed in the DEIR This DEIR 
information shall be submined and reviewed prior to incorporation into the DEIR and prior 
to public circulation. 

SEUICISEWAGE DISPOSAL 
As per the General Plan, and Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (Board of Supervisors 
Resolution 93-115 Section l.h.5.a) and the Subdivision Ordinance Title 19 Section 19.03. OlS 
K, the following additional information and reports shall be provided: 

1. Please contact Mark Dias at 755-4964 to arrange on-site visits to ·determine septic 
system feasibility of the outstanding lots (list to be provided) as per CH 15.20 MCC 
(Septic Ordinance), and Basin Plan of the RWQCB. As necessary, complete 
additional soils and percolation testing and submit a supplemental soils and 
percolation testing repon for review and approval by the Division of Environmental 
Health as per Ch. 15.20 MCC (Septic Otdinance), and Probibjtions. Central Coast 
Basin Plan, RWQCB. Contact the Division prior to proceeding to determine the 
scope of work and to oversee soil testing. 

2. Compile and submit a complete addendum of the most updated soils investigation 
logs. groundwater monitoring and percolation test results for review and approval. 

3. 

4. 

Following the determination of which lots do not meet the standards IS per Chapter 
15.20 MCC and·Proh1ojtjons, Basin Plan of the RWQCB, submit a list of which lots 
shall be sewered, merged, deleted, or reconfigured prior to considering the 
application complete. 

If necessary, submit a revised Vesting Tentative Map to the Director of 
Environmental Health for review and approval meeting the septic system standards 
above. 

Comprehensjve HvdroJogjcal Study 
As per the General Plan, and Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (Board of Supervisors 
Resolution 93-115 Section l.h.l.) and the Subdivision Ordinance, Title 19, Section 19.03.015 
I., the following additional information and reports shall be provided subject to the review 
and approval of the Director of .Environmental Health: 

5. Section h.l.(e): Provide additional discussion and documentation on the 30 day 
pump tests and their relationship to the shorter tean tests to document that the 24-
72 hour tests m: adequate. The discussion should specifically address the following 
issues: 

-Why the selected wells T-9 and T-29 were not pump tested for 30 days. 
-The difference between the 200 GPM production rate reponed in Nov 
1992, the 41 and 50 GPM pump test rates, and the calculated 30 GPM safe 
yield pumping rate reported in the Study for well T-29, 

-The discharge boundary conditions observed durini the 24 and 72 hr.pump 
tests in well T-29, 

-The recovery slope and rate observed in well T-29, 
-provide discussion and documentation for the recovery of well T-17A, 
-discharge boundary conditions found in at least six other wells, 
-slow or incomplete recoveries in a significant number of wells, most notably 
the wells pump tested for 72 hrs, 30 days, 

-Provide additional discussion and documentation for the hydrographs for wells 
T-6 and T-6A 

If necessary, provide additional pump test information as proof that the sh oner 24-72 
hour tests are valid. 

6. Section b.l.(a): For each boundary condition observed or. suspected, provide 
additional discussion and provide additional discussion for tests documentation as 
necessary as to what may be the source or geological conditions causing the 
boundary. Provide additional discussion for well T-26 and others where topography 
is not considered to be an issue. 

7. Section h.l.(a): Following the discussion of boundaries in item 6, discuss the 
relationship between the observed boundary conditions and the Study's conclusions 
that the ranch is a single aquifer unit (versus distinct hydroaeological units). The 
discussion of shall also specifically address the information found in the earlier results 
of groundwater exploration indicating that many of the inactive faults on site act IS 

groundwater barriers rather than iroundwater conduits. 

WATER SUPPLY. Title 22 Standards (as per General Piao and Subdjyjsjon Qrdjnanci;:) 

8. Submit additional quality analysis information for the following wells and constituents 
QI submit documentation stating that these wells will not be used for domestic supply 
until subsequent testing indicates the sources meet Title 22 requirements; 

Well T-6A 
Well R-11 

aluminum 
aluminum 
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9. 

10. 

cc: 

Following the discussion of the items above, provide a revised sumillaIY of Table 6-7 
indicating the amount of water available (or domestic use (if necessaIY); 

1) 

2) 

if necessuy, remove all wells from the list that do not meet Title 22 standards 
for primuy constituents or propose specific irrigation uses lor d1ese wells, 
if appropriate, revise well yields based on further analysis of boundluy effects 
and recovery data. · 

Provide evidence that the.water sources meet the minimum soUICC capacity criteria 
as found in Title 22, Chapter 16, C.c.Rs: A) submit documentation from the Sta~ 
Department of Health Services that the water demand estimate~ as calculated in 
Table 4-5 are consistent with demand cri~ria,· B) once demand figures have been 
provided, the demand shall be compared to the source capacity figuRS found in 
Table 6-7 to determine consistency with Title 22. q if necessary, submit additional 

. well capacity information to meet the minimum requirements above. 

Walter Wong, Director, Division of Environmental Health 
Muy Anne Dennis, Chief, Resource Protection Branch 
Sam Karas, Supervisor, District 5 
Douglas Holland, County Counsel 
Darby Fuerst, MPWMD 
Joe Oliver, MPWMD 
Al Moholland, MCWRA 

· Mike Powell, Land Use Specialist 
Brian Finegan, Esq., Representative 

MONTEREY PENINSULA 
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRJCT 
11711!1.00RAOO STllflIT • POST Ol'l'lCE BOX a, 
MON'll!IIU, Cl\ 931142-00M • ,_, 6411-<0M 
l'M(-)4'40-'518 

March 25, 1993 

Ms. Judy L. E. Pennycook, Chair 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
P.O. Box 1728 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Subject: Proposed Plan Amendments to the Monterey County <rtneral Plan and the 
Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Relative to Rancho San Carlos 

Dear Ms. Pennycook: 

This letter is to express the concerns of the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
(District) regarding the evaluation of the water resources on Rancho San Carlos. The District 
is interested in ensuring that a comprehensive understanding of the surface and ground water 
resources of Rancho San Carlos is developed, as well as a thorough analysis of the potential 
adverse impacts to water resources and water-<lepcndent resources within the Carmel River 
basin. The District has submitted written comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR and 
Subsequent Draft EIR for the Rancho San Carlos Plan Amendments. At this time, the District's 
concerns are focused on answering four lcey questions: 

(I) What is the potential for impacts to surface waters drainin& from Rancho San 
Carlos to the Carmel River, 

(2) What is the potential for impacts to eround water in the cannel Valley aquifer, 

(3) What is the reliability of the proposed water supply system (or Rancho San 
Carlos, and 

(4) What is the contingency plan for supplementin& the water supply ro R3ncho San 
Carlos in the event of failure of all or part of the water supply system? 

To address these concerns, the District has been in close communication with representatives of 
the responsible Monterey County agencies and Rancho San Carlos on the water resources issue. 

We concur with the language in Section V. I. H. or the proposed plan amendments regarding 
the development of a "comprehensive hydrological study" for Rancho San Carlos. Further, we 
concur that this study should be submitted for review and approval before any discretionary 
development application is deemed complete. In ·this regard, the District's role and 
responsibilities in the review process should be made clearer. Specifically, the District suggests 
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WATD USOIJJI.C!:S AGENCY 
MIHORAMDUH---------------------

TOI 

FROHI 

county ot Monterey 

DATBI Sept•mb•r a, 1994 

Wanda Hickman. Pro~ -Planner 
Planning, Building Inapection Dept. 

~ 
Owen Stewart, Assoc. Water Resources Engineer 

IUBJECT: Santa Lucia Preserve, EIR Scope ot Work 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency has tollowad tlie 
development ot a very extensive and detailed hydrogeolo9ic study 
and analysis on the Rancho San Carlos, and has participated in 
the f,;t"lllulation ot the atudy guidelines and parameters. It was 
ackno~-•dgad trom the outaet of the atudies that development of a 
number of reliable wells in the "tractur.•d rock" aquiter 
underlaying the Rancho lands might require apecitic methods 
unique .to .this type ot aquifer. Also, it was recognized that 
well tests could yield other than usual results. Th•r•tore, much 
emphasis was put on the well testing program to verity the 
reliability ot the well• that are to provide water to the planned 
development. 

A statement appears on page E-8 ot the Comprehensive Hydrological 
Stud:i-, summary, that auccinctly aW11D1ariz•s th• results ot the 
atud1es. "The aquiter characteristics suggeat that pumping 
capacities from individual wells will not b• large. However, the 
relative impacts ot any groundwater pumping will be amall and 
very local to. the individual well aite." Th• latter atatement 
auggests a relative insignificance tor the impacts on the 
immediate environment, while· the tormer atatement illuminates the 
potential problems asaociated with developing a reliable water 
auppll. Agency ataft believe• that it dependence ia placed on 
relat vely low producing well•, the most. aigniticant tac.tor tor 
the long term reliability ot th••• wells is the qround water in 
atorag• aro.und _ the wells. The hydrology atudies have 
demonatrated that th•r• ia aubatantial water in atorag•, given, 
the very large recharge area. However, the accessibility of the 
individual well• to thi• water in atorage is ditticult to predict 
with accuracy. Thi• becomes particularly important during 
drought period•. 

Th• California Department ot Water Resources has recommended that 
in ar-.eas "'here the aole aource of water is hard-rock wells, 
pumping rates versus consumption rates should include a large 
aafety factor'. This might be done by initiall~ ~roviding standby 
wells, by providing maximum operating t1exib1_1J.ty in the water 

ay11t11111 design, and constructing large atorage tanks. On page 
4-11 of the Comprehensive Hydrological Study there is a 
suggestion that local aubaystems ot an ov•r•ll water aystem could 
be conatructed. 

The Water Resources Agency would strongly recommend that the 
abilitl to distribute water throughout th• ayatem·trom the better 
produc ng well• b• integrated into th• ayatem• desiqn. The 
ability to distribute groundwater once it i• extracted trom the· 
aquifer will largely allay concerns about aquiter transmiasivity 
and whether the groundwater is hydraulically continuoua and -ehle 
to move through th• aquifer with relative ea••· 

Based on the above discussion the Water Resource• Agency believes 
that ~he following issues need evaluation in th• EIR: 

o The need to provide integrated water aystem design to provide 
tor maximum operating flexibility and· easy access to the batter 
producing walls, both tor water aupply and tiratlow 
requirements. 

o The need to construct standby wells to provide immediate 
replacement ot walls that could tail during drought periods. 

o Determine the potential tor capturing- atormwater at peak runott 
periods during the winter, to provide tor irrigation needs 
during the aummer, and possible riparian and waterfowl habitat. 

Based on discussions· with other County atatt, we believe that 
these items ahould be aubject. to feasibility level analysis in 
the EIR, including a preliminary design ot th• water syatam along 
with proposed locations tor th• atorage tank• and atandby wall•. 

A procedure •hould be established by the !IR conaultant to .allow 
input to 'the EIR by tha thir.d party hydrology consultant. 

OS\antlucia.mem 
cc: Jay Jones 

Mark Dias 
Joe Oliver 
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~XHIBIT B 
List of Consultant Reports Pn!pared Cor Rancho i, .. u Carlos 

and available Cor review at the Monterey County PlanoJo& Department 

Consultant shall make use of existing studies prepared by the applicant Existing studi~ on file 
at the County which the Con.sultaot shall use include: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Main Ranch House and Guest House Historic Resource Analysis. prepared by Daryl 
Allen for Gil Sanchez, FA!A, dated February 1994. 

Dairy Barn and Emp)ovee Housing Historic Resource Analysis, ptepa.red by Greenwood 
and A.uociates, dated September 20, 1991. · 

Inventory of Prehistoric Cu!turaJ Rcsourcc;s. prepared by Archaeological Con.suiting, 
dated February 18, 1994. 

· Forest Management Plan, prepared by Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc., dated February 
18, 1994. · 

Traffic Reooa for Rancho San CarJos, prepared by Dowling Associaces, dated April 22, 
1994. 

Comprehensjve HvdroJogjcal Study. prepared by Ca.mp Dresser &. McKee, Balance 
Hydrolics, David Keith Todd Consulting Engineers, Geoconsultants, Inc., and Luhdorff 
&. Scalmanini Consulting Engineer dated March, 1994. 

Comprehensjve Wastewater Disposal PJan. prepared by Camp Dresser &. McKee Inc. 
Bestor Engine-.n, Inc., Cleary Consultants, Geoconsultants, Inc., dated February, 1994. 

Pre1imjnarv Drajnacre and Erosion Control Repon. prepared by Bestor Engineers, Inc., 
dated Februarary 18, 1994 

GeoJogjcaJ and GeotecbnicaJ Jnvestigarion, prepared by Cleary Consultants, Inc., dated 
February 1994. 

Noise Assessment Study. prepared by Charles Salter&. Associates, dated February 1994. 

Air Quality Analvsjs, prq,ared by Donald Ballanti, dated February, 1994. 

Visual Resource Analvsjs, ~ by Robe.'1 Lamb Hart, dated April 1994. 

Fjre Safety Management Piao, prq,ared by Roy A. Perkins, daled February 1994. 

Biological Resources Repon, prepared by Biosystems Analysis, Inc., dated February 
1994. 

Grazing PJan. prepared by Sage Associates, dated February, 1994_. 

Mitigation Monitoring P!an. prepared by Denise Duffy & Associates, dated April 1994. 

',..___ __ / 

SUGGESTED E..\R!.Y CONTACTS IIP-- E PREPARING EIR 

• OWEN· SIT\IART/AL MULHOLLAND 
• MOIITDlEY COUNTY WATD. llSOURCES £GE:Ney· 

P.O. BOX 930 
SALINAS, CA 93902 PR. {408) 755-4860 

~. CHATTERTON 
KONTEUY COUNTY SRERIFFS DEP.lll.'OIENT 
1414 1'.lTIVIDAD I.CAD 
SilDUS, Q 93906 PR. (408) 755-3702 

MAll.! .lllNE DE!INIS /MAR!: D LAS 
tlO!ITDlET COIIHTY IIULTR DEP.lll.'IMENT 
1270 IU.TIVIDAD ROAD 
SALDUS, CA 93906 PR. (408) 755-4500 

BROCE ELLIOTT 
CALIFOR..'UA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND CAME:, UGION 3 
20 LOI/Ell 1.1.GSDAL.E DB.IVE, Sn:. 100 
MONTEREY, C.\ 93940-2870 PR. (408) 649-2870 

USDA SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE - SALrnAS 
635 SANBORN PL., STE. 17 
SALL1AS, CA 93901 PR. (408) 424-1036 

~/11.ERJ! NASLUND 
KONn:ilE:Y COUNTY DEPARIMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
312 E. ilIS.U. STRUT 
SALINAS, C.\ 93901 PB. {408) 755-4800 

ROGER Ii. BRIGGS, EllctrrIVE OFFICER 

t:.AH·ts1 I \,; 

C.U.IFORNL\ REGIONAL WATER QOALin CONTROL BOARD - S.u1 LOIS OBISPO 
81 BIGOD\A STREET, STE. 200 
SAN LOIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5427 PR. (805) 549-3147 

C.U.TR.UIS, DISTRICT 5 SAN LOIS OBISPO 
P.O. 1101 8114 -
SAN LOIS OBISPO, CA 93403-8114 PR. (805) 549-3111 

IIICJ: P.lPADAX.IS 
~AG, D:EClJnVE DIRECTOR 
P.O. IOI 809 
MilDIA, CA 93933 PR. {408) 883-3750 

U.S. DEP.UTMEllT OF FISH AND VILDLIFE - VEllTOli OFFICE 
2140 WDWf AVENT!, STE. 100 
VENI'OIA, Q 93003 PB. (805) 644-1766 

UTE PAGllllLO 
MONTEREY IEGIONil WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY 
!'.O. 1101 2109 
IIOIITEllEY, CA 93942 PR. (408) 372-2385 

ClF/JACllE SCOGGINS 
2221 GA!UlEN ROAD 
!IONTEP.EY, C.\ 93940 PH. (408) 647-6208 
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!IDll!D-..-Y coimn E!:!£!l.GDICY Sill.VICES 
COOl!Dil'lilOll/ililll lOBDIS 
! .O. IOI: 1883 
sanu.s, t.l. 93901 (408) 755-5158 

!.&.CIFIC W .&ND !UCDIC CO. 
tcM l!llll!rt, ~TUI. ~ Dill!:C'IOR. 
401 IIOU: sn.aT . 
UI.I?US, t.l. 93901 75,-3614 

~ U11UIZD SCIIOOL JIIsnict 
! .o. IOl: Z22i00 .JIJl)Y I.OlfG 
c.um., Ci. 93922 (408) 624-1546· 

CilIFOL,U COA.S'Ul. COMMI~SIOII 
IICZ:lma!I 

· 725 nom: ST., mn 300 
s.ul'Ll Cl!D'Z, Ci. 95060 (408) 427-4863 

lf0Rn'3.."! P!'.ND!Sut..\ I.EGIOIW. Ull DisnICI/Gll! LL~ 
!.O. IOI: 935 
~- VJ.LL.!!, Ci. .93924 

!!ON.n..'1'-5..U.I!fAS TU.'IS!! 
!Ill.. DOU.'! :uam;s, PU.'ffiD. 
1 l~ UNO 10~ 
MO~, t.l. 93940 (408) 424-7695 

Ul!!.. IWI.T 
Cilii"Ol!.."Ul Dms:ioN !!DfES ' C:.:OLOG? 
380 CIVIC DRIVE, SUIT!: 100 
!I.Z.LS.ol.'!T ll!LL, t.l. 94523 

Cil-.i..'! 
!.O. BOX 951 
MO!r.!4""!, t.l. 93942-095 l 

, 
CITY OF~ 
J.C. DIW<U I: ·-" 
wm., CA. 93921 (408) 62~835 
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ABIIABENNElT 
/Jr Pollution Control Officer 

24~80 Sliver Cloud Court• Monten:y. Callfornla 93940 • 408/6-47•9411 • FAX 408/647•8'501 
August B, 1994 

Wanda Ann Rickman 
county of Monterey Planning, Building Dept, 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR SANTA LUCIA PRESERVE 

Dear MJI, Hickman: 

Staff ha• received the Notice of Preparation for the proposed 
Santa Lucia Preserve davelopment. In addition to our previous 
co-nt• on the preliminary air quality analysis, staff has the 
following general co-ents: 

1, Project consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan for 
the Monterey Bay Region should be addressed in accordance with 
Chapter 13 of the Plan. 

),-
Vl 2. 
\0 

Direct and indirect source emissions from all proposed activi­
ties should be quantified and their impact on air quality 
assessed, ·If the project would significantly affect an 
intersection, modeling should be undertaken to determine if 
carbon monoxide standard• would be violated. 

3. Mitigation aeasure• should be identified if the project would 
have a significant iapact on air quality. Emission reduction 
effectiveness of these measures should be quantified, their 
feasibility addressed, and agencies responsible for implemen­
tation and monitoring identified. 

Enclosed ia G copy of th~ District'• c,1i~aline~ for the 
Assessment of Environmental Impact DoCW1ent1 to assist you in 
preparing the air quality section of th• dratt EIR, If you have 
any question•, please do not hesitata to call Douglas Kim of our 
planning staff, 

cc: Nicolas 
PAM/dk 

...,....JJJJ\i...,_3442 
a­...,...,,..a.-y 

........ 5tn-,5allnU, 
-Chah 

No,ttrNy Cow"')' 

Papadakis, AMBAG 

net Brennan 
Senior Planner, Planning and 

Air Monitoring Division 
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GUIDELINES FOR 'l'HB USBSSIO!!NT or 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT oocma:NTS 

I • ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

II. 

Description of ambient air quality condition• prior to 
the proposed action. The description should provide 
sufficient information to permit independent evaluation 
by reviewers. The following information should be 
included in the discussion of the environmental 
setting: 

A. Local climate and topography 

B. State and local air quality standards 

c. summary of ambient air quality data for the 
previous three years including data from the 
closest monitoring stations as well as 
basinwide data 

IMPACT OF PROJECT PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 

All phases of a project and project alternatives must 
be con~idered when evaluating air quality impacts. 
Impact assessments should be calculated using "worst 
case" meteorological conditions and the aost current 
emission factors available. Pollutants of particular 
concern are nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, particulate 
matter, ozone, reactive hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, 
NESHAPS (National Emission Standard• for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants), and toxic pollutants identified in 
Appendix A. Several types of emission computations may 
be needed for the air quality analysis. All results 
may be presented in units of tons per year, pounds per 
day, or parts per million (ppm). The ARB EMFAC7D 
composite vehicle emission factors or th• aost current 
approved method may be used in calculations where more 
specific regional !actors are not available, 

A, 5hort Term Emission - Short teni emiaaion• 
generated during the site preparation and 
construction phasa of a project include 
fugitive dust resulting from grading and 
materials handling, construction workers 
vehicular traffic, and the exhaust from 
heavy-duty gasoline and diesel powered 
vehicles. Emission factor data for emissions 
generated during construction activities can 
be found in Compilation ot Air Pollutant 
Emissions Factors. AP-42. once the 
appropriate emission factors have been 
determined, computations would be siailar to 

) 
/ 
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B. 

~ 
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c. 

computations below for long-term emission 
generation. · 

Long-Term Emissions - The long-term emissions 
asaoeiated with a project include both the. 
direct emissions generated by the operation 
of the project and the indirect emissions 
induced by the project, due principally to 
the use of motor vehicles. An emission 
assessment should be done in 5 year 
increments to project completion if 
appropriate. This assessment should identify 
and analyze emission sources (i.e., motor 
vehicles, power generation, project 
operations). Factors in vehicle useage to be 
considered are: 

1) Number of person trips associated with the 
project listed by mode 

2) Number of vehicle trips associated with 
project 

3) Length of trips 
4) Peak hour traffic count estimates 
5) Percent cold-hot start 
6) Types of trips 
7) Vehicle miles traveled per day 

TWo models are available from ARB for doing 
this assessment. They are URBEMIS f2 and 
supplement to Procedure Basis for Estimating 
on-Road vehicle Emissions. 

Local Scale-Analysis - Estimate of project's 
air quality impact in the vicinity of the 
project. Special emphasis should be placed 
on identifying locations of sensitive­
receptors (Le., hospitals, schools';--... !ltc.) 
and the actual exposure to pollutants. 
Concentrations of carbon monoxide and lead 
are of primary concern •. We recommend that a 
suitable microscale model such as CALINE 3 or 
4 be used to analyze the project's carbon 
monoxide impact. This model is applicable to 
intersections, roadway links, and 
ingress/egress points of parking. A lead 
analysis should be performed if local 
stationary sources of lead emissions are 
present in the area or if the project is in 
an area that exceeds the national or state 
lead standards. 

EIR Guidelines 
page 3 

o. Hazardous Pollutants - Airborne hazardous or 
toxic pollutants (reterenced but not lillited 
to Appendix A) expected to be generated by 
the project must be identified. The types of 
pollutants, quantities emitted and potential 
impact on public health must be addressed. 
In. addition, it must be identified if a 
project is to be located in an area which aay 
be impacted by existing or planned facilities 
with the potential to emit toxic or hazardous 
pollutants,·the impact on project residents 
or employees must be evaluated. 

E. cumulative Impacts - The impact on the 
,ambient air environment which results from 
the incremental impact of a proposed project 
when added to other past, present, and . 
reasonable foreseeable future development 
activities should be identified. The s.tAll 
CEOA Guidelines (Section 15023.5) presents­
the following criteria for an adequate 
discussion of cumulative impacts: 

1. A list of projects in the vicinity 
of the proposed project producing 
related or cumulative impacts, 
including those projects outside 
the control of the agency. 

2. A summary of the expected environ­
mental effects to be produced by those 
project• with specific reference to 
additional information atating 
where that information is 
available, and 

3·. A reasonable analysis of th• 
cumulative impact of the relevant 
projects. 

III. CONFORMITY WITH AIR QUALITY PLAN 

Section 15142(b) of the state EIR Guidelines and 
Sections 176 and 316 of the Federal Clean.Air Act 
contain specific references on the need to evaluate 
local plans, programs and projects for conformity with 
Air Quality Plans (Le., Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP)/State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
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IV. MITIGATION-MEASURES 

>, 
0\ .... 

The EIR ehould identity all feasible motor vehicle trip 
reduction meaeures that can eerve to mitigate project­
related air quality impacts. There should be an 
aeeesement ot the air quality benefits which could 
result trom the implementation ot mitigation measures. 
These should be stated in quantitative terms, including 
projected reduction• in emissions, trips generated, and 
vehicle miles travelled. The 1989 Air Quality Plan 
should be used as a guide to TCMs (Transportation 
Control Heasure!I) applicable to a reg~.on. In addition, 
mitigation measures not adopted tor regionwide 
implementation may be reasonably available tor specific 
projects. It the project•• design includes AQHP motor 
vehicle trip reduction measures, this should be noted 
in the EIR; similarly, AQHP measures rejected as · 
infeasible should be noted and explained in relation to 
the project. 

The names ot entities responsible tor implementation ot 
proposed TCMs and.the timetrames tor their implementa­
tion should also be included in the EIR. It is 
recommended that project proponents contact public 
transit, ride-sharing, bicycling, local public works, 
and other appropriate service providers during early 
planning stages to ensure that needed facilities and 
eervices are appropriately incorporated into project 
design. 

The following listing is intended to be a guide only 
·and is not all-inclusive; other measures to mitigate 
adverse air quality impacts are available. The 
measures are related to land use and transportation 
planning and management. Their purpose is to reduce 
motor vehicle trips thereby reducing emissions ot 
automobile-related pollutants on both a ·~gional and 
local scale. · 

1. General Transportation Measures - Applicable 
to all developments 

Direct support to transit agencies tor 
eervice and/or facilities 
Parking management 
Bicycle paths and on-street lanes 
Safe and convenient pedestrial facilities 
Minibus, jitney, or other para-transit 
services within and between trip attrac­
tions (major development only) 

EIR Guidelines 
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2. Employer sponsored-Tran1portation-Mea1ures 
(For job sites.) General Measures listed 
above and: 

J. 

4. 

Employer-sponsored ridesharing program• 
Employer-provided transit passes 
Carpool/vanpool preferential parking 
Employer subsidy to employees using carpools/ 
vanpools 
Employer-charged parking tees tor single 
occupant motor vehicles 
Onsite tuel tor carpool/vanpool vehicles 
Hoditied work schedules (flextime) tor 
meeting carpooling, vanpooling, or transit 
schedule• 
Provision ot employee services within walking 
distances, including banking, child care, 
toed service, recreation and other facilities 
Shuttle eervices tor employees tor shopping 
and to public transportation ace••• points 
Fleet management to reduce trips and improve 
vehicle maintenance 

Residential Projects 
General Measures listed above and: 

Provision tor transit accese in •treat design 
Neighborhood shopping and day-to-day personal 
service needs within residential projects, 
without additional parking tor such service uses 
Major open space and recreational facilities 
within residential projects 

Land-Use-Development-Measures 

Mixed land/use balanced communities 
Optimum insulation standards 
Solar access siting _ 
Solar space heating/hot water systems/pool heating 
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LISTING OF TOXIC OR POTENTIALLY TOXIC COMPOUNDS 
THAT ARE LIKELY TO·BE PRESENT IN AMBIENT 

AIR IN SIGNIFICANT QUANTITIES 

COMPOUND 

Acetalcenyde 
Acrolein 
Acrylonitrile 
Allyl Chloride 
Arsnic 
Asbestos 
Benzene 
Benzyl Chloride 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 

;J> carbon Tetrachloride 
I 
0\ Chlorobenzene 
N 

Chloroform 
Chloroprene 
Chromium 
cresol (all isomers) 
p-Dichlorobenzene· 

Diethyl Nitrosamines 

1-4 Dioxane 
Dioxins 

);:pichlorohydrin 
Ethylene Dibromide 
Ethylene Dichloride 
Ethylene Oxide 
Formaldehyde 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 

Lead 
Kaleic Anhydride 

Manganese 

Methyl Bromide 

Methyl Chloroform 
Methylene chloride 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Nitrobenzene 
Nitrosomorpholine 
Polycylic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

Perchloroethylene 
Phenol 
Phosgene 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

Propylene oxide 
Trichloroethylene 
Vinyl Chloride 
Vinylidene Chloride 

Xylene (all isomers) 

·....__. 
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MONTEREY PENINS<D.J\ 
WAlcR MANAGEMENT DISlRICT 
187 ElDOIWXl STllEET • POST dFl'1CE 110X a, 
MON1E'EY, CA 93942-00B!I • (4011) -
l'I\X (4011) 649-'678 

June 15, 1994 

Ms. Wanda Ann fficlanan 
Monterey County 
Planning and Building Inspection Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

Subject: 

Dear Wanda: 

Comments on Combined Dnelopment Permit Applkatlon ror the Santa Lucia 
Presene (No. PC94067) 

Enclosed arc our review comments on the Combined Development Permit (CDP) application for. 
~ the Santa Lucia Preserve. Our comments arc limited to the Comprchcnsive Hydrological Study 
1 for Rancho San Carlos (CHS) that was included as put of lbc application and focus on the off­
~ site impacts from the proposed project. Our commcntl arc based on a review of the CHS and 

discussions with technical rq,rcsentatives from Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County Health 
Department, and Montcccy County Water Resources Agmcy at meetings on June 2 and 9, 1994. 
Based on our review, the District believes that additional irtfonnation is nccdcd to accurately 
assess the potential Impacts on off-sile water rc,ourccs from the level of development proposed 
in the CDP application. It is the District's undelSlanding that this Information will be provided 
iii the environmental impact report (EIR.) that will be prepared for the Santa Lucia Preserve and 
that the direct and indirect off-site impacts will be fully analyzed. 

These comments arc similar to our draft comments that were duclmcd with the applicant's 
consultants at the technical meetings on June 2 and 9, 1994. It should be noled that all of the 
District comments were addressed by the applicant's consultaQ._ts during the mcctirigs and, in 
many cases, specific Information needs were identified. It is expected that this information will 
answer many of the questions raised by District staff. 

The District comments arc provided In accordance with the standards' that were added to the 
Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (GMPAP) when the portion of Rancho San Carlos within 
the GMPAP was designated as a "Comprehensive Planned Use" area. This designation was 
made in March 1993 when the Montcccy County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 
93-115. The District received the CDP application malerials, Including the Comprehensive 
Hydrological Study, on May 11, 1994. 

1 Section V. l.h.(2) 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June 15, 1994 
Page 2 

The District is committed to ensuring that a comprehensive understanding of the surface and 
ground water rcsouroes of Rancho San Carlos iJ developed ., that a sound factual basis is 
available for analyzing the potential advcnc impacts to the water resoun:cs and water-ilepcndent 
resources within the Carmel River basin. This commitment llemS from the fact that the District 
has initiated a number of programs to manage and protect the natural rcsoun:cs within the 
Carmel River basin. Specifically, as part of its Water Alloca_tion Progmn EIR, the District has 
Implemented a comprehensive 5-Y ear Mitigation Program that is designed to protect the 
steclhead fishery and riparian vegetation along the Canncl River. The 5-Ycar Mitigation 
Program was begun in 1991 and has expended over $3,400,000 to dale, with an additional 
$1,500,000 budgeted for fuca1 year 1994-1995. 'lbcse comments arc provided because of this 
investment and the District rcsponSI'bility to protect the community's waler supply. 

Based on our review to date, we ftt.l that the application materials provided rq,re,ent a 
commendable effort at condensing and assimilating the vast quantity of water rcsourccs data that 
have been collected throughout the course of the project. The Dimict recognizes that the project 
encompasses an enormous area characterized by complex geologic and hydrogcologic 
relationships. 

Our review comments arc divided into two sections, In the first section, specific comments Oil 

the CHS arc provided and ordered by page number. In the second section, our comments arc 
summarized and other issues not addressed in the CHS arc discussed. 

Specific Comments 

Page 2-13, first paragraph. The statement that "The &real najority of the project water supply 
will be extracted from bedrock with I modest amount to be derived from the alluvium• needs 
to be clarified. In previous discussions of the interim rcsultl from the ground water exploration 
program (Memorandum from Cliff Wallman, Todd Engineers, November 1992), it was stated 
that ground water pumpagc for the project would be from deep wells and no shallow ground 
water resources would be impacted. Accordingly, the volume of water that will be derived from 
alluvial sources should be quantified and the wells that would produce this water should be 
identified. If production capacity from existing alluvial wells (e.g. B-3; sec Table 6-7) will be 
used for the proposed project, the amount of production that will be in excess of historical 
production should be quantified. 

Page 3-1, fifth paragraph. The use of average annual valucs to charactcrizc hydrologic 
phenomena, 1111Ch as strcamflow, should be qualified. Because avenge values can be influenced 
disproportionalely by high values, other measures should be included to provide information on 
the frequency that particular values are expected to occur. As a minimum, median values should 
be provided for comparison. 



>,-
°' ~ 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June IS, 1994 
Page 3 

Page 4-9, second paragtaph. As described, the estimated daily pumping capacity ffi!uirement 
(or maximum day water demand) for the Combined Development permit application is 350 gpm. 
On page 6-12, it is stated that pumping cycles are planned on the order of 12 hours per day to 
meet maximum day water demand. H total current well yield for the nnch is 527 gpm (page 
6-26), and these wells were pumped for 12 boun a day, actual well yield would be ooe-balf of 
527 gpm, or approximately 264 gpm, which would not be sufficieot to meet the maximum day 
waler demand of 350 gpm. If the pumping cycles were ex1ended to 24 boun to meet the 
maximum day demand, it is not clear how subsequent day waler demand requirements (which 
would be at or near the maximum day water demand) would be met given that the well yields 
are based on an analysis that assumes recovery time is equal 10 each pumping cycle (page 6-26). 
This should be clarified. 

Page 6-2, sixth pmgraph. The usumptioa that the fractim:d rock aquifer system underlying 
.RarM:ho San Carlos can be treated u •an equivalent porous medium at the IIC8le of a pumping 
leSt" requires further explanation and subslantiation. One approach to verify this uswnption 
would be to collect empirical data from pumping lestS utilizing multiple, approprialdy lp3Ced 
observation wells (See item (3) of the enclosed letter IO Todd Engineers dated December 16, 
1992). Without this site-specific dala, additional information from the literature should be 
provided that addresses the validity of this assumption rqudlng scale. 

Page 6-3, Table 6-1. In this table, it is noted that duclwJe boundary conditiont were observed 
in the pumping test ibta from at ,even sites. The di3charge boundaries encounteffll during two 
of the 3<H!ay tests (wdls T-18 and T-26) are briefly ducus,ed in Section 6.10. The significance 
of the discharge boundaries with respect 10 projected pumping declines and the ability of the 
wells to sustain the estimated wdl yields during peak demand periods lhould be evalualed and 
discussed in the report. This discussion should focus on the came (i.e. hydrogeologic venus 
topographic) of each of the discharge boundaries that were observed am~, where appropriate, 
distinguish between "apparent" and real boundaries. 

Page 6-S, third paragtaph: The analysis describing how the stmativity values for wells T-17 
(Chamisal Formation) and T-18 (Porphyritic Granodiorite) were calculated should be provided 
and should be further clarified. More specifically, the justilic.ttion for extending the effective 
saturated thiclcness SO feet below the bottom of the wells .-els IO be ~lained. By usuming 
that this magnitude of vertical Dow would be induced, the storativity values are doubled from 
O.OOS to 0.01. Because the storativity values are critical In calculating available storage and 
assessing off-site impacts, it is important that the values be ICCUl'ate and defensible. Also, 
additional discussion should be provided that explains why only two estimates of specific yield 
were discussed from the well testing program. 

Page 6-S, fourth paragraph. The • cross check" of the storativity estimate should be qualified 
given the ranch-wide, average values for annual m:harge and seasonal w:a.ter table fluctuations 
that were used. The annual recharge value (6,800 AF) was not measured directly, but was 

Ms. Wanda Hicbnan 
June 15, 1994 
Page 4 

derived in the walel" balance cak:ulations. In fact, the "recharge rate• (page 8-6) was u!Cd as 
a correction factor in the waler balance calibrations and was varied •10 that the residual of the 
water balance equation over the 1961 through 1990 period would approach :r.ero•. In addition, 
it is not clear how the averaae ,euonaI fluctuation across the ranch (10 feet) was estimated. 

Page 6-S, fifth pangraph. M di,cussed above, the conclusion that •a value of one pen:;ent 
appears IO be appropriate u an avenge value for the full saturated thickness" needs further 
clarification. It is unclear why the "best estimates of specific yield", which were empirically­
derived and are site-specific, are not used. To assist our review, the District requests a copy 
of the reference (Bedinger, et al., 1986) that is cited as support for the selection of this 
storativity value. 

It is recommended that the C0111Ultants review the Montem. Ranch Water Supply Srudy that was 
prepared by Andcnon-N"u:hols & Company in July, 1985, as an example of a fractured media 
analysis in a nearby site (i.e. Jenkins-Prentice and Papadopulot methods); This report was 
provided to the applicant's consultants for their records and review for the June 2 meeting. 

Page 6-7, second paragraph. The suggestion that the concept of a "single hydrogeologic unit 
beneath and immediately 111I10undiog the ranch" is IUppOI'llble because the mean hydraulic 
conductivity values for the four geologic units on Rancho San Carlos are within one order of 
magnitude of each other and the overall average needs further clarification. In reviewi:n& Figure 
6-1 and Table 6-3, it is unclear at this time whether the observed similarity is due ID the 
computations used (i.e. 1eometric mean of log hydraulic conductivity) or the intrinsic 
hydrogeologic properties of the units. If this logic is applied to the K values for the Porphyritic 
Granodiorite in Table 6-3, the argument could be made that there are ,eparatc units within the 
Granodiorite because the range of values (0.03-13.6) is areater than one order of magnitude. 

Page fr7, fifth paragraph, R2dius of Direct Pumping Influence. This section d.iJcus,es the 
anticipated radii of influence around pumped wells at the ranch. The approlCh used assumes 
that the cone of depression around a pumped well propagates outward In a symmetrical fashion 
with continued pumping. However, u discus,ed ebewhere In the document, it is believed that 
flow to wells at the ranch is primarily controlled by bedroclc ~- Therefore, the radii of 
influence from pumped wells could be considerably different from those given in this ,ection, 
particularly if a predominant dim:tional orientation exists in the fracture system. The role of 
fractures and resultant anisotropic behavior in the aquifer system needs further evaluation and 
discussion in the report. 

Page 6-14, sixth paragraph. In discussing the ground w:a.ter contour map of the ranch (Figure 
6-4), the lack of any impermeable boundaries and abrupt changes in ground water levels that 
might indicate isolation or separation between adjacent geolO&ic units is noted. Further, the 
"general smoothness and continuity of groundwater contours• is used to suggest that the ground 
water beneath the ranch is hydraulically continuous and able to move across geologic contacts 
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Ms. Wanda Hickman 
June IS, 1994 
Pages 

and faults. To verify !his "smoothness" and lack of abrupt changes, a map showing the actual 
water levd data usod to ronstruct the ground water contoun should be provided. 

Pace 6-17, llecolld para&nph. 111e around water atorage estimate beneath the ranch (199,ooo 
AF) is based on an average apecific yidd value of one perc:cot and an average saturated 
thickness of 1,000 feet. M discussed above, the appropriateness of using the one pen:ent value 
is not clear. In addition, it iJ unclear from the data presented how the average satunted 
thickness of 1,000 feet wu determined. If the unadjusted apecific yield value (0.005) is uted 
and the saturated thickness wociated with the optimum well depth (6502 feet) is used, total 
extnlctable storage beneath the nnch would be 65,000 AF. The derivation of the avenge 
~ thickness (1,000 feet) should be provided and ducusted with respect to the saturated 
thickness associated with the optimum well dqllh that is de,cribed on page 6-7. In !his rqard, 
a distinction between total and extractable ground water storage beneath the ranch should be 

made. 

Page 6-26, third paragraph. M discussed, the Individual well yields for wdls Included In Table 
6-7 are the product or the 24-hour specific capacity and the available drawdown at each well. 
This analysis has resulted in a total estimated well yield of ID gpm. Bodi the specific capacity 
and available drawdown results for most wells are based 011 test results and conditions during 
near average or ~_avenge rainfall periods. However, both specific capacity and available 
drawdown would be expected to decrease during extended drought periods. Accordingly, the 
well yidds for the project should also be evaluated with respect to the occurrence or a drought 
of record at the ranch. 

Page 6-27, Table 6-7. The well yield estimates for the nncb shown here Include well E-3, 
which is an alluvial well in the Garzu Cniek drainage. Until the potential impacts to off-site 
water resources from project-leYel productioo at well B-3 are more fully discussed, production 
from this well should be qualified in the well yidd estimates for the proposed project. 

Page 6-28, fourth paragraph. The discussioo regarding ~ water quality needs to be 
expanded. Specifically, the conclusion that the ground water aiemistry results for each of the 
different geologic units are similar should be 111bstantiated. M an example, the twofold 
difference between the average IDS values for the Chamisal Formation (494 mg/1) and for the 
Homblende-Biotite Granodiorite Unit (242 mg/1) should be explained. The discussion should 
specify which statistical tests were used to measure similarity and include trilinear diagrams. 

2 The 650 feet of saturated thickness rq,rcsents the diffemice between the 800 feet 
associated with the optimum wdl depth and the 150 feet assumed as the average depth to static 
water. 
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Page 6-33, second paragraph. In the dhcusslon of the 30--day test for well T-18, it iJ noted that 
a "discharge boundary rondition wu encountered at 30,000 minutes (20.8 days)". This section 
should be expanded to Include a cliscussioo or the 111.lUre of the discharge boundary and Its 
implication with respect to hydraulic continuity across the nnch. 

Page 6-33, sixth paragraph. Similar to the comment above, the significance of the discharge 
boundary that was encountered at approximatdy 6,000 minutes (4.2 days) into the wdl T-26 test 
should be explained. 

Page 6-35, second paragraph. In the ducussioo of the 30--day pumping test at well T-11, It ls 
stated that streamflow monitoring data and water quality data provided conflicting information 
regarding whether I stream-aquifer interaction exists, and that further testing is ftlquired at this 
location. However, the calculated well yield for well T-11 (35 IP"') 1w been included in the 
total well yield available for the nnch in Table 6-7. BecaUJC the stream-aquifer intercoMection 
is inconclusive at this location, the production from well T-11 should be qualified in the wdl 
yield estimate for the ranch, until further testing can mon: conclusivdy address this wue. 

Page 8-7, first paragraph. The convemoo from the monthly sround water recharge factor of 
1.28 inches/month to 6,800 acn:-feet/year is unclear. It should be clarified how the 1.28 
inches/month n:charge factor wu detennincd and used in the waler balance evaluations. 

Page 8-14, second paragraph. Tbe estimated additional fluctuation in ground water due to net 
project buildout demand or 400 acre-feet/year is estimated to be 0.7 feet/year. This estimate 
assumes a storativity value or 0. 03. If the analltt, empirically«rived IIOrativity value of 0.005 
is used, the additional fluctuation would be 4.0 feet. It sbould be noted that in both of these 
estimates the drawdown is averaged across the nnch. This lop: Ulllmes that the demand and 
drawdown are unifonnly distributed across the nnch. Bued on the conoentratioo of wellJ In 
the Las Ganas watershed (Figun: 5-1, page 5-8), It Is likrly that the demand and associated 
drawdown will be more localized In this area. The diJcuuion of the impacts due to drawdown 
on the ranch should be expanded to aocount for this spatial coocentration or wells. In addition, 
the discussion should address the cumulative Impact of the cyclical pumping that is planned for 
these areas. 

Page 9-3, last paragraph. Regarding the location or future wellJ to avoid dim:t impacts of 
pumping on adjacent streams, seeps, and springs, the anisotropic natun: of the aquifer system 
in the vicinity of these features will need to be considered in addition to the other factors 
discussed. 

Page 9-7, fourth paragraph. The calculations u,ed to estirnale the reductions In ground water 
flow to the Carmel Valley alluvium due to changes in ranch-wide water levds from project 
pumping are unclear and should be provided. 
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Page 9-10, second paragraph. In diJcussing the impacts Crom supplying the net project water 
demand of 400 AF/year at buildout, it is ltlled that UDder pre-project conditions this water 
would have gone to ground water m:harge and subsequent off-site ground water flow, dry­
lCISOll phreatophyte ground water UIC, or ground water that would have become streamflow. 

Of this total, ground water flow off.the nnch due to the project water demands is estimated to 
be reduced by approximately 10 AF/year and the reduction in cround water use by phreatophytes 
on the ranch is also estimated as 10 AF/year. The i:emainder, i.e. 380 AF/year, is water that 
under pre-project conditions would have become streamflow. Theid'oxe, under project 
conditions, 380 AF /year will Dill be available as streamflow in tributaries to the Carmel River 
or San Jose Creek. This annual reduction in streamflow lhould be broken down by watershed 
and analyzed over time, including the drought of recmd. 

Page 9-10, fourth para&raph. The mertion lhat •the OYellll impacts on stxeamflow will be 
1111111, because groundwater inflow will be reduoed primarily during the wet season when most 
streamflow is derived from runofr needs further explanation. In addition, this reduction in > streamflow should be 00rroborated by the monthly water balance estimates. 

0\ Also, the calculation that the 380 AF/year reduction in streamflow represents lhree percent of °' the avenge annual stteamflow (12,000·AF/year) should be 0011tras1M with the percentreduction 
expected in specific dry years. For example, during Water Year 1990, would the reduction be 
2S percent based on the streamflow value shown in Table H-4? Similarly, what would the 
percent reduction be in Water Year 19n when only 270 AF of streamflow is available? 

Appendix E. Based on preliminary review of the pumping test recovery data plots that have 
been provided, it appears that complete or near 00mplete recoveries did not occur in a number 
of wells tested, most notably wells T-3 (3-day), T-9 (3-day), T-14 (30-day), T-29 (3-day), R-1 
(3-day), R-3 (3-day), and R-9 (3-day). Given the9e incomplete recoveries, the ability of these 
wells, and possibly others for which recovery plots axe not available in the xeport, to sustain the 
planned cyclic pumping is not clear. Specifically, the length of time that an individual well 
oould be pumped on a planned 12-hour daily cycle before~& a limiting condition (e.g. 
drawdown reaching the top of well screen) needs to evaluated and discussed. Preliminary District 
calculations for estimating drawdown from intennilb:nt (i.e. cyclic) pumping schemes suggest 
that field verification of well performance under the propo!ed operating conditions is warranted. 

Appendix E. Recovery plots axe provided for ,ome, but not all of the 3-day and 30-day 
pumping tests that were condllCled in 1993. Specifically, no recovery plots axe shown from 
pumping tests on wells T-10 (3-day), T-17 (30-day), T-21 (3-day), T-24 (3-day), R-6 (3-day), 
and R-11 (3-day). If recovery data axe available from the9e tests, plots of the data should be 
provided. If no recovery data axe available from these tests, this should be stated. In either 
case, the criteria that was used to determine whether or not to 001lect recovery data from the 
pumping tests should be described. 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
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Appendix H. Given the limited time available, District lllff was unable to J:i&orously xeview 
the water balance analysis shown in Appendix H. Prior to preparation of the ICOpC of work for 
the EIR, stiff would lie the opportunity to meet with the applicant's consultant to review the 
methodology and asswnptions used for the water balances. 

Summary 

The District Is concerned with the documentation In the Rancho San Carlos Comprellensive 
Hydrological Study that relates to the oonccpt of treatinc the &round water re,ourccs underlying 
Rancho San Carlos u a single fractured rock aquifer system arid the assumptions made in 
estimating a sin&le storativity value for this system. More Importantly, the District believes that 
additional information rcprding the opemine plan for the propo,ed water supply system needs 
to be provided to accuraldy evaluate the direct and Indirect off-site impacts on water resources 
in the Carmel River basin. This information should include the location, planned pumping 
capacities, and planned pumping cycles for each production well. 

Other Issues 

Water System Rellablllty In addition to the issues rmed In the specific comments, the District 
is 00ncemed about the long-term reliability of the propo,ed water supply system and questions 
what contingency plan exists for supplcmentina the water supply to Raiicho San Carlos in the 
event of failuxe of all or part of the water supply system (See Items (3) and (4) of the enclosed 
letter to Montexey County Board of SuperviJon reprding propo,ed plan amendments to the 
GMPAP xelative to Rancho San Carlos dated Marth 2S, 1993). In u,essing the reliability of 
the proposed water system Wider maximum day demands, the possibility that a major production 
well or a specified. pen:entage of total production capacity will be out of ,ervice should be 
included in the analysis. This usumption is oonsistalt with standard practices and is likdy be 
required by the California Department of Health Services. 

Pbasln1 Becau,e of the uncertainty auociated with the propo,ed u,e of the water in the 
fractured rock aquifer system Ulldedying Rancho San Carlos, the District 111pports the concept 
of phasing the development on the ranch hued on proven water supplies. This approach 
00nforms with the language in the County Re9olution No. 93-IIS which specified that 
"development shall be permitted on Rmlcho San Carlos to a level consistent with safe yield of 
the proven water resources, provided that the.level of development bas no adverse impact on off­
site water resources•. The District recommends that development on Rancho San Carlos be 
phased according to proven water resources. This "proof" should be based on results from a 
ongoing surface and ground water monitorin& program that is in place durine the early phases 
of the project. The monitoring program should include key reference features (i.e. wells, 
creeks, and springs) and predetermined trigger values. 

·., ... 
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Third Party-Renew Resolution No. 93-115 apecifies lhat the Division of Environmental 
Health or the Water Resources A,r:ncy may, at their discretion, n:quest a third party review of 
the hydrology report prepatt:d by the applicant's consultanL The District supports the concept 
of a third party r:cvi.ew of the CHS at this time or u part of preparation of the EIR for the 
projecL In either case, the District recommends that the third party r:cvi.ewer possess a strong 
background in the concepts and characterization of fractured rock aquifer systems. 

If you have any questions regarding these review comments or the District's recommendation, 
please contact Darby Fuerst or Joe Oliver of my staff. Thank you for your opportunity to 
comment on the Comprehennve Hydrological Study for Rancho San Carlos. 

Sincerely, 

~~~/<. M____, 
~ ames R. Cofer, ~-

General Manager _ 

/enclosures 

cc: Owen Stewart, Montt'l"e)' County ·watt:c Re1ouroes Agency 
Mark Dias, Monterey County Health Department 
Board of Directors, Monterey Pminsu1a Water Management District 
Denise Duffy, Denise Duffy & Associates 

lolda<l,y/,,p/ ... /rn,hd .06 ll94 
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MONTEREYPENINS(ll.A 
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTIUCT 
187 eulOR/lllO SlllEET• l'OST Ol'fO!: BOX 115 
-. CA IIJ942-0085 • (408) 6&41166 
l'i\X (408166-35711 

March 2S, 1993 

Ms. Judy L E. Peonycoolc, Chair 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
P.O. Box 1728 . . 
Salinas; CA 93902 

Subject: Proposed Plan Amendments to the MoateftJ County Genenl Plan and the 
Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Relad•e to Rancho San Carlos 

Dear Ms. Peonycook:. 

This letler is to express the coooems of the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
;J> (Duttict) regarding the evaluation of the water resources on Rancho San Carlos. The District 
0\ Is inleleslal in ensuring that a comprehensive understanding of the sudilce and ground water 
00 resources of Rancho San Carlos is developed, as wcll as a thorough analysis of the potential 

advene impacts to water resources and waler-dependent resources within the Cannel River 
basin. The District. bas submitted wrillm comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR and 
Subsequent Draft EIR for the Rancho San Carlos Plan Amendments. At Ibis time, the District's 
concerns are focused on answering four ey questions: 

(l) What is the potential for impacts to surface waters draining from Rancho San 
Carlos to the Carmel River, 

(2) What is the potential for impacts to ground water in the Cannel Valley aquifer, 

(3) What is the reliability of the proposed water supply system for Rancho San 
Carlos, and ·"-..._ 

(4) What is the contingency plan for supplementing the water supply to Rancho San 
Carlos in the event of failure of all or part of the water supply system? 

To address these concerns, the District bas been in close communication with representatives of 
the responsible Monterey County agencies and Rancho San Carlos on the water resoun:es issue. 

We concur with ihe language in Section V.- 1. H: of the proposed plan amendments regarding 
the development of a "comprehensive hydrological study" for Rancho San Carlos. Further, we 
concur that this study should be submiltfld for review and approval before any discretionary 
development application is deemed complete. In this regard, the District's role and 
responsibilities in the review process should be made clearer. Specifically, the District suggests 

Monleley County Board of Supervisors 
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that the following lan&uage be added to Secti011 V. 1. H: 

1be bydcoJoelcal study will also be pro..-lded to the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Mana&ement Dbtrict for Its re..-lew and comment. 

This language could be added after the ICCO!ld sentence in Secti011 V. 1. H. 

In addition, the phrue "to the exlent feasible" in 111bsection F should be clarified. This 
subsection deals with the issue of interoonnections between the hydrogeologic units on Rancho 
San Carlos and off-sile aquifen and basins (e.g. Carmel Valley alluvial aquifer) and is of vital 
importance to the District. It is our understanding that this phrase refen to the "quantification" 
of the off-site impacts from development, not to the ovenll "dclineati.on" of the in1erconnecti011s. 
In this more restrictive sense, the pbra,e is intended to mean that the quantitative estimaies will 
be made within the accuracy limits of standard hydrologic practices. In this coniext, the District 
suggests the following change in the ICCOlld sentence in subsection F: 

Quantify development impacts to off-sile basins and aquifen and development impacts 
to on-sile and off-sile vegetation wllhln the accuracy limits of standard hydroloclc 
practices. 

The District appreciales lhc opportunity to comment on lhc propo,ed plan amendments relating 
to Rancho San Carlos. We intend to continue working closely with the local agencies and 
representatives from Rancho San Carlos to improve our undersl2nding of the hydrology on 
Rancho San Carlos and its relationship to the water resoun:es and water-dependent resources in 
the Carmel River basin. 

Sincerely, 

£~t-A~--­
a.:~-~:~fer, p~i- -

General Manager 

cc: MPWMD Board of Dircct'fF..._ _______ _ 

mrn@ruawmru 
h,/dat11ylwpl-.Ol2'93 

I ~-m J 
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•• MONTEREY PENINSCJLA. 
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
iii ii.boiiNio STREET• POST Ol'flCE BOK e, 
NO!fTl!REY, CA 11»42-008' • («Je) -
1!',1((«>11)649-3678 

December 16, 1992 

Mr. Clfl'onl G. Wallman 
Project Hydrogcologist 
David Keith Todd Consulting Engincm, Inc. 
2914 Domingo Avenue 
Bemley,CA 94705 

Subject: . Memorandum Report entitled, "Interim Results of Rancho Sau Carlos 
Groundwater Explontlou Pro£RID• 

Dear Mr. Wallman: 

This 1cttcr is In response lo your November 30, 1992 lcttei:, transmitting copies of the abovc­
n:fcrmccd report. We apprcdaJe lhc opportunity lo ~ this Interim report. The report is > Intended to provide a brief ovemew of the findings from the &nJUnd water exploration program °' conducled at Ranclio San Carlos lo dale.· The report lndicales that this work is continuing and 

I.O _ lhat a complete discussion of the testing and an:al.ysis program will be presented as part of the 
project application report. Ac:cordingly, we are not providing detailed commenu on this interim 
report, but would like lo provide several gcncnl comments rdated to the analysis of ground 
water supply potential and associated impacts. These comments are listed below. 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

The interim report discusses "safe yield" In relation lo Individual wells that have been 
tested lo date. It will also be important to consider production from individual wells in 
a cumulative· fashion and relate this to the long-term sustainable yield of each of the water 
production zones at Rancho San Carlos. 

To assist in understanding the occurrmce of ground water within the various water 
production rones and the relationships with local surfaQe water systems and ground water 
within the Carmel Valley alluvial aquifa, we JCCOmnitod the construction or detailed 
geologic cross sections. The cross sections should depict the lithologies encountered, 
interpretations of geologic structure between control points, well completion information 
including screened intervals, strata seals and sanitary seals, and ground water levels. 

Since the occurrence of lfOUnd water in some rones llpped by the wells may be controlled 
primarily by fractures in the rock, cround water drawdowns may display anisotropic 
behavior (i.e. drawdowns would vary directionally at a given distance from the pumping 
well). Therefore, analysis of aquifer test data may not be appropriate by standard 
methods which assume homogeneous, isotropic conditions. Recognition and valid analysis 
of such anisotropic conditions may require the use or multiple, appropriately spaced 
observation wells at some locations. 

) 
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(4) 

(.5) 

(6) 

The testing program u deicribed In the Interim report Includes long-Clenn constant rate 
pumping tests for periods of,24 lo 72 boon. Given the oocum:ooe of pound water In 
low permeability and/or mctured, limited ground water IIOIICS, we bellt:ve aquifa tests 
of longer duntlon would be more appropriate lo effectively understand the supply 
capabilities and limitations from these z:ones. 

The Interim report clucuucs production from existiq wellJ lo meet anddpated low and 
high annual demand for the polential project; howevec, It will Ibo be important lo analp.c 
the ground water supply capability and potential l.mpacis durin& peak demand periods. 

The Interim report does not Include a dl.scusslon of the pwt1 for WUIICwatel' treatment; 
however, It will be important lo consider possible 1.mpacis from the wastcwatet treatment 
upon the local surface and ground water systems. · 

We look forward lo review of the more detailed results f'rom the pound water exploration 
program at Rancho San Carlos. We would recommend that wheo this lnfonnation becomes 
available, each of the local agencies that is Involved In the review process be conlacted to 
organize one group meeting so that comments and ooncems can be more efficiently coonlinated 
and communicated. In the meantime, if you hJ.vc any questions regarding this matter, please do 
not hesitate lo call. Thank you for your coopention. 

cfo
. cerely, 

~ 
W. Oliver 
Hydrogeologist 

pc: Owen Stewart, Monterey County Water R.csources Aaency 
Linda Weiland, Monlelcy County Plannin& & Building Inspection Department 
Walter Wong, Monterey County Health Department 
Mary Anne Dennis, Monlelcy County Health Department 

-"'"' 



'"G\ ••• "MONTEREY PENINS<ll..A. 
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
187 ELDORADO STREET• POSr OfflCE 110X 8ll 
MONTl!Rl!Y,CA -•(«lll)Sol!M!Me 
IN( (401l) S&JG78 

September 6, 1994 

Ml. Wanda A. Hickman 
Monterey County 
Planning and Buildirag Inspection Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

Subject: 

Dear Wanda: 

Comments on the Prellmlmry Scope or Wnrk for the Envlro~entaJ Impact 
Repo1t'ror the Santa Lucia Pftse"e (EIR 194-05) 

F.ncloled are our comments on the Preliminary Scope of Work for the F.nvironmental Impact > Report that will be prepared for the Santa Lucia ~e (aka Rancho San Carlos). At this 
.!J time, our comments are limited IO the Hydrology, Water Quality, and Public Services sections 
O in the Pniliminary Scope. M. was di9CIISSed with Darby Fuerst last week, we will pick up 

cr,pies of the technical reports that addreu selected water-related re,oun:es in the Preserve area -
- Prdiminuy Drainage and Erosion Control Report, Geological and Gcotechnical Investigations, 
and Biological Resources Report - on September 6, 1994, from your office for District review 
and possible comme,Jt. 

Our comments are. based on our review of the Comprehensive Hydrological Study (CHS) that 
was prepared for Rancho San Carlos in Marth 1994 and the Supplement to the CHS that was 
prepared in July 1994, and reflect the District's concerns about the impacts to the surface and 
around water resources in the Carmel River Basin from the level' of development· proposed in 
the Combined Development Permit (CDP) application for the Santa Lucia Preserve (PC94067). 
In this regard, the District requests that additional informatioo bl' developed and discussed in the 
EIR that adequately assesses the impacts on the ntcr resoun::es lll the Carmel River Basin from 
the proposed development .of the Santa Lucia Preserve. This information should address both 
direct and indirect impacts oo off-lite water resoun::es. In addition, this information should 
conespond to a ~lied water distribution system with a specific operating plan. 

The District's technical concerns regarding the adequacy of the analysis in the CHS regarding 
potential off-site impacts were detailed in our letter dated June 15, 1994 (EncJoSUr:e I). These 
concerns were not considered relevant lo the •completeness" of the CDP application and, as a 
result, were not addressed in the July 1994 Supplement to the CHS. It was indicated that a 
,epante supplement would be prepared "at a laier date to address BR-related issues"; In this 
regard, the District requests that its comments on the CHS be reviewed and incorporated into 
the Preliminary Scope. 

, .. ~ 
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With respect lo the proposed Pniliminary Scope, the District 11111csts: 

Section5.HYDROLOGY 

Section 6. WATER QUAlITY 

Section 15. PUBLIC SER.VICES 

Add "County" between Montaq and Water In the 
first IClltenoe (pqe 6). 

Add "Montaq Peninsula Water Mansgement 
District" after llelllh Division in the first 1entcncc 
(page 6). 

Add Item, "Dbcuss both on-lite and off-site 
potmtial surface and JrOUnd water impacts from 
project", under "Descriptioo, Sdtin&, Impacts" 
(pa&e7). 

Add item, "Ducuu plwin& of project development 
u a means of (1) verifyina "proven" water 
n:,ourc,es and (2) 00!Dplring projected and IClual 
water supply Impacts hued on the on&<>in& 
monitoring program" under "Mitigation Measures -
Hydrology" (page 8). 

.Add "Montaq hninsula Water Manqement 
District" after Health Divisioo in the first ,entence 
(page 8). 

Chan1e "Conxrvation" lo Manqement under 
"Responsible/Concerned Agencies-Institutions• 
(page 10). 

Add item, "Detcn'lJe propMed ntcr distribution 
system and UIOCiated operating pian, including 
production well. locations, pumpina schedules, and 
pen:ent utlliDtion of individual wdls dwin& 
averqe and peak demand periods" under 
"DOMESTIC/COMMERCIAL WATER 
DELIVERY SYSTEM" (pqe 24). 

Thank you for the opportunity lo review and comment on the Pniliminary Scope of Work for 
the EIR for the Santa Lucia Pre,crve. H you have any questions regardina our comments or 
concerns, please contact Darby Fucnt or Joe Oliver of my staff. 



( 
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Sincerely, 

·cf:!.~ 
Ocneral Manager 

/enclosures 

cc: Owen Stewart, Monterey County Water Resoun:es Agency 
Mark Dias, Monterey COWlty Health Department 
Board of Directon, Mon~y Peninsula Water Management District 
Jay Jones, Ogden Environmental and Energy Services 

,.,..,,..,,,... __ 

t 
I-' 

··,. 
',, __ ~/ _) 



' .. 
MONTEREY COUNTY 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
I'll),.... P.O. 901 tll, IAUH,U, CAUfORNIA 11111 

IIMCOOK 
-CUTMIDPflCD 

~ 
--..l 
t-,.) 

September 8, 1994 

Ms. Vanda A. Hickman, Associate Planner 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Dear Ms. Hickman: 

Thank you for providing the Local Agency Foraation C11111111ission (LAFCO) an 
opportunity to connent on the Notice of Preparatton for the Santa Lucia 
Preserve Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Santa Lucia Preserve project, 
foraerly known as Rancho San Carlos, proposes 350 dwelling units, 150 
visitor-serving units, and comercial and recreational uses on 2,000 acres, 
with nearly 18,000 acres maintained as open space preserve. The proposal area 
is located south of Cannel Valley between Rancho San Carlos and Robinson 
Canyon Roads. 

LAFCO has adopted I conceptual sphere designation for the project indicating 
that future service should be provtded by a new County Servtce Area (CSA). ' 
LAFCO will act as I Responsible Agency when considering approval of the 
proposed CSA. In order for LAFCO to use the environmental tmpact report for 
this purpose, the following issues need to be addressed: 

1. The EIR should explain LAFCO's previous actions of December 14, 1993 
establishing I conceptual sphere of innuence for the fonnation of a 
County Se.rvlce Area for the proposed development. A CSA could fac11 itate 
coordinated service delivery for development on the property, with the 
ability to provide water, wastewater, fire protection, open space 
maintenance and other services. The conceptual sphere designation gives 
formal recognition of I preferred service deliveey option that should be 
analyzed in the EIR. A copy of the LAFCO staff r~port is attached for 
additional reference. 

2. The EIR should include I thorough discussion of the proposed County 
Service Area, including the formation process, how the CSA would operate, 
the relationship with private entities serving the .site, the likely 
services to be provided, and how services would be maintained and funded. 

3. The_ EIR should contatn a discussion of project conststericy wtth relevant 
local agency policies. LAFCO's Standards for the Evaluation of Proposals 
have been attached for your use. These policies guide the Commission's 
decisions in such areas as water use, phasing of development, preservation 
of open space and proviston of services. 

.:4, The hydrology and water service sections of the EIR should include an 
analysis of the LAFCO groundwater standards contained in the attached 
Standards for the Evaluation of Proposals. The Notice of Preparation 
already aentions 110st of the infol"llational requirelll!nts, A ftve-year 
history of water use and reviev by the appropriate water resources agency 
would satisfy the requirements in the Standards. 

5. The sewage disposal section of the EIR should describe all types of sewage 
disposal methods that would be used to serve the proposed develop11ent. 
The EIR should include how implellll!ntatton and aatntenance would occur 
under CSA aanagement, and how recl1111tion can be used to the .. xi1111111 
extent possible. 

6. The EIR should describe how fire safety services will be provided 
including an evaluation of the various agencies that could serve the 
proposed development. 

7. The EIR should include I discussion of road aaintenance standards and 
whether the CSA could provide such services. The EIR should evaluate the 
need for on-site quarries for road construction and maintenance materials, 
how the quarries would ~e managed and how they will be reclaimed. 

These co11111ents will be presented to the Conaission on Septeaber 27 1 1994. Ve 
will notify you if there are any additional concerns after the aeeting. 
Meanwhile, please call me at 755-5065 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

a~/1,Juf 
Catherine S. Vest 
LAFCO Senior Analyst 

CSW:em 
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; MONTEREY COUNTY 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
..... ,._... P.O. 9011..._Lt.l..MrilU.~aNI 

JIM COOK --- AGENDA ITEM (o 
DATE: 

TO: 

FRON: 

Dec~raber 14, 1993 

Members of the Fonnatlon Commission 

Jim Cook, LAFCO Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: CONCEPTUAL COUNTY SERVICE AREA SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR THE PROPOSED 
RANCHO SAN CARLOS DEVELOPMENT 

SlfflARY OF REC011HENDATIONS 
It ls recomended that the Conn1ss1on approve a Conceptual County Service Area 
Sphere of Influence for the proposed Rancho San Carlos development. · 

~ 

A general plan a111endment was approved by the County of Monterey for the Rancho 
San Carlos property. The amendment allows develop111ent of 350 residential 
units, 150 v1s1tor-serv1ng units, connerclal and·recreatlonal uses. The 
property Includes 20,000 acres located south of CanM!l Valley. 

Fol"llatlon of a new County Service Area (CSAl could fac111tate coordinated 
service delivery for future development on he ranch. The CSA would have the 
ab111ty to provide water and wastewater services required by the proposed 
developRN!nt, and could asSUIIII! respons1b111ty for fire protection, open space 
maintenance, and other services 1f needed. This approach toward service 
delivery complements the County's policy requiring the ranch to be developed 
on a comprehensive basis, and would also comply with LAFCO policy promoting 
use of multipurpose agencies. 

' The conceptual sphere designation gives fonial recognition of a preferred 
service delivery option that should be analyzed In the environmental Impact 
report to be prepared for the development. The property owners of Rancho San 
Carlos and the County Public Works Department concur with the proposed 
approach. 

Project Descrtptton 
The Monterey County General Plan and the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
were amended by the Board of Supervisors on Karch 30, 1993 to allow 
development of the Rancho San Carlos property. The General Plan allows .a 
maximum of 350 residential units, 150 vis1tor-serv1ng units, neighborhood 
commercial uses and recreational uses to be developed on approxlmatel? 2,000 
acres of the ranch. Over 14,000 acres must be placed 1n a perpetual Grazing, 
Recreation, and Resource·conservation • preserve. The remaining acreage would 
be placed 1n scenic conservation easements or other open space uses. 

'~ _ _/ 
) 

Development ls required to be clustered on the least environmentally sensitive 
portions of the property. The developer envisions several such areas with 
homes located on sites of five or less acres and separated by open-space 
lands. 

The recent General Plan amendment sets the fr&nN!WOrk for future consideration 
of the Rancho San Carlos development. The General Plan Oo11c1es require 
preparation of a c1111prehenslve plan to ensure develop11ent ls compatible with 
the natural resources on the ranch. In addition, a resource management plan 
must be developed which identifies resources, sets bu11d1ng standards, 
proposes mitigation and establishes a monitoring program for the 
implementation of m1t1gat1on measures. 

The County Planning and Bu11d1ng Inspection staff anticipates that a 
development application for the Rancho San Carlos property w111 be submitted 
1n the early part of 1994. The app11cat1on will coAslst of a vesting 
tentative map1 rezoning, and general development plans for visitor-serving 
units, a small commercial center, sports and equestrian facilities and a 
maintenance yard. A new Environmental l111pact Report (EIR) will be prepared on 
the comprehensive development proposal. 

Land Management 
The property owners of Rancho San Carlos Intend to establish a conservation 
trust to manage approximately 18,000 acres of open space and preserve lands. 
By agreement1 the conservation trust would be aff111ated with the Trust for 
Public Land \TPL) to comply with tax law. 

The Board of the new conservation trust could consist of -'>ers of the Rancho 
San Carlos Partnership, land trust representatives, h-owners, or other 
conservation associates. The purpose of the conservation trust would be to. 
preserve and maintain the open space lands on the ranch owned by the trust, 
and manage on-site agricultural operations.· The trust would also be 
responsible for resource management of those portions of privately owned 
residential lots placed in scenic or open space easements. 

In order to provide for the maintenance of these lands, the conservation trust 
would retain the services of an on-site private c0111pany. This company would 
have employees that could be used for the maintenance of w11dlands, open 
space, fences, roads, wells, pipelines, and the wastewater system. 

11.illr 
servlce Needs 

General Plan policy requires that Rancho San Carlos must be developed at a 
level consistent with the safe yield of proven water resources. Water systems 
serving development on the ranch must be coordinated and managed on a 
ranch-wide basis. Formation of a mutual water syste• ls prohibited. 

The property owners of Rancho San Carlos are preparing a comprehensive 
hydrological study, which Includes a detailed water balance analysis, water 
demand calculations, extended pumping tests, and an Investigation of the 
Interconnection with off-site aquifers. This report w111 be reviewed and 
approved by the Division of Environmental Health, the Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. 

·2· 

I',...··, 



The Subsequent EIR for the Rancho San Carlos General Plan Amendment contains 
wat•r demand calculations for a variety of development alternatives. The 
water demand of an alternative stmtlar to the project allowed tn the General 
Plan ranges from 254 to 630 acre-feet per year for clustered 40-acre mtntmllla 
residential denstttes and hotel/commercial uses. The potential sources for 
this water include groundwater, surface water diversion, Cal-Am service and 
reclataed wastewater. The two most likely sources as tdenttfted tn the EIR 
are groundwater and reclaimed water. 

Wastewater · 
General Plan poltcy requires that wastewater systems aust be developed and 
unaged on a ranch~wtde basts. Plan policy prohibits c0ntuntty septic systems 
and requires wastewater to be reclatined. Collection and treatment factltttes 
1111st be privately owned or included tn a County Service Area. 

A coaprehenstve wastewater disposal plan ts being prepared. It wtll include 
lnforaatton on son testing, sewage flow esth1ates, methods of treatment and 
nttrog•n loading. The plan ts subject to the approval of the Dtvtston of 
Envtrolltlll!ntal Health. · 

The EIR tndtcates that the 11axt1111m wastewater flow for a stmtlar alternative 
....._ ts approximately 190,000 gallons per day (gpd). A typical flow for 
~ restdenttal development ts 350 gpd and for hotel use ts 200 gpd per room. 
-J According to the Division of Environmental Health tt ts likely that a 
~ centralized wastewater treatment and disposal systl!III wtll be necessary for the 

vtsttor-servtng and connerctal areas and may also be considered for clustered 
restdenttal develol)ll8nt. ·septic tank and leachfteld systems would be most 
appropriate for the development on larger residential lots. 

f.1n 

Fire protection and emergency medical services will need to be provided to the 
development. A large portion of the ranch will retaaln tn State Responstbtltty 
Area, with wtldland fire protection service provided by the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF). 

The vtsttor serving, commercial and residential portwns of the ranch wtll 
require structural fire protection. A number of extst)ng fire agencies could 
provide service, including the Mtd-Cannel Valley and the Cypress Ftre 
Protection Districts and CDF. The 1110st effective service delivery option has 
not yet been·determlned. 

County Servtce Areas 
A County Service Area (CSA) ts an admtntstrattve 111echantsm used by the County 
of Monterey to finance services tn the unincorporated area. The CSA's 
governing body ts the County Board of Supervisors and the Department of Puhl 1c 
Works serves as the administrator of the agency. CSAs may establ lsh zones of 
benefit, issue bonds, charge user fees, and enter into contractual agreements 
to provide service. CSAs can provide a wtde variety of services, tncludtng 
sewer, street ltghttng, water, drainage control, police protection, fire, and 
open space maintenance. 
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$ervlce De]lverv 
Fol"llatton of a new County Service Area for the Rancho San Carlos property 
conforms wtth LAFCO poltctes pr0110t1ng th• creation of .. lttpurpose agencies 
and comprehensive service delivery. CSAs can provide a wide variety of 
services, avotdtng the need to cr•ate aulttple service agencies or fragment 
service responstblltty by annexing the area to different agencies. The CSA 
would also be responsible for the full range of admtntstrattve functions and 
could contract wtth the same private ftra hired by the conservation trust. 
This approach could maximize efforts to operate service delivery systems In 
_the most efficient manner possible. . 

Water and wastewater disposal services will be required for the proposed 
development. Creation of a new CSA responsible for coordfnattng both services 
on a ranch-wide basts would: 1) aaxtatze the abtltty to use reclaimed water, 
2) atntmtze groundwater use and maxtatze conservation efforts, and 3) allow 
for c1111plement1ry pipeline and transatsston routes. 

It should also be noted that foraatton of a CSA would not preclude contracting 
wtth a private uttltty company, such as Cal-Ari Water COlll)any, to provide 
service. Cal-AIII ts an investor-owned private uttltty regulated by the Public 
Uttltttes Conntsston and provides service tn Carmel Valley. 

At present, the hydrology studies for Rancho San Carlos are not completed. 
The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District ts actively revtewtng the 
studies to assure that the proposed development wtll not adversely affect the 
Dtstrtct's water resources. Based on input fro111 the Dtstrtct, tt would be 
premature to discuss potential Dtstrtct boundary IIOdtftcattons until the 
studies are completed, the extent of groundwater tnteractton between the 
basins ts determined, and additional Input fr011 the property owners and 
affected districts ts available. 

There are a number of agencies that.could provide structural fire protection 
service on the Rancho San Carlos property. The CSA could contract for ftre 
protection service with any one of·these agenctesL aaxtatztng opportunity to 
coordinate open space maintenance wtth proactive tire management. 

Financing 

CSAs have the authority to levy benefit assessaents on properties wtthtn the 
agency. CSA benefit assess111ents have proven to provide secure ineans of 
flnanctng,. mtntmtztng the potential for future ftnanchl issues to occur. The 
amount of the benefit assessment charge would depend on the services to be 
·provided and the outcome of public hearings on the issue. 

Transttfon Agency 

County service areas were developed as a aechants• for counties to furnish 
services to the unincorporated areas beyond those uniformly provided County­
wtde. In Monterey County, county service areas have often been created to 
provide services to newly developed areas. This approach ensures that a fully 
staff agency ts up and running during the tntttal stage of project development 
to help resolve service tssues and represent the public interest. 
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When Rancho San Carlos is developed, the CSA could be converted to a co111n1.1nity 
services district or other independent district with its own local Board of 
Directors should the need for.local representation increase •. 

Env1ronmentaJ Bev1ew 
The proposed conceptual sphere of influence is exNtpt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under Section 15262 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
This Section provides that feasibility and planning studies that involve 
possible future actions do not require the preparation of a Negative 
Declaration or an Environinental Impact Report (EIR). . 

The proposed action would establish a conceptual sphere of influence for 
t1rrttory proposed for urban develoi-nt in Rancho San Carlos. This 
designation sets the par111tters for future environmental review. An 
evaluation of the i111pacts related to service delivery and the fonnation of a 
CSA would be completed as part of the EIR prepared for the development. The 
conceptual sphere designation would require subsequent actions by the 
Comission to adopt I sphere of influence and establish the CSA. It is 110re 
appropriate to establish a sphere of influence for the CSA after envtronmental 
issues have been addressed. 

),-
-.] sunnarv/ConcJ us I on 
VI 

Ont of LAFCO's purposes is to encourage the orderly fonnation and development 
of local service agencies which provide for c01111unit{ service needs. Based on 
the wide range of CSA services, adoption of a Concep ual County Service Area 
Sphere of Influence is consistent with LAFCO policy promoting the use of 
1111ltipurpose agencies. The conceptual sphere is also consistent with the 
County General Plan that requires a c1111prehensive plan for development on 
Rancho San Carlos. With a single governing body and administrative agent, 
service delivery under the CSA umbrella can be coordinated to be 
cost-effective and avoid administrative duplication. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

&!Mt~;lf.11ht . 
Catherine S. West "-.. 
LAFCO Senior Analyst 

CSW:mb 

-5-

\ 

\ 
' L. 

""C_J 
·--........ 

/ 

SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

CONCEPTUAL COUNTY SERVICE AREA 
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE FOR 

RANCHO SAN CARLOS 

PROPOSED 
CONCEPTUAL 
COUNTY SERVICE AREA 
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE 
FOR RANCHO SAN CARLOS 

IOI-NA-- 17 
L-

§ 
+ 
LJ---L..::j 
L'.1'-'I:__.::: ~ 



MONTEREY COUNTY 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
......... P.O.NI tll.UUM&.CAI.IPOMM._ 

,IIMCOOI( --

~ 
-..J 

°' 

STANDARDS FOR THE £VALUATION OF PROPOSALS 

IntroductJon 
The Monterey County. local Agency Foraatton C«-tsston (LAFCO) operates 
pursuant to the Cortese-Knox local Govermient Reo1"9aritz1tton Act of 1985 
(C1ltfomt1 GovenllM!nt Code, Sectton 56000 et seq.J. Alllong the purposes of 
the C-tsston are the dtscouragement of urban sprawl and the encouragement of 
the orderly foraatton and development of local agenctes based upon local 
ctrcuastances and condtttons. . . ·- • . . .. .. . .. .. .. -· - . 

State law provtdes that the C-tsston aay adopt standards for the evaluatton 
of proposals. The prtury purpose of standards ts to tdenttfy tssues and 
~utr:eaents assoctated wtth boundary change proposals to pr0110te achtevement 
of LAFCO goals and objecttves. Standards also prOIIOte a r1tton1l and 
conststent process of revtew, whtch can be applted to all proposals. It 
should be noted that no one standard ts of p1r11111unt tinportance nor ts 
untversally absolute. Because local ctrcuastances and condtttons vary, the 
C-tsston aust constder the facts in evtdence as they relate to 111 · 
standards. 

C1ltfomt1 GovenllM!nt Code Section 56375 provtdes that standards may be based 
on any of th~ factors en..-rated tn Sectton 56814 as follows: 

a. Populatton, populatton denstty; land area and land use; per captta. 
assessed valuatton; tomraphy, natural boundartes, and dr1tn1ge bastns; 
proxtMtty to other populated areas; the ltkelthood of stgntftcant growth 
tn the area and tn adjacent incorporated and untncorporated areas durtng· 
the next ten years. 

b. Need for organtzed coaunity servtces; the present cost and 'adequacy of 
governmental servtces and controls tn the areai probable future needs for 
those servtces and controls; probable effect or the proposed · 
tncorporatton, fonaatton, annexatton, or exclusfCl.!l and of altemattve 
courses of act 1 on on the cost and adequacy of services and controls 1 n the 
area and adjacent areas. •servtces,• as used tn thts subdtvtston, refers 
to govem111ental servtces whether or not the servtces are servtces whtch 
would be provtded by local agencies subject to this division and includes 
the public factltttes necessary to provlde those servtces. 

c. The effect of the proposed actton and of alternattve act.tons on adjacent 
areas,.- on· 1DUtu1l ·soctal and econ011tc tnterest, and on the local 
goveM1111ental structure_ of the C~unty. 

d. The confonatty of both the proposal and tts anttctpated effects wtth both 
the adopted Comtsston poltctes on provtdtng planned, orderly, efftctent 
patterns.of urban development, and the poltctes and prtortttes set forth 
tn Sectton 56377. 

e. The effect of the proposal on matntatntng the physical and economtc 
tntegrtty of agricultural land, as defined by Sectton 56016. 

f. The deftntteness and cartatnty of the bollndartes of the terrttory, the 
non-conforaance of proposed boundartes wtth ltnes of assessinent or 
ownershtp, the creatton of tslands or corrtdors of untncor,iorated 
terrttory, and other stmtlar utters affecttng the proposed boundartes. 

g. Consistency with city or county general and spectftc plans. 

h. The sphere of tnfluence of any local agency whtch may be appltcable to the 
proposal betng revtewed. 

1. The c011111ents of any affected local agency. 

The followtng report ltsts the Nont1rey County Local Agency Foraatton· 
C111atsston's Standards for th• Evaluatton of Proposals. The· standards have 
been organtzed to correspond to the aajor poltctes of.the Coantsston tncludtng 
Boundaries, Oupltcatton of Servtce Functtons, Confol"lltty wtth Planntng 
Documents.l Spheres of lnfluence1 Envtroraental. l111p1ctsr-Econ0111cs,--Servtces; 
Phastng, upen Space, and Acirtcu1tural Land. The ctt1t1on followtng each 
standard references the related State factor. 

Determfnatfon of Boundaries 
l. Deftntte and certatn aaps and hgal dlscrtpttons lliust be ftled as part of 

an appltcatton for a boundary cha,e proposal. All aaps and legal 
descrtpttons aust c0111ply wtth the ollowtng LAFCO and State Board of 
Equaltzatton requtreraents (Sectton 5684lf). 

Htt;_ 

a. Every ••P shall bear a north point, graphtc scale, date, tttle, or 
short tel"II destgnatton and the nlM(s) of the affected agency or 
agenctes. 

b. Every aap aust clearly tndtcate all extsttng streets, roads and· 
htghways wtthtn and adjacent to the subject terrttory, together wtth 
the current na.es of the thoroughfares • . 

c. Maps 1111st not be drawn on paper less than 8 1/2• by 11• or farger 
than 24• by 36.• One ••P, 8 1/2" by 11• aust be subattted. 

d. Every ••P shall include I regtonal locatton vtctntty aap showtng tts 
relattonshtp to the local agency to whtch 1nn1x1tton to or detachfllent 
fro~ ts proposed. The boundartes of the extsttng dtstrtct or ctty 
(tf appltcable) and the proposed boundary aust be dtsttncttvely shown 
wtthout obliterattng any essential geographic or political features. 

e. The potnt of begtnntng of the legal descrtptton aust be shown on the 
up. The boundart,s of the subject terrttory aust be dtsttncttvely 
shown on the up wtthout obltterattng any essenttal geographic or 
poltttcal features. The use of yellow ltnes to htghltght the 
boundartes ts urged, as the color photographs I ltght gray. 

f. All maps must be prepared by I regtst1red ctvtl engtneer or ltcensed 
land surveyor. Rough sketches of aaps or plans wtll not be accepted. 

g. The computed or esttmated acreage shall be set forth tn the legal 
. descrtptton or on the map. 
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h. Bearings and ~!stances 1111st be shown on all lines. If the scale of 
· the aap ts such that It ts tinpracttcal to letter adjacent to or near 

the line, then a table aay be used and the course designated by a 
nlllllher or a series-of Inclusive nllllbers. The table should appear on 
the saine sheet as the aap. 

Legal Qescrtptton 
a. The description 1111st be headed with the date, title or short-term 

designation of the proposal, and the nue of the affected agenc:1 or 
agencies. -

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Every description aust be self-sufftctent within Itself and without 
the necessity of reference to any extraneous docllllll!nt. When a , 
description refers to a deed of record, ... the .deed_.should .be used only 
as a secondary call. 

llhen writing a •tes aild bounds description of a contiguous 
annexation, all details or the contiguous portlon(s) of the boundary 
should be 1111ttted. The junction points between the proposed boundary 
and the existing boundary aust be clearly established. 

A description .. king reference only to a subdlvtston or a lot within 
a subdivision or statlar references without actually describing the 
pertaeter boundary of the subject area 1s not acceptable. 

The description aust describe only the subject area. Descriptions of 
larger areas wlth-excepttons are not acceptable unless the exception 
ts an "Island" totally surrounded by land proposed for annexation. 

A specific parcel description tn secttonaltzed·hnd (e.g. the SWl/4 
of Section 22t TIN, RlW) ts·pel'lllsstble without a llll!{es and bounds 
description or the perimeter boundary. 

2. To the greatest possible extent
1 

boundaries should follow existing 
political boundaries and natura or .. n-111de features such•as rivers, 
lakes, railroad tracks and freeways. Where boundaries do not ieet this 
standard, the proponent shall justify the reasons for non-confonnance 
(Sect ton 56841 a, f). ."-.. 

3. Boundaries should not be drawn so as to create an Island, corridor, or 
strip either within the proposed territory or tmedtately adjacent to It. 
Where such an Island corridor, or strip ts created, the proponent shall 
justify the reasons tor non-conforaance with this standard (Section 56841 
d). 

4. Whenever practicable, boundary lines of areas proposed to be annexed to 
cities and/or districts shall be located so that all streets and 
rights-of-way will be placed Within the saae jurtsdtctton as the 
properties which abut thereon and/or for the benefit of which such 
streets and rights-of-way are Intended (Section 56841 d). 

5. The creation of boundaries that divide 1ssess11ent parcels should be 
avoided whenever possible. Where such division occurs, the proponents 
shall justify to the Conmtsston the necessity for such division (Section 
56841 d). 
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6. Boundaries should avoid dividing an existing tdenttftable c-.intty, 
conaerctal district, or any other area having social or econoatc 
h01110genetty. Where such division occurs, the pro~nents shall justify 
the reasons for non-confonaance to thl~ standard (Section 56841 c). 

7. The following guidelines related to road right-of-way apply to all 
proposals subillltted to the C01111lsston (Section 56841 f). 

a. The following should not be allowed: 

(1) City limits which Include a portion of the road right-of-way. 

(2) Road Islands of County .. tntatned roads. 

(3) Islands of road caused ~y.annexatlon .. on both sides., 

(4) Strip annexation of roads. 

*b. In the following cases where the road ts the boundary and 11 a aajor 
County 1rtert11

1 
the street or road should be retained by the County. 

These roads wou d not have direct access froa the property: 

(1) Roads whtch carry through traffic. 

(2) Planned developaent by developer or ctty whtch provides ltatted 
access and protects the capacity of the road. 

*Bott: Each case should be considered on tts - •rtt. 

c. The following should be annexed to the ctty. These roads would have 
direct access to the annexing property ·and would serve the residents 
of the property: 

(1) Htnor or local roads. 

(2) When the street will be used for the ctty s-r ltnes, -"ater 
lines, or stol'II drains. 

(3) Ptece-111eal development by developer causing difficult 
coordination between two or 110re agencies. 

(4) Where the annexation will coapltcate drainage or traffic 
control. 

B. Where feasible, city and related district boundary changes should occur 
concurrently to avoid an Irregular pattern of boundaries (Section 56841 
b). 

9. Should the Coiatsston IIOdtfy the boundaries of a proposal, LAFCO ••Y 
condition the proposal on the proponent prepart"La new boundary · 
descrtptton which conforas with LAFCO and State ard of Equaltzatton 
requirements (Section 56841 f). 

10. Boundaries should reasonably Include all territory which would reasonably 
benefit from agency services (Section 56841 b). · 
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Dupltcatton or Authority to eecronr s11tJ1c Functions 
1. Proposals, llhere feastblef should atntatze the nllllber of local agenctes 

and proeote the use of_au tt-purpose agenctes (Sectton 568~1 b, c); 

z. The effect of the approval of I proposal llhtch would result tn two or 
aore dtstrtcts or I ctty and I dtstrtct possesstng any c111111on terrttory, 
the authortty to perfol'II the saae or stathr functtons shall be 
constdered by the Conntsston. The.vtews of the governtng body of the 
ctty or spectal dtstrtct possesstng authortty to perfora the same or 
statlar functton tn the subject terrttory should be aade known to the 
Comtsston. Proponents aust Justtfy the need for boundary change 
proposals which result tn dupltcatton of authortty to perfoni similar 
functions (Section 56841 b, c). 

Conforaance with ctty or County hntc•J and spectffc PJ•os 
1. Each proposal should be conststent wfth the 1pp~rt1te ctty or county 

~ z. 
--..J 
00 

general ind spectftc plans. Vhere the proposal does not abfde by these 
planst the proponent shall spectfy the reasons for plan non-confol'llance. 
(Sect on 56841 g). 

Pursuant to Sec.tton 56375 of the Governaent Code, for proposals tnvolvtng 
ctty 1nnex1ttons1 the LAFCO Executtve 0fftcer shall not ftle 1 
Certificate of F ltng, which acknowledges that an 1ppltc1tton ts 
CCllll)lete, unttl the ctty has coapleted , .. prezontng process for the 
subject property tn a·unner consistent wtth the city's general or 
spectftc plan (Sectton 56841 g). 

SDheres of InO uence 
1. Proposals shall be consistent with the spheres of tnfluence for the local 

agenctes affected by those detel'lltnattons (Sectton 56377.5 and 56841 h). . . 

2. ln the case of agency fol'lllttons, the Catsston shall detel'lltne I sphere 
of tnfluence wtthtn one year froa the effecttve date of the proposal 
(Sect ton 56841 h). . 

3. Wtth the exceptton of agency fol'lllttons, the C~tsston shall adopt 1 
sphere for affected agenctes prtor to constderatton of related boundary 
change proposals (Sectton 56841 h). 

4. When I proposal ts tnconststent with the adopted sphere of influence, the 
1ppltc1nt shall justify reasons for 111endtng the sphere of influence. An 
annexatton appltcatton fl)r land outstde an adopted sphere of tnfluence 
aay be constdered concurrently with I request for uiendment to the sphere 
of 1 nfl uence ( Sect 1 on 56841 h) , 

5. Proposals tnvolvtng changes of organtzatton or reorgantzatlon affecttng 
ctty boundaries shall coaply wtth the Urban Servtce Area and Urban 
Transttton Area destgnattons. An Urban Servtce Area conststs of extsttng 
developed and undeveloped land wtthtn an agency's sphere of tnfluence, 

-5-

which 1.s now served by extsttng urban fac111ttes1 ut1ltt1es, and services 
or ts proposed to be served wtth1n ftve years. l\n Urban Transttton Area 
ts an area within the sphere of Influence boundaries of a city llhtch ts 

·not progra11111ed for urban fac111t1es or utility extensions within the next 
five years. The Urban Transition Area will aost likely be used for urban 
expansion within 5 to 20 years (Sect ton 56841_ h). 

6. Pursuant to Governaent Code Sectton 56375 (1) (2), the c-1ss1on shall 
not have the 11ower to dtsapprove an annexation to I city, 1n1t1ated by 
resolution, of contiguous territory which the C-1ss1on finds ts locate 
within an Urban Service Area delineated and adopted by the Conn1ss1on, 
which ts not pr11M! agricultural land, as defined by Section 56064! and ts 
designated for urban growth by the general plan of the annexing c ty 
(Section 56841 h). · 

Enyfrom,ental l1Pact Assesmot 
I. In January 1975, In the Bozung Case, the Caltfornta Sup~ Court held 

that LAFC0s are subject to the tel'lls of the C1ltfornt1· Envtror.ental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the regulattons of the C1ltfornf1 Resource Agency, 
whtch establishes the gutdeltnes for tts t11pl-nt1tton. All 
envtronaental factors introduced by the proposal shall be constdered as 
outltned 1n the "Monterey County Local Aaency fol'llltton C-tsston 
Gutdeltnes for linpll!flll!ntatton of the Calffornta Envtroraental Qualtty 
Act~ and CEQA. 

2. The potential envtronmental t11p1cts of proposals tnvolvtng changes of 
organization or reorgantzat1on shall be revtewd by LAFCO envfronaental 
staff and the 1pproprt1te envtronaental detel'lltnatton shall be constdered 
by the C011111tsston tn accordance wtth the LAFCO Regulations and Procedures 
for the linplementatton of the C11tfornt1 Envtroraental Qualtty Act of 
1970. 

Economtcs. Serytce Dtltv,rv. and DtvtJoa,nt htttms 
I. If I proposal ts for the fol'llatton of anew agency, the 1ppltc1tton shall 

tnclude I service plan deaonstrattng the econ1111fc feastbfltty of the 
proposed fonnat1on (Section 56841 1, b, c). 

2. The Conntsston shall dtscourage proJIC!Slls that would have adverse 
ftnanchl 1111p1cts on the provtston of govarnaental services or would 
create I relattvely low revenue base tn relattonshtp to the cost of 
affected servtces. Appltcattons shall descrtbe related servtce and 
f1nanc1al tmpacts (fncludtng revenues and expenditures) on the County, 
cities, and/or special dtstrtcts and provtde feastble Nasures llh1ch 
would alttgate such adverse t111p1cts (Section 56841 1, b, c). 

3. Appl1cat1ons 1111st address current and ulttute· service needs as 
established by the appropriate land use plans and prezonfng. Proposals 
shall not be approved unless I dt!IIIOnstrated need for 1ddttfon1l service 
extsts or will soon exist. In revtewtng boundary change proposals, the 
Coan1ss1on shall consider 1ltern1ttve governaent structure options llh1ch 
may be more appropriate tn light of the d1110nstr1ted need for servtce. 
The formatton of or annexation to I single governaental agency, rather 
than several limited purpose agencies, shall be encouraged when possible 
(Section 56841 a, b). 
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4. Applications 1111st indicat& that the affected agencies have the capability 
to provide service. Territory shall be annexed to a city or special 
district only if such agency has or soon will have the capability to 
provide service (Section 56841 b). 

5. Whenever a local agency subaits a resolution of application for a change 
of organization or reorganizationL the local agency shall subait with the 
resolution of application a plan tor providing services within the 
affected territory. The plan for providing services shall include all of 
the following infoniation (Section 56653): 

a. An enU11er1tion and description of the services to be extended to the 
affected territory. . . · 

b. The level and range of those services. 

c. An indic1tion of when those services can feasibly be extended to the 
affected territory. ·· 

d. An indic1tion of any iaprov-nt or upgrading of stnictures, roads, 
sewer or water facilities, or other conditions the local agency would 
illJ)Ose or require within the affected territory if the change of 
organization or reorganization is coq,leted. 

e. Any conditions which would be illl)Osed or required within the affected 
territory such as, but not 11•ited to, iaproveaent or upgrading of 
structures, roads, and sewer or water f1c1lities. 

f. A description of how such services and iaprov .. nts will be financed 
(Section 56653). 

A plan for providing·services IIIY consist of: 

1. A master plan for providing services throughout all or I portion of a 
city sphere of influence for use in evaluating all proposals 
affecting the area covered in the •aster plan. , 

b. A proposal-specific suppleaent which updates and/or provides a higher 
level of detail than is contained withln the .. ster plan for 
services. Such supplement aay include by reference or in s111111ary 
for111 those pertinent sections of the maste~lan for services which 
reruin valid. The supplement need discuss hi detail only that 
infor1111tion which is not current or discussed in sufficient detail in 
the master plan for services. 

6. The Connission discourages proposals which will facilit1te developtll!nt 
that is not in the public Interest due to to1>09r1phy, Isolation from 
existing develop111ents, preaature lntnislon of urban-type develop11ents 
Into I predoainantly agricultural area, or other pertinent economic or 
social reason (Section 56841 1). 

7. The Coanlsslon shall consider the testl110ny froa 111 potentially affected 
agencies or individuals In reviewing boundary change proposals. 
Proposals subalitted by resolution of application shall Include 
inforaation ·Indicating that landowners In the affected area support the 
proposal (Section 56841 I). . . 
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8. An application for incorporation of a new city shall be supplemented by 
sufficient lnfonnation to enable the Coaalsslon to determine (Section 
56841 1,b,c): 

a. The long-ter111 fiscal feasibility of the new city. A five-year 
service plan Including revenue projections shall be required of 111 
incorporation proposals. · · 

b. The existing and projected population base In the aff~ted area 
warrants urban-type services. · . · . 

c. The service and financial Impacts on all potentially affected 
agencies, Including existing cities, districts,· and the County. 

d. The proposal territory Includes the entire arH that would reasonably 
benefit froa city services and would not logically be -90re ·- .. 
appropriate for annexation to an existing city. 

9. A city application for annexation of an unincorporated Island without an 
election shall, In addition to the plan for providing services, be 
supplemented by sufficient lnfoniatlon to enable the Comlsslon to 
determine within the affected territory: 

1. The total acreage of the unincorporated Island and the boundaries of 
all cities and/or counties and, If applicable, the Pacific Ocean, 
which border thereon. 

b. The presence or absence of prlae agricultural land as defined In 
Sections 56064 of the Cortese-Knox Local Govenuaent Reorganization 
Act. 

c. The availability of public utility services. 

d. The presence of public laproveaents. 

e. The presence or absen_ce of physical laprov-nts upon ~ach parcel. 

f. The benefits froa such annexation or th, benefits now being received 
from the annexing city. 

fllll1ng 

1. The Commission, In furtherance of Its objectives of preserving prime 
agricultural land, containln~ urban sprawl, and In providing a reasonable 
assurance of a city/districts ability to provide services shall consider 
the appropriateness of phasing annexation proposals which Include 
territory that is not w\thin a city/district's urban service area and has 
an expected build-out over a period longer than five to seven years 
(Section 56841 1, b, e). · 

2. Change of organization and reorganization proposals which are totally 
within I city or district's adopted urban service area shall not be 
considered appropriate for phaslng. Urban service areas are by 
definition, territory expected to be developed/serviced In the next five 
years (Section 56841 a, b, c). · 
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3. Proposals whtch contatn terrttory whtch ts not within a city or 
district's adopted urban service area and have an expected build-out· 
extending beyond I ftve- to seven-year period may be considered 
1pproprt1te for phastng. for the purpose of thts poltcy, "phasing• shall 
be deftned as a planned tncreaental approval of I project and 
"butldtng-out• 1h111 be tnterpreted as 70·to 80 percent developed. I/hen 
an exception fro111 this_poltcy ts desired, _the proponent shall justify to 
the C01Disston the reasons why phastng ts not appropriate. Included 
within the justificatton for 1xceptton, the proponent shall demonstrate 
the jurlsdtction•s· abtllty to provide necessary publtc services (Section 
56841 1, b, e). 

QPID Space and Aar1cv1tu,:a1 Land -.. -~ .... , ......... -..... ... :- .. 

I. Thts Coatsston, through tts acttons, destres to aaintatn the phystcal 
and econ1111ic integrity of land In an agricultural preserve as aay be 
establtshed by 1tther the Board of S~rvtsors of Monterey County or 1 
ctty counctl wt.thin the County (Sectton 56841 e). 

2. Thh Coatsston wtll attempt to gutde the provlston of goveM1111ent1l . 
11rvtces and d1velopaent to areas other than those classlfted as prtme 
agrtcultural land as defined In Sectton 56064 of the-Government Code, 
except Where. such development would promote the planned, orderly and 
efftclent development of that area (Secttons 56377 a and 56841 eJ. 

J. Thts Coaisston encounges and wtll asstst to t11ple111ent the development 
of existing vacant or non-prime agrtcultural land for urban uses within 
an agency's extsttng Jurlsdtctton or wtthtn an agency's sphere of 
tnfluence before tt will constder wtth favor or wtll approve any proposal 
whtch would allow for or lead to the developi11ent of extsttng open space 
land for non-open space uses Which are outside of the agency's exlsttng 
jurisdiction or outstde of an agency's existing sphere of tnfluence 
(Section 56377 band 56841 e). . , 

4. It ts the policy of this -Coaatsslon to encourage and to seek to"provide 
for planned, well-ordered, efficient urban development patterns While at 
the Slffl!! ti111e remaining cognizant of the need to give appropriate 
consideration to the preservatton of open space land within such patterns 
( Sect 1 on 56300) . "-.. 

5. In detenilning Whether I boundary change proposal may iffect prime land, 
the Conaisslon shall apply the definition of •prime agricultural land" 
established under the Cortese-Knox Local Government Reorganization Act 
Section 56064. 

6. Boundary change proposals Which would allow or ltkely lead to the 
conversion of prime agricultural land or other open space land to other 
than open space uses shall be dtscouraged by the Co11111lsston unless such 
an action would pr0110te the planned, orderly, efftcient development of an 
area, or the affected land use planning jurtsdictton has accomplished the 
following: 
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I. Identified within tts sphere of tnfluence 111 "pri111e agricultural 
land" as defined under Government Code Section 56064. 

b, Demonstrated to LAFCO that effective aeasures have been adopted to 
preserve for agricultural use prlae agricultural land tdentlfled In 
(1). Such measures ••Y include, but not be ltmited to, establishing 
agricultural preserves pursuant to the California Land Conservation 
Act;" designating land for 1grtcultur1l or other open space uses on 
that jurisdtction's general plan, adopted growth aanagelAl!nt plan, or 
applicable specific plan; adopttng an agricultural element to its 
general plan; and undertaking publtc acqulsttlon of prime 
agricultural land for the purpose of leasing back such land for 
agricultural use. 

c. Prezoned pursuant to Government Code Sectton 56375 (1) (2), both 
territory within the age~cy's general planning area to be maintained 
for agrtcultural use and also tln'ltory withtn-the·tnnexatton·area to 
tndlcate 1ntictp1ted level of development. 

7. In reviewing a proposal Whtch will 111d to the conversion of agrtcultural 
or open space land to urban uses, the Coatssion will consider the 
following criteria to detel'lllne whether the proposed actton would (1) 
adversely affect the 1grtcultur1l resources of the c_.nlty, or (6) not 
promote the planned, orderly, efficient dev1lopaent of an area: 

a. The agricultural stgnific1nc1 of the proposal area relative to other 
agricultural land In the region (soil, cltnte, and water factors). 

b. The use value of the proposal area and surroundtng parcels. 

c. Oeterainatton as to whether any of the proposal area ts designated 
for agricultural preservation by adopted local plans, tncludlng Local 
Coastal Plans1 the County General Plan, Land Use and Open Space 
Element, and tirowlh Management Pollctes. 

d. Oeteratnatton of: 

(1) Whether pubic f1ctlttl1s would bl extended througH or adjacent 
to any other agricultural land to provide servtces to the 
develop11ent 1nttctp1ted on·the proposal property. 

(2) Whether the proposal area ts adjacent to or surrounded by 
existing urban or residential develol)lllnt. 

(3) Whether surrounding parcels ••Y bl expected to develop to urban 
uses within the next five years. 

(4) Whether natural or m1n-•1de barriers would serve to buffer the 
proposal area fr0111 existing urban uses. 

8. Governaient Code Section 51Z43;5 provides that the Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors shall give written nottce to any ctty within the County of 
tts tntentlon to consider adoption of a Villtaason Act contract which 
Includes land withtn one alle of the exterior boundartes of that city. 
Such notice shall be given at least 30 days prior to the tl111e the Board 
of Supervisors tntends to consider the execution of such a contract. If 
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such city files with the Local Agency Fol'llltton COG111ss1on a resolution 
protesting the execution of a contract which Includes land within one 
alle of the exterior boundaries of the city, and the Cocrmlsslon, 
following a hearing upholds the protest upon a finding that the contract 
ts inconsistent wit' the publicly desirable future use and control of the 
land In question, then should the Board of Supervisors execute such a 
contract1 the city shall have the option provided In subdivision (b) of 
Section ~1243 of not succeeding to the contract upon annexation of the 
land to the c1ty. . 

9. As>p11catlons of protest to the estab11shaent of a Williamson Act contract 
shall Include the following Information which Is necessary for the 
~lsslon to deteratne that the contract ts Inconsistent with the 
publicly desirable future use and control of the land In question: 

a. A up showing_ the location of-the-contract--1n·-reht1on -to ·the adopted 
sphere of tnnuence of the protesting city. 

b. A s._ary of the County and protesting city general or specific land 
use plan designations and policies for the proposed contract area and 
surrounding territory. 

c. An analysts of the economic feasibility of the current and future 
agricultural operations tn the proposed contract area and surrounding 
territory. 

~ Groundwater standards 
InfonuttonaJ Reoutrwuts 

I. The Coalsston .shall 9'1COurage the Monterey County Water Resources 
Agency, the Pajaro Valley Water Nanageaent Agency, and the Monterey 
Peninsula Water Han•y-nt District to COll(Jlete water 1111nagement plans, 
develop or revise al ocatton of water supply as necessary, and promote 
County-wide standards. The LAFCO standarils shall be reviewed 
periodically to renect changes tn tnfonaatlon and current 'water. 
aanagellll!nt policy. 

2. In considering a proposal which aay significantly l111p1ct the groundwater 
basin, as doclllll!nted by the Lead Agency pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Coanlssl«>11,shall review the 
following 1nfoniat1on. This tntoraatlon can be suhlllltted to the 
Coamlsslon In an environmental docllllll!nt or as a part of the LAFCO 
application. 

a) The projected water deaand of the proposed project based on 
guidelines provided.by the appropriate water resources agency. 

b) The existing water use and· historical water use over the past five 
years. · 

c) A description of the existing water system Including system capacity 
serving the site •. 

d) A description of proposed water syste111 l111provements. 
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e) A description of water conservation or recl ... tlon Improvements that 
are to be Incorporated Into the project. 

f) An analysis of the liipact that proposed water usage will have on the 
groundwater basin with respect to water quantity and quality, 
including cuaulatlve 111111acts. 

g) Evidence of consultation with the appropriate water agency. The 
agency shall be consulted at the earliest stage of the process, so 
that applicable recol!lllendatlons can be Included 1n the environmental 
document. 

h) A description of water conservation •asures currently In use and 
planned for use on the site such as dro!IQht tolerant landscaping, 
water-saving Irrigation systeas· Installation of low-now plullhtng 
fixtures! retrofitting of..pluablng f1xtures-wlth--1ow-flow·dev1ces, 
and comp lance with local ordinances. 

1) A description of how the proposed project complies with adopted water 
allocation plans. 

j) A description of those proposals where the agency has achieved water 
savings or where new water sources have been developed that will 
off-set Increases 1n water use on the project site that would be 
caused by the proposal. 

k) A description of how the proposal would contribute to any c11111ulatlve 
adverse illlJ)act on the groundwater basin. 

1) A description of those boundary change proposals that, when 
considered 1nd1v1dua11y and after taklitnto account 111 altlgatlon 
measures to be Implemented with the pro ect, still cause a · 
significant adverse Impact on the grou ater basin. 

3. Any proposal considered by the Coalsslon that uses water will be 
referred to the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, the Pa.taro Valley 
Water M1n1get11ent Agency, Monterey Peninsula Water Manag-ftt Dlstrlctl or 
any other affected water agency. Rec01111tndatlons of the agencies wll be 
considered by the Coalsslon and, where appropriate, should be 
Incorporated Into the project design prior to approval of the boundary 
change proposal • ' 

4. The Commission recognizes that water usage will vary due to soil type, 
location of aquifer, characteristics of aquifer, and type of project. 
Each project 1111st be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 

5. Should an agency adopt similar or 110re restrictive lnfoniatlonal 
requirements, the LAFCO. Informational Standard Nos. 1 through 5 will no 
longer apply. 

Poller Statements 
6. The Co111111ss1on will encourage boundary change proposals Involving 

projects that use reclaimed wastewateri alnlmlze nitrate contulnatlon, 
and provide beneficial use of stom wa ers. 
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7. The Comission will encourage proposals which have incorporated water 
conservation aeasures. Water conservation IIN!asures fncl ude drought 
tolerant landscaping, water-saving irrigat10n systemsi. installation of 
low-flow 11l111Rbing ftxturesf retrofitting of plumbing rtxtures with 
low-flow devices, and c11111p iance with local ordinances. 

8. The Comission w.111 encourage those proposals which comply with adopted 
water allocation plans as established by applicable cities or water 
unagement agencies. 

9. The Conntsslon w111 encourage those proposals where the affected 
Jurtsdiction has achieved water savings or new water sources elsewhere 
that will off-set increases in water use in the project site that would 
be caused by the proposal. 

10. The Comission will discourage those proposals which contribute to the 
c1a11l1tive adverse iapact.on the.9rouildw1ter-b1sin-unless-it-<:an -be found 
that the proposal proaotes the planned and orderly developtlll!nt of the 
area. 

11. The C01111ission will discourage those boundary change proposals which, 
when considered individu1lly and after taking into account 111 altlgatlon 
aeasures to be l111pleaented with the project, still cause I significant 
_adverse i1111act on. the groundwater basin. 
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~i£tffl.vDffi.~8~~CWORKS 
MEMORANDUM 

TOI 
Attn: 

FROM1 

SUBJECT1 

·DATB: 

Planning~ Building Inspection Department 

:i~ 
SANTA LUCIA PUSBRVB (BIR 194-05) 

August 30, 1994 

As per your memorandum of August 2, 1994, we request that the 
following information be discussed in the EIR Report for the Santa 
Lucia Preserve: 

P~e 13t Carmel Vallel Road - The statement that there will be no 
c ange n future cumu ative Levels of Service should be 
reevaluated, since it ie difficult if not impossible to 
substantiate that there will be no future cumulative levels of 
service changes. Revise comments to include specific numerical 
changes in capacity on Carmel Valley Road and State Highway One. 

Page 14 - A diecueeion should be included on how the private roads 
within the private preserve are going to be maintained including 
traffic control devices. 

The current operational improvements proposed by CalTrane between 
Rio Road and Carpenter should be discussed. Aleo, the statue of 
the Hatton Canyon Freeway Project should be included. 

The EIR should be analyzed for the adequacy of the existing Rancho 
San Carlos Bridge across the Carmel Valle~River for travelway 
width, for handling pedestrian and bicycle ,traffic, and for the 
weight of truck traffic. Existing width too narrow? 

The intersection of Rancho San Carlos Road and Carmel Valley Road 
needs to be re-analrzed with the discussion centering on the need 
for a traffic eigna and/or grade separated structure. Include 
Dowling and Associates signal warrant analysis of exietin~ 
conditions in appendix. Detailed diecueeion of the existing 
intersection accident problems must be included with a plan for 
mitigation proposed. If an acceleration lane ie the proposed 
mitigation in lieu of a traffic signal or ~rade separated 
structure, provide documentation that it will handle future 
traffic volumes safely. 

'~_,/: 

Santa Lucia Preserve EIR #94-05 
August 30, 1994 
Page two 

More discussion ie needed on how travel on Robinson Canyon Road 
will be limited, since it ie a sho~ter route to Carmel Valley Road than Rancho San Carlos Road. 

Development of standards should be included to ensure that 
adequate grades and eight distance will be provided at all 
driveways and/or intersections within the project. 

Include a diecueeion of proposed bicycle and pedestrian trail eyeteme. 

Discuss proposed trip reduction plan. 

Detail how the project will meet the Carmel Valley Master Plan and 
Congestion Management Plan requirements as they relate to traffic ieeues. 

Provide up-to-date traffic counts on Rancho San Carlos Road. 

HCN/NT/cw 

d-JO,ducia94,eir 

ElR Com.q,ondence 



~ 
00 
~ 

NIN O·R A• DUN ft'l'D USOIJRCBS AGDCY 

'1'01 

ftOKI 

county of Monterey 

DAHi Septellber a, 1994 

Wanda Hickman Project Planner 
Planning, euhding Inapectlon Dept. 

d:11!? 
owen Stewart, A••oc. Water Reaourc•• Engineer 

80BJBCT1 Santa Lucia Preaerve, EIR Scope of.Work· 

Th.•• Monterey County Water Reaourc•• Agency bas followed the 
developaent of a very extenaive and detailed hydrogeologlc study 
and analy•l• on the Rancho San Carlo•, and has participated in 
the formulation of the atudy guideline• and parameter•. It was 
acknowledged fro• the outaet of the atudl•• that development of a 
number of reliable well• in· th• "fractured rock" aquifer 
underlaying the Rancho lands alght require specific methods 
unique to this type of aquifer. Alao, it waa recognized that 
well tests could yield other than uaual reaulta. Therefore, much 
••pha•l• wa• put on the well teatlng prograa to verify the 
reliability of the well• that are to provide water to the planned 
development. 

A atatement appear• on page E-8 of th• Coaprehenalve Hydrological 
Studr, Sllllllllary, that auccinctly aumaarlzea the result• of the 
atud ea. "The aquifer characterlatlca auggeat that pumping 
capacities from individual well• will not be large. However, the 
relative impact• of any groundwater pumping will be small and 
very local to the individual well alte. 11 The latter statement 
auggests a relative lnslgnlflcanc• for the impact• on the 
lamedlate enviroruaent, while th• foraer atat•••nt llllllllnates the 
potential problems aaaoclated with develoell\9'. a. reliable water 
aupplr. Agency staff believe• that it dei;,.nclence la placed on 
relat vely low producing well•, the aoat algnlficant factor for 
the long term reliability of th••• well• l• the ground water in 
atorage around the well•. Th• hydrology atudles have 
deaonatrated that there la aubatantlal water in atorage, given 
the very large recharge area. However, th• acceaslblllty of the 
individual wells to thi• water in atorag• la difficult to predict 
with accuracy. Thi• becomes particularly important during 
drought periods. 

The California Department of Water R••ourcea bas reco111111ended that 
in areas where the aol• · aource of water la hard-rock well•, 
puaping rate• versus conaumptlon rat•• ahould. include a large 
safety factor. This might be done by initially providing standby 
wells, by providing maximum operating flexibility in the water 

ayatea dealgn, and conatructlng large storage tanks. on page 
4-11 of th• Coaprehenalve Hydrological Study there 1• a 
auggeation that local aubayat ... of an overall water •Y•t- could 
be constructed. 

The water Resource• Agency would atronqly reco-•nd that the 
abilitr to dlatrlbute -t•r throughout the sy•t- troa the better 
produc ng well• be integrated into th• ayat... dealgn. The 
ability to dlatrlbute groundwater once it i• extracted froa the 
aquifer will largely allay concern• about aquifer transmiaalvlty 
and whether the groundwater i• hydraulically contlnuoua and able 
to move through the aquifer with relatlva •a••· 
Based on the above diacu••ion th• Watar Reaources Agency believes 
that the following laauea naad evaluation in th• EIR: 

o The need to provide integrated water •Y•t- deaign to provide 
for maximum operating flexibility and •a•y ace••• to the better 
producing well•, both for water aupply and flreflow 
requirements. 

o The need to construct atandby well• to provide i111111edlate 
replacement of well• that could fall during drought periods. 

o Determine the potential for capturing storawater at peak runoff 
periods during the winter to provide for irrigation needs 
during the summer, and poasibl• riparian and waterfowl habitat. 

Based on dlacusaion• with other County ataff, we believe that 
theae items should be. aubject to feaaiblllty level analyals in 
the EIR, including a preliminary design of th• water ayatem along 
with proposed locations for the atorage tank• and atandby wells. 

A procedure ahould be eatabliahed by the EIR conaultant to allow 
input to the EIR by the third party hydrology consµltant. 

OS\sntlucla.mem 
cc: Jay Jones 

Mark Dias 
Joe Oliver 



MEMORANDUM e 
MONTEREY COUNTY HEALffl DEPARTMENT 
Dl'fllloo of EnYironmental Health . . 

DATE: September 12, 1994 
TO: Wanda Hickman, Project Planner 

FROM: Mark Dias, Division of Environmental Health, Land Use3/ 

SUBJECT: Response to Notice of Preparation and Request for Comments on the Preliminary Scope 
of Work for EIR #94-05 (Santa Lucia Preserve) , 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
Addldooal Inronnadon Requlml for Cln:uladon of DEIR. During the review of the application materials 
and the Comprehensive Hydrological Study (June 1994), a number of issues were raised by the Health 
Department and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD). It was agreed that the 
majority of these issues (see list below) were to be addressed concurrently with the preparation of the 
EIR lberefore the Draft EIR will not be circulated for public review until the applicant prepares and 
submits a second supplement, it is reviewed and commented on by the three water agencies and the third 
party reviewer. Once this is completed, the supplement and comments will be forwarded to the EIR 
coosuJtant for impacts analysis and incorporation into the DEIR The applicant will be sent a more 
detailed list of what additional issues need, to be addressed, however, a brief list of the issues follows: 

~ 
00 
Vl 

- Consider options and impacu for well pumping operational modes, 
- Provide additional data to verify assumption of fractured rock treated as "an equivalent porous 

medium" at the scale of a pumping test, 
- Discussion of the calculated 0.5% storativity values and 1 % storativity values and the rationale 

for using 1 % stora tivity across the ranch, 
• Oarification on the use of 3% storativity fur groundwater level fluctuations verses 1 % storativity, 
- Sensitivity analysis of off-site groundwater flows with different storativity values, 
• Sensitivity analysis of different storativities and saturated thicknesses in storage below the ranch, 
- Discussion of usable groundwater storage versus total groundwater storage, 
- Discussion of why only some well pairs were used fur storativity calculations, 
• Discussion of the relationship of the surface geophysics and well drilling program and wells which 

weren't cased to address concern that storativities are basell.on the most favorable bydrogeologic 
environments at the ranch, 

- Evaluation of well yields during seasonal and drought cycles to determine long term yields, 
- Impacts of wells (both specific wells and in general) on surface waters, 
- Provide information on future well locations, and water system distribution patterns for future 

water system improvements and discussion of local and cumulative impacts, 
- Provide analysis of localized groundwater impacts based on distribution of wells and pumping 

patterns as opposed to averaging impacts on a ranch-wide basis, 
- Provide additional information on streamflow, water level data, monthly groundwater recharge 

factor and conversion from the monthly factor to yearly factor, and off-site flow calculations, 
• Analysis and discussion of calculated, apparent, and real discharge boundaries, 
• Methodologies for generating, and conclusions based, on the groundwater contour map. 

','-

Analysis Requlml by EIR Consultanl lbe applicant bas submitted extemive water quality and quantity 
information. Reviews, comments, and mitigation measures will be submitted by the three water agencies 
and the third party reviewer throughout the EIR process. This will of course be submitted to the EIR 
consultant fur incorporation into the EIR However, the EIR consultant will also be expected to provide 
their own independent evaluation, impact analysis and recommendation., for mitigation measures as they 
see fit. Therefore, the EIR consultant should ensUTC that project staff have adequate qualification., to 
make such evaluations and recommendations, or should strongly comider contracting with sub-consultants 
who are qualified. Io reviewing the various proposals, the Health Department and the MCWRA will place 
emphasis on the qualifications of staff or sub-consultants working on the hydrology and water quality 
sections of the EIR The proposals should therefore include adequate time and materials estimates for 
a thorough evaluation of these sections. In.addition, the amount of information that has/will be submitted 
is very extensive and voluminous and therefore the proposals should also reflect the amount of time 
needed to evaluate this large body of information. 

COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY SCOPE OF WORK 
Based on the Preliminary Scope of Work attached to the NOP as Exhibit B, the Health Department 
recommends the following modifications, additions, and deletions (text to be added is underlined). 
Attached is a highlighted mark-up of the scope ofworlc in which the many minor modifications, additions, 
and deletions can be found. The more extensive changes/comments appear below. 

Section I, GEOLOGY 
Description, Setting, Impacts. Suggestion; As part of the extensive investigations for septic system 
feasibility, additional soils data was generated since February 1994 which could have a direct bearing on 
the review of geotechnical impacts of the development. Therefore, the EIR consultant should also review 
and incorporate this additional information which appears as Section 3 of the Comprehensive Wastewater 
Disposal Plan (revised/updated Aug 1994). A 1:400 scale map showing the location and type of the soils 
investigations is part of the revised/updated information. Also available from Oeary Consultants are the 
water levels of 100 shallow monitoring wells which may also haYe some bearing on the geotechoical 
impacts of the development. ' 

Section 5, HYDROLOGY 
General comments. The Preliminary Scope of Work is based on a generic scope of work intended to apply 
to a wide variety of projects. Without rewriting the entire section, the comments above and below are 
intended to clarify what is needed by the EIR consultants so that a complete and accurate proposal can 
be given. A complete evaluation of an the hydrology information submitted by the applicant will be 
expected. 

First item pp.6-7, add text; • ... March 1994, Supplement to Comprehensive Hydro!ogjcal Study dated July 
~ and additional supplements to be submitted by the apptjcant during the preparation of the EIR" 

Description, Setting, Impacts. 
The first major item should be re-written to read, 
• Utilizing the Comprehensive Hvdro!ogjcal Study, supplements thereto, and comment! from _the 

third party revjew. summarize and analyze; the project's description, conclusions of the bvdroloocal, 
jnformation submitted, localized impacts, off-site impacts, and the fol}owjn2:" 
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Mltlpdoa Measures. 
New items, p.8, new text; 
•_ Proyjde recommendations for monitoring actual water usage, and wen yjeJds, and water JeveJs 

during project construction and phasing. 

Provide recommendatjoos for locatlom and distn'budon of future wens. wen construction desjgns, 
pumping modes, water djstnoution patterns to minimize the impacts (if any) of on and off site JocaJ 
and cumulative impacts.• 

Section §. WATER QUALITY 
First item, p.8, line 5, add the.following text; . . 
• ... Hydrological Study. and the Comprehensive Wastewater Disposal Plan dated February 1994, and the 
SUJ1J?Jemental Nitrogen Loading Study Dated May 1994 prepared for the project. . ." 

Mltlpdoa Measures. , 
1be four existing mitigation measures have either been satisfied or are typical conditions of approval and 7 
may confuse the EIR consultants as to what work is expected now. They should therefore be delete.d. , 

Section 7, PLANT LIFE 
Descrlpdoa, Setdng, Impacts. 
New item, new text to read; 
• Identify and evaluate the impacts of tree removal and tree root disturbance for septic system 

installation on scJected Jots. Contact the Djvisjon of Environmental Health for list ofaffected lots." >. 
00 
0-, 

mw>P 1$. PUBLIC SERVICES, Wastewater Treatment. 
Descrlpdoa, Setting, Impacts. 
First item, p.~1, line 2, add the following text; 
" ... Disposal Plan dated February 1994, and the Supplemental Nitrogen Loading Study Dated May 1994 
prepared for the project. . ." 

Section 15. PUBLIC SERVICES, Wastenter DlsposaJ. 
Desc:rlptloa, Setting, Impacts. ·"-
First item, p.23, line 2, add.the following text; ·. 
" ... Disposal Plan dated February 1994. and the 5lll'l11ementat Nitrogen Loading Study Dated May 1994 
prepared for the project. . ." 

New item, new text to read; 
• Descnoe the amount of wastewater available da.tlv and seasonally for each phase of the 
- devetopment plan in comparison to the proposed landscaping plan. Identify any surplus or deficit 

i·,, amount of irrigation water available during the build-out of the project. Identify the need (if 
am:) for additional disposal areas." 

3 

' . · ..,... i,; l'VJIUC SEIMCES. .,.......,......,~ w,m .,._ -
Desc:rlptloa, Setting, Impacts. 
First item, p.24, line 4, add the following text; . 

• ... March 1994. Supplement to Comprehensive Hvdro)ogicaJ Study dated luJv 1994. and additional 
wppJements to be submitted by the applicant during the preparation of the EIR • 

cc: Walter Wong, Director, Division of Environmental Health 
Mary Anne Dennis, Chief, Resource Protection. Branch 
Lynne Monday, Supervising Plannier 
Darby Fuerst, MPWMD 
Joe Oliver, MPWMD 
Owen Stewart, MCWRA 
Al Moholland, MCWRA 
Jay Jones, OEES 

MD(md 
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·AMBAG ASSOCIATION OF JIONTBREY BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS 

Office Location: Uli Reae"ation Road, Suite G, Marina 
P.O. Box 838, Marina, CA 93933-0838 

~ 
00 
-._J 

-

('°8) 883-3760 FAX (408) 883-3766 

September 15, 1994 

Wanda Ann Hickman 
County of Monterey Planning & Building Dept. 
Post Office Box 1208 
Salinas, CalHomia 93902 

RE: MCH #099402: 

Dear Ms. Hickman: 

Notice of Preparation • Draft EIR for the Santa Lucia Preserve 
Residential/Visitor Serving Development 

AMBAG's Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary notice of your environmental 
document to our member agencies and interested parties for review and comment. 

The AMBAG Board of Directors considered the project on September 14, 1994 and has 
no comments at this time. However, we are forwarding the enclosed comments on this 
project that we have received from other agencies or interested parties. 

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process. 

·;7~~ 
Nicolas Papadakis 
Executive Director 

Enclosures 

NP:dis 

. ~ MONTEREYBAY 
~--......-~District 

... _ • .........,,~ S.W/lr.t•, . .V.S.WWOII!' "*"' .... 

b7-.> 
AllllA BESSETT 

Air PnUutlnn Concrol Ofll«r 

, .. ~80 Sil\•c:-r Cloud Court • Mnn1..-r.:)', California 9.19-tfl • -tOH (,.,-.••·t 11 • F.-\~ tllH h-t-•N~III 

August 8, 1994 

Wanda Ann Hiclcman 
County of Monterey Planning, Building Dept. 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

RECEIVED BY 

AUG 101994 

"·'P.lf. 
SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR SANTA WCIA PRESERVE 

Dear Ms. Hickman: 

Staff has received the Notice of Preparation tor the proposed 
Santa ·Lucia Preserve development. In addition to our previous 
comments on the preliminary air quality analysis, staff has the 
following general comments: 

1. 

2. 

Project consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan tor 
the Monterey Bay Region should be addressed in accordance with 
Chapter 13 of the Plan. 

Direct and indirect source emissions from all proposed activi­
ties should be quantified and their impact on air quality 
assessed. If the project would significantly affect an 
intersection, modeling should be undertaken to determine it 
carbon monoxide standards would be violated. 

3. Mitigation measures should be identified it the project would 
have a significant impact on air quality. Emission reduction 
effectiveness of these measures should be quantified, their 
feasibility addressed, and agencies responsible tor implemen­
tation and monitoring identified. 

Enclosed is a copy ot the District's Guidelines for the 
Assessment of Environmental Impact Documents to assist you in 
preparing the air quality •action ot the draft EIR. It you have 
any questions, please do not hesitate to call Douglas Kim of our 
planning start. 

cc: Nicolas 
PAM/dk 

....,,_,.f.llru...,, 3442 

°"'" .S-..t• Cl"IC"C-~· 

Supervuor s.tmon Sallna • 
Yim Chair . 11ott,-.,- c-.. o, 

Papadakis, AMBAG 

&net Brennan 
Senior Planner, Planning and 

Air Monitoring Division 

UL'71UCT flOARJI ~IBHU:M..<; 

Sup.-r,.uor C.:un1~ Grnn~. 
51,,,11,r,,11111~""".I' 

~tr r.du.h _lnhnk'Tl 
,,,.,,,,fT'l';t·Cn.t"fi" 

~'f'('t""lkN' :,.;.1n1 lr.::.r:u 
.lkmt,-n:• r,,11111) 

.su...,.,,,_,, '11.;,hrr ~~n1<•1~ 

.w11t,r{n.: c,..,,,,, 

:i.uro,f'l'<fl,f·1;,n11" .. rk1m 
.1111111,-,-,'I C,11.1111 

~r,.·r,.r,or lhch:ard .,u11,ll•otU 
Ah1m:.1" 

.VIII H,1u1., f:,11,11fr 
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. moilte~j penl~~lilai regional p~~-dlstrlct 
l'OSTOFFICE IIOXffl•CAAMB. YAU.£:1, CMJFOONIA•-....S. ·' 

·-~16,,199:4 

. Mi. Wanda A Hickman, Asiociate Plinner 

.Monterey County Planning and Building Department 
P. 0. Box 120~ 

~ Of omicTdRS -~-,llobolt Griffin 
P.icll.-. 

'' Z'adl.Nvy 
lhs..n.tuy 

'DisTIIIC'T MANAGER 
_Gi,yr .. 

· . ~ CA 93902 

lte: Santa Lucia Preserve-Effl.'~p1iofWodc 

> DearWanda: 
I 

00 
00 ~,.;... know, the Mont~ P~la kegional P~ Di~ owm and operaJes a 4,S00 

acre public park/preserve in Carmel Villey adjacent lo the propoted project. We request 
that the scope of WO~ for~ pro~sed EIR consider the following items: · . 

. i. Public Trails 

I ha~ l,een working closely with ielfFroke, S11nta Luda PreterVC Manager, on 
exploring the opportunity for loop trails originatina at the Parle, entering the·~ 
and returning io .the farlc. The attached map shows six pro~ public trail alignqients 
that we request be considered in the EIR: · · · · · · · 

I und~ the Preserve.ii~ p~ a ~ syst~ of "Pr~· trails. 
The District reque$ that the EIR include a map and disaas, this' class of trails, IS well as 

·. elaborate (!II who would be .Uowed to use them. · · · 

2. Hydroll)iical Impact 

· Ttie Partc Diltrtct is very concerned id,o,it pot~ direct and indinict impacts ~ off'~site· 
'Wl!!er resources in the Lu Garzas watenhed. This issue is Vffr/ techni,cal and beyond my 
level of expertise. However, we have reviewed, filDy aapport and echo the comments and 
CO(!CC{llS expressed by the Monterey Penin5ula ~ater:Manag~ District in their letters ' 
for.June 15, 1994 and September' 6, 1994. we:request IODlC assurance thaf there will beno . · 
negative impact lo the surfice and ground water i'esolJrces in the Las .Ganas watershed~ 
lfth~re are potential impacts that they be fully discussed In m,e EIR and appropriate . · 
mitigation ~res ~nunended ... 

· Mmln. Office.· ccoei 659-4488 •. Aanoer sia~ ccoai 65H063 • Naturalisl .ccoei 659-e062 • ·Fax (408) 659-5902 
' . . 

I .. ·.,. . . 

I . ' . . ' . 

!·. 

I. 

. Ms. Wanda A. Hickman 
. September 16, ·1994 

. Page2 . 

J. Yisvil impacts 
. We request·that'~· ~-of~~ loti~) in ~~ pro~ to the Parle 
· boundary be carefully reviewed by the EIR c<insuhant. · The Santa Lucia Preserve, 
with over 20,000 acres,~ hopefuUy locate residential units ill such a ·manner as ,~ 
not imp ii ct adjacent public perldand,· The concept of buffers, ietback standards 
and alternative locationi lhould be addressed in -~ ElR.. . . . . . . 

· Thank you for the opportunity to''comment on\he EIR.1eope of~rk. Please call if you need 
darification ofany of the items mentioned:~. · 

Sincerely, · · . 

:~4_a 
Gary A. Tate 

· District Manager 

GAT:rb 

. ':· 
cc: ·.Board. of Directors 

lames Cofer,.Ml'WMD . .. . . . . 
Owen Stewart, Monterey County Wat'er Resources Agency· 
IcffFroke, Santa Lucia Preserve'Managei' . 

Enc. 

-:· 



, flHG TRAIL TO 1 

,.dTleJ''. Jtidge 
Garland Jtancb. 

. caz.el Valle:r 

Proposed 
Public Trails: 

Peiion Peak/ 
Vasquez Knob 

SANTA LUCIA PRESERVE 

A-89 



OGDEN ENVIRONMENTAL AND ENERGY SERVICES 
••••• 

Ms. Wanda Hickman 
Momney County Planning and 
Buildin& lnspeclion Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

94-272-3171 
Scp1ember 26, 1994 

5510 Mc·er.ouse Drive 
San Die,;~.~ 92121 
619.J!Ef~J 
Faxc'E~53~J3 

Subject: Comments and Third Party Suggestions Regarding the Pn:liminmy Scope of 
Work for the Environmental Impact Repon for die Sania Lucia Preserve 
(EIR94-05) 

DearWanda: 

I have had the ~portunity ID review the Pn:liminary Scope of Work for the Santa Lucia 
), Ptcseive Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and comments regarding the Scope of Work prepaml 
..l:, by the MOlllel'C)' County Depanrnent of Health, the Monterey County Wee Resources Agency, and 
olbe Monterey Peninsula Water Management Disaict In addition, reviews of the Comprehensive 

Hydrologic Study (CHS, Comprehensive Hydrologic Srudy, dated March 1994, prepared by the 
Rancho San Carlos Pannership) and the CHS supplement (Supplement to Comprehensive 
Hydrolo&ic Study, dated July 1994, prepared by Rancho San Carlos in response to the June 21, 
1994, completeness memorandum) are in progress. Wril:ICII conunen!S on the CHS will be 
submitted in mid-October. 

Overall, the CHS is an informative, well-written document and provides an .eKtensive data 
base and analysis for the evaluation of wee resources for die project. However, a number of issues 
remain reprding the analysis present in the CHS. The agency comments focus upon a number of 
relevant issues and are generally well-based with regard IO the CHS. This review and commentary is 
nol intended to replace _the comments that have been subminM to your office by the wa1er agencies. 

The ronowing discussion Includes both general and spccific-~nts i:egarding the scope of 
wodc and the relationship between the scope. the EIR consultant, and the efforu proposed to be 
conducted _by the developer. with regards to additional water resoun:es investigations. In general, 
the scope and details of the impact assessment to be contained in the EIR require additional 
explanation and detail. 

General Comments 

While the overall quality of the CHS is quiie good, a number of water resources issues will 
require further analysis in the EIR. A copy of the relevant portion of the Scope of Work is al!IChcd. 
These include but are IIOl limited to: 

- A more complete description of the water extn1ction, distribution, and management program is 
required. The project description should contain sufficient detail to detennine the likely placement of 
private water wells. community water wells, and associated water disaibution networks. A 

Scrv•ce =~:~1!e~e -:-~e We·::.~· 
@ 
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description of anticipated reserve ·capacity requirements and sysiem reliability should also be 
. included. 

- Review of the water balance components indicates that surface water flow within each basin and 
offsite comprises a significant portion of the available water and the majority.of waters that flow into 
the Carmel River valley. An ongoing water resources evaluation program will likely be required to 
determine if significant impac!S will occur. The field-based evaluation of recharge/discharge along 
stream channels (by establishing additional stream gauging stations and possibly shallow 
piezometen along stream channels) is critical to determination of potential project impacts by 
groundwater withdrawal. These data would also be needed to evaluate and monitor enhanced 
recharge programs if conducted as pan of an EIR mitigation measure or water management stra1egy. 

- The seasonal storage, discharge. and recovery of groundwaier is extremely critical to the evaluation 
of impac!S to phrea1ophytes and to the viability of.the water resources for the project A groundwater 
storage coefficient of 1.0 percent is used for the entire project area, and the withdrawal of 
groundwater is assumed to occur evenly over the entire e1ttent of the ranch. The aquifer test 
analyses, and field observation of the rock properties suggest that the hydraulic conductivity and 
storativity of the rock decreases with depth. The Vesting Tentative Map and e1tisting project 
descriptions indicate that development will be concentn11ed in a number of localized areas. The 
potential for decreased hydrau_lic conductivity and storage with depth in combination with potentially 
high pumping stresses indicates that the safe yield of the fractured rock aquifer may potentially be 
exceeded within an individual watershed., and that water transfers may be necessary within or from 
neighboring watersheds . 

Because of the compleK spatial and temporal relatiomhips among rainfall evapotranspiration 
streamflow, recharge. groundwater withdrawal, surface waier/groundwater interaction, return flows 
(reclaimed and irrigation water). groundwater storage. and the change in aquifer properties with 
depth. 1t is recommended that a transient-based numerical model of groundwater flow be prepared 
for the project site. The concept of a single hydrologic unit poientially simplifies the modeling effon. 
but does not reduce the comple1tities involved in the assessment of waler movement and local mass 
balance of water for the proposed project The potential also eKists that discrete featun,s such as fault 
zones may need to be incorporated into the model. This effort would also be of future use in 
groundwater management u the siie and can be revised as the project develops and additional data arc 
collected and analyzed durin& the development of the water resources program. Model calibration 
would provide the best estimates of sroundwater storage u the regional scale and the model 
calculations provide a visualization of the groundwater system for the EIR scenarios and proposed 
mitigation measures. A three-dimensional public domain model such as the USGS MODFLOW 
model is recommended under the assumption that an equivalent porous medium (continuum) 
approach is valid and can be supponcd by the match of the numerical results with the field data. A 
minimum spatial discretization on the order of 20 acres and monthly time steps arc suggested. This 
type of effort is consiStent with and can be performed within the accuracy of standard hydrologic 
practice. 

- Review of the CHS indicates that a number of hydrologic analyses may require additional 
refinement These include the water balances (groundwater outflows arc not included in the 
calculations), the groundwater contour map (it reflec!S an interpretive surface derived from miKcd 
data obtained from shallow and deep wells that do not represent a true potentiometric surface­
perhaps the results of the water depths from the septic investigations can be incorporated in~o the 
analysis), and the pumping 1es1S. (the e1tistence and location of boundaries need 10 be substantiated. 
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recovery data were collected but typjcally ROI lllllyzed. and storativity calculations from observation 
wells are not consistently presented). , -

• followin1 refinement of wafer blllQces within waiersbeds, the seasonal nitrate loadings can be 
· re-assessed. Yearly, long-term averages are used and do not reflect temporal variations that can 
lead 10 both increased and decreased nitrate loadings. The potential for localized impacts to occur in 
die more highly devdoped areas of die project should be assessed. 

Speclnc Su11estlons 

The following comments/suggestions are provided in reference to the Preliminary Scope of 
Work and are 1efere11ced by Section and Pqe. In aenenI, the CEQA requirements are addressed in 
llerml of Identifying mitigation-lllCISUl'CI necessary., eval11a11: the potential environmental impactS 
of the p-c,posed project It is mcognin:d dw III onJOing water resources management program will 
be required and that the initial estirnaleS of .f'!'Oject 1~ will require ongoing observations of site 
conditions and the implementation of m11i1ation measures as wamntcd. In addition, no other 
potential water quality impacts such u urban runoff, fuel tanks, or other cultural impacts are 
addressed in the scope. 

>· \0 Section I. Geology - . Seain1- Description-Impacts 

n1e I, fifth item. Comments are included in Section 5, Hydrology. Change "affluent" 10 
~effluent". 

Section 5. Hydrology 

page 6. first item II is not clear if the EIR consultant will be scoped to perform additional analysis. 
As written, the scope states lhat existing efforts will be suimwized. A second CHS supplement is 
also likely based upon discussions with the water agencies. The role and timing of the second CHS 
supplement needs to be explicitly stated.. The incompleteness/~ issues that were addressed in the 
June 2 and 9, 1994 meetin1s between the developer and the County"aencies should also be attached 
to die scope of wotl: as an addendum explaining additional analyses that are to be addressed by lhe 
project developer. -

page 6, tint item. Reference should also be made 10 the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
(GMPAP). the EIR ~ormed for the Plan. and Monterey County Board of Supervisors Resolution 
No. 93-115. In addition, it should be IIOfed dtal the GMP AP does not cover the entire project area 
and lhal reference should be made 10 the Cumel Valley Master Plan and Coastal Zone requirements. 

Description, Setting. Impacts 

page 7. tint item See prior conmeni regarding project description. 

page 7, fourth sub-item. Per public conments verbally received 11 the public meeting held August 
29, 1994, the assessment of water usage should be appropriate to the style and level of development 
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reasonably foreseen for the project. II would be expected that the eswe-sized lots would have 
above-average water requirements. · 

page 7, fifth sub-item. The discussion of aquifer characteristics should also include I discussion of 
those wells installed 11 the site that were deemed not to be usable for water production. Fractured/ 
crystalline rock aquifers are typically of low permeability as indicated by the CHS. It is not 
unreasonable to expect that I low percentage of wells drilled 11_ the site will not produce sufficient 
water. Similarly, a small percentage of wells will produce above-average quantities of water. The 
statistics of well yield require discussions. This discussion could be placed here or in the seventh 
item regamin1 known water supply problems. 

page 7, sixth sub-item. Further explanation of "safe yield" (definition and requirements) is 
necessary and would be appropriate in the project description. The su11ested groundwater model 
could be a key component to the evaluation of safe yield. 

page 7, eighth sub-item. The analysis of demands is both spatially and temporally defined. Suggest 
10 add: "This analysis should be conducted for each watenhed within the project, and evaluate the 
relationship between the water supply demands and the potential depletion in groundwater storage 
that could occur on a seasonal basis, accounting for seasonal and yearly variations in rainfall that 
occurs in the region. Because of the potentially complex temporal and spatial relationships among 
rainfall, streamflow, ev1potranspira1io11, rech111e, and p-oundwater storage I n-1nsien1-b1sed 

. groundwater flow model should be considered. II would ser,e as an ORIJOing groundwater 
management to0I and be useful for the evaluation of potential impacts and EIR nutigation measures." 
See general comment above. 

page 7. su1ges1ed addition. The description of the off-site hydrolo1ic seuin1 is imponan1 10 
establish I baseline to evaluate potential impacts and associated mitigation measures. Reference 
should be made to addressing the surface water and poundwater connections between the project 
site and surroundin1 hydrologic systems, especially the Cumel River Valley. In panicular. the 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District's Water Allocation Program EIR and S-year 
Mitigation Program should be included in the discussion. 

Mitigation Measures- Hydrology 

page 8. Su11ested addition: "Provide recommendations for die esta.blishmenl of a ~ject-wide 
water management system to tnek poundwater usage, rainfall, streamflows, and available water. 
Include measures such as recommended streamflow measuremenu. the use of reserve water wells 
for water level measurements, and water quality observations necessary to provide continuing 
assessment of the water supply and the potential for off site impacts. Include discussion of the role 
of the water 11W1agemen1 system to monitor or initiate feasible midgation measures." 

Sa:tion 6. Water Quality 

Mitigation Measures- water Quality 

page 9, general comment. The discussion included in hydrolo1y includes both water quantity and 
quality. The only potential contaminant specifically discussed 1s nitrate. Other non-point sources 
include urban runoff and pesticides/herbicides. Potential point sources such as fuel tanks arc not 
discussed either. 
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page 10. Suggestm addition: "Provide recommendations, for the establishment of a project-wide 
Waler quaJiry rq,oning and management system." 

Summary 

(M:nll, the ClIS provides for nu:b of the large-scale detail required in the EIR and suppons 
die vilbility of the proposed groWldwuer supply. 1be next step in the wuer resouce evaluation is to 
examine water-shed and smaller level scale components of the proposed project. Thus a more 
detliled jlroject description is absolutely necessary to the scoping and implementation of the EIR. 
With re~ to the waier supply and potential developmental unpacts, a more complete description 
of antic1pa1m wuer exll'IICtion, storage, and disaibution systems is required. 

Additional analyses of data contained in the CHS have been recommended during the course 
of the EIR scope preparation: however, the scope of wo~ is not clear regarding the proposed 
interlCtion between the water agencies, the developer, and the EIR consultant group. The process 
describing the expectations for the EIR consultant needs to be helter explained. It is recognized tha.1 a 
water management nraregy will need to be documentm in the EIR and likely used to incorporate > mitiption measures brought forth during the EIR process. 

\0 llw.~k 1'"'i ::,.1: ~.he O[,ponunity to provide third pany review of the proposed projecL These 
N ~ts r.re lr,ihmt+,i ¼JJ~ide suppon: to the warer_ agencies' _revi~s ~d do not serve 10 replace 

ihell' comme,1i.>. ,~ !,.;,},-,.: r,cwlcd ~ of the CHS will be proV!ded m rrud~Octobcr. 

Thank you for '!'Our time and IIIClltion. 

Sincerely, 

~ :.ies, R.G., Ph.D. 
Senior Hydrogcologist 

IWJ/crk 

a:: Monterey County Dept. of Health 
Walter Wong. cc: Mary Anne Dennis, Mark Dias 

Monterey County Wucr Resources Agency 
Al Mulholland. cc: Owen S1ewart 

Monterey Peninsula Water Management Disaict 
Joe Oliver, a:: Duby Fucm 

Monterey Counry Planning and B.L Dcplll'Ul'.ent 
Wanda Hickman. cc: Lynn Monday 

Dr. Leslie Smith, University of British Columbia 
File #313161000-0001-3171 
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1, GEOLOGY 

PRELIMINAPY 
ac:o•• or waJUt raa ftll 
I.IUCTA LUCIA nuu.vz 

CONBDm> DffELOfKU'l' l'ERKIT 
(PCt4H7J. 

Reviav and incoparate th• v•aloqical and 9eatahnic1l invas­
tigatian praparad for th• project by Claary Consultant, Inc. 
dated rabru~ry, 1994. Thia lnve•ti9ation ahall be 1umna­
rized and aajor point• eaphadaed vith tha format of th• 
EIR, Provide• third party reviev by a qualified geologist 
of this report ror th• 11:.lk. R•f•renca the report_ as •11 

appendix to th• Environmental Impact Raport. 

Th• qeology report •hall 1M canaiatant with •uuidalines tor 
Gaologic/Saiamic Raporta" of th• California Division of 
Min•• and Geology(COMG NatH IU). 

This information 1hall be aummari1ed and aa1ar points •mpha­
sized within the format of th• Environ111ant1 Impact Raport. 

8ettiDq • Deacription • Iapacts 

Oaing the Geological and Geotachnical R•port, include the 
following in th• !IR: 

oascriba'regional qa0l09ic-Httin9, 

D•~~rlh• qeolaqic condition• includinq soil, aadimant, rock 
types and characterl1tica. 

Descrih~ qeoloqlc atructural faatures includinq bedding, 
joint• and faulta, 

D••orib• avid•nce ol paat or ~M.Antlal land•llde conditions. 
Dascrlb• th• iaplicatlan• of th•H conditions and th• pro­
posed devalopaant(an/offaite) to include impacts by the 
developaont an landalid•• or the lapaet of po••ibl• l~nd­
alidea on development. 

Da•crlb• 9round end aurfaao vatar aonditiona, natural 
variation•, and their impact on qeoloqlc conditions. oe­
acrilM possible or probable chanv•• in qround/aurface vatar 
hydrolo9Y ond aubaaquant 9oolo9ia cshan<J•• oau••d bf oonpl•­
tion/constru~tion of th• project, Exaapl•• could include: 

Introduction of eev•r affluent or irri9ation vatar 
ta groundwater ayatam. 
Alterations in aurface water flow patterns. 
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olcauc• th• ••xiaum cr•dibl• ••rthquaka in th• •r•• to 
include th• aubsequent ••iemic forces and resulting possible 
dallage. 

Describe impact• fro• project aitin9, deai9n, tba septic 
system, landacaping, drainage, grading and construction 
pr•cticu vl'th rec,cu-ds to 9ool09io aubility of the projoct 
site. 

Includ• oth•r on/off alt• factors that ai9ht contribut• to 
slop• inatabil'lty. 

Diacuse eroaion and the project eite to include existing end 
posdbla/probabl• future condition& on/off site because of 
conditions relating to site development or natural causes. 

Nltiqation Naasuras-Geoloqy 

suggest possible am,1ln1111rln .. ,1t11r1i,t1ve11 t.o stabiliz,. 
landslide condition• exposed during th• geologic etudy. 

suggest bast engineering practice• to protect. structures 
during a maxilllUIII credible earthquake. 

Provide measure• to mitigate possible bydrologic changes 
caused by completion or during construction of the project. 

Provide aeaeures to alleviate erosion caused by completion 
or construction of th• project on/offsita. Examples might 
include: 

Best Management Practices during construction. 
Landscaping and both on/oftsit• drainage improve­
ments. 
Other ~ossibla recommended aitigation measures. 

aasponsibla/Coacerne4 &9enoies•Instltutloa• 

·'-.... california State Resources Agency­
Division of Kin•• and Geology 
united Stat•• Geol09lcal Service 
Monterey county Department of Environmental 

2. MINERALS 
lettlno. De1criptioa. Iapact• 

Health 

Discuss the relationehip of the project to any known mineral 
- deposits and how the project aioht impact those deposits. 

2 
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u•~d during the ongoing op•ratlon of th• pr~j•et or· 
emissions related to growth inducing J.Jlpacts caused by 
th• project. 

Discuss reactive organic 9aesee (ROX) and oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX) which would be generated by motor vehi­
cles o~~oci~tcd vith the cubjoct project. Carbon Monox­
ide i• also related to traffic 9eneration. If th• 
project will contribute to siqnificant levels of traf­
~ic con9•stion at int•r••ctiona, roadvny link•, and 
plac•• of inqress/egr•••, then (CO) should be measured. 
ROG, co, and NOX shall be ••asurad in tons par year or 
ton• par ••r• 
1ource1 Two model• are available fro• th• California 
Air aesoux-c•• Boexd for ••t1-t1119 -i••iona: 1) ORBE 
MIS 12, and 2) Supplement to Procedure a,•i• for Esti-
mating ON-Road-Vehicle-Emissions. -, 

louroes A suitable micro-scale IIOdel for co emissions 
measuring concentrations vs. tons per day 1• the com­
puter modal ca11ne $, available rrom the calitornia Air 
Resources Board. · 

K1t1qat1on Measures - Air quality 

The !IR shall identify tho•• •itigation aeaeures necessary 
to reduce s1gnLr1cant air quality 1mrac~s to an &ccep~abla 
level. Th• folloving information aha 1 be provided for each 
mitigation measure: 

!mission reductions resulting froa aitigation 11aa1ure 
implementation musured in tons per day or year. 
Agency responsibility for measure implementation. 
Cost and time frue for impleaentation of measure. 

•esponeible/Coocarned Agenciee-Institutloae 

Environmental Protection Aqencv 
California State Air Resource• Board 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
Monterey County Department of Environmental Health 

5. HYDROLOGY 

Utili1e exietin9 ground water etudi•• available from the 
Monterey Watar Resources Agency, County Enviroruaantal Health 
Divieion and comprehaneive bydrolocal study, prepared for 
the project by Camp Dr••••r and McKee Inc., Balance Hydro­
loqics, David Keith Todd Consulting Engineers, Geoconsult­
ants, Inc., and Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting !nqinaar& 
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d•ted Karch 1994. A third p•rty ravlev of this report is 
bein9 conducted under a separate contract. Th• results and 
conclusioM of the study and-th• results. of th• third party 
rovicw. 11h•ll H summarized and ••:ior paints •mph11111iz~d w.it.h 
the format of the !IR. 

?n t:he follovin9 ••••••••nt •nd ansly•i• of. hydrolo9y in­
clude hath 1urf1e• ADO 1,u,-1urtae1 eonditions. B• •ure to 
describe their relatioMhip separately and together and how 
an iapoct to one aay be• direct/indirect iapact to th@ 
other. 

Deacription, eettin9, :tapooto 

>· 
-b 
~ 

Utilize the bydroloqy study and third party review. Summa­
r!&• project d••cription end impacts to include the follow­
ing: 

D••~riw th• bydroloqic setting and drainage •Y•t•• to 
include cultivated/non-cultivated areas. 

Discuss tin& luc•tlc,n of floodpl•ins in th• area end 
their relationship to the project. Discuss the 
eff•cts of a 10 and 100 year event. 

Describe the regional source of vater for the project 
•nd hov it ls supplied to the site. 

Provide an assessment of existing and proposed water 
usage. Divide us•q• among landscaping, flreflow 
requirements anct aomastic/co1111ercial/industrial use. 

Indicate th• amount of run-off to be generated by the 
project and the. method• of onsite/offsit• colle~ion. 

If groundwater is utili1ed~ describe the aquifer 
system. Include aquifer characteristics and identify 
rechar9• areas within the project area. 

""·· Discuss both the existing and future water balance and 
safe yield of th• ba•in and sub-area bath yith and 
~i~hout th• proposed project. Incorporate adequate 
background infor11ation on climate conditions, surface 
watu •upplies and water d81Hnd affecting the balance. 

De•cribe any Jtnown water •upply problns in th• area. 

Analyze the water deaanda ot the existinq land use and 
compare to tha proposed project demand•. 

Recoqnize cumulative impacts created by this proj·ect 
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And other similar projects that intensify ;round or 
. surface water use, · 

Cnn~tdAr antlclpat..ct vatAr da1Uind for conatruct.tnn And 
ulntenance of the. proposed project. 

Kitiqation N•••ur•• • Xydroloqy 

Di•cuss alternative project de•ign and location including 
density reductioM to altiqat• adver•• proj•ct inpacta. 

Provide recomendations fro• th• hydroloqic report concern­
in9 water conaervation ••••ur•• to includo vator roclaaation 
and r•tantion methods. 

Submit pl?no for bydrolo9y/drain~qo improvomontc to tho 
Director ot Environmental Health for review and approval, 
All iaprovements shall comply with Chapter 15.20 Monterey 
county codo and tho ••oin Plan, RWQCI, 

Provide fire flov par Ordinance 3500 or subdivision water 
eupply st1mdcrds cn2) . · 

Deteniine the potential tor employing. method• to enhance.the 
percolation of •tormveter •• .recharge for local 9roundwater 
supplies • 

ae•pon•il:lle/Concene4 Aqenoi••/Institutiou 

Monte.ray county water fta•ource• Agency 
Association of Kontaray Bay Area Governments 
Monterey Peninsula Water M&Mqemant District 
ca11torn1a Regional Water uuaUty 1.:ontrol Board 
Monterey county Health Departaent 

6. 

,•. 

WATER QUALITY 
Utilize existil"l9 qround/surtace vatar atudl•• available from 
th• Monterey County Nater Resource Ac;ency and the County 
Environmental Health Division. Review and incorporate the 
Water Quality sections of the Comprehensive Hydroloqical 
study prepared for the project by camp Dre••er and McKee 
Inc, Balance Bydroloqics, David Keith Todd consultinc; Enqi­
neers, ceoconsultant•, Inc. and Luhdortf and Scalmanini 
Consulting Engineer•, the comprehensive wastewater Di•po•al 
Plsn prepared by Camp Dresser and McKee Inc., Bestor Enqi­
neers, Inc. Cleary Consultants, Inc. and Ceoconsultants, 
Inc. dated-Karch 1994 and third party review, The applica­
ble sections from each study shall be· a:111marized and major 
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point• ~mpha•izad vithin the format of the EIR. 

r>eacn-iption, aetti.Jlq, ?IIPaots 

Deecrib• th~ quality and quantity of vaatewater and/or 
aeva9a discharged by .the proposed project. Quantity figures 
ahould include both daily average and peak vastewater/aewage 
flov•. Quality ti9ur•• •hould lnclud~ ••tlmated nitrate 
concentrations, and all other constituents as detemined.::Oy 
th• Division of Environmental Health and the IUIQCB. · 

Calculate the average daily and peak nitrate loading rate 
per .acre. 

Briefly describe th• method of wastewater/sewage disposal, 
i.e., spray field, irrigation, laachfialds, etc. 

Briefly describe the type and extent of wastewater/sewage 
treatment. 

Identify any aquifer recharge areas in the project's vicini­
ty. 

Identify and discuss all existing and future sources of 
nitrate loading vithin the study area including lots of 
record, all ~¥rlcul~ural activiti••, •nd co-•rciel wastes. 

Identify and descrihe the aquifer impacted by the wastewater 
and/or sewaq• dl»cbarqe in terms of existing and fu~ure 
water balance both with and the without the project (see 
"Hydrology"). 

calculate th• long term nitrogen/nitrate balance of the 
impacted aquifer. Contact the Division of Environmental 
Health to deteraine·tn• scope of wor~ and any special con­
cerns or requirements in the study area. 

Research and eumaarlze the existincj"-Jlitrate levels within 
the affected study area. Identify any trends or historical 
nitrate prob·le••, and coapar• to the calculated nitrate 
t,alance. 

Exaaln• and docu•ent any ground/surface water studies in 
the project area and highlight conclusions or· recommanda­
tions. 

Describe the relationship between surface water quality and 
ground water quality_. 
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Determina the potential for surtace vet~r cont~•ln~nt~ tn 
enter aquifers in the vicinity of the propoeed development 
area. 

Kiti9ation Kea1Ul'es-Water Quality 

Xdentitr method• of treatment of ttaine9e or eowa90 that 
will br n9 water quality to acceptable levels to re-enter 
aquifers. Cotu1ult the Health Department to set and identify 
veter quality atandarc!c for th• projeat:. 

Perform percolation tests and/or soil borinq• per Health 
Department to d•t•nain• aubdivlsiono ouitability for ocwag• 
di1posal by septic tank. system (JID3). 

D••l9n and construct water aystem to •••t atendards per 
Title 15 of ·Monterey county Code (JIDIJ. 

Desi9n •nd uunatruct water system to •••t •t•ndarda par 
Title 22 of California Administrative Code (JID'>· 

aesponsible/Concerned Agencies•In1titutions 

Monterey county water ftesources Agency 
.Monterey Peninsula Water Conaervation District 
California State Department of Resources 
Monterey Regional water ~ollut1on control Agency 
C&litornia Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Monterey County Department of Environmental Health 

7. & 8. PLANT LIFE/ANIMAL LIFE 
Description, letting, Iapaats 

Review and incorporate the Special-Statu1 biological Re­
source• Report prepared for the project by lio1yst-s Analy­
•i•, Inc. dated February 1994 and the Forest N&nagoent Plan 
prepared by Ralph Osterling Coneultant., Inc. dated February 
1994. Th••• atudie1 ehall be 1ummari1ed and ujor points 
empba1ze4 within the foraat of tha IIR. Reference the 
report as an appendix to the Environmental Impact Report. 

Describe the surroundin9 aftected plant/wildlife environ­
ment•. Describe any supporting environment• that may be 
affected by the project lncludir.g wildlife, fl•h•riee, and 
climate. 

Follow the, "Guidelines For A•••••ing Effects of Proposed 
Development• On Rare and Endangered Specie•", published bv 

10 

rh-



~o s~rise ~ i~sue of water 
~eetingonRSC 

WHILE A wideJ'llllgeoiiuuea about 
Rancho San Carloa WU aired Monday 
nipt at a •public ICOping• meeting in 
Carmel, the main iuue wu w&t&r. 

Though iuuu covered everything 
from WIii& and fiora to air quality and 
tn!fic coagation, one quation wu re­
per...iJy uked th""'!bout the two boun 
of Jic input: Why ii the Rancho San 
c.ilo. application procui a,oying aheed 
befanthe eaunty bu determined ii th are 
ii enough water for the project? . 

-n.ue U abiolutel y DO law that I& fl 

an EIR cannot be proceued before an 
application b_u been acc:cpllld, • Doug 
Holland,MonweyCowityCowiNl,uid. 

"They (Rancho San CarJDI man8j!e­
m..,I team) have. already drilled aome 
40 wella. J imagine, &om their p,npec-

al ... ... 
I> 
,c 

... 
0 
C i.M 
•AC'il ., en 
,-< a, M 
s,a ... O>.,. 

• en ,:,,:, • en 
C,111 .. ,-4 
• Ot.l 

0 
,:, ... •t-
"'Ill'"' .. a, • 

-3get 
... ., • a, = ig t.l Ill .. 

Q, .. 
A 

1111 
C ... 
C 
C .. ... ,-4 

S,,,Q, 0 .. CJ> 
,:, "" M 
C+' • O> 
:, C +' 
o :, rn • :a O .. 

t.l .ct t.l .. u 
C '"'"' C I> ::Sm" 
...... .cl .. 
..:l I> t.l C 

tin they an wia6ed they will be able 
to demonatnio there ii an adequate 
water 1upply to auppan their applica­
J,ion. • 

Although a better practice would be 
to have &baolute proof of an adequate 
water 1upply before incurring the co11 of 
proceuinga project application and EIR 
itudiea, Holland noied, "'There ii no 
reuon. wby an EIR and application pro­
_. can't mon forward in tandem.• 

. Future water 
· At timt11, it _,ec1 that aome in the 
audiuce-about 75reoidenu and pub­
lic oUiciab ancnded-wen only inter­
Oiled in aparring with memben of the 
Monwey County Planning and Build­
~g 1mpection Depanment, which bald 
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Subject of water garners audience 
focus at Rancho San Carlos meeting 
/lSC/rompag• 1 

tbe meeting at the C1'1>11t'D&1U Commu­
nity Room in Carmd. 

However, the meeting wu intended 
to provide an opportunity for reaidcn11 
to tell COIU\ty planncn what abovld be 
addreued in the preliminary enYiron­
mental impact report (F.JR) for Rancho 
San Carl.,., or The Santa Lucia Pre­
.-vc. The E1R ii upectod to bo com• 
pletod Oct. 11. The deadlmo for sugge1-
tion1 ii Oct.1. 

The propoaod project for the llilmmt 
20,000-acre ranch in Cumol V alloy in­
cludu 350 bcimcaitea, a 150-room ho­
tel, recroatlonal facilititll and a golf 
counc. 

Owens Stewart, a county water re­
aourcea cnginocr, 1aid county geolngical 
studiu are cUJTcntly being conducted 10 
determine if there ii enough water at 

! Rancho San CarlDI to provide •not only 
• 1111 immediate wat« supply, but futu'9 

water u wcll for developmoaL • 
Al water DOrm&lly rum downhill, 

noted Dick Heu1r, a Monterey Pcnin• 
Aila Water Manag8111..,I Diltrict direc­
tor, •ii ii fair to &11111110 water ulOd at 
Rancho San CarlDI would evoatually 
have nowed lo the Carmel Ri,,er •• 

Heuer, wbo uld he wu apeaking for 
bimaelf and not oa behalf of the water 
di1trict, added the managen or Rancho 
8llin Car101 bellir the ·bun! ... of proor 
that wiueruaed fordonlopmut will not 
have an advene impact on Carmel 
River'• aupply. (Carmel Rivcr proYidea 
water /or 85 percent of Cal-Am UIOl"I.) 

Thia ii a •cntical" point, Heuer uld. 
-Tuere ii Ill much unClll'tainty about 

' .what happem to water underground, 
,and everr. bit of the_ ~ii~'•. available 
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water ii already taken .• 
What would hllJ>P<II if the cunau 

application wu turned down by county 
plannen and 1upcn-ilon? 

•vm theEIR covertheal1unativ1:1?• 
ulted Coorge Ferguaon, a Carmel Val­
le,. noidonL 9There ii 10met.liing like 
56o ~al lou or .record that could be 
developed. That'• more devucating than 
thi1 yrojoct. • . , 

Holland uplairi"ed ao development 
at Rancho San Carloo can take place 
without water. "'Inc board of 1upervi­
_. cannot "f'I'"""' a project without 
water: he uid. · 

Lynne Moundoy, iupuviling plan­
...,. for the county, ..,dod the meeting by 
110ting ho had four page1 of 1uggoation1 
that would be conlidered carefully in 
~ng theF:IR for Rancho San Can.,.. 

Somethin,:; thil large ii like a 1low 
movin!I animal,• Mounday uld. •we 
are tryrng to ,:;et the pattern of the people 
wbo have coma h....,· tonight. We are a 
long way from being linilbcd at thia 
time.• 
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Statement by Dick Heuer 
at Rancho San Carlos Hearing, Aug~st 29, 1994 

My name is Dick Heuer, Connerly or Carmel Valley but now a 
resident of Monterey. I'm an elected Director of the Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management District, but I'm speaking as ,an 
Individual, not on behatr or the Water DistticL 

Water normally runs down hill, so the starting assumption that we 
all make is that most water used by Rancho San Carlos is water that 
would otherwise eventually become available to tbe Carmel River 
system. Tom Gray hu stated repeatedly that he accepts that the 
burden of proof is on him to show that water proposed to be used on 
Rancho San Carlos will not have any adverse impact on the Monterey 
Peninsula's water supply. 

The reports I've seen to date do not penuade me that 400AF. can 
be used by Rancho San Carlos without having an impact on the 
Peninsula supply. On the other hand, I'm also not yet prepared to 
say that it can't be done. That is still an opeil question.· 

,:o me, the important point is where the burden of proor lies. It is 
up to Rancho San Carlos to prove that It will not have any adverse 
impact on the Peninsula supply. It is not up to the County or the 
Water District to prove that it will. The reason the burden of-proof is 
critical is that there's so much uncenainty about what really happens 
under ground. In the event or continuing uncertainty after all the 
research and analysis has been done, that uncenainty should. be 
rewlved in favor of the. existing water users on the Monterey 

· Peninsula, not in ravor of Rancho San Carlos. 

The second point I want to make, is that th~~- is no such thing as 
a de minimis impact on the Peninsula water 1ystem. Standard 
hydrological measurements normally give only rough . 
approximations, not precise amounts. Even though the impact may 
be so small that it's within the normal margin of error for the 
hydrological techniques used to measure It; it is still significant when 
judged within the context or the Water District's water allocation 
system. Every bit of the available water is already allocated, and we 
argue over amounts as small as 1 acre foot. So, please don't tell us 
the impact is insignificant because it's too small to measure, or that it 
may be only I 00 acre feet, or even 10 acre reel. 

Finally, please consider alternative sources of water supply and 
contingency plans for the event that after the project is built, the 
water supply you relied on dries up. As one alternative source, I 
suggest you consider a reservoir to capture and store runoff during 
wet years, when we· don't need it for the Peninsula supply, and from 
which you can release water during the dry years to offset the 
pumping at Rancho San Carlos. 

As a contingency plan for drought yean, you may wish to identify 
a threshold that would cause termination of pumping for the golf 
course, or for a!l outdoor irrigation throughout the project, in order to 
stretch your supplies during a drought or to avoid impact on the 
Peninsula system during a drought. 
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Monterey County Planning Dept. 
clo Wanda Hickman 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93908 

Re: Santa Lucia Preserve EIR 

Dear Ms. Hickman: 

San Clemente Rancho 
36945 Darmody Rd. 

Carmel. CA 93923 

Aug. 29, 1994 

TIie following is San Clemente Rancho's response to scoping issues related to the EIR. 
Most of our concerns are broadly covered in your preliminary scope of work. Many of our 
suggested topics will focus in on a broad topic to be sure the issue is covered in adequate 
detail. We will then comment on your initial study in a sep11n1te but attached letter, some 
information we feel has been left out, is misleading, or is completely incorrect and must be 
remedied before proceeding. We furthermore strongly feel that all of this is premature, the 
board of Supervisors resolution 93-115 clearly calls for a comprehensive plan for the 
entire 20,000 acres, which the application does not, and further recognizes that the 
application cannot proceed without an adequate water/ waste-water program approved by 
the Health Dept. We feel that there is sufficient legal precedence for this request, 
specifically a court case recently in Contra Costa County covered close to these same 
issues. In any event here are our comments: 

GEOLOGY 
·-....... 

The following statements/questions should be included in this section. 

Describe the effects of roadcuts on slopes below and in excess of 30%. Include 
effects on·slope stability, erosion, increased runoff and lo"ss ofsoil needed for 
revegetation. 

This statement needs to be included because due to the shallow soil conditions 
experienced throughout :most of the rancho, the cutting into slopes, no matter how slight 
creates the potential for landslides or slumps during heavy rainfall events. Robinson 
Canyon Road commonly experiences landslides throughout the year, even though its over 
fifty years old, it's still unstable, the severest cuts have no soil to support vegetation, rills 
and gullies have formed, increasing sedimentation in Robinson Canyon Creek. This likely 
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scenario will be repeated thought the dozens of miles of roads excavated throughout the 
Prtsen<e. 

Discuss the possible destabilizing elfecl of deep waler pumping in fractured 
bedrock along or near faults systems, would have on the faults systems that either 
are a conduit to or barrier to water movement. 

This needs to be discussed because there is common belief that by relieving water under 
pressure near a fault can have the potential to activate the fault. 

Mitigation 

Suggest alternative locations to roads and/or development clusters to avoid 
geologic hazards. 

This obvious mitigation could guide readers/decision makers as to where exactly the 1nm. 
unsitin: areas of the Rancho are located, as specified in Resolution 93-115. 

MINERALS 

Discuss/locate where minerals extraction (Quarries) will be on the P~smoe. 
Discuss impacts on noise, erosion, runoff, sedimentation, dust, viewshed and 
traffic. 

The project proposes several quarries throughout the Prtstrw, yet they are never located 
. or discussed. The EIR must look at their cumulative effects they have on the project. 

SOILS 

Review prepared reports of the developers to determine their completeness. 

The reports on soils. erosion and drainage do not cover adequately many appropriate 
topics including but not limited to: 

Effects on canyons and hillsides when road runoff is drained into these 
areas, where established water courses are many thousands offcet away. 

Increased flood potentiaVoccurrence in physically constrained 
areas(Narrows) resulting from rapid runoff from paved/compacted/altered 
surfaces ie lower San Clemente Creek along Darmody Rd, both on and of 
the Presenoe. 

-2 
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Description # 4 of the scope of work points out exactly why discussion of the golf course 
must be included in this rq,ort to determine the aJmulitive effects of the whole project. 
Lots 264, 265, & 266 incompass over 330 acres of land, much of it will be graded, 
compacted, watered, and manipulated to clwigc the existing runoff patterns. Roads, 
bridges. aJlvcrts building, all down lllream from these lots will be effected by the golf 
course, yet they arc being lizcd and built prior to the golf course. The prudent solution, 
and the one the Supervisors intended when they called for a comprehensive plan includes 
all proposed uses and zoning designations, including the GOLF COURSE. 

Mitigation: 

Require excavation/construction calendar. 

The result of. this would be to establish a time frame during the calendar year when 
excavation can commence and must conclude. For example we would not recommend 
beginning earthmoving projects on the Pr~s~rw before May 1st (later if its a wet year). 
and be completed, paved and or seeded with cover by November I st. 

Dcscnoe and Require Emergency erosion plan. 

During the construction phase, revegctation phase and to some degree operation phase a 
plan including man power, supplies, equipment, dump site needed to handle the inevitable 
erosion/flood/landslide events that will OCQJr throughout the Prn~rw during heavy rain 
events. This is important to avoid or lessen both on and off-site impacts. If there is a slide 
for example, don't dump it over the bank, and make matters worse, haul it to stable 
location for winter storage. 

The Fish And Game should be included as a responsible Agency to insure plans conform 
to potential impacts to streams and aquatic life. 

.'-, 

AIR QUALITY 

As an addition to the discussion of construction emissions include exhaust/effluent 
from proposed on site asphalt batch plant. Include plant location. amount of 
pollution, associated smoke/smell and related concerns. 

The project proposes as a means to reduce off site traffic impacts, an asphalt plant at a 
undisclosed location. This will have a significant impact on the local air quality and needs 
to be discussed. 

3 

Discuss new and concentrated odors associated with the Preserve. 

The purpose of this topic is to point out, especially on hot days(over 90 Degrees) how the 
70 stall equestrian center and sewer treatment plant will smell up the area. Already on 
warm nights you can smell the cattle pens in their new location. 

Discuss how local topography and micro climate located on the Preserve will 
effect the concentration of pollutants. 

The Land use EIR 87-013, discusses and points out the many associated problems with 
wood burning stoves effluent settling into cold canyon bottoms during the winter, It also 
discusses ground fog, acid fog, and inversion layers, all of which are appropriate for 
discussion again in this new EIR. 

HYDROLOGY 

Describe project impacts to off site surface and subsurface streams, seeps, springs 
underflow, and groundwater. 

This was outlined for discussion in resolution 93-115 and needs to be summarized here. 

Describe potential effects on projects water supply from proposed Monterey 
Peninsula Water Management Districts/SAMDA's application to remove a 
minimum of 500 acre fce1 of groundwater upstream from project. 

This was brought to light recently that for the last six months MPWMD has been working 
with SAMDA to enter into an agreement to export water from this area to the Monterey 
Peninsula. · 

Mitigation 

Require contingency plan for water supply in the event that supply fails during 
phasing of construction and or after completion of the project. 

WATER QUALITY 

Examine the design of the waste water storage pond to assess potential for flood 
from heavy rainfall. 
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1be area in and around the Prr~rve has experienced significant rainfall events over the 
years .. Stonn totals in excess of 10 inches in twenty. four hours have occurred several 
times, ie Dec. 1982 on Ponciano Ridge, or for a series of storms in. excess of 22 inches in 
just over 4 days in Feb. of 1986. These types of events must be recognized for their ability 
to transpon sewage, nitrates Ii-om golf course or equestrian center directly into the surface 
Oows. 

Discuss potential for water quality contamination from associated development 
hazards that are unavoidable with the proposal on the Prl!Rtw. Include oils from 
street/parking runoff, gas station, maintenance yard/fuel depot, transponation of 
fuels to site, household contaminants, and construction activities. List their effects 
to local environment 'including streams, aquatic life, ground water quality both on 
and off site. 

'The more cars, more houses, and the like the higher the potential for oils/fuels to 
accumulate in the local streams. A good example is during well drilling in the winter of 
1990 a drill rig got stuck in the San Clemente Flats and spilled diesel fuel into the creek. 
this would probably not happen again if the ranch was left in its cattle ranch state. but will 
surely occur again 115 development proceeds. 

Mitigation 

Design and construct project to avoid runoff from roads/parking from entering 
streams/surface water/ground water. 

We believe The State Dept. of Fish and Game should be II responsible Agency for this 
subject. 

PLANT LIFE / ANIMAL LIFE 

Review and determine the accuracy of developers inf~ation supplied. 

The EIR consultants need to acknowledge that some of the. information listed in the 
developers repons used for this section are incomplete, and sometimes misleading. For 
Example for total tree removal, the repons don't have any allotment for the realignment 
and widening of 1.5 miles ofDormody Rd. Near where this road intersects Steelhead Run 
Road, Donnody Road goes through a Oak Woodland Forest where many large trees will 
have to be cut down. 

Another eumple is the Special Status repon lists the Black Shouldered Kite 115 only 
possible II resident to the ranch. A pair of kites have lived near the summit of Robinson 
Canyon Road continuously for a least Twenty years. Not knowing the life ellpectancy of 
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Kites I am sure we now are observing one set of children or grand children of the original 
pair. They are surely not absent .from the ranch and the authors editorial on the state of the 
Rancho on page 2-47 of the Biotic Repon reOects more on their sloppy techniques then 
the quality of the habitat. 

Still another example is the Red l.esged Frog. It has been observed throughout San 
Clemente Creek by MPWMD consultants. The frog will most likely be fully listed as 
endangered by the time the EIR is released. Road building, erosion, adverts, and loss of 
wetlands will contribute to its demise. The same relationship between the development and 
the Carmel River Steelhead can be dratm. The EIR must address these issues. We could 
give a dozen more examples, this is why we are requesting an on site meeting with the 
EIR authors once they have been selected. 

Discuss the effect the Development will have on the continuity of the existing 
habitats, ie fracturing of habitats. 

As proposed the PreRn'f! will. fracture many unique and threatened habitats into small less 
viable features. Large open fields will be crossed by large roads, filled with houses, hotel, 
and shopping centers. Hills will have venical/impassable .barriers for shoring purposes. 
cumulatively hundreds of miles of new fences will be built around building envelopes 
throughout the entire Presen•I!. All this will destroy the truly amazing wildlife habitat that 
currently exist. 

Discuss· the· effect the development will have ori the natural fire regime. 

This is directly out of EIR 87-013, which then discusses several mitigation's for the 
problem. 

Mitigation 

Assess and propose siting of development, clustered in the Least SCll5itive. Regions 
of the Preserve. 

This is directly out of resolution 93~ 11 S. 

"The Resource Management Plan shall specifically address the use of the Ranch 
by Golden Eagles that feed on ground squirrels. It shall also focus on maintaining 
desirable levels alid distribution of ground squirrels while improving soil and 
vegetation cover conditions: .. • 
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This specific mitigation is directly out of EIR 87-013, and was not part of the resource 
management plan. It must be included in this EIR. 

ENERGY 

Discuss and compare energy n:quirements for project and similar ·sized 
project(Pebblc Beach) in County. 

The rea50n for this is to show that due to distance from town and services, depth of water 
to be pumped, more extreme climate, the Preserve will use much more energy then any 
other local development. 

Mitigation 

Locate clusters of housing in more energy efficient areas. 

This would be to show an economic benefit to having more units located closer to existing 
infrastructure, and in a less extreme climate. 

LAND USE 

Define the term "Comprehensive Plan" as established by resolution 93-115, and 
discuss how the application conforms to the resolution. 

This is needed because nobody else seems to want to define the meaning of Resolution 93-
115 and is necessary to see how the application conforms to the board's amendments. 

Describe po551l!le future changes in land use designations with later permit 
applications. ·--..... 

As the golf Course is applied for wiD the Zoning have to be changed to allow a restaurant, 
pro shop, driving range and maintenance facility that are associated with a more 
commercial club house. Also why is it necessary for an employee rec. center to have a 
Heavy Commercial Designation?(Lot 262) What arc the Commercial uses associated with 
the lands in the CVMP? 

Describe possible effects on the land use designation if parcels in the CVMP and/or 
Coastal zone are sold prior to being developed into the Presenie. 

-1 
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Currently the CVMP allows I unit per ten acres for the lands in this portion of the Rancho 
San Carlos, If the development fails, or for some other reason hu to be sold off prior to 
the developer applying for I VTM that adheres to the Comprehensive plan, will the new 
owner have the ability or legal right to apply for up to 250 units? This is why the EIR must 
discuss this issue and why the developers ought to be held to the comprehensive plan as 
required by resolution 93-115. 

Describe Open space component of the Preserve. Discuss if it conforms with 
General Plan Amendments of Resolution 93-115. 

The project plan has many categories of Openspacc. Some of these lands arc literally only 
a few feet wide between building envelopes. The EIR needs to determine if this is truly 
opcnspacc, or just back yard. 

Describe and list all County and State, building/ landuse / general plan 
exemptions/variances that application requests. including but not limited to all 
JO¾ slope development, ridgctop, visual/,icenic, growth inducement, leap frog, 
safety response time, fire and environmental ordinances. 

This would be helpful for the EIR reader/decision maker to have a concise list to better 
judge the effect this project would have to the integrity of the many local and state rules 
establish to guide development. 

Mitigation 

Define and add buffer zones to areas of the Prtserw where incompatible uses 
would exist between proposed uses and surrounding historical uses. 

This would insure that uses such as hunting and grazing which arc established uses on and 
off the Preserve would continue without effecting the development and vise versa. This 
idea was much discussed and supported by the surrounding property owners during last 
years land use hearings. 

Require developer to apply for a VTM for entire 20,000 acres. 

This is what the supervisors meant with their board resolution 93-115, The project 
construction could still be phased, yet this would define the scope of the entire project, so 
it's cumulative effects could be best judged. 
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Di!CUss and define areas of the Preserve deemed the "Least Sensitive" by the EIR 
as pertaining to planning issues and require changes to the project application to 
conform to these guidelines. 

This mitigation would make the project more conforming to local General, and Mll5!er 
Plans. 

HOUSING 

Discuss alternative locations to required employee housing outside visually 
sensitive areas and/or without access to Robinson Canyon Road. 

This would first point out that a majority of the employee units arc either highly visible 
from Robinson Canyon Road(Lots 27 • 3 I) or have direct, unobstructed access to 
Robinson Canyon Rd. (Lots 64-67, 92, 93). 

TRANSPORTATION 

II should be recognized that some of the information in the Traffic repon is misleading and 
incorrect, For example a section of Robinson Canyon Rd. (approx. 7.S miles from Carmel 
Valley Rd.) is only 13 feet wide where the Preserve proposes to increase traffic levels an 
additional I 00 CIR per hour. The repon in an effon to under estimate the projects effect 
on the use of Robinson Canyon Rd greatly overestimated its' travel time by about 6 to 8 
minutes, where they say it takes 22 minutes, it only takes 12 to 16 minutes depending on 
the drivers mood and familiarity with the road. 

Discuss specific design improvements, barriers and interior access roads which 
would reduce the use of Robinson Canyon Rd., including but not limited to 
ahemative site locations, tunnel intersections under the County Road, signs, ·gates 

etc. "-

This is right out of Resolution 93-1 JS. The Project must minimize use of this County road 
through these measures. The EIR needs to determine if the application complies to these 
requirements. 

Discuss projects' interior road design for conformity to established traffic safety 
standards and suggest alternatives. 

These need. to be pointed out and discussed, because the project is creating many hazards 
that rurrently do not exist. For example., the proposed intersection of Robinson Canyon 
Rd and Vasquez Trial will create a blind intersection due to the local topography. In 
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addition, the steepness of road grades (in places in excess of IS%), due to the frequent icy 
conditions will create many driving hazards. 

Factor in the projects expected Socio • Economic llatus of the home owners/hotel 
guest when determining use of public transponation, number of trips generated per 
household, use of bicycles and the like. 

Because of the expected high economic status required to be a part of the Prtstrw,. the 
number of trips generated will be much higher then normal. For example it is likely that 
each household will have more then one vehicle per household, an family members over 16 
will undoubtedly h·ave their own cars; each estate will probably have a gardener, pool man, 
maid and the like commuting in from town. Their 90cial status will require frequent trips 
to town for dinners, panics, events, hairdressers, recreation, they will surly not be 
prisoners on the Prtsen¥!. Due to the distance and topography they will not walk or bike 
to work, only for recreation. There is no public transponation to the project, and the 
economic status of the potential users of the project would deter its use. These all have to 
be factored into the trips generated figures. 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

DRAINAGE 

Discuss. how proposed drainage plan will impact off site propenies and 
improvements. 

Additions of rapid runoff to relatively small canyons like Hitchcock, Potrero. San Jose, 
Garzas, and San Clemente has the potential to effect existing ,tructures and improvements 
when this new runoff reaches-them. These areas traditionally have buildings/improvements 
directly within canyon bottoms, rapid runoff from development .upstream could change the 
existing runoff patterns, causing flooding, sedimentation/siltation, and erosion. Where the 
impact exists, it needs -to be pointed out and mitigated. 

Mitigation 

Create a funded account to provide insurance against probable future claims as 
drainage. hazards develop. 

This would result that in the event•.the Prt~n¥! experiences financial hardships, there will 
be a mechanism in place to clean up/rebuild destruction to off-lite propenies as a direct 
result of the project. For Enmple, when Quail Meadows was built, rains washed mud and 

· silt down onto Quail Lodges' golf course. There would have been a major problem, e,ccept 
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that the developer owner both properties. The Prrserw does not own all down stream 
properties! 

WASTEWATER 

Discuss proposed wastewater treatment facilities location in terms of conforming 
to local scenic value. 

As proposed the eJCtremely large (multiple buildings of up to 98' by 20') are clearly visible 
from the County's scenic road. The developers propose eJCcavation of a wastewater pond, 
plastic fences over 6' tall (1 adult deer can upwards of 8' high!), blue tiled roof, the result 
will be to forever change I pristine upland meadow which is boarded on all sides by 
wetlands and full of wild flowers in the spring. with an unsightly, obstructive structure 
which could be hidden elsewhere on the Prrserw, completely out of view! 

WATER DELIVERY SYSTEM 

Discuss contingency plan if water system fails during phased growth, after 
buildout, and/or during emergency conditions. 

This scenario needs to be discussed and resolved. There is a strong probability that 
sometime during the life of the project, it will run out of water. This could be caused by 
the Aquifer giving out, severe drought, or a natural disaster (fire, eanhquake, severe 
freezing) which alls electricity aitting off pumping ability, or breaking delivery pipes. The 
storage capacity would only last I shon time with no means of getting water quickly to 
the 500 units. If the aquifer gives out, or shows signs of reaching it's limits during phasing, 
will the project be stopped and the unbuilt units never built on? The EIR needs to discuss 
this likely scenario. 

POLICE SERVICE 

." 
Discuss projm in terms ofmponse time to emergencies, and how these calls 
could change response times and levels of service to eicisting patrol areas. 

The EIR needs to discuss that due to the large size and limited access to the project that 
response times to calls will be in excess of established standards, no matter what staffing 
levels are set at. The EIR must also look into the strong possibility that at current staffing 
levels, there are not enough sheriff's patrols lo respond to I call deep into the PrrsenV!, 
and still maintain a reasonable level of service to Carmel Valley. 

FIRE SERVICES 

II 

Review and discuss the appropriateness, afety, and effectiveness of the special 
designs incorporated into the project plan. 

'\ 
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The EIR needs to discuss if the Fire Safety Zones located in the more remote regions of 
the Prrserw will provide the safe haven that they propose, or will they contribute to a 
disaster if a large wildland fire exists. The EIR funher needs to discuss if the length of 
roads, siting of building envelopes, and response times to determine if the project does 
conform to local fire codes. 

Describe how project will effect fire hazard to off site locations. 

The Prrserw has the potential to both raise and lower the fire hazard to the local area. It 
would greatly raise the threat to a large wildland fire by opening up thousands of acres of 
land to housing, and visitor use. Conversely if there is a public, professional (not a private 
volunteer) fire station constructed on site it would dramatically lower response times to 
the initial call, to any fire in the area, regardless of whether the fire was on the PresenV! or 
not. 

Mitigation 

Identify alternate locations to project improvements that would reduce the fire 
haz.ard associated with the project. 

The EIR needs to recommend to the Reader/Decision Makers that there are alterations to 
the proposed plan which would lower the fire hazard to the project and surrounding areas. 

NOISE 

We believe that additional sensitive receptors needs to be added to the list located on page 
JO. 

Wilderness areas(both public and private) 
Open space(both private and public) 
Wildlife habitats 

These need to be discussed because of the location of neuby parks, National forests and 
private recreation areas which provide the public a place to get away from the sounds and 
sights of civilization. The project, with building envelopes located within a few feet of 
Presen,es border, will dramatically change the background noise levels in the area. 
Wildlife will be effected by the noises of this project from both the construction and 
buildout phases. These new noises will likely result in a loss of wildlife, especially the 
more sensitive species(Coyotes, bobcats, Mountain Lion). 
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Mitigation 

Propose buffer zones aroond projects border to insure onsite noises will not effect 
offsite uses. 

M called for be the County's EIR, this would insure that the Pr~serve would conform with 
the uses which currently surround the development. 

AESTHETICS 

SCENlc'VIEWSHED 

We feel that the. aesthetics chapter needs to be outlined in more detail to better guide the 
EIR. 111erefore we are proposing these, slightly more specific questions. 

Describe the impact the project will have on the view shed from the designated 
County Scenic Roads(Robinson Canyon. Carmel Valley, and Los Laureles Grade) 

This section should deal primarily with Robinson Canyon road. It is probably the most 
well known "Wildflower Roads" to travel for County residents during the spring. A large 
pen:entage of the best. fields will be lost or fragmented by housing, roads, sewer treatment 
facilities, maintenance yard, golf counes .etc. The Biologic reports are sorely lacking in 
this aspect. They might say whit plants exist, but they don't convey the unique and 
overwhelming setting that they are found in. 

For Robinson Canyon Rd. describe the Pr~serve's aesthetic effects in terms of the 
whole project along with specific features of the project, including but not limited 
to: 

Virual impact from turnouts 
Impact of Maintenance Facility 
Impact ofGolfCourse 
Impact on Wildflower fields 
Impact of Sewer treatment Plant 
Impact of new roads and intersections 
lmpact·of expanded Hacienda 
Impact on viewable wildlife 
Impact from employee Housing 
Impact from Hotel· 
impact from Commercial center 
Impact from Recreation center 
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Impact from entire building envelopes 

This project will have I tremendous visual eff'ed on Robinson Canyon Road. Many 
thousands of people enjoy the Scenic road for motoring. walking. biking. birding. picnics, 
wildlife viewing and to "just get away from it 111". 1be Pr~serve proposes to bring "it all" 
to this unimproved, yet highly accessible area. This will have a tremendous effect on the 
area and its inhabitants and must be addressed in the EIR. 

HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL 

Mitigation 

Suggest public access/parks/openspaces for the more well known, and significant 
places on the Preserve. 

This mitigation is appropriate for the Stevenson Cabin where a park was once called for 
and possibly around the newly found Rumsen Indian Village located behind the Hacienda. 
with a possible interpretive center. 

CLIMATE 

We suggest this additional topic be added to the Scope of Work. The local weather. It is 
significantly different then most of the developed Monterey County: It occasionally snows. 
experiences. heavy winds and .. rain. !t has more severe temperaturdluctuations, colder in 
the winter, hotter in the summer, all of which when combined with the topography of the 
region effects the project design and success. For example how will frost (a nightly event 
during winter) effect the safety:ofroads in the steep terrain? lfit snows. can homeowners 
expect. to get to town? Should building standards be increased for buildings along the 
ridge tops due to the high winds commonly experience in winter storms? These questions 
need to be addressed and the EIR is the perfect forum for them. 

MISCELLANEOUS IMPACTS 

We feel that there are a few more impacts this project will have on the local environment, 
yet do not know the specific heading these impacts would fall under. 

PHASING 

Describe the benefits and drawbacks associated with the Pnserve'., proposed 24 
phases. For example Construction of roads, buildings and associated noise, dust, 
and erosion for twenty years. 

-14 



>. 
I--' 
0 
Vl 

\ 

This would be helpful to fully undcntand one of the long term effects of the project, 
construction activity, will have an the surrounding land owners. 

DOMESTIC ANIMALS 

Describe the effect that hundreds of dogs and cats will have on the local 
environment and habitats. 

This is needed to asses the Preservc's effect on wildlife, whether it will still be in 
abundance, scared off, eaten, or out competed. 

CLUSTERING OF UNITS 

Describe and define what resolution 93-11 S meant by "one or more clusters" and 
whether the Preserve complies with this guideline. 

Describe the cumulative effects that each building envelope 111 full buildout (main 
house, guest, servants, senior units) could have on expected water use, traffic 
generation etc. 

These topics arc necessary to determine if the project as proposed complies with the board 
resolution, and can meet expected demands on services. 

GOLF COURSE 

It is imperative that the golf coune be included in the initial rtudy. The impacts of the 
proposed golf coune affect two major watershed draining into the Canncl River. The 
Garzas and San Clemente Creeb contribute 15 to 20"/o of the River's flow. It is common 
knowledge that the golf course is the main attraction to this development. The overall 
impact that it will have on the project, environment, tl'lffi~ water (both quantity and 
quality) must be assessed in the initial EIR. whether or not the facility is built now or at a 

later date. 

FENCING 

Describe the ·effects on wildlife habitat that the hundreds of individual fences 
constructed around each building envelope will have. Impact 8a ofEIR 87-01 J 
"Fencing Interference's with wildlife: ... • 
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This again comes directly out of the Land use EIR. It i1 a necessary topic because rough 
estimates of fencing around 350, two plus acre building envelopes will be a new fence 
from here to San Francisco and partly back!, the la.rger the building envelope, the more 
fcncins. Free ransing animal misration will be severely curtailed because these fences will 
most likely not be the low impact three strand barbed wire variety. 

Mitisation 

Wildlife corridors should be mapped as part of the preparation of the Resource 
management plan. 

This was called for by the county's EIR and was not complied with in the application. The 
developers admitted that they occur on the Rancho yet only show a map of vegetation 
types, THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE. 

Define and describe types offcncing that arc appropriate for the different 
protection needs through out the Presen~. 

This is a modified mitigation from EIR 87-013, it is meant to also cover fencing around 
building envelopes. This again was lcfl out of the developers resource management plan. 

FEASIBLE 

Discuss and define the term feasible as it relates to the PrrMn~. 

Upon reading the developers application, one gets the impression that their proposal is the 
only "feasible alternative". They use the word constantly through out their plan in terms of 
CEQA and County tcnns. It would be helpful to the reader/decision maker if the term was 
once and for all defined and then that definition applied to it's appropriateness each time 
the developer uses it. 

This concludes our response to acoping issues at this time, u more information becomes 
available, specifically on the incomplete hydrology report, we may have more responses. 
We have complied with the County's request for the reasons for our comments, we now 
ask for the County to respond with their reasons for any of our additions that arc not 
included in the scope of the EIR. Please provide this prior to placing the EIR out for bid. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
. · erucc.J>dimody 

San Clemente Rancho 
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Monterey County Planning Dept. 
c/o Wanda Hickman 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Ms. Hickman: 

San Clemente Rancho 
36945 Dormody Rd. 

Carmel, CA 93923 

Aug.29.1994 

The following is San Clemente Rancho's response to your initial study. We feel it is 
necessary to comment on the listed impacts and their findings that we don't agree with, 
some of the developers consultant reports that the listed impacts are based on do not 
accurately portray the true impacts of the project. Please feel free to contact me if you 
need further information. 

S. EARTH 

5.1 MUST READ YES. You can not tell me that building many miles of roads through 
topography in excess of 30"/o will not resuh in an increase in landslide activity. No matter 
how much shoring and revegetation is called for, the llopes will become more unstable. I 
can show you many examples of this through out the County if you would like. 

5.2 Ml JST READ YES, Again with the construction of up to one hundred miles of roads 
and driveways, along with 969 acres under building envelopes, 12 I acres used under 
hotels, 14 acres under the Commercial areas, and 382 acres manipulated for recreation, 
there will be severe disruption, displacement(an estimated 425,000 cu. yds), compaction 
and over covering of soils! If this isn't a significant impact then what in the world is? 

·-...,_ 
5.3 MUST READ YES. 425,000 cu. ·yds. of earth excavated won't change the 
topography? Digging a sewage treatment holding pond covering 3 acres won't change 
surface relief7 How about the nine Quarries? the hundred miles of roads?, the 3 SO house 
pads? 

5.4 MUST READ POTENTIAi, Until we know the location of all the quarries, this 
impact can't be fully determined. It has the potential for impact because rock features are 
inherent with quarries, and once they are mined these existing features get stripped away. 

S.6 MUST READ YES On page 5A-29 of County EIR 87-013 rightly classifies this 
impact as significant. The Project Developer responded not to argue that sedimentation 
occurs or will continue to occur, but only which reservoir the sedimentation will take 
place in, they claim it will pass out at "DORMODY RESERVOIR" and not reach San 

I, 

/ 

Clemente Dam. But in any event the project will change the ,edimentation pattern, and 
increase it to our lake so the impact must rightly be yes. 

5.7 MUST READ YES Our family has lived in the region for over 60 years, and has 
daily experience of the Rancho San Carlos fur the last 34 years. We are all very 
experienced with earth moving and development projects. We can uy with the upmost of 
confidence that u proposed the Preserve represents a direct hazard to San Clemente 
Rancho. The topography mixed with the local Climate when disrupted, for example in the 
Long Ridge potion of the Preserve, will lead will lead to landslides, mudslides, ground 
failure, debris flows, and floods down upon our San Clemente Rancho. This impact must 
be handled with the importance to life and property that it represents and the EIR must 
acknowledge our concerns. 

AIR 

6.2 MUST READ AT l,EAST POTENTIAL You can't tell u1 that a 70 stall equestrian 
cente~ and a sewage treatment plant on a I 00 degree day won't smell! Just drive Carmel 
Valley road any summer night in a convertible between the Village and the Grade and take 
a whiff, it's not too good. The Preserve's Equestrian facility will be about as large ass all 
those facilities along Carmel Valley Road combined! 

WATER 

7.1 MUST READ POTENTIAi. There is a strong.probability that with the increase in 
rapid runoff the currents in the local streams will become more turbid and rapid. this could 
result in the stream increasing its sediment load lo try to stabilize itself, which will cause it 
to cut into it's own banks, causing further erosion. 

7 .3 MUST READ POTENTIAi. With all the llream crossings with roads, mostly in the 
form of culvert, the creeks will beco~ more channeled, and back up more with the 
potential .lo spill over their banks where they normally would not have and causing flood 
damage. 

7.4 MUST READ POTENTIAL Until the hydrology report is complete and accepted, 
where off-site impacts are shown not to occur, there is a definite possibility that the 
project could effect the level ofMoore's Lake, Trout Lake on San Clemente Rancho, 5 
private ponds along San Clemente Creek, and San Clemente Reservoir. 

7.5 MUST READ YES. There is no doubt that the project. u proposed wiHina:ease 
turbid flows in the local streams. The introduction of even a minor amount of nitrogen 
from septic systems or turf areas will create algae plumes which. will in turn effect 
dissolved oxygen 

7.6 MUST READ POTENTIAL. Even if the Hydrology report concludes that the 
project will not have an effect on ground water, surely removing 300 to 500 acre feet of 
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water from a dynamic system with a finite source(rainfall) will result in a alteration in the · 
rate offtow of these groundwater's. 

7.9 MUST BEAD PQTENTIAI., There is a high probability that as a result of 
paving/compacting thousands of acres of lands as proposed with the Pn~n'f!, The 
potential exists for incrased rapid runoff which could tum to flooding in the many narrow 
canyons downstream of the project. 

PLANT LIFE 

I.I MUST BEAD YES, Of course there wiU be a change in the number of any species of 
plants. There will be thousinds of trees cut and not replaced on a comparable canopy 
c:ovt:r or by weight/mass which results in only a fraction of one percent replaced compared 
to what currently exists. Hundreds of acres of grassland with wildflowers will be paved or 
built upon and there is no mitigation planned for this loss. 

Redwoods: In this paragraph the initial study over confidently states that no redwood 
groves will be lost to development. The county must recognize that the local redwoods 
rely heavily on ground water. To date the developers have not proven that their proposed 
ground water pumping program will not lower existing water levels out of the redwoods 
shallow root zone. thus killing the redwoods. This likely IICCll&rio was played out in 
Carmel Valley when that aquifer was over pumped and the Cottonwoods, Alders and 
Willows all died. 

The initial study is incorrect in believing the Forest Management Plan report when it 
projects the removal of 1,480 trees. First of all these are trees in excess of a certain 
diameter(six inches) many tree species take dozens of years to reach this size (Bay, Valley 
Oak, Madrone, Maple) and have a tremendously long life expectancy(many hundreds of 
years). This is not an indicative number of trees cut down. Second many roads, driveways 
and building sites have been left off their report. According to the developer, not one tree 
will be removed from changing and widening Dorrnody Road. 

.'-

ANIMAL LIFE 

9 I THROUGH 9.4 MUST AI.L READ YES, For example take Mountain Lions. The 
Preserve and surrounding properties currently have many Mountain Lions. They do not 
seem to be afraid cif humans. Over the past several months there has been three lion kills 
close to the main house on San Clemente Rancho. The most recent (last week) was less 
then fifty feet away from the closest bedroom, in the family orcliard! If the Preserve is 
built as proposed, housing will be constructed deep into the lion's habitats. These lions will 
either move out of the area. or more likely have to be removed as home owners become 
nervous over the safety of their pets, children and livestock. 9.3 must read yes because 
with the introduction of at least 350 dogs to the property (some homes will likely have 
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more than one dog) that they will not chase, but, harass, etc. the local deer population, 
which is reported in the Biologic Report as being the healthiest, densest herd in the area. 

The initial study is incorrect in assuming that there will be no lil!llificant impacts to the 
Tiger Salamander, Red-legged Frog, Golden Eagles and other endangered apecies. 
Wetlands will be lost to development, runoff altered to local atreams and ponds, which 
will change the existing aquatic habitats. Fields will be paved or changed to turf, 
eliminating hunting/foraging habitat for the Eagles. This will result in sil!llificant impacts to 
these species and must be addressed. 

ENERGY 

11 I MUST READ POTENTIAi., With at least 39 new, deep, low volume wells being 
placed into round the clock service, the local electrical demand will dramatically increase. 
This in addition to at least 500 new building units, and hundreds of street lights being 
placed into service. If this doesn~ place a demand on the electrical service then what does 
qualify~ 

LAND USE 

12,1 MUST READ YES, Changing a field that for the last hundred years has been used 
for grazing to a golf course is not significant(lot 265 )7 Changing a defacto wilderness area 
to housing development(lots 104 - 117) is not significant? Come on Monterey County, list 
these impacts as they really exist. 

TRANSPORTATION 

15.3 MUST READ YES, Cal Trans as a COMPROMISE agreed with the I unit per 160 
acres, otherwise the impact of any development would be too great. They wrote to 
Monterey County on May 26, 1992, and reported, "Until the Hatton Canyon Project is in 
plau. the present road network can not accept the additional traffic that would be created 
by the Rancho San Carlos development. EVEN fflE MOST MODIFIED 
ALTERNATIVE WILL HAVE A SERIOUS IMPACT ON HIGHWAY ONE AT 
CARMEL HILL" Doe1n't the County read its' mail? Or would the County rather believe 
the Developer then the State? 

15.6 MUST READ YES There has already been a significant increase in accidents lo the 
local traffic scene. The design changes to the intenection of Carmel Valley Road and 
Rancho San Carlos Rd. have greatly increased the amount of accidents at this site at a 
tremendous cost to the community. This impact will only increase as the amount of traffic 
is increased at this intersection. 
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The initial Study then goes on to describe Robinson CIIIYOn Road. The County claims that 
it ranges from 16 to 22 feet wide. This is after San Clemente Rancho took County staff on 
field tripund physically showed that in many, many areas the road is only 13 feet wide, 
far from a two lane road, There are three cattle guards and a bridge that only have 9.S feet 
of width. Figure 8 of the developers traffic .report clearly llhows that the project will 
increase traffic on Robinson Canyon road (in a section only I J feet" wide) from a existing 
peak level of 10 cars per hour to 116. Fully eleven times u much traffic. This is a major, 
significant impact that must be addressed in the County's scope of work. Despite what the 
developer and the County thinks, Robinson Canyon road, with its much shorter distance 
and driving time (14 minutes) to Camel Valley Road will be used to a significant level by 
this development. 

UTILITIES 

17,1 MIIST READ YES, Approximately 90"/4. ofthe Preserve currently has zero utility 
service. There will be major improvements, extensions, construction of services required 
to provide utilities to the project. · 

NOISE 

Ill 2 MIIST READ YES Currently the developer is proposing a onsite rock crusher and 
a portable asphalt plant. These are extremely noisy facilities. and their impacts must be 
assessed. 

FEASIBLE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

We believe. another alternative option that needs to' be discussed in the EIR in order to 
reduce the projects impacts is; Alternative site/construction locations. For example if 
Development on the Long Ridge portion of the Preserve is too environmentally:damaging, 
suggest moving the lots to other, less sensitive regions of the property. 

These are our concerns and additions lo date with the ·li\itial Study. Being that the 
application is still incomplete, and more information is needed, new concerns may arise at 
a later date. We feel since the County is requesting our reasons/explanations for these 
suggested changes we in response request that the County comment in writing to this 
letter on items where the County does not agree our specific changes, and their reasons 
for so doing. before the EIR contract is put lo bid. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment. 

Sincerely, 

e-7~~-
-> Bruce D-;; y 

San Clemente Rancho 
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PATRICK L. DORMODY 
7078 Valley Greeaa Circle 
Carmel. California 93923 

September29, 1994 

Monterey County 
Planning & Building Inspection Dept. 
c/o Wanda Hlclanan, Associate Planner 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Subject: Santa Lucia Preserve (EIR 94-0015) 

"'-ar Ms. Hlclanan: 

~ 
5· 
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man owner of property off Robinson Canyon Road. The property Is four"tenths 
4) of a mile from the entrance to White Rock Gun Club and Is adjacent to 
ncho San Carlos to the south at an elevation of 2,200 feet. I travel Robinson 
nyon Road several times each ~k. 

This property overlooks the following areas of Rancho San Carlos (VIEW SHED): 

1. San Fmnclsqulto Flats * 
2. Long Ridge • 
3. Chamlsal Ridge * 
4. Robinson Canyon Road 
5. San Clemente Ridge * 
6. Las Garzas Creek • 
7. Rancho San Carlos - complex and lakes * 
8. Plnyon Peale "-. 
9. Mesa 
10. Vasquez Knob 

· • These areas arc being planned as Rancho San Carlos· major 
development points, le., hotel, golf courses, recreatlon, commer­
cial, resldentlal, roads, water storage tanks, employee housing, 
etc. 

The expansive views of these unspoiled lands from my property will be devastated 
with any development. This Is a slgnlflcant and sensitive Issue to me. 

,; 

I can sec across Monterey Bay to Santa Cruz. On a day when the temperature 
and wind condltlons arc Just right, I can see the crest of the Sierra Nevada 
Mountatns. 

I have never been asked by any of the Rancho San Carlos Partnerships or any of 
their many consultants as to my concerns and the Impact of their project on my 
property. 

5. MRm 

15.1 ~ on SIGNIFICANT .IMPACT 

In periods of excess rains, slides have occurred throughout the San 
Carlos Ranch, closing existing roads and causing heavy slltlng In the 
creeks and canyons. Landslide, arc visible. AddJUonal roads and 
building site excavation will cause more of this. Earthquakes will 
also contrtbute to unstable earth. 

Robinson Canyon Road Is subject to closure In tlme, of bad weather, 
fl.re condJtlons, slides, wash-outs, fallen trees, flooding, snow, Ice, 
culvert washouts, to mention a few problems that have occurred. 
Road and traffic records should shaw that travel has been stopped 
for days while repairs were made. Some residents of White rock were 
flown out by helicopter, others walked out. 

15.2 1'ES on SIGNIFICANT .IMPACT 

Covering of exlstlng earth surfaces with topsoil, for example, golf 
course and landscaping will alter exlstlng earth. Road bulldJng, 
excavation, campactlon, and road base materials, lncludJng oil, will 
have a slgnlflcant Impact. 

5,3 ~ on SIGNIFICANT .IMPACT 

I've been told that as much as 9,000 truck loads of decomposed 
granite will be mined for road construction directly across from my 
property. This will change the topography - the taking down of a 
whole mountatn side. I don't know the locations of the other eight 
quarries at this time but moving 425,000 cubic yards of various .rn£k 
will certainly have an Impact on the topography. 
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S.4 .I§. ort SIGNlFlCANT .lllfPACT 

Covertng existing earth with cement, blacktop, oils, placing of 
culverts, curbs, rip-rap, will change the topography and physical 
features. 

S.6 ~ on SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Silting of creeks, waterway and nm off In canyons, will Increase 
silting and have an adverse effect on plant and fish life. 

S.7 ~ on SIGNlFlCANT IMPACT 

The mining of large quantities of granite as mentioned In 5.3, two 
hundred (estimated) yards from my property could cause landsUdes 
and unstable conditions on my property due to the steep terrain. 
San Clemente creek and Its various tributaries form In this area. 

).-
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6.2 l'ES on SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

My property ls located at 2,200 foot elevation. San Franclsqulto Flats 
where the major development (town) ls planned Is at an elevation of 
1,700 feet. 

From my vista point I am concerned that smoke from the town's 
Inns, lodge, hotel, bungalows, restaurants and houses will have a 
negative effect In the,area:. The sewage-treatment plant, equestrian 
facilities and service center are dlrectly visible from my property. San 
Franclsqulto Flats ls In a bowl-llke setting. My property Ues south 
and directly above this bowl. At times the bowl ls covered with fog, 
while the areas around Its perimeter are clear (dead air pocket). 1hls 
must be checked because It could cause serious breathing problems 
(poor air quaUty, le., smoke, carbon monoxide, dust, etc. 

6.3 POT on SIGNlFlCANT.lllfPACT 

I HAVE NEVER BEEN CONSUL1ED ON ANY OF1HEIRAIR QUAUIY 

131 
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7. 

snJDIES, YET I COUID BE nm Mosr AFFEC'IED BY nus 
PROJECT. I know 111 be affected by carbon monoxide, dust, portable 
asphalt batch plant fumes, and smoke from controlled bumlng, and 
smoke from buildings mentioned In 6.2. 

WATER 

7.1 ~ on SIGNlFlCANT IMPACT 

Excessive downpours have caused washouts In many normally dry 
ravines, washing out or covertng the Robinson Canyon Road In many 
spots. I know and can point out these areas. Culverts became 
clogged, and size of culverts restricted the flow of water. Erosion 
then becomes more~-

7.3 ~ on SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Many hundreds of new culverts will have to be Installed and 
continually checked during Inclement weather. Clogged culverts 
cause flooding and washouts. With the construction of many miles 
of roads and paving of existing dirt roads, rapid run-off leads to 
flooding, for example, Potrero Canyon Creek. 

7.4 l'ES on SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

My primary reslden_ce ls 120 yards to the East of Rancho San Carlos 
Road Just across Potrero Creek on the Carmel Valley Golf and 
Country Club·s sixth fairway. The house faces dlrectly West to 
Rancho San Carlos Road. 

Potrero Creek runs directly In front of my residence and ls on my 
property line, and only 20 yards from the house. 

In periods of severe weather flash flooding occurs In the creek. Signs 
of erosion on the creek banks are evident In many places. 

In periods of high water In the Carmel River, It ls Impossible for 
Potrero Creek to empty Into the Carmel River. Flooding occurs when 
water backs up on ·the golf course; flooding of Valley Greens Circle 
takes place and many houses are completely surrounded by water, 
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15. TRANSPORTATION CIRCULATION 
while the road becomes too deep to travel. Many houses on Valley 
Greens Circle are already In the 100 year flood plain. TRAFFIC; 

Won't any development In the Potrero Canyon drainage further 
Increase the danger of flooding downstream to the residents on the 
Creek and Valley Greens Circle? 

7,6 YES on SlGMFICANTJMPACT 

Water on my Robinson Canyon property comes from a spring. I am 
concerned with the close proximity of many wells that Rancho San 
Carlos has drllled on the flat land below me (as the ~ files 3 to 4 
hundred yards). Pumping of ground water from these wells could 
have an adverse effect on my spring water supply. Can I be assured 
It will not? And what If ..• ? 

~ ANIMAL LIFE 
~ 

~ 9.1, 9.2, 9,3, 9.4 

YES on SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

Restrictions must be appUed for dogs and cats Uvlng on the property. 
They cannot be allowed to roam free and chase the wild Ufe. Right 
now (9/29/94) there ls an extensive trapping, tagging and radio 
monitoring (collars) study being conducted on the Rancho San Carlos 
property with the wild pigs that Inhabit the ranch. 

SECTTON 9 -- cannot be commented on with no mention of studies of 
this ~ to the public and adjoining pYQperty owners. 

If this study ls the first step In ellmlnatlng the wild pigs from the 
property, because of the possibility for potential damage to golf 
course and landscaping projects, the pubUc has a right to know. So 
the Section on Animal Life Is Incomplete. 

(5) 

Robinson Canyon Road ls J12t a two (2) lane road aa stated (error), 
the paving Is only 12 ft. wide In places. There are three (3) narrow 
single way bridges, thirty (30) plus narrow blind turns, three (3) one­
way cattle crossings. No two-way divider markings are painted on 
the road as It starts up the steep canyon. Autos, and trucks cannot 
pass on most of the road. An average 3,000 square foot home has a 
minimum of 13 autos and trucks at the site each day during 
construction. 

No mention In your traffic report takes Into account the number of 
sightseers that will be viewing the development each day from 
Robinson Canyon Road. 

Peak hour vehicle trips In he traffic report are nothing more than 
total lunacy. When I budt my residence off of Rancho San Carlos 
Road In 1986 there were not more than twenty vehicle trips per day 
on Rancho San Carlos Road (private road with locked gate). Today 
there are over 1,600. This report ls nothing but rhetoric and not 
worth the paper It Is wrttten on. 

The existing bridge that crosses the Carmel Rlverwaa constructed In 
1958/59 by ranch hands and their friends. The bridge was 
transported In sections (pieces) from Northern Callfornla and placed 
on concrete columns; the wooden decking was replaced with a 
concrete deck. The bridge was not constructed using licensed 
structural engineers. A sign on each side of the bridge designates a 
15-ton vehicle weight limit which Is not enforced. Trucks of all sizes, 
shapes and weight use the bridge. Automobdes have to back off the 
bridge when trucks and buses approach. The bridge ls subject to 
major logjams In high water periods and has had to be closed whde 
ranch personnel e.rc called to remove logs and dcbrla. ht the present 
time a 12-lnch diameter Iron water line, electricity lines, T.V., and 
telephone Unes have been attached to the bridge to serve the Quad 
Meadows project. 

This bridge vibrates when autos and trucks cross Oust stand 
underneath, listen and watch). The bridge moves under the weight 
of large and heavy trucks from one end to the other. Rancho San 
Carlos Bridge has no walking or bicycle lane. Now with the 
realignment and widening of rancho San Carlos Road on both sides 
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of the bridge and the entrance and exit changes at Carmel Valley 
Road, trafllc to Rancho San Carlos, Carmel Valley Racquet Club, 
Quail Meadows Development, Carmel Valley Golf and Country Club, 
plus sightseers, constnJctton workers, events and guests to all these 
places - Rancho San Carlos Road has been transformed from a one 
lane private ranch road to a major Jll!l2lls:. thoroughfare. The bridge 
Is 18 feet wide and the road and approach to the bridge are 24 feet 
wide. 1b.ls Is a significant Issue of public safety. The Rancho San 
Carlos Brldge over the Carmel River· must meet all the crlteria for 
earthquake standards for bridges (the concrete decking ls cracked In 
all directions), 

Why Is Rancho San Carlos Road still designated a private road? Who 
has the juriscllctlon for enforcing tra.ftlc laws on Rancho San Carlos 
Road and Brldge? Who are the persons, Councy and State, 
responsible for Inspecting the stnJctural safecy of the bridge? 

PUBLIC SERVICES 

16.l FIRE 

There have been many major and small ft.res on Rancho San Carlos 
propercy. Usted are some of these fires: 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

One wing of main hacienda (guest wing) bums down. 

WIid land fire consumes several thousand acres from 
Devil's Peak In National Forest north to White Rock Gun 
Club, west to Palo Colorado Canyon and east over 
Rancho San Carlos lands to_whatls now Darmody Road. 

"'· WIid land fire San Clemente F1ats. 

Main barn. bums down. 

Brush fires In Potrero Canyon. 

Recent grass fire started by well drlllers. 

Grass fire started by defective grass mower by diwy 
building. 

(71 
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NOTE: 

The problem of fire suppression and protection has not been 
adequately addressed. A5 an adjoining propercy owner, I am greatly 
concerned that with all the proposed Increased acttvlcy associated 
with thl5 monumental development project, the chances ofwlldland 
fires are more apt to occur. It therefore Is Incumbent on the owners 
and developers of the Santa Lucia Preserve to have In place a well 
trained full-time fire department for fighting wild land and stnJctural 
fires before any constnJctton can start. The response time for the 
Callfomla Division of Forestry Is not acceptable especially for 
stnJcture fires -- response tlmejust to antve on Rancho San Carlos 
propercy Is twency minutes (CDF ved.lles this). 

A make up-of ranch hands and constnJctlon workers Is not the 
•answer to putting out fires. Also, an evacuation plan .of residence 
and workers must be written and practiced In case of fire, for 
example: Robinson Canyon Road cut-off -- people from White Rock. 
San Clemente Ranch and other propercy owners must be allowed to 
evacuate using Rancho San Carlos Road. 

It Is dlftlcult to be objective In analyzing and commenting on any one topic when 
It Is obvious that consultants· reports ·are slanted towards the project"s developers. 
The reports are Incomplete, not accurate, factual and contain misleading Informa­
tion. 

The Monterey Councy Phumlng Department should be required to review all 
project plans and reports for accuracy and completeness before releasing them 
for public comments. There are many distorted facts. 

The what !fs? need to be more clearly answered, and list the contingency plans. 

There appears to be no marketing analysis for this projecL 1b.ls Is a most 
significant topic that must be stated In the Em. 

This concludes my scoping on some of the.Issues that undoubtedlywUl be covered 
In more detail and Included In the project Em. 

Sincerely, 

/¥4--~.,d! 
Patrick L. Darmody 

[BJ 
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Monterey County PlaMing Department 
Ms Wanda Hickman 

re: RSC/ 
Santa ~ucia Preserve Scoping 

10-10-94 

Dt:ar M, HKkman; 

Thanl<s ftir the opportunity to comment. 

lhe Ventana Chapter has many concerns about this de\·t'lopment, as ynu ma)' 
imagine. A great many of those concerns h11ve been addressed by otht>r parti<'s; 
M? won I attempt lo repeat them, for which I'm •Ul'f' you'll bP gr.lleful. 

We'd !ike to see addressed the issue of why the plan dues not co\'er the entirf• 
ranch, a~ s~cified by the Board of Supervisor~ in its resolution. This i~ not a 
comprt>hen~i\·e plan and we'd like to know wh~ it is not. 

Wh11t will ~ the allowable uses of the prh·ate "open space." the parts of the 101s 
wluch are priv;ately owned, yet count toward the "Preserve?" What are the 
impact;. oi thoSt' u~~? 

We wonder about the impacts on views from Garland ·l\~.m:h, an important 
public \'iewing place. What wlll be the impacts of development of the Rllncho on 
the quality of expenence of Garland Ranch? 

We want to be certain that the EIR add~ses the issue of cumuiative impacts 
very precisely. There will be, for example, 1 significant nev,· de\·elopment at the 
foot of Gar za,1 Canyon, Veeder Ranch. There are ambitious USt'S for the 1.ittl"" 
H~,rse Ranch being speculated. What will be the impiltts of de,·elopment of the 
Rancho if all or many of the other denlopmen•s in the ,·icinity also Cl)fne about? 

What are the impacts of the lack.of a trail plan, ind the \'erv limit1:d, restricted 
public acces~ pl_anned? · 

r.,, .. ,,.r.,._. ,·nlu\, """ pr-11.-:I 1ft, tUlll,·•t\ • •,.,·•tn ,,·,,•11•;, 

.,.,I, 
.f-c 

','"'-..__// 

• 
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11it·re .1w ii lot l,f mountain lions now visible or, the R,ncho. What \\-"ill be the 
lmp;ads to the lion population when the Rancho is developed? 

WE, have the same concerns for bobcats, owls and other sh)· animals. \-\'hat will 
be the impacts on thrn;e? · 

Getti11g back lo the lack of oomprehensive plan, can the de,·elopers later sell the 
portions not developed, the Coutal Zone and Carmel Valley portions, and lose 
the l'l'Strictions imposed by the "Comprehensive IN\·elopment )'Ian" and the 
Board of Supervisors? U so, what are the Impact~? 

Ii the development is phased, will the Implementation of 1h11 "Preserve" also be 
phdsed? What are the impa~? 

What are the specifics of the impact to life on Robinson Canyon road. How much 
traffic will theft' really be on that road? 

for further communication on this matter. please call me at 899-2089, fa" me at 
39'.1 0449. or wri~ me at PO Box 422, Pacific Grove, Ca 93950 0nl'e again. thank 
~'OU. 

"i111,~rt'lr. 

fh'.\o,(,.,,. '- 1/\. __ . 
~l, • ./,y-A?l 

lJon Gn,Jr, Chair 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT 
P.O. BOX 1208 SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93902 (408) 755-5025 

ROBERT SUMMON, JR. 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION February 7, 1995 

Notice of Preparation 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

In August 1994, the County of Monterey circulated a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzing the application for 
the Santa Lucia Preserve Project (EIR #94-05) to allow a Combined Development 
Permit on 20,000 acres known as Rancho San Carlos. 

This Notice of Preparation addresses a separate use permit application 
recently submitted by the Rancho San Carlos Partnership for a golf trail 
project to be developed as part of the Santa Lucia Preserve (PC94218). The 
Santa Lucia Preserve EIR# 94-05 will analyze the golf trail as described in 
the attached initial study, along with the entire Combined Development Permit 
for the Santa Lucia Preserve. The scope of work for the Combined Development 
Permit has already been finalized, the consultant is under contract and the 
draft EIR is in preparation. The purpose of the Notice of Preparation is to 
determine only if there are additional issues relating to the golf trail 
application that should be added to the existing scope of work for EIR #94-05 
in order to adequately review both projects concurrently. The attached 
initial study and draft Scope of Work for the Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail 
describes the focus of analysis for the golf trail permit discussion in the 
EIR. 

If you wish to have additional issues relating to the golf trail discussed in 
the EIR, please submit your comments in writing within 30 days of receipt of 
this letter. Your response must include reasons why this information is 
necessary, and why the existing scope of work does not already address the 
issue. 

A project description and location map are included in the initial study. If 
you need more information, please contact us. 

If we do not hear from you within 30 days we will assume that you agree with 
the County's proposal regarding EIR. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Wanda A. Hickman, Associate Planner 

Attachments: Initial Study for Golf Trail Application 
Scope of Work for the Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail 

5. 

,. 

------· . ·---------

POTENTIAL OR YES QUESTIONS 

EARTH 

5.2, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7 
Erosion, Siltation - Golf Trail 
Seismic STDS - Clubhouse 

llB 

6.1 Fugitive Dust, Wind Erosion 

"<,-f< 

7. IA'1'U 

8 

7.2, 7.3, 7.5, 7.7, 7.8 
Focus on clubhouse drainage, water use, golf 
runoff; amount quality location, water 
interception of water supply). 

PLANT LIFE 

8.1, 8.2, 8.3 

trail changes to 
use (possible 

Plant communities, native replacement greens and tees, 
irrigation (impact on oaks). 

9. ANIMAL LIFE 

9.1, 9.2, 9.3, 9.4 
Discuss impact of construction and subsequent management of 
golf trail on rodents (burrowing), impact on food chain and 
management of feral pigs and deer on vegetation related to 
replantings. 

15. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

15.1, 15.2, 15.6 
Circulation pattern, parking requirement, address access to 
golf trail clubhouse and disc_uss hours of operation and trips 
generated also whether or not tournaments will be held and, if 
so, how traffic will impact local roads and/or be Mitigated. 

16. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Fire 16.1 
Police 16.2 
Schools -
Park or Recreation Facilities -
Maintenance of Roads 16.5 
Other Government Services .6 
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18. JmllB 

18.1 
Address construction noise, hours of operation, Days? duration 
(Days? Months?) 

19. JIAZllDS/HtlMAH HEALTH 

19.l 
Review golf course and clubhouse chemical applications. where 
do they go? how soon do they breakdown? could they impact air 
or water quality or drain off site?· 

20. AESTHETICS 

20.1 
Revielii siting of the clubhouse ag_ainst County policies for 
ridgeline development from a common public viewing area 
(Robinson canyon Road). Discuss alternative siting and 
mention_impacts of different sites (use alternatives Section 
of EIR 94-05). 

2·1 CULTURAL RESOURCES (Add numbers to existing EIR cultural 

22. 

23 

Resources Section) 
21.1 21. 2, 2.3 
Discuss existing Archaeological reports and reported 
resources. Will the potential impacts to Archaeological 
site(s) be adequately mitigated? what mitigation measures 
would be applied as conditions? what ongoing monitoring is 
necessary? 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT 

ON-BITB cumulative discussion should include impact of land 
area utilized by peopre with/without golf course, 
include water, open space traffic:: issues. Off site 
should address water, drainage, traffic issues. 

ALTERNATIVES 

"Alternatives" discussion should include 1) siting of 
clubhouse 2) potential "events" use of the course (trail) and 
clubhouse for awards ceremonies, special events, weddings etc. 
J) slight adjustments for mitigation a) avoidance of 
archeological sites b) to reduce grading {the alternatives 
section should discuss background for choosing this area for 
the golf trail and clubhouse over other areas} move to first 
sentences under alternatives. 

DISICA:IGOlF-11U- WII 
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DRAFT 
SCOPS or WORJt FOR THB SANTA LUCIA PRESERVB 

SANTA LUCIA PRESERVB 
GOLF TRAIL (PC94ll8) 

~hi• acop• addr••••• a aeparate Coabin•d Developaent Perait application racently 
•ubaitted by th• Rancho San Carlo• Partn•r•hip for a golf trail project to be 
deweloped •• part of tb• Santa Lucia Pr•••rv•. Th• Santa Lucia Pr•••rv• BIR 
1(94-005) will analyae the golf trail•• d••cribed in th• attached initial •tudy, 
along with th• entire Combined DeYelopaent Perait for the Santa Lucia Preaer,e. 
The acope of work for the combined Developaeat Permit baa alre•dr been fiaaliaed, 
the coaaultant ia under contract and the Draft lnwironaental Iapact Report ia in 
preparation. The purpo•• of circulating the Notice of Preparation and Scope of 
Work i• to deterain• only if there are additional i••u•• relating to the golf 
trail application that abould be added to the exiating acop• of work for 
Bnwironaental Iapact Report (BIR) 194-005 in order to adequately r••i•w both 
project.a concurrently. The following Scope deacribea the focus of analyaia for 
the golf trail perait portion of th• BIR. Many of th••• iuu•• are already 
identified and included in the exiating •cope of work for th• Santa Lucia 
Pr•••rw• Combined D•••lopaent Perait (PC94067). 

vtilb• ••<i•ting inforaatioa froa report• prepared for the Santa Lucia Pr•••nr• 
Project Coabined Dewelo-at Perait (PC94D67) and tb• report• prepared for tb• 
Coabined Dewelo-t Perait for the Golf Tr•il Coabined Dewelo-nt Perait. 

1. OIIIOLOOY 

Utilize the exiating report prepared by Cleary conoultanta dated October 
l6, 1994. Thia report ahall be aWU1arhed and aajor point ••phaahed 
within th• foraat of the BIR. Reference the raport •• an appendix to the 
Environmental Iapact Report. 

Betting - De•criptioa - Iapacta 

)L 

.x. 

Deacribe ground and aurface water condition•, natural wariationa, and 
their iapact on gaologic condition•. Deacrib• pouibla or probable 
change• in ground/surface water hydrology and.aubsequent geologic chang•• 
cau••d by coapletion/conatruction of th• project. 

Introduction of irrigation water to groundwater ayat••• 
Alterations in surface water flow patterna. 

Diacusa the aaxiaua credible earthquake in the area to include the 
aubaequant ••h•ic force• and reaulting pouible damage. (include the 
clubhou•• and drainage d••• or water atorage faciliti•• for tha golf 
trail. 

Daacrib• iapacta fro• project siting, deaign, landscaping, drainage, 
grading and conatruction practicaa with ragard• to geologic atability of 
th• project aite. 

Dhcuu eroaion and the project alt• to include exhting and 
pouible/probable future condition• on/off alt• becauH of condition• 
relating to ait• dawalopaent or natural cau1as. 

z -U.otf/la ••...,.. .. --,,-..,,. ..-. s..- of Won/or m• U411J. 

__ / ,; 
_/ 

Mitigation Neaaur••-O•ology 

Suggest beet engineering practices to protect atructuree during a maximum 
credible earthquake. 

Provide meaaurae to alleviate erosion caused by completion or conatructlon 
of the project on/offaite. Example• might include, 

Beat Management Practices during construction. 
Land•caping and both on/offsite drainage improvement•. 
Other poesible recommended mitigation meaaure•. 

R••ponaible/Concarned Aganciaa-Inatitutiona 
California State R••ourcea Agency-

Diviaion ot Hina• and Geology 
United state• Gaological Servica 
Monterey county Department ot Environmental Health 

2. SOILS 

Deacription, Setting, Iapacta 

Utilize existing aoils report prepared by Beator Engineer• and Saga 
Associates, describe the soil• and their limitations for development on 
the project 11lta, including expansive eoll11 aa noted in tha geologic 
report. Reference tha report aa an appendix to the Environmental Impact 
Report. 

Review and au1M1arlze the existing Erosion Control Plan prepared by Sage 
Aeaoclatee and raferance the report aa an appendix to the Environmental 
Impact Report. (Sea Appendix •action for Erosion Control Plan-minimum 
requ irementa. ) 

Oiacuaa the potential erosion and drainage impacts from the proposed 
development. 

Diacuea tha amount of land disturbance or bare ground created or reduced 
aa a result of the proposed development. 

Dlecuea whether the project la located in a Watershed Restoration Area and 
the particular impact• aaeociated with thi• aensitive environment. 

Mitigation N•••ur•• - Soil• 

}{_ 

X 

Consult the "Erosion Control Plan" in the appendix to identify specific 
mitigation measures for the project. 

A aunvnary of theses measures le provided belows 

Provide detailed plane for surface and aub-aurface drainage devises. 
Provide meaauraa to retain atormwater run-off r••ultlng from a "20 year" 
occurrence. 
Provide alt• management including landscape and revegetatlon plane. 
Include monitoring programs to ensure the long-term aucceea of these 
plans. 

Discuss different methods of erosion control for the Bite including 
grading techniques, landscaping techniques and aite planning techniquea. 

Require maintenance of landscaping (PDlJ). 

Require cut/fill slopes to be preserved through coverage, eeeding to 
control erosion during construction (PD14). 

Jt Require restoration of natural materials per approved plan (PD 18). 

X Provide for reetoratlon/clean up of, and or contingency plane for aoll 
contamination for construction or maintenance of project. 

2 
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•••pon•ible/Concarned Agencies-Institution• 

California Department of Conservation 
USDA Soil conservation Service 
Monterey county Department of Environmental Health 

3. AIR QUALITY 

Description, Betting, Iapact• 

~ 

_)( 

Discus• construction phase emissions including duot, conatruction worker 
traffic, and exhaust from heavy duty gasoline and diesel powerad vehicles. 
Source: Air Pollution Emiasions Factors Manual AP 42 - U.S. EPA September 
198B. 

Discuss spray application of fertilizer and peaticidea to tha golf trail. 

Discuss airborne hazardous or toxic pollutants expected to be ganetated by 
the project. MBUAPCD Rule 1000 permit guidelines and requirement• for 
aourcea emitting- toxic air contaminate• ahall be consulted for standards 
and po••ible mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measure• - Air Quality 

.}{_ The EIR shall identify those mitigation meaeurea necessary to reduce 
significant air quality impacts to an acceptable level. 

Responsible/COncsrned Aganciea-Institutiona 

Environmental Protection Agency 
California State Air Resources Board 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
Monterey County Department of Environmental Health 

,. 

~ 

~ 

HYDROLOGY 

In the following assessment and analysis of hydrology include both surface 
and· 11ub-aur.face conditions. .Be aura to describe their ralation11hip 
aeparat_ely and- together and how an impact to one may be -a direct-/ indirect­
impact to -the other aurf'ace and subsurface •treama, ata•p•, atraame,"' 
springs underflow and groundwater. 

Discuss consistency with the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
Resolution 94-115. 

Deacription, Setting, Iapacta-

_){_ 

~ 

x 
~ 

X 

Utilize the Comprehensive Hydrological Study, Supplements thereto, and 
comments from the third_ party review, aummarize and analyze/ the project's 
description, conclueione of the- hydrological information submitted, 
localized impacts, off-aite impacts, and the following: 

Describe the hydrologic setting and drainage system to include 
cultivated/non-cultivated areas. 

Describe the regional source of water for the project and how it is 
supplied to the site. 

Provide an aeee~sment of existing and proposed water usage. Divide usage 
amfrn~ landscaping, firaflow requirements and 
domestic/commercial/agriculture use. 

Indicate the amount of run-off to be generated by the 
methods of onsite/offeite collection. 

project and the 

Recognize cumulative impacts created by this project and other similar 
projects that intensify ground or surface water use. 

3 

Mitigation Measures - Hydrology 

:A­

x 
Provide recommendations from the hydrologic report concerning water 
conservation measuraa to include water reclamation and retention mathoda. 

Submit plane for hydrology/drainage improvements to the Director of 
Env1ronmental Health_ for review and approval. All improvements shall 
comply with Chapter 15.20 Monterey County Coda and the Basin Plan, RWQCB. 

•••ponsible/COncerned Agencies/Institutions 

Monterey County Water Resource• Agency 
Aasociation of Monterey Bay Area GOvarnment• 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management_ District 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Monterey County Health Department 

5 • IIA:rl!:R QUALITY 

Utilize existing a_tudie_e available from the Monterey County water 
Resources Agency~ Environmentar Health Diviaion and aupplemental Water 
Quality Protection Plan prepared by Balance Hydrologic, Camp Dresser & Mc 
Kee Inc., Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers dated December 1994. 
The reaulta and conclusion• of the atudiaa shall be summarized and major 
point• emphaaized within the format of the EIR. 

Description, Setting, lapact• 

j(. 

X 
~ 

X 

X 

X 

:::/-

Describe the quality and quantity of wastewater and/or sewage diecharged 
by the proposed project. Quantity figures ahould include both daily 
average and peak wastewater/sewage flows. Quality figuree should include 
eatimated nitrate.concentrations, and all other constituent• as determined 
by the Diviaion of_ Environmental Health and th• RWQCB. 

Briefly describe the method of disposal, i.e. 

Identify any aquifer recharge areas in the project's vicinity. 

Identify and discuss all existing and future_ aources of nitrate loading 
within the study area. 

Examine and document any ground/surface water atudies in the project area 
and highlight conclusions or recommendations. 

Describe the relationship between surface water-quality and ground water 
quality, include the proposed golf course. 

Determine the potOntial for surface water contaminants to-enter aquifers 
in the vicinity of the proposed development area. 

Mitigation Measur••-lfat•r Quality 

Identify methods of treatment of drainage or sewage that will bring water 
quality to acceptable levels to re-enter aquifers. Coneult the Health 
Department to sat and identify water quality atandard• for the project. 

Responsible/Concerned Agencies-I_natitutio_n• 

Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
Monterey Peninsula !later Conservation District 
California State .Department of Resources 
Monterey Regional !later Pollution Control Agency 
California Regional !later Quality Control Board 
Monterey County. Department of Environmental Health 

6.i; 7. PLANT LIF~/ANIHAL LIFE 

D••cription·, Setting, Iapacta 

4 
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Review and incorporate the Special - Statue Biological Reeourcea Report 
prepared for the project by Biosystems Analyaia, Inc. dated November 1994 
and the Forest Management Plan prepared by Ralph Osterling Consultants, 
Inc. dated November 1994. These atudiae ahall be eurrmarized and major 
points emphaaized with the format of the EIR. Reference the report aa an 
appendix to the Environment Impact Report. 

Deacribe the aurrounding affectad plant/wildlife environmenta. Describe 
any aupporting environments that may be affected by the project including 
wildlife, fiaheriaa, and climate. 

Deacribe the native/non-native treas affected by the project and describe 
apacific impacts. 

Mitigation Meaaurea-Plant Life/Animal Life 

.x. Provide a mitigation program for Plant Life/Animal Life baaed on 
aaaeaemants and recommendation• contained in th• Biological 
Report/Wetland• and Forest Management Plan, all impact analysia and 
landscape criteria, regulation•, and atandard• for the particular planning 
area and region. 

aeaponaible/COncerned Agenciea-Inatitutiona 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
California state Department of Fish and Game 
California Native Plant Society 
United States Army corp of Engineers 
California State Landa Commiaaion 

8. NATURAL Rl!SOIIRCES 

Deacription, Setting, Iapacta 

X 

...i.. 

.$. 

Describe the project in terms of those natural resources whose use or long 
term availability will be impaired by the placement of the project. 

Describe the natural resources impacted, and the availability of that 
resource either locally or nationally. 

Develop alternatives for the project to avoid use or cov•rage of valuable 
natural reaourcea. 

Reaponaible/COncerned Agenciea-Inatitutiona 

9, ENERGY 

D••cription, Setting, lapacta 

Discuss the energy requirements of the particular project. 

Mitigation Neaaurea-Energy 

-A Mitigation meaeuree for the project should include site epacific and 
management methods to decrease energy consumption. Bxamplea might include, 

Project siting for increased efficiency in energy consumption for heating 
and cooling. 
Landscaping methods to conserve heating and cool~ng energy. 
Use of building materials and techniques to increase building energy 
e ff le iency. 
Providing alternative transportation methods for the project to lessen 
fuel consumption. 

aaaponaible/COncerned Agenciea-Inatitutiona 

Pacific Gae and Electric 

10. LAND USI! 

5 

D••cription,_Setti~g, Impact• 

Describe the project in the following terms: 

Existing land use designation 
Change in land use designation to accommodate 
Existing zoning designation 
Change in the axiating zoning designation to 

the project. 

accommodate the project. 

Diacu•• how the project will affect adjacent land usea, 

Deacribe conflicting uaea of the project compared to 
area. 

the aurroundlng 

Describe long term impacts on •urrounding 
aurrounding uaaa that may be anticipated by 

uses and change• 
project approval. 

in 

Mitigation N•••urea-Land U•e 

Diacuaa alterationa in project plane, apecificationa and daily operations, 
or added measures that would make the project more complementary to the 
aurrounding land u••· 

•••ponaible/COncerned Agenciea-Inatitutiona 

Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 
Monterey County Local Agency rormation Commission 

11. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION/TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

Deacription, Setting, Iapacta 

.x. 

X 

Review and incorporate the traffic report prepared for the project by 
Dowling Aaeociatae dated December 1994. Thia report shall be summarized 
and major point• emphasized with the format of the EIR. Reference the 
report as an appendix to the Environmental Impact Report. 

Discuss transportation and circulation both separately and collectlvely 
when assessing project impacts. Moat projects have some significant 
impacts on transportation or circulation aspects of environment. Be sure 
to include a comprahanaiva evaluation of these important iaauea. 

Describe project coneietency with the Monterey County Agency Congeetlon 
Management Program (CMP) to include conflict• and impact•. The project 
must be reviewed for its Level of Service (LOS) impacts on the CMP 
network. The Impact Area of a project would include all impacted CMP 
eegments and all arterials and collector streets to freeway interchanges 
or other Impact Areas aa directed by future fee ordinances, aeeeaement 
diatricta, or the County Public Works Department. 

Circulation - Traffic ADaly•i• 

1 

_'f_ 

:I:,_ 

~ 

Deecribe how the project will affect the circulation system in terms of 
either a Sita Specific or Program project. 

Identify interior circulation and parking design, includlng pedestrian and 
bike facilities. 

Describe existing and proposed uses for the site. 

Define the "Impact Area" through consultation with the traffic engineer 
for the Monterey County Department of Public Works using the following 
criteria: 

The "Area" should include all surrounding arterial straeta, including 
those not necessarlly contiguous to the project site, which extends to 
include the nearest interchanges. 

Include critical intersections operating at LOS C or below which will be 
impacted by the project. 

6 
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The defined "Impact Area• shall be described and evaluated using the 
following criteria, 

The da•cription ahall include: 

Existing annual average daily trip count•. 
Peak Hour volumes. 
Volume to capacity ratios. 
Laval of ••rvica. 

The de1criptiv• data 1hall be 1upplied for roadway• within the "Impact 
Area• a• pradatarmined by con•ultation with the County Traffic Bnginaer. 
Th••• may includa1 

All arterial •treeta. 
Impacted connector atraata. 
Local •traeta. · 
Critical int•raaction•. 
Interchange• and State Highway• 

Other deacriptiv• information that •hould ba included, 

Traffic control devises. 
Transit eervicaa-routee, schedules, facilities. 
Bicycle facilities, bikewaye, parking facilities. 
Pedestrian facilities, sidewalks, and paths. 

Using the above descriptive information, develop the following descriptive 
analyaia, 

'i,._ TraYal Daaand and Trip Oanaration 

Eatimate the increase in travel demand by modal aplit with trip generation for 
propoead project according to, 

Pre.sent 18.nd-uae category. 
Buildout for land-use category for both daily and peak hour conditions. 

~: Modal aplita shall be approved by the Monterey County Traffic Engineer. 

Provide trip generation rates and aourcee. 
cal-Trane Studiae and ITE Studies) 

(Acceptable aourc~e are 

Provide a aummary table: "Travel Demand and Trip Generation", that 
indicates the following: 

*Trip generation by each type of Land-use. 
*The unite involved. 
•Total daily A.M.-P.M. peaks, 
•Ratea used. 

::J.._ Trip Dietribution 

Estimate the existing distribution of tripe from the "Impact Area" to the 
aurrounding region uaing mape showing the impact area boundary, affected 
intereactiohe, and directione_of trip distributions. 

Estimate the effect of the proposed development on trip distribution ·for 
the • Impact Area • and the surrounding region, and distribute tripe 
generated from the proposal over the exiating distribution of tripe by 
travel mode. 

:;J.._ Trip Assignment 

Assign proposed trips(typical 24 hour, AM Peak, And P.M. Peak) to existing 
circulation eyetem. Include the proposed changes to the existing system 
identified by the Public Works Department. 

Present results on maps showing the project site-, impact -area- boundary·, 
and affected intersections. · 

7 

J{_ Traffic Iapact Evaluation 

A thorough evaluation ahall be provided indicating the impacts of the 
proposed development on the circulation system using the previoua 
deacriptive information and by providing the following itama analyaia: 

Show the axiating •treat network utilizing currant traffic volumea. 
Show future •traat network utilizing the 20 year traffic volume 
projection. (Derivad thr.ough consultation with tha Montaray County 
Traffic anginaar) · 
Evaluate all project •ite acceee points to the axiating •Y•tem. 
Eatimata and •valuate the affect of increaaed riderahip of transit 

and the affect on padaatrian and bicycle facilitiaa. 
Analyze interior circulation and parking da~ign for •atety, 
circulation, and •tandard• which •hould include the following, 
Raviaw •traet gaomatry (turning radii, •treat width). 
Parking Ar••• (De•ign, •iza, number of •pac••I• 
Pada•trian and bicycle circulation. 
Daviation• from County Standard•. 

Mitigation Maaaur••-Traoaportatioo, Circulation 

X. 

X. 

.x. 
X 

X 

_2{_ 

x_ 

Diacuss method• to provide additional required transportation service• 
becau•• of incraa••d demand from the approval of th• project. 

Identify· funding inatrumanta either axiating or needed to fund 
improvement a to tha tranaportation •ystam. to acconmodat11 the new project. 

Identify transportation management measures to reduce travel demand. Hake 
racorrmandation• 

Identify meaaurea to increase pedestrian, bicycle and transit travel' and 
to laaaan demand for auto travel apace. 

Recommend meaeuraa/improvemant11 to mitigate impacts of the propoeed 
development to bring all locationa within the "Impact Area• to Level of 
Service· C or batter. 

Identify locatione where new traffic aignala or other traffic control 
davic•• would. be warrantad·, or recommend to mltlg_ate impacta. 

Di•cuaa the faaaibility of implementing .the various mitigation•. 

R••ponaibla/Intaraatad Agaoci••-Inatitutiona 

Monterey County Public Works Department 
California Department of Transportation District 5 
Aa11ociatlciri" of Monterey Bay Area Governments 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Daacrlptlon, Impacts, "Mitigation Measures and Monitoring ahould only be aeaeaead 
for thoae aervices for which the· project may have acme direct, indirect, or 
cumulative impacts. 

DRAINAOB 

De•cription, Setting, Iapacta 

Describe the existing and proposed drainage system for the project 11ita, 
and if needed, the comprehensive areawide (adjacent and diatant 
trunklinee, pumping statione) drainage system including capacitie• and 
condition. 

Show how the project will/will n~t impact the dr
0

ainaga system as a 
numerical increase in volume and as a percentage increase both compared to 
existing and future capacity of adjacent and downline trunklines and 
infrastructure. 

Mitigation Measures-Drainage. 

B 



-

( --

~ 
f--" 
N 
N 

Describe drainage system improvements needed to acconvnodata project 
related drainage. 

Identify funding instruments either existing or needed to fund 
improvements to the drainage system to accommodate the new project. 

R••ponaible/Int•r••t•d Agenciea-Inatitution 

Monterey County Department of Public Work• 
Monterey County Water Raaourcas Agency 

IIAIITBWATBR TRBATNBN"l' 

Review and incorporate the Coaprehenaiv• Waatewater Diapoaal Plan and th• 
auppl•••ntal nitirog•n loading atudy prepared for th• project by caap 
Dr•n•r , Nclt••, Lubdorff and Bcalaanini. Thia report ahall be auaaarhed 
and aajor point• .. pbaaiaad within the BIR. Reference the report aa an 
appendi• to th• BnYiroD11ental lapact Report. 

Deacription, Betting, lapacta 

Daacribe the existing wastewater treatment system that aarv•• the project 
aite in terme of maximum capacity, exiating demands, and future demands 
(with and without project). 

Deacrlbe any physical improvements required for the project including 
expansions, enlargements, and appurtenant lnetallatlona for both volume 
expanaions and increased treatment lavela. 

Describe the existing/proposed wastewater system in terms of extent and 
type of wastewater treatment. Compare this treatment level to the 
specific treatment requirements of the State Department of Health 
Services, the RWQCB, and the Monterey County Health Department. 

Describe any legal procedures and/or agreements necaasary to facilitate 
treatment improvements and/or to serve the subject property such as: 
easements, service districts, Public Utilities Commission approval, 
incorporation•, annexation procedures, sphere• of influence, ate. 

Mitigation - Waatewater Treataent 

Water supply tor makeup irrigation water, it any, over that available 
quantity of treated wastewater shall be adequately separated from domestic 
water supplies by appropriate backflow prevention devices. There shall be 
no croaa-connaction between the irrigation system and any domestic water 
system. 

R••ponalbl•/Intereatsd Agenciea-lnatitutlon 

Monterey County Division of Environmental Health 
state Department of Health Services 
California Regional Water Quality control Board 

NASTBWATER DISPOSAL 

Review and incorporate the Comprehenaiv• Wastewater Diapoaal Plan and the 
auppleaental nitirogen loading atudy prepared for tbs project by Caap 
Dr••••r, Mckee, Luhdorft and Scalaanini. Thia report ahall be a1111aariaed 
and aajor point• ••phaaiaed within the EIR. Reference the report•• an 
appendix to the Bnvirooaental Iapact Report. 

Deacription, Setting, Iapacta 

$_ Submit a detailed soils and percolation testing report as approved by the 
Division of Environmental Health. Contact the Division prior to 
proceeding to determine the scope of work and oversea soil testing. 
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Evaluate the soil types and percolation rates tor potential groundwater 
contamination due to proximity to groundwater and/or waterwaya. 

Evaluate the exlstlng dlepoeal fields for alze, capacity, location, and 
proposed utilization for the project. Describe the propoaed projects 
impacts on the expansion and/or replacement of the system. 

Evaluate the use of a disposal system'• potential constraints on the 
proposed project. Include, 

Maximum discharges allowed by State and County regulatlona. 

Maximum area available tor diapo•al meeting State and County ••tback 
criteria. 

Propoaed drainage, hydrology, and grading improvement• required for the 
project and aubaequent dlapoaal lmpacta. 

Vegetation or tree removal necesaitatad by the ayatem'• installation. 

Maximum allowed design rates and affluent loading ratee. 

o Spacial buffer zones or aetbacka from treatment facllitlea, disposal 
area•, and adjacent propertie•. 

Mitigation - Waatewater Diapoaal 

$ 

$. 

.x 

.:i,._ 

...x... 

.:/,... 

_x__ 

$.... 

Submit a detailed disposal syetem deelgn(a) for review and approval 
including elevations, distribution system•, expanaion area•,. and traffic 
engineering aa necessary. 

Describe alternative measures that can lessen adverse impacts associated 
with the approval of the projects dlspoeal ayatem, i.e., lower 
loading/design ratea, alternative locations, ahallow lnatallatlona, 
alternative designs, etc. 

Wastewater shall not be permitted to flow, seep or drain into any natural 
waterway, pond or lake. A continuous program of rodent control and 
lnapectlon of pond berms shall be maintained. 

All reclaimed wastewater for apraylng or irrigation shall be mslntalned in 
the designated irrigation areaa at all times. 

Appropriate mosquito control measures tor the reservoir shall be designed 
in keeping with standard practices of moaqulto abatement and control for 
open reservoirs. 

The storage pond and the reclaimed wastewater usage area shall be fenced 
and posted and not acceselbla to the public. 

The reclaimed wastewater irrigation application rate shall not exceed 
10,000 gallon a per acre per day. Adequate reserve area a hall be 
maintained to allow for periodic rotation of irrigated areas. 

Install or bond the waetewatar dlspoeal improvements to and within the 
proj act area and any appurtenances needed. submit t inal improvement 
designs and associated tees for review and approval prior to inatallation 
and/or bonding. 

DOlll!BTIC/COMMERCIAL NATER DELIVERY SYSTEM 

R•view and incorporate the auppleaental water aupply plan prepared for the 
project by Caap Draaaer, Nckae, Lubdortt and Scalaanini. Thi• report 
ahall be auaaariaed and aajor point• ••phaaiaed within th• EIR. Reference 
th• report aa an appendix to th• BnvlroD11ental lapact Report. 

Description, Setting, Impacts 

.){_ Describe the exletlng water eupply and delivery system to the project site 
including area wide aspects. 

10 -
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Show how the project will impact the system by describing the expected 
ahort term/long term demands imposed by the project. These demands should 
be expressed in terms of numerical volume, fire flows, and ae a percentage 
both compared to existing and future capacity of adjacent and area wide 
delivery ayatema. 

Diacu•• temporary water capacity ( storage facility) and demand tor long·· 
term capacity (stream flows, reservoirs, groundwater capacity). Link 
thaae iaauas and the delivered water aupply, and diacu•• cumulative and 
indirect impact• (aee Hydrology). 

Deacribe how increased demand from the project might degrade existing and 
future condition•, maintenance and operation ot tha water •y•tam. 

Diacuaa alternative water aupply options including expanaion ot adjacent 
water ayatema, forming or annexing to water diatrict• or aarvica area•, 
etc. · 

Daacribe and diacuas any legal requirements necessary to provide water 
aervica for,the project including acquiring and recording easement•, water 
agreement•·, incorporation•, annexing to aervice district•, apherea of 
influence, PUC regulation•, etc. 

Where water treatment will be required to comply with drinking water 
standard• ot Title 22, CCR, describe any additional improvement•, 
eaaamenta, aarvice agreements, ate., required. 

Show proposed locations and aizes of existing and proposed well, tank, and 
accaaa eaaemanta. 

Deacribe watar delivery aystem facility/infrastructure improvements for 
the ahort term/long term necessary to provide adequate aupplia• to the 
project. 

Mitigation - Do•••tic/eo .. ercial Water Delivery syate• 

::I.. 

X 
::i.. 

Install or bond th~ water system improvement• and any appurtenances needed­
to and within the project area. submit final improvement daaign• and any 
aaaociatad fees for review and approval prior to inatallation or bonding. 

Provide a lett.er from the local fire district prior to installation or 
bonding that the proposed improvements meet fire flow atandards. 

Submit evidence that all necessary easamsnts, dedications, legal 
agreement• have bean. properly recorded and/or executed. 

Ra•ponaibla/Intaraatad Agenciaa - Institution 

Monterey County Division of Environmental Health 
State Department of Health Services 
Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 

POLICII SERVICB 

Daacription, Setting, Iapacta 

~ 

::i. 

Describe existing police services that are available in the project area 
and to th• specific project aita. 

Describe how the project will impact police services in ternis·of: 

Needed additional basic police services required for the aite. 
Attracting elements of crime that will require higher levels of police 
services ·or special facilities or equipment. 
~p~cial protection for sensitive environments/persons 

Mitigation Meaaurea - Police Service• 

.::t.. Describe measures that need to be implemented to maintain existing local 
and state standards of police protection in the project area. 

11 

:t.. Identify funding instruments that are either sxiating or needed to fund 
improvements to the police department to accommodate tha naw project. 

Reaponaibla/Interaatad Aganciaa-Inatitution 

Monterey County Sheriffs Department 
Crime Prevention Of.fleer 
California Highway Patrol 

FIRB SBRVICIIS/IUIBIILAIICB BERVICB 

Deacription,. S•tting, lapacta 

::J... 

1,_ 

_y._ 

Daacriba exiating tira aarvicea that are available in tha project araa and 
aarvic•• to .the apacific project aita. Exprau in terms of local 
atandarda(Reaponae Timea)(ISO Rating), manpowar and aquipmant.(Saa 
tiratlowa - watar aervica) 

Describe how tha project will impact fire aervica in terms of: 

additional basic tire aervicea required to aarve the projact aita. 
apecial requirement• and equipment needed to service tha project. 

Describe Ambulanca Service that i• availabla to th• project site and area, 
Deacriba in tarma of raaponae timea, life aupport ayatama aboard 
ambulances, and return time• to the hospital. 

·Mitigation Maaauraa - Fire Sarvica/Allbulanca Servica 

:£ 

~ 

.x 

.::L 

Describe measures that need to be implemented to maintain existing local 
and atata atandarda for fire protection in the project area. Diacuu 
item• auch aa additional manpowar, equipment and firaflowa. 

Identify funding instruments either existing or naadad to fund 
improvement• to the fire protection service to accommodate the new 
project. 

Project must conform to locaL Fire. Code Requirementa. 

Diacuss methods to address increased demand for ambulance aervice cauaad 
by completion of the project. Compare lavala of aarvica before and after 
project completion and to what extent mitigation maaauraa will addreaa 
project impacts on ••rvice. 

Raaponaibla/Intaraatad Aganciaa-Inatitution 

Monterey County Emergency Services Coordinator 
California Department ot Foraatry 

13. UTILITIBS 

Description., Setting, Iapacta 

:i,.__ Describe existing and planned facilities and opsrations for the following 
utilities: 

Gas and Electric 
Telephone 
Cabla - television/radio 

Detail sits specific atandards for these utilities as they relate to the 
project. 

Describe _project impacts as they relate to _in~_raetructura requirement•, 
facilities and capacity. 

Describe special circumstances or ut,il-ity ~eg~i~ements. for -the project. 

Mitigation Meaaurea - ~tilitiaa 

Daacribe measures that need to be implemented to maintain acceptable 

12 
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levala of service of the previous utilities. 

Reaponaibl•/Intareated Agenciea-Inatitution 

Pacific Gas and Electric Co 
Pacific Telaaia 
Monterey Peninaula Cable Television Co 

1,, ROIBB 

Deacription, Betting, Iapacta 

Deacribe the project and ita relation to noi••1 either aa a generator of 
noise or as a receptor of existing noiaa, or a receptor of exiating or 
future noia• generated by other aourc•• in tha area. 

Conault th• Monterey County General Plan(Section 22) and the County Noi•• 
Ordinance (County Code Title 10.6) for County Noi•• Standard• and 
Policiea. 

Mitigation Neaaurea-Hoi•• 

Match degree of impact with mitigation measure to provide adequate 
protection from noiaa to the project inhabitant• or from noise generated 
by th• project onto aurrounding inhabitanta. Project apacific maaaures 
might include, 

Sound proofing during conatructlon. 
Double pane glass and apecial design to reflect sound. 
Ra-design of operating facilitiea to laaaan aound. 
Sound proof exterior noise generators contained within the projects air 
conditioners, pumps, fans. 
Provide aound walls - landscaping. 
Provide affective mufflers for operating machinery. 
Limit operating hours. 

Reaponaibl•/Intareated Agenciea-Inatitution 

Monterey County Health Department 

15, BAIARDS/IIUMIUI BBALTB 

Deacription, Setting, Iapacta 

Summarize other topics already describing hazards and reference them for 
the reader. This section is especially presented to address hazards to 
human life and property. 

Describe current and historical hazard condition& surrounding and 
including the project site and operating conditions. Describe, in the 
order of scale, both direct and indirect - primary and aecondary hazards. 

Describe project impacta on the surrounding area in tarma of 
poaaibla/prpbable project induced hazards. 

Baaarda/Buaan Health - Mitigation 

Identify methods for proper siting, construction, or planning which will 
reduce condltiona of surrounding hazard. 

Identify project operation methods that will reduce hazard. 

Diacuaa existing aervicaa and County/City operations that are available to 
respond to the variety of hazardous conditions. 

Reaponaibl•/Intereated Agenciea-Inatitution 

California State Department of Emergency Services- Sacramento 

13 

Monterey County Emergency Services Coordinator 
•iontarey County Health Department 

16, ABSTBBTICS 

Light and Olar• 

De•cription, aetting, Iapact• 

Describe phyaical attribute• aurrounding and within tha project aite to 
include current and propoaad1 

conatructed and natural environment• 
viata and color 
daytime glare and night tim• lighting 

Diecuea the aiting of tha clubhou•• againat county polici•• for ridgelina 
development from a common public viewing area ( Robinaon Canyon Road). 
diacua• alternative aiting and mention impacts of alternative ait••· 

Include poasibl• eingular and cumulative impact• auch aa, 

light and glare. 
view disruption. 
discontinuity of current aurrounding design or aesthetic uae. 

A-~hetica - Light and Olar• - Mitigation 

Describe methods to lessen project impact on surrounding environments by 
making the project more phyaically and aesthetically agreeable. 

Reaponaible/Intereated Agenciea-In•titution 

Monterey County Planning and Building Inapaction Department 

17. BISTORICAL/ARCJIAl!lOLOOICAL 

Deacription, Setting, Iapact• 

Discuss existing archaeological reports and reported resources. Will the 
potential impact• to arachaaological sit•• be adequately mitigated? What 
mitigation maaaurea should be applied as conditions? What on-going 
monitoring ia neceaaary? 

Biatorical/Archaeological - Mitigation 

.:i.. 

X 

Consult the "Archaeological Impacts• section located in the appendix of 
the CEQA Guidelines to identify methods and alternatives .for 
Historical/Archaeological resources preservation. Section• included are: 

Avoiding damaging effects on Archaeological rasourcea. 
Determining archaeological significance and applying an appropriate 
mitigation program. - Special rulae, ragulationa, and circumstancsa 
concerning archaeological reeourcea. 
Discovery of archaeological raaourcaa/human remains during project 
construction or operation. consult, "A Professional Guide for the 
Preservation and protection of Native American Remains and Aaaociatad 
Grave Goods" when dealing with a possible aite diacovered remain• of 
a native American. Published by the Native American Heritage Coffll'liaaion. 

If Archeological reeourcea or human remaina are discovered during 
construction, work shall be halted with 50 meters (150 feat) of the fine 
until it can be evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologiat. If 
the find ia determined to be significant, appropriate mitigation meaaures 
ahall be formulated and implemented (PD59). 

Reaponaible/Intereated Agencies-Institution 

14 
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Northweat ·Information Center - Department of Anthropology 
bonoma Stata University. Sonoma CA. 
Native l\merican Heritage Commission 
Sacramento~ CA~ 
National Ragiatar of Historic Places 
Monterey county Hiatorical Coordinator 
Society of Profe••ion•l Achaeologi•t• 

JUII iollJfS/JUll-1 U/17/9fl 
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March 2, 1995 

Dear '1- "-"\.::i. 

MICHAEL H DORMODY 
35425 DORMODY ROAD 
CARMEL, CA., 93923 

I am enclosing. a list of items which we feel should be addressed by the 
EIR contractor for the proposed Rancho San Carlos golf course. Some 
of the items fall under the jurisdiction of your department, and It would 
be best if they were submitted to the contractor by you. Hopefully, 
your department has reviewed these topics already, but in case any of 
them were overlooked, I request you give them your full consideration. 

As you know, our property and business of thirty five years, lies 
downstream on San Clemente Creek from the developers property. We 
are the most effected of anyone by this proposed project. I therefore 
have the most concern to protect our business and the health and 
safety of the one hundred families who have mountain cabins on our 
land. They and their guests drink our water,fish our creek and lake, 
and swim In our pools and lake. All drive and enjoy scenic Robinson 
Canyon Road. Hopefully you will appreciate our situation and extend 
your upmost attention to help mitigate our concerns. 

Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

Slncer~ ~ 
'r\,,..·C~.-\.,...,.~ 
Michael H. Dormody 
President, San Clemente Rancho, Inc. 

_,.: •/ ,{ /.~_.f:: I 
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SAN CLEMENTE RANCHO'S COMMENTS FOR 
SCOPE OF WORK ON SANTA LUCIA PRESERVE GOLF COURSE 

11 . Transportation 

Discuss how project will effect traffic on Robinson Cyn. Rd - Including 
inter ranch and off site traffic. 

Mitigation measures; discuss underpass/tunnels, equipment/maintenance 
traffic, correcting blind intersections and turns. 

Monterey County's land use designation and zoning permit requires 
the developer to avoid using Robinson Canyon Road for their project. 
Tunneling under Robinson Canyon Road and using vehicle size culverts 
at strategic crossing points has not been addressed. Electronic gates 
will not prevent vehicles from turning onto this county road and 
proceeding to Carmel Valley. Maintenance vehicles, carts, lawn mowers, 
trucks,etc. driving to and from the ranch maintenance area to 
Pronghorn Run would have to travel over Robinson Canyon Road to 
reach the golf course. These are all slow moving vehicles and should 
cross under the county road Instead of across it as they would create a 
very dangerous condition to traffic on Robinson Canyon Road. If ranch 
traffic ls allowed access to Robinson Canyon Road, as tht project grows 
and the golf cour,2 expands, Monterey County will be forced to rebuild 
the road to safe standards which will destroy a Sccni<: County R;;ad. 
Once the re,iue1:ts, guests and employees of the de·:elopment gain 
access to this rocd, Monterey County will never be able to keep them 
off. Tunnels are imperative, and the only workable solution. 

Describe hazards the golf course will create to local roads, both public 
and private. 

The 13th Tee on Dormody Road Is on a knob directly over this road 
and only a fe,·: feet to the south. This Tee must be relocated to the 
North of Dormody Road to avoid serious accidents. ~,cte: Dor:c,od:.- Road 
is the official name for this road, as designated by Monterey County 
and not San Clem<cnte Road as shown by the de,•elopers mcp, see er:-ors 
and omission~ on ?age 4. 

The Ranchc ~Gn 1.arlos Road and Ca:-mel Valley Re:,.; h,e:-~eetion has 
not been acc:::1·m.;::.· assessed. The report of the inc,·,·c~,- in L ·--:-id1=n:s in 
the past f,.··.-. y,,_·s 1-:es totally omitted frcrn tta :,;.,::,-,.·>·n. E•:en 
th,-ugh i~.:~- .-. :~L'n was ir.provP.~ ii-: 1993. t~. ::~ii! teen 
a(' -lde:1ic.·. accident ;·e~:··~·· · ·.- .... ::· t!~.-.. .·:.?·:.- !:r.~s: 
t"' !::c:::. 
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. ~~~¥.,,. ..-~c-..;·~_., .. ;g/':~~:;,,;.:~ -~-;, -. -- --.-,, .. 
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_1\~'lf:e!;?,r, that{:no;iforeign toxic substances:[get,:iiri'to;.)he_ clii~tream .. water sµpply ;' .' · .-. :.,J.::: 

~\ t. ~~-~1' ::~~1~;:: ~she~::osf~-'tj.~f~1;?f!f;:l1\\~j!;;· :y !~~os=~~.::?:. ,: }':[~:-

;'.)'· 1:-.l . · environmental practice. Carmel Stone is not native: to the San Clemente-·• 
i . . \0 or Las Garzas watersheds. Carmel Stone lit 'son;· porous' and will 

I
. 

0 
-~,: . deteriorate rapidly when used as material in. drainages. Use of Carmel 

':~jj.,;-:.:/'·, Stone; _'alon_g with the potential of .s.ec. ondary' .~:3.wage_ and chemical spills 
::":'!-'~-- .-~. in the 'Ban Clemente Creek and Las_ Garzas. drainages could change the 

_; -lif< chemic!tl':_,trace make up --of_. ·the~_e waters:: ~0:d' ~'confuse the "homing" 

',?Kt-hJ < capacit(;of _the native St~~llii~14i:oui •. The;trfiii{~fuld therefore see_k _ 
: JtJ(f ': another. drainage to spawn: a.1;1-t_::p~pa~te ~~~r,;·.sre.·?~S else~here: Thi~ 
'· -~f,a· .:-,· · must not be allowed to happen;.' Safegua~ds'"m_ust;'.be prescribed m the 
;·,,;:.:~'.'.,'.< permit to· protect the fisheries and humans dqwns~ream if any adverse 1:.1t£}ff\. change" i.n water quality jli<;'~~\·l~;;:~c.the: ·off~ite' monitoring statioris/1'.: 
:":·~l•:?: · Overflows of' settlement ponds(hti111arit~rrors; •power shortages and th< .... 
\. )t:lf,(/ :· like are more apt to occur in winter months;;··winter, with the heavy. 
' f:; :,.;;-· . rains and rapid runoff, is the::~~~'st~"eihead iii'.~ in the system. 

;/½~'; -:t,:;f/ ;' - >~, ,,-

!: 
I 

r,)::· 4 Hydrology, Water Quantity ·, ·'. · i -·· . 
~ •, ~ •.-i· 

,. •I 

· .. :~}' 
·,.;,, 

Provide monitoring stations wiui"., minimum flow standards, 

implementation plan. 

with an 

Water quantity must be controlled at monitor stations. If pumping 
upstream effects creek flow and, water level in the wells of property 
downstream, controls must be implemented to immediately remedy this 
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. . \:~~:;l;.;:1'. r;i.~{ ihi;i:'.;'.;, ·:tt'.:, 
1 

~,~,,:tr ir,,:,;.ii· ..•. """. , , 

remaining 2000 acres" of'"improvements; hotel, lodge, roads 'etc:';within 
100 feet of this scenic corridor Is unacceptable. All maintenance 
facilities must be hidden in various canyons and out of _'sight of 
Robinson Canyon Road.,:_ This should apply to the sewage tireatment 
facility as well. Peopl~;°' drive from all · parts of the County to 'vi!!w the 
spectacular array of jAlci.flowers in this area, and do not ~sh 'to _see 
heavy equipment, garb~ge' trucks, a~d ·supplies stored behilid _;!:fej;_ce. 

,.'_!The sewage storage)~'ofids are large :S.nd. in clear view ·_of.fR~bi.nson 
· · Cany~n· road. These\{~ii-;i's are to b~ ·fenced by a large pi~'ffo~'fenc~, 

not at. all in keeping ;i:with the local aesthetics. Will they_ (:b,ave ,large 
aerator like the-·pond~;a:idtig to road 'fo' Hollister? :'.:Cf~~rtf->:. 

- 3 Aie Q"8ll<Y, Ob·~~~,~ 'i i ' :1tr 
Discuss the .odors. !asso'ciated with the golf course, holding ··ponds, 
sprays, fertilizers, ·&nd the entire- projects cumulative impacts' to· Air 
Quality. ·1··, . . ;:_.·:: .·, 

,._.: 
Obnoxious smells must, be addressed. Chemicals sprays used oil the golf 
course will smell and must be mitigated. The odor from the sewage 
treatment plant and settling ponds could become overpowering especially 
on extremely hot days. (Mission Fields in Carmel has some days when 
the 'Carmel sewer plant odors are highly offensive.) All of these smells 
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e~ii the 8th ·.•::. '> · 
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such easy 

addressed. 

be >: _;; 
must be 

::::" ... _z~L .... - =-·· w~~:.~rn,- ..... 
become a n~~ ;;:!~ · 'i~ffl'"tt 

. . /~:-..~~};- :~.:--~~ ~ /~~1;1f. ~ .· 
'. · During tlie. mon."ths· of July through September. the "'iie-.f.era( species and 

- • ·;'. • -" :•"'l.:'lj '• 

_;:;;.\;". numb~rs of -.~f~,po~ulation in_ this area c~n bec~m;,t-:iu~~~a:8ble. To 
•, :< effectively spray·"for ·. these resident pests will take ,aallyiapplications of 
.,· .. :, highly"·. residU:~l .i.lpesti.cides. The off site ~reas :.;.;rii~6}\have to be +: spray~~-:.'This{~ 'adversely effect birdlife. •-Th~lfeff~:;#_ve use of 

I' • • • "' _,:;..._,., . • "11•'• •r,H ._ 

-:'· . .,;··,-; pesticides ~ ... hlive;.to be strictly monitored, as >theJ1,u1u>1:1nt. needed to 
· .. rid the golf . .'co4'rse :area of these pests would exceed··t,~e Umits for 

.· hu~ans. · The l>ftesi from some species of these ru~ffoii.use sores and 

. welts to human.s'. Many draw blood. This problem ~l!_oitlc{ be addressed 
by Monterey County Health Department. +:~· '.:_;, 

7 Plant life 

Review information and recommendations found in developers reports 
prior to inclusion in the ElR. 

4 

) 

. ~-:: . 

.,.·., ! . 

The developers state there are close to 300 trees in the area, and they 
will . only;_, have to remove half of them. Manf;~~f, .. these trees are 
endanger~d ,; : ":alley Oaks with diameters up.·· liJ[?0-:60 inches. The 
develop~~~ ~~_Y the Valley Oaks _which willbe ~m,g1J.1.;:are old or pose. a 
danger .. '.r,,The_ beauty of the Valley Oak comes 1mth ::age. These trees 
~ust)iitprotected. This must be addressed ·'1.n''.m6fij-~detail. To mitigate 
the rEiiiiiival ·.·of trees that are· hundreds of yeaJI/lgj"if~ts not practical, If 

not possible. " .· . . . ' ... ,X· ~j/ . 
·,. A note on' plant life and ariimai ··observation:''We~livi! roamed this area 

·ror over· 50 years, We hav·e spotted road 'ru'.nnerii';'f'iuagpies, redlegged 
. ..r.1·. ~-1 '. 

frogs, many plants and animals which we couJd::ncit identify. Some we 
,· have never seen again. This does not mean they ~re . not there. It only 

could mean they were not there. when we weri'.,1.1This most assuredly 
applies to a professional who only. can survey an:·':i:~ea' a few times. 

-:.f::'.r 
9 Energy use 

Discuss the excessive use of power for the proposed project in more 
detail vs other recent developments. 

5 -
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\}I_ 
;::.f..·~,;~ 
'. : .. -. ·-
i ··.' 

.. . ·-· ~~~:l~f i~!I 
Cabin has to be addressed.-:bi .. this application. What will 

be done to preserve it? l'fho may visit it? Who will be responsible for its 
preservation? Could it be .transferred to ~he County Parks Dept? This 
historic cabin and surrou;;_cling site · has ~b~~ii left to. deteriorate. to an . 
almost unsalvageable condition and should .d'.ft'be allowed to be lost ~ it 

. . ····' •" .-: --~-.;\•. t·:. . •• 

..fs_ :_part of Monterey .cg~~~r'-~ herit~~e,-.;j]h~i,cabin is. located_ :{!·.,;~hart.,: . ,:.·,· *·, 
. dIStance from the proposed-· golf course~tra traffic generated on, : .. ,r·, 

Robin;on Canyon Road ,;·:by :,:sightseers')'ci~be new golf coucie~ and· .... ··. ;·,: 
development will most ~~tire'd!y inspect. this ·historic site, so it 

2~'t:1i: be· : · -':f·. 

. :?:~::~:: fucth~r1f {rt 1j~' t 
Discuss and suggest setback requirements 'for sprinkled wastewater:from .~ 

water course, wetlands~\t,f:I"?lldways.· '?It. · ·/)f' ,:. . 
It is common knowledge that. 'wind dries out grass. It is also :·common 
knowledge that the pr~p~sed project is '. located in a windy - area' 
especially when the fog is "coming in on the coast. There is a strong 
probability that the wirid will blow irrigated wastewater into these 
sensitive areas unless they are setback a significant distance. 

Errors and Omissions 

6 

.. _,,,.--.,! 

·.· .. '"Financial 

Discuss bonding· or other compliance or performance methods which will 
be used to insure"project completion including all mitigation .measures. 

· ,·~{·1· ) . . :· ·- . .,: .. ~ · · \,·· .. :•·v · 
The developerslir~t"e:'iiiade it klio~ that they plari··\a· ;~U -the golf 
course relieving~h~m;:,~f rimy fin~tial responsibility ... t~: it '.~il(the. new: 

. . !.,-'"I.~ ":'-~•· I .•••, ,, . • • . · ,?',, • •• 

owners cannot :.m~J~~!t to pla~ft specifications, _y,:e,_•~.}~,;JE;s:ponsible? 
(Carmel Valley ~:Ranch recently ;went into receivership,•!'and was 
confiscated , by&.:t]:!e.,t~FDIC, ... all_-'Fmembers who purchased_,,lifetime 

·, , .... ~ .... ,. ...• ,.. .• ··.• •.• ., .- ..... ~li(-1,,:,,. 

.. membership~---~qst..'.,th!?iF/ money,: w_hat _·_safe guards_ . .;~Abe\:Ltaken to 
'" · prevent this• ·f11*~,~!'.' · '.·' .: · ,,r·!j~N,1,!11i~-':i~~,i ·. 

a Co=•• ~ •. ~i~f of vm ,, :f f ii r 
The developer bai(purposely changed the name of Dormody','Road to San 
Clemente Road a~· all . papers and maps pertaining to the ';~elf course 
area. This has b·ee~ d~rie without County approval and is errori:eous and 
very misleading. The name Darmody Road was officially designated by 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors. The decision was ma:de from the 
facts the Dormody's built, maintained and paved the road solely at their 
own expense for 35 years, for access to their business. Also four 
Darmody families have homes served by this road. To allow the 

·7 

,.,,-..1 

:}it 
;/1:'.' 
,.:·r 

·~:-~-, .· 
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f , ~:1.i'1f~tr?T-i~1 
: ·,-.;JJi .. "<''f.;>~,--Playjlbtf;the'IFaolf~course must be addressed furtheri·~how";Jimited use will 
· :.i•.'-,:f,ki,~.:,::-.. ·· : ,r,l·" ~---~-::JJ ,l_l\;';~•~-- ~ • • • • ~-?:a-""~-.. ~-~=~~/-,,;..~· · , .. , , ·:~,· 

•;.: ... ,: :·;;.•(:,, .. ~·;'·\· ... be enforced·· e.nii:how limited irrigation will be· eriforced.,,-~.,.-·,;_, ·, r· , . .-:.:~;. 
• ·· .. ;':ff(};{::~~ ·:·-~:·it%';~.• -.:~t;~/:'---: ;·-· .· ' 4tfl:~-:~{·.:? j -·}·!!~_- .. \::-·~~ 
;J> 'i;',ii·,··:_."::'Show··imp'roy;e·me~ts to Robinson Canyon Road on VTM /':ff.;.:'-, .. 
~ .... -: .. :/ .... ~: ·::'?!~r~,-~1_ - - .}{]:,: . <~-; t- -
~ Specificatloris ·on Robinson Canyon Road must· be ·correc.ted. Some places 

are only 10 ·rt wide. Blind curves were not documented. Emergency 
vehicles ·traveling up Robinson Canyon Road . meeting . oncoming traffic 
must be .. addressed. Construction workers use, ·:·1arge'':,equipment, and 

· :,.,. :.. maintena;;_c~---~:,;,:ehicles use must be addressed. The _-dev:iiopers say they 
·::-1:' are going··1~\uiprove lines of site, but where ar~ the's1ci"fuiprovements to 

.. ·-: ~-~:_=r:::·: : • ;:rt{t .. · . . ·-~ -~--~.j~:·.:t.,.:~)_{~\f: 
. . ·•.··., be located,.11(.,'··r , ..... -.~ , .. ,, ,,,~., 
'.. ·----~_- _ _.t~r\\-:>:' . .:trt~.:-'~t.;t!'.f' 

- .. Trip generation· .plan is inadequate. ,. ..' .. > e; 

)f\!tt~~i··.. ~ ;<~ .! :}fixt-~ti~> . . . ·. -.<lli:J)~;)flf-: . 
'·';'·' ;.r;-.. The/, Cypr~ss:_:.·Pomt trip generation ... comp~r~~n.~-:.:r.eport must be 
.. "·. · ., .. disregarded·_aue. to inclement weather during obifo'rvation· period. 

--~fi~~:}·Ji<·. . · :: -~:---}.t;r~: = _.\·~~t}<.i~f:;R~-i 
'· ., ··:;.'f:'\- In con_clusion; · as the property. owners downs~rearii :-~of.: the proposed 
•\ \,/ .. ·,_.· developme1;1t,·.\y,e feel it is imperative .to inclu!fe·';these. ·Jopics in this 
· :. reply to the; ·:scoping of the EIR which are very· iligriificant to our 

·,.\; 
···.1. ::···· business liri.d "the well' being of our members. We realize some of these 

topics might be repetitious but they have only been included too 
emphasis 1n· more detail the significant impact this projec·t will have. 

SAN CLEMENTE RANCHO 
35424 DORMODY ROAD, CARMEL, CA., 93923 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
(&Olt 1!1!1-SOU P.O. IOI 1IO, SALINAS, CALl,ORNIA 13N2 

Ms. Wanda Hickman, Associate Planner 
Monterey County Planning. and Building Inspection Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Dear Ms. Hi~n~ 

March 1, 1995 

The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) has had an opportunity to review 
the Notice of Preparation for a golf course that would be analyzed in· the Santa 
Lucia Preserve Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Rancho San 
Carlos development. The Notice indicates that the proposed project, known as the 
"Golf Tfail•, would consist of an 18-hole golf course and a 15,000 square-foot 
clubhouse, as well as other related amenities, located on 336 acres east of 
Robinson Canyon Road near Carmel Valley. 

LAFCO previously provided responses to the Notice of Preparation for the Santa 
Lucia Preserve development. Those comments contained in the attached letter of 
September 8, 1994 are al so applicable to the proposed golf facility. LAFCO 
adopted a conceptual sphere of influence designation for the project area 
indicating that services would be provided by a County Service Area (CSA). In 
order for LAFCO to use the EIR as a Responsible Agency when considering approval 
of the CSA, the following additional issues need to be addressed.: 

1. The EIR should explain how water, sewer, open space and drainage 
management services will be provided to the golf course. The EIR needs to 
define the relationship with the CSA and assure that the capacities of the 
proposed service systems are adequate. 

2. Reclaimed water should be used to the fullest extent possible, and the EIR 
should include design of an integrated wastewater and storm water 
reclamation facility. The EIR should discuss the proposed project's 
consistency with the LAFCO Standards for the Evaluation of Proposals that 
encourage the use of reclamation. 

These comments have been presented to the Commission at their February 28, 1995 
meeting. Should you have any questions please contact staff at 755-5065. Thank 
you for the opportunity to respond to the Notice of Preparation. 

Sincerely, 

~~~Jef 
Acting LAFCO Executive Officer 

CW:ms 

Attachment 

c:\wp51\LAFC0\95-C\95-C.LET 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
C40II 7SS.54KS P.O. aox 111:1, SALINAS, CALIFORNIA UINl2 

JIM COOK 
l!XECUTIVf. OfflCER 

September 8, 1994 

Ms. Wanda A. Hickman, Associate Planner 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Dear Ms. "Hickman: 

Thank you for providing the local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) an 
opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Santa Lucia 
Preserve Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Santa Lucia Preserve project, 
formerly known as Rancho San Carlos, proposes 350 dwelling units, 150 
visitor-serving units, and commercial and recreational uses on 2,000 acres, 
with nearly 18,000 acres maintained as open space preserve. The proposal area 
Is located south of Carmel Valley between Rancho San Carlos and Robinson 
Canyon Roads. 

LAFCO has adopted a conceptual sphere designation for the project indicating 
that future service should be provided by a new County Service Area (CSA). 
LAFCO will act as a Responsible Agency when considering approval of the . 
proposed CSA. In order for LAFCO to use the environmental impact report for 
this purpose, the following issues need to be addressed: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The EIR should explain LAFCO's previous actions of December 14, 1993 
establishing a conceptual sphere of influence for the formation of a 
County Service Area for the proposed development. A CSA could facilitate 
coordinated service delivery for development on the property, with the 
ability to provide water, wastewater, fire protection, open space 
maintenance and other services. The conceptual sphere designation gives 
formal recognition of a preferred service delivery option that should be 
analyzed in the EIR. A copy of the LAFCO staff report is attached for 
additional reference. 

The EIR should include a thorough disG~nQf the proposed County 
Service Area, including the formation pri>ce~;1 how the CSA would operate, 
the relationship with private entities servipg,. the site, the likely 
services to be provided, and how s~rvi_~es woul~ be maintained and funded. 

The EIR should contain a discussion.project 'consistency with relevant 
local agency policies. LAF~·_SJ;,jl ds for the Evaluation of Proposals 
have been attached for your•:: T e policies guide the Commissio~'s 
decisions in such areas as water use, phasing of. development, preservation 
of open space and provision of services. . ! · 

4. 

5. 

Page 

The hydrology and water service sections of the EIR should include an 
analysis of the LAFCO groundwater standards contained in the attached 
Standards for the Evaluation of Proposals. The Notice of Preparation 
already mentions most of the informational requirements. A five-year 
history of water use and review by the appropriate water resources agency 
would satisfy the requirements in the Standards. 

The sewage disposal section of the EIR should describe all types of sewage 
disposal methods that would be used to serve the proposed development. 
The EIR should include how implementation and maintenance would occur 
under CSA management, and how reclamation can be used to the maximum 
extent possible. 

6. The EIR should describe how fire safety services will be provided, 
including an evaluation of the various agencies that could serve the 
proposed development. 

7. The EIR should include a discussion of road maintenance standards and 
whether the CSA could provide such services. The EIR should evaluate the 
need for on-site quarries for road construction and maintenance materials, 

· how the quarries would be managed and how they will be reclaimed. 

These comments will be presented to the Commission on September 27, 1994. We 
will notify you if there are any additional concerns after the meeting. 
Meanwhile, please call me at 755-5065 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

~WA 
Catherine S. West 
LAFCO Senior Analyst 

CSW:em 

Attachment 
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WATER RESOlJRCIS AGENCY 

MEMORANDUM County of Montaroy 

vu FAX 

TO: 

FRUM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATB: March 9, 1995 

Wanda Hickman, Associate Planner 

Al C¼u-1holland, · Hyc.lz.uluy.i.:.L/Wat.i:r Resources E'limne~-

NOP for the Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail 

The staff of the Monterey County Water Resources Agency has reviewed 
the Initial Study and th,a Se<:>pl! of Worlc- f'<"lr thP. S;rnta Lucia l?re9erve 
Golf Trail and b.;!lieve chat they adequately address the issue,; chat 
need to be discussed in the Environmental Impact Report. The Agency 
has no additions to the Scope of Work. 

TOTHL P.02 

11 
MONTEREY EYW 

~nln.11 Air l'ellutlen c...- Dlllrkt 
wn·mR .1lollll''t:I', full Bcmto. und Sti111a Cn1r coun/111' 

INTERJM AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER 
Doua Quctln 

2<t58U Silvt=-r Cloud Court • Mon1ercy. C:iliforn1a 939-t0 • 40Ht6~-·9<t 11 • FAX qoat6-t7•tVi01 

February 22, 1995 

Wanda A. 
Monterey 
Building 
P.O. Box 
Salinas, 

Hickman 
County Planning & 
Inspection Department 
1208 

CA 93902-1208 

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR SANTA LUCIA PRESERVE PROJECT 

Dear Ms. Hickman: 

Staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report to expand the analysis of the Santa 
Lucia Preserve project to include an 18-hole golf course, prac­
tice range, and clubhouse. Since these developments would result 
in air quality-impacts during construction and operation (e.g., 
indirect source emissions), staff incorporates the comments in 
our August. 8, 1994 letter by reference to the expanded scope of 
the project. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call 
Douglas Kim of our planning staff. 

::•ia 

cc: Nicoi-:f' P:p~~akis 
File: 3442 
PAM/dk 

J::ick B::irllch 
Dr-I llt.'I' Ouk.~ 

Fred Keeley 
S,uuu c:rn:: <.',m,u1· 

Ose:iirRlos 
W,1tsu11nll1• 

CHAIR: 
Al:an S1yle, 

S11ti11U> 

anet Brennan 
Senior Planner, ·Planning and 

Air Monitoring Division 

-~~ 

DISTRICT BOARD MEMBERS 

Urry Caln 
Sun Juun BtrnlhlU 

John Myers 
K111,: Cif1• 

Simon Salina. 
.llni11,a .. ,•c ... u1111· 

VICE CHAIR: 
Ruth Kesler 

~·,111 Ul'll/111 Ccm11IJ• 
l!dllh Jo~n11en 
.lf111Ut'rt'1~C:u111111· 

Judy Pennyeouk 
,\lt111t1•n•1•<.0111III 

'f/:dl '5ymon:1 
'i1HIIU C r11:: 1,',111111\ 
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
COUNTY OF MONTEREY 

lVIEMORANDUM 

TO: 
Attn: 

FROM: 

Plannin9 & Building Inspection Department. 
Wanda Hickman 

oe/~ 

SUBJECT: NOP - SANTA LUCIA PRESERVE PROJECT 

DATE: March 2, 1995 

We have reviewed the above Notice of Preparation and recommend 
that the following be included in Section II - Transportation/ 
circulation/Traffic Analysis: 

HCN/cw 

Recommend standards for driveway and roadway intersection 
minimum sight distance requirements. 

study the adequacy of the existin9 bridge on Rancho 
San Carlos Road over the CarJDel River. 

Study the appropriateness of a traffic signal or 
grade separation as a mitigation for traffic impacts 
at Rancho San Carlos Road and CarJDel Valley Road. 

Pro1ect should comply with the County's trip reduction 
ordinance. 

-----::;i 
........ I 

d-22,luc 1395.IDOm 
Subdivi1ion. Standard, 

• • I 

-2-;, -~- ~-
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ISSUE AREA 

Mitigation Measure• 

LAND USE 
(Chapter3) 

No mitigation measures are required 

POPULATION AND HOUSING 
(Chapter 4) 

No mitigation measures are required 

ECONOMICS 
(Chapter 5) 

No mitigation measures are required 

GEOLOGY AND MINERALS 
(Chapter 6) 

Implement a paleontological site mitigation 
plan (Additional) 

Establish 50- or l00-foot (depending on the 
degree of fault trace definition) habitable 
structure setbacks from fault lines (Applicant) 

Provide sufficient setback from additional 
faults or provide mat or other engineered 
foundation (Additional)• 

Design and construct new buildings in 
accordance with current standards of 
earthquake-resistant construction (Applicant) 

Provide 50-foot building envelope setbacks 
from the base of slopes, dormant or active 
landslide scarps, stream cutbanks, erosion 
gullies, and steep slopes for lots 8, 188, and 
247 (Applicant) 

Table B-1. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Santa Lucia Preserve 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing Mitigation 

Measure 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Timing of 
Mitigation Measure 

lml!,lementatlon 

Prior to grading operations in the 
Temblor/Chamisal fonnation bedrock 

Prior to issuance of a building permit 

Prior to issuance of a building pem1it 

Prior to approval of design and 
occupancy of habitable stmctures 

Prior to approval of design and 
occupancy of habitable structures 

Monitoring 
Actlvl!l'., 

Review by Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

(Already incorporated into Ute Vesting 
Tentative Map) 

Review of site-specific geotechnical 
investigation and building plans 

Design review and constmction inspection 

Design review 

Party 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Pas.e I of 11 

Check If 
Coml!.lete 
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ISSUE AREA 

Mitigation Measure' 

Provide setbacks from unstable slopes for 
additional lots or implement appropriate 
engineering·design as required (Additional)• 

P1v.ide setbacks fut lots 194 to 208 if1eauited 
based on additional field investigations at 
Pobcto Fault Tiacdlandslidc slio surface 

Prepare contingency plan that provides 
alternative access route 

Use appropriate engineering techniques to 
reduce liquefaction hazard (Applicant) 

Avoid dc~elop111urt i11 a1cas ofliquefacti011 
poturtial 01 use appropaiatc e11git1ee1ir1g 
foundation (Additional)• 

SOILS 
(Chapter 7) 

Implement erosion control plans (Applicant) 

Monitor effectiveness and modify erosion 
control measures as necessary ( Additional) 

Prepare an erosion and sediment 
control/revegetation plan for new borrow site 
(Additional) 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing Mitigation 

Measure 

Applicant 

-Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

-Applicant 

Applicant 

Monterey County Planning 
and Building Inspection 
Department 

Applicant 

Table 8-1. Continued 

Timing of 
Mitigation Measure 

lmJ!_lementatlon 

Prior to issuance of building permits 

P1i01 to issuance of building pe1111its 

Prior to issuance of building permits 

Prior to approval of design and 
occupancy of habitable structures 

Piirn lo issnancc ofbuildihk nc1111its 

During project construction 

During project construction 

Before removal of aggregate from 
borrow site begins 

Design review 

Design 1cvicw 

Design review 

Monitoring 
Actlvl,!I 

Design review and construction inspection 

Conduct liquefaction hazat d assessrnent in all 
aacas of1ccc11t alluviu111, avoid dcvclopn1cnt 
in a. cas "ith unacceptable liquefaction 
l1aza1d, rcconfigme building cnvclor,cs, 01 
socciallv c1h!h1ccr fuu11clatio11s. as 1cauitcd 

Comply with monitoring requirements of the 
applicant's erosion control plans 

Monitor effectiveness of erosion and sediment 
control measures 

Review by qualified third-party, revegetation/ 
restoration professional; report to Monterey 
County Planning and Building Inspection 
Department 

Party 
Responsible for 

Monltorin,& 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

fvfontctcy County Planning and 
Rnildino J11s.MCdirn1 Arna1fmEnl 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

fvlontctcy County Platuting and 
Buildine: lt1Socctim1 Dcomb11e11t 

Applicant's onsite erosion control 
specialist and Monterey County 
Planning and Building Inspection 
Department 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection D".Partrnent 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Page 2 of IO 
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Table B-1. Continued Page 3 of IO 

ISSUE AREA Par1y Responsible for Timing of Party 
Implementing Mitigation Mitigation Measure Monitoring Responsible for Check Ir 

Mitigation Measure' Measure Impl~mentatlon Activity Monitoring Compl~te 

GROUNDWATER 
HYDROLOGY, 

STREAM BASE FLOW, AND 
WATER SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

(Chapter 8) 

Maintain a water supply equal to or greater Applicant During construction Review annual reports from water system Monterey County Division of 
than connected water demand at all times operator when approving building permits Environmental Health 
(Additional) 

Monitor groundwater levels (Additional) Applicant At least monthly qttarlerly-in Review annual or biennial water syst~m Monterey County Division of 
perpetuity operations reports from applicant Environmental Health and Monterey 

County Water Resources Agency 

to Delay pumping at wells near base flow reaches Applicant Every dry season, in perpetuity Review annual or biennial water system Monterey County Division of 
I (Applicant/ Additional) operations reports from applicant Environn1ental Health and Monterey VI 

County Water Resources Agency 

Drill new wells away from base flow reaches Applicant During construction Review well drilling pennit applications Monterey County Division of 
(Applicant/ Additional) Environmental Health 

Monitor base flow in creeks and provide Applicant Daily monitoring at gages and ammal Review reports submitted by applicant every Monterey County Water Resources 
supplemental water ifnecessary (Additional) stream surveys, for at least 20 years 5 years Agency, Monterey Peninsula Water 

Management District, and California 
Department of Fish and Game 

Monitor riparian vegetation and maintain total Applicant Every 3 years, on average with no Review reports submitted by applicant every Monterey County Water Resources 
area of riparian vegetation (Additional) periods of more than 4 years 3 years Agency, Monterey Peninsula Water 

between surveys, in perpetuity Management District, and California 
Department of Fish and Game 

RUNOFF, FLOODING, AND 
WATER QUALITY 

(Chapter9) 

Implement best management practices to Applicant During construction of infrastructure Review plans and specifications and field Monterey County Planning and 
attenuate peak floodflows (Applicant) check installation Building Inspection Department 



Table 8-1. Continued Page 4 of 10 

ISSUE AREA Party Responsible for Timing of Party 
Implementing Mitigation Mitigation Measure Monitoring Responsible for Check If 

Mitigation Measure' Measure Implementation Activity Monitoring Complete 

Design and implement stonnwater runoff best Applicant Prior to construction and during Review plans and specifications Monterey County Water Resources 
management practices so that flooding in the construction of infrastructure Agency 
Carmel River Valley is not aggravated 
(Additional) 

Implement nitrate monitoring program Applicant Monitor regularly Review annual reports Monterey County Division of 
(Additional) Environmental Health 

Develop and implement stonnwater pollution Applicant Prior to construction Review plans and specifications and field Regional Water Quality Control 
prevention plan (Addiiional) check installation Board 

Limit removal of riparian vegetation, revegetate Applicant During construction Review plans and field check installation Monterey County Planning and 
affected areas, and protect vegetation in areas Building Inspection Department 
adjacent to protected base flow reaches 

ta 
I 

°' Implement best management practices to Applicant During construction Review plans and field check installation Monterey County Planning and 
control urban pollutants (Additional) Building Inspection Department and 

Monterey County Division of 
Environmental Health 

FISHERIES 
(Chapter 10) 

Implement appropriate construction practices Applicant During project construction Comply with construction practices of the Applicant's onsite erosion control 
(Applicant) applicant's mitigation measures specialist 

Implement erosion control plans (Applicant) Applicant During project construction Comply with monitoring requirements of the Applicant's onsite erosion control 
applicant's erosion control plans specialist 

Develop and implement stomnvater pollution Applicant During project construction Comply with monitoring requirements of the Applicant's onsile stormwater 
prevention plan storm water pollution prevention plan pollution specialist 

Minimize sediment-laden runoff that enters Applicant Prior to approval of drainage plan Comply with monitoring requirements of the Monterey County Department of 
creeks (Applicant) applicant's erosion control plans Public Works and the Conservancy 

Implement drainage plan (Applicant) Applicant Prior to project construction Comply with monitoring requirements of the 
applicant's drainage plan 
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ISSUE AREA Parly Responsible for Timing or Parly 
Implementing Mitigation Mitigation Measure Monitoring Responsible for Check tr 

Mitigation Measure' ]\,leasure Implementation Activity Monitoring Complete 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
(Chapter 11) 

Enhance oak woodland and savanna habitat by Applicant Before oak trees to be replaced are Annual field inspection Monterey County Planning and 
planting oak species removed onsite removed Building Inspection Department 
(Applicant) 

Modify grazing regime to increase the density Applicant Ongoing Annual field inspection Monterey County Planning and 
of native grasses in annual grassland Building Inspection Department 
(Applicant) 

Avoid special status plant species occurances Applicant Ongoing Annual field inspection Monterey County Planning and 
when conductingfi1el modification activities Building Inspection Department 

to 
Delay constmction until the young Cooper's Applicant Within 60 days of initiation of Random field investigations by Monterey Monterey County Planning and I 

-...J hawks and golden eagles have fledged construction activities in potential County Planning and Building Inspection Building Inspection Department 
(Additional) Cooper's hawk and golden eagle Department 

nesting sites 

Compensate for loss oflandmark trees by Applicant Before landmark trees to be replaced Annual field inspection Monterey County Planning and 
planting in-kind onsite at a 5: I replacement are removed Building Inspection Department 
ratio (Applicant) 

Monitor riparian vegetation and maintain total Applicant Every 3 years, on average with no Review reports submitted by applicant every Monterey County Water Resources 
area of riparian vegetation (same measure as periods of more than 4 years 3 years Agency, Monterey Peninsula Water 
described above under Chapter 8) (Additional) between surveys, in perpetuity Management District, and California 

Department of Fish and Game 

AESTHETICS 
(Chapter 12) 

Relocate or redesign the ranch operations center Applicant Prior to approval of the Final Map Final Map review Monterey County Planning and 
and employee recreation center (Additional) Building Inspection Department 
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ISSUE AREA Party Responsible for Timing of Party 
Implementing Mitigation Mitigation Measure Monitoring Responsible for Check If 

Mitigation Measure' Measure Implementation Activity Monitoring Compll'te 

TRAFFIC 
(Chapter 13) 

Upgrade Rancho San Carlos Road to include Applicant Prior to project generating Monterey County Department of Public Monterey County Department of 
two I 0-foot travel lanes to the south of the appreciable traffic volumes Works shall review the engineering design Public Works 
Quail Meac!ows subdivision entrance plans and verify that the roadway has been 
(Applicant) widened and conduct a field inspection to 

ensure the· improvements are implemented 

Reconstruct and realign Rancho San Carlos Applicant Prior to project generating Monterey County Department of Public Monterey County Department of 
Road between Quail Meadows Drive and the appreciable traffic volumes Works shall review the engineering design Public Works 
main gate to provide adequate comer sight plans and verify that the adequate sight 
visibility for motorists using the Carmel distance is provided and conduct a field 
Racquet Club driveways on Rancho San Carlos inspection to ensure the improvements are 

t:::c 
Road (Applicant) implemented 

& 
Upgrade the Rancho San Carlos Road bridge Applicant Prior to project generating Monterey County Department of Public Monterey County Department of 
across the Carmel Valley River to conform with appreciable traffic volumes Works shall review the engineering design Public Works 
ASHTO HS20-44 loading requirements lo plans and verify that the improvements are 
handle emergency vehicles, with two I 0-foot provided, and conduct a field inspection to 
travel lanes in each direction, and add a ensure the improvements are implemented 
pedestrian footpath (Applicant) 

Establish a transportation management Applicant Prior to project generating Monterey County Department of Public Monterey County Department of 
association and implement a trip reduction appreciable traffic volumes Works shall review the trip reduction Public Works 
program to provide means to reduce both onsite program and request progress reports from the 
and offsite trip generation (Applicant) transportation management agency to ensure 

the program is being implemented 

Contribute toward the traffic mitigation fund Applicant Prior to approval of the Final Map Monterey County'Department of Public Monterey County Department of 
for Carnie! Valley Road (Applicant) Works shall determine the applicant's fair Public Works 

share and collect the amount 

Add a left~turn acceleration lane on Carnie! Applicant Prior to project generating Monterey County Department of Public Monterey County Department of 
Valley Road for the northbound to westbound appreciable traffic volumes Works shall review the engineering plans and Public Works 
left-turning vehicles and extend the eastbound verify the design and conduct a field survey to 
right-tum lane (Applicant) ensure that improvements are implemented 

· Contribute to a fund for signalizing the Applicant Prior to project generating Monterey Couniy Departmeni of Public Monterey County Department of 
intersection of Carmel Valley Road and Rancho appreciable traffic volumes Works shall review the engineering plans and Public Works 
San Carlos Road or constructing an underpass verify the design and conduct a field survey to 
for the northbound left-tum movement ensure that improvements are implemented 
(Alternate Altemati, e) 



ISSUE AREA Party Responsible for 
Implementing Mitigation 

Mitigation Measure' Measure 

Contribute toward the traffic mitigation fund Applicant 
for Highway I (Applicant) 

Develop and implement a traffic control plan Applicant 
for the constmction site (Applicant) 

Improve Rancho San Carlos Road and existing Applicant 
bridge across Camie! River to confom1 with the 
county and California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection standards (Applicant) 

b:1 Provide adequate sight distance, and install 
10 appropriate traffic control devices (Additional) 

Applicant 

CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY 
(Chapter 14) 

Implement PM I 0-reducing construction Applicant 
practices (Applicant/ Additional) 

Phase constmction so that estimated Applicant 
constmction-related daily PM 10 emissions fall 
below Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution 
Control District daily thresholds (Additional) 

Avoid operation of portable asphalt batch plant Applicant 
within 0.25 mile of an occupied sensitive odor 
receptor (Additional) 

Employ odor-reducing design and implement Applicant 
odor-reducing maintenance practices for the 
expanded equestrian center 

Table B-1. Continued 

Timing of 
Mitigation Measure Monitoring 

Implementation Al'tlvlty 

Prior to issuance of building permit Monterey County Department of Public 
Works shall determine the applicant's fair 
share and collect the amount 

Prior to start of constmction Monterey County Department of Public 
Worh shall review and verify the traffic 
control plan and conduct a field survey to 
ensure that the plan is implemented 

Prior to project generating Monterey County Department of Public 
appreciable traffic volumes Works shall review the engineering plans and 

verify the design and conduct a field survey to 
ensure that improvements are implemented 

During constmction Monterey County Department of Public 
Works shall review the engineering plans and 
verify that adequate sight distance is provided 
and that appropriate traffic control devices are 
proposed, and conduct a field survey to 
ensure that improvements are implemented 

During entire constmction period Random field inspections during constmction 
period 

During entire constmctic-n period Random field inspections during construction 
period 

During entire constmction period Random field inspections during constmction 
period 

During operation of the equestrian Periodic field inspection 
center 

Party 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Monterey County Department of 
Public Works 

· Monterey County Department of 
Public Works 

Monterey Department of Public 
Works 

Monterey Department of Public 
Works 

Monterey County Planning and 

J• 
/ 

Building Inspection Department or the 
Conservancy 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department or the 
Conservancy 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 
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Check tr 
Complete 
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ISSUE AREA Party Responsible for Timing or Party 
Implementing Mitigation Mitigation Measure MonJtorlng Responsible for Otecklf 

Mitigation Measure' Measure Implementation Activity MonJtorlng Complete 

NOISE 
(Chapter 15) 

No mitigation measures are required 

PUBLIC SERVICES 
AND UTILITIES 

(Chapter 16) 

Implement school impact fees Carmel Unified School Prior to issuance of a building pennit Detem1ine that fees have been collected Monterey County Planning and 
District Building Inspection Department 
hf011tc1cy €ott11ty Pla:1mi11g 
a11d Bttildi11g l11spcctiou 

b:I Depa,tment 
I -0 Implement a year-round elementary school Cam1el Unified School Prior to Phase IO of project Determine whether a year-round elementary Carmel Unified School District 

District development school will be implemented 

Reopen Cam1elo School Cannel Unified School Prior to Phase IO of project Determine whether Cam1elo School reopens Monterey County Planning and 
District development Building Inspection Department 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
(Chapter 17) 

Relocate or redesign facilities, whenever Applicant Ongoing during planning process and Review of final cultural resources mitigation Monterey County Planning and 
possible; to avoid cultural resources, regardless prior to construction plans and cultural resources management and Building Inspection Department 
of whether they are considered significant under monitoring plan 
CEQA (Applicant) 

Avoid direct impacts on significant prehistoric Applicant Prior to approval for each phase of Review offfnal cultural resources mitigation Monterey County Planning and 
and historic resources (Applicant) development plan for each phase Building Inspection Department 

Conduct monitoring at site CA-MNT-1481 Applicant During construction Review of monitoring and data recovery Monterey County Planning and 
(Applicant) reports Building Inspection Department 

Place fill on sites CA-MNT-1482 and-1483 Applicant Prior to construction Review offill plans and data recovery reports Monterey County Planning and 
and conduct data recovery for minor impacts Building Inspection Department 
(Applicant) 

r' 
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ISSUE AREA 

Mlllgallon Measure' 

Construct road through site CA-MNT-1481 in 
existing location and maintain unimproved road 
through CA-MNT-1482 (Additional) 

Incorporate avoidance procedures into final 
cultural resources mitigation plan for sites CA-
MNT-1484, -1485, -1486/H, and-1702 
(Applicant) 

Conduct test excavations and conduct data 
recovery excavation for site CA-MNT-1704 
(Applicant) 

Monitor and conduct data recovery excavation 
for site CA-MNT-1700 (Applicant) 

Prepare Historic American Building Survey 
photographic and written documentation 
(Additional) 

Demolish garage by hand (Additional) 

Conduct historical research and document 
historic archaeological and architectural 
resources (Additional) 

Prepare historical sensitivity analysis and 
identify historically sensitive, unsurveyed areas 
(Additional) 

Cease grazing on site~ CA-MNT-1484, 
-1485/H, -1486/H, -1487, and two adobe sites 
and place grazing improvements away from 
known cultural resources (Additional) 

Develop long-term management and monitor-
ing plan to protect prehistoric- and historic-
period resources from secondary impacts 
(Additional) 

Party Responsible for 
lmplemenllng Mlllgallon 

Measure 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

Applicant 

-"-----/ 

Table B-1. Continued Page 9 of 10 

Timing of Party 
Mlllgallon Mellllure Monitoring Rl'llponslble for Check If 

Jmplemenlallon Acllvlly Monitoring Complete 

During construction Review offinal cultural resources mitigation Monterey County Planning and 
plans Building Inspection Department 

Prior to approval for each phase of Review of final cultural resources mitigation Monterey County Planning and 
development plans Building Inspection Department 

Prior to construction Review oftest excavation and data recovery Monterey County Planning and 
excavation reports Building Inspection Department 

Prior to construction of golf course Review oftest excavation and data recovery Monterey County Planning and 
report Building Inspection Department 

Prior to issuance of building pennits Review of completed documentation Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Prior to issuance of building pennits Periodic site inspection during demolition Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Prior to issuance of building pennits Review of cultural resources management Monterey County Planning and 
and monitoring plan Building Inspection Department 

Prior to issuance of building pennits Review of cultural resources management Monterey County Planning and 
and monitoring plan Building Inspection Department 

Ongoing Review of cultural resources management Monterey County Planning and 
and monitoring plan Building Inspection Department 

Prior to issuance of building permits Review of cultural resources management Monterey County Planning and 
and monitoring plan Building Inspection Department 



ISSUE AREA 

Mltl_g_atlon Measure' 

Stop work and consult with appropriate parties 
(Additional) 

SOCIAL EFFECTS 
(Chapter 18) 

No mitigation measures are required 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing Mitigation 

Measure 

Applicant 

Table 8-1. Continued 

Timing of 
Mitigation Measure 

lmp_lementatlon 

When unanticipated discoveries are 
identified during construction 

Monitoring 
Actlvltr 

Review offinal cultural resources mitigation 
plans 

Party 
Responsible for 

Monitoring_ 

Monterey County Planning and 
Building Inspection Department 

Page 10 of 10 

Check If 
Com,elrte 

' At the end of each mitigation measure, in parentheses, "Applicant" indicates the measure was proposed by the project applicant, and "Additional" indicates the measure is in addition to those proposed by the applicant. Details of the 
mitigation measures are contained in respective chapters ofthe EIR text. 

• Monterey County Health Department requires that any mitigation that may relocate the house or septic system (i.e., road realignn1ent, fault setbacks, landslide mitigation) may also require approval by the Director of the Division of 
Environmental Health Therefore, the following requirement is included for the noted mitigation measures: The mitigation measure shall meet the standard set forth in Chapter 15.20 (septic ordinance) and be subject to review and approval 

t,::I by the Director of Environmental Health; otherwise, the lots shall be combined with an adjacent lot prior to filing the Final Map. 
,. -N 

/-
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Weber, Hayes & Associates 
Engineering Geology and Hydrogeology 
120 Westgate Dr., Watsonville, CA 95076 

(408) 722-3580 (408) 662-3100 
Fax(408)722-1159 

Mr. Joel Butterworth 
2600 V Street Suite 100 
Sacramento, California 95818-1914 

Re: Review of: 
Geological and Geotechnical Investigation 
Vesting Tentative Map Submittal 
Rancho San Carlos Project 
l\fonterey County, California 
Report by Cleary Consultants 
Report Date 2/ 15/94 

Dear Mr. Butterworth: 

January 5, 1995 

At your request, we have completed our review of t!'le above referenced document. The Cleary 
Consultants report was submitted in support of a proposed subdivision of the 20,000 acre Rancho 
San Carlos into some 239 + lots for residential use. The purpose of our review was to satisfy 
the Monterey County requirement for technical review of the geology and geotechnical reports 
and to determine whether the reports are complete and sufficient to support the current level of 
project planning. This report summarizes our findings and conclusions. 

Our scope of services for the project included the following tasks: 

I. Detailed review of Cleary Associate's report (date 2/15/94) 

II. Stereographic aerial photo inspection of the subject property to evaluate potentially active 
geologic processes such as landsliding and faulting. Our aerial photo analysis included 
review of 1939, 1968, and 1989 flight .lines. 

III. Site reconnaissance for evaluation of the accuracy of the report's geologic mapping. 

IV. Preparation of a letter report outlining our findings, conclusions and recommendations. 
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Weber, Hayes and Associates has provided review services for the geologic portion of the 
report. Review of the geotechnical portion of the report was performed by Mr. Mike Kleames, 
P .E., of Sampson Engineers on a subcontract basis. Three man-days of time were devoted to 
the geologic review, one day to the engineering review. Accompanying this review letter are 
two figures depicting our aerial photo mapping of landslides and faults accomplished as part of 
this review and Table 1 summarizing potential hazards associated with individual homesites. 
Appendix A is the review letter furnished by Sampson Engineers, summarized in the text. 

Project Description 

The Santa Lucia Preserve project, also referred to as the Rancho San Carlos Subdivision, is a 
proposed 266 lot sub-division of a large rancho occupying the rugged uplands of the northern 
Santa Lucia Mountains. The property is a few miles south of the Carmel Valley and about four 
to eight miles east of the coastline. Bedrock in the area consists primarily of Mesozoic age 
plutonic igneous rock with local cover of early to mid Tertiary sedimentary rocks. There .. are 
several faults of unknown activity mapped on the property and a number of large landslide 
complexes, primarily in the fissile Monterey Formation shales that crop out on the northern 
portion of the property. 

Project plans provided with the geologic report are l" =400' scale topographic maps that show 
proposed lot boundaries, development envelopes on all residential lots; and planned road and 
driveway alignments. We were not provided with grading plans of any sort .. Most, planned 
residences will be served by septic systems. The subject report does not discus~ septic feasibility 
and we were not provided with results of the septic investigation. Water for the project will be 
provided by wells. Groundwater supplies were subject to extensive investigation and are 
described in separate reports not reviewed for this study. 

Report Summary 

In general, the geologic/ geotechnical report presents . a comprehensive. and competent overview 
of the project geology with sufficient focus on the principal geologic hazards on the property, 
faulting and landsliding. The geologic evaluati9n was based on aerial photo inspections and 
existing published geologic mapping and did not include comprehensive geologic mapping of the 
property by the consultant. The existing mapping appears correct at gross scale, and has been 
locally verified and refined by test pitting and trenching along mapped f3:ults. The limited scope 
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of our review did not permit detailed evaluation of the accuracy of the geologic mapping. The 
following sections are separated into discussions of each geologic haz.ard identified on the 
property, followed by our recommendations. 

Faulting Hazard 

Mapped faults were trenched at intervals to verify their locations. No specific attempt was made 
to evaluate fault activity, and all faults were zoned with setbacks as if they were active. This 
mitigation approach is conservative and provides appropriate mitigation for ground surface 
rupture hazard. In general, the fault locations are known with sufficient accuracy to support the 
mitigation recommendations contained in the report. There are, however, several fault issues 
that we believe should be further addressed. 

1). There is a strong photo/topographic lineament parallel to and south of the San Clemente 
thrust, in a similar position to the thrust as the San Francisquito fault is to the San Jose thrust 
fault. The lineament does not appear to be associated with a simple geologic contact. The 
lineament is indicated on figure 2. This feature should be evaluated. (The San Clemente may 
be an extension of the San Jose thrust offset by the Robinson fault) 

2). There are several lots that are situated on the lip of the overthrust block of the San Clemente 
Thrust. Typically, the leading edge of an overthrust block is highly deformed. This type of 
complex deformation includes multiple thrust surfaces and extensional collapse behind the 
leading edge. The multiple thrust surface nature was observed on the property on lot 206. 
Furthermore, the filled ground cracks noted in trench are suggestive of extensional collapse that 
occurs on the overthrust block and they imply activity on the thrust system. Even if they are 
not related directly to movement on a fault plane, as is implied in the report, they clearly 
represent a ground rupture hazard and should be zoned. All sites on the over thrust block of 
either of the thrust faults within several hundred feet of the fault should be validated with site 
trenching. 

3). The exposure of the Potrero fault in trench 2 is inconsistent with the mapped fault trace. 
The fault strike measured in the trench is nearly perpendicular to the mapped trace, and the low 
dip is incompatible with the linear trace that cuts across topography. The observed slip surface 
more closely resembles a landslide slip surface in orientation, and it is associated with 
geomorphic expression on the downslope side that could be interpreted as an older, dissected 
landslide. This potential landslide includes homesites 194 to 200. 
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4.) The exposures in trench 11 and associated test pits have been interpreted as indicating an 
overturned sedimentary section with older sandstones resting on younger Monterey shales. The 
structural data presented on the map and trench logs do not uniquely support this interpretation 
and do not rule out the possibility that the Monterey/Temblor contact is a splay of the San Jose 
thrust. 

5). Table 1 lists a few lots where we think the fault location should be verified prior to 
construction of a residence. 

Land~liding 

Landslide mapping on the parcel was generally complete. Figures 1 and 2 present our landslide 
mapping from aerial photos. As is commonly found, no two investigators ever produce precisely 
the same aerial photo interpretation, and our interpretation is based on a limited review. There 
are, however, a few discrepancies that bear discussion. 

1.) On figure 1, landslides labelled #1 and #2 both show geomorphic evidence of youthful 
· activity. Although landslide #1 is outside the are being studied, both it and landslide #2 will 

interdict the access road to the subdivision if they move. Both landslides should be studied and 
associated hazards mitigated, if required by the risk analysis. Landslide #2 is also associated 
with home·sites. Unless a thorough stability analysis of this landslide indicates that it is stable, 
all homesites should be set back from the landslide mass (lots 1 and 5). 

2). On figure 1, the spur ridge indicated by #3 has not previously been included within landslide 
boundaries. Road cuts through this ridge show disaggregated bedrock suggestive of landslide 
deposits. This ridge should be evaluated to determine whether it is part of a larger landslide 
mass. There are also previously unmapped secondary landslides on this ridge. 

3). We have tentatively mapped a small landslide across the access road at #4. 

4.) The report is confusing as to the status of the "Mesa" landslide. It is identified on cross 
sections and was modelled for stability, but the report s~tes that the landslide was not found in 
the drilling program. We have mapped as a landslide based on aerial photo inspection. The 
nature and existence of this landslide needs to be clarified. 

5). As discussed in the faulting section, above, the Trench 2 log depicts a slip surface of 
questionable interpretation. We think that additional geologic mapping showing bedrock 
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distributions and attitudes in the area denoted #6 on Figure 1 should be used to prove or 
disprove a landslide origin for the "slip surface. 

6). We mapped a small landslide that crosses an access road, labelled #7 on figure 2. 

Debris Flow Hazard 

The report does not sufficiently address debris flow hazard. Debris flow hazard specifically 
applies to any site located at the base of a steep slope, especially if a structure is to be located 
below a swale or channel cutting the slope, because such channels act as conduits for debris 
flows. In our experience, debris flows offer the single greatest threat to structures and human 
life of any landslide related hazard. Debris flow hazard can generally be evaluated by site 
inspection and is generally evidenced by lobate deposits or fans formed from older debris flows 
and small debris flow scars on steep slopes. Debris flow hazard cannot be effectively evaluated 
from aerial photos or visual inspection from a distance because specific features are too small. 

Debris flow hazard can generally be mitigated by careful placement of structures or by. 
construction of diversion walls, catchment basins, etc. However, such mitigation can render 
a site economically or aesthetically non-viable. Therefore, we consider evaluation of debris flow 
hazard to be an important part of the tentative map stage studies. Lots that we think may be 
subject to debris flow hazard are summarized on table 1. In particular, we reference lots 
18,19,20,21,22,49,50,51,66,67,92, and 101. 

Dipslope Failures 

Dipslopes in the Monterey Formation are particularly susceptible to slope failure, as indicated 
by the pattern of landsliding mapped for the project. Dipslope failures may occur at inclinations 
normally considered too shallow for other types of landsliding. For the purposes of project 
planning, we recommend that all dip slopes formed in Monterey Formation on the property 
should be identified and such information should be incorporated into all project plans, with 
specific recommendations for grading in these areas. 

Steep Slopes 

Many of the proposed homesites verge on steep slopes. Placement of structures on these sites 
and foundation design will have to be guided by site specific investigations prior to construction 
to insure adequate setbacks from areas of potential slope failure. 
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Slope Stability Calculations 

As part of the hazards analysis for the project, the consultant performed stability analyses of 
several landslides proposed for development. It is the opinion of ourselves and the geotechnical 
reviewer (Appendix A) that the slope stability analyses are insufficient to support development 
of the landslide masses. We raise the following objections to the stability modelling. 

a. The use of peak rock strengths in the stability·rhodels is inappropriate. Rocks along 
the slip surfaces of major landslides, such as those modelled, have been mechanically 
reduced by shear and are characterized by yield strengths far smaller than the peak shear 
strength of intact or even highly fractured rock (often smaller that residual strengths). 
In general, accurate, in situ strengths can only be determined from oriented samples 
visually selected from a slip surface, such as can be done by downhole inspection in a 
large diameter boring. In lieu of such expensive and time consuming sampling and 
testing, some workers substitute resheared strengths. In that case, conservative .values 
should be employed. 

b. There is insufficient subsurface information to adequately define the geometry of the 
modelled landslides. 

c. The modelling procedure used forces failure along a tightly constrained, predetermined 
slip surface. Insufficient attention has been given to investigating secondary failures 
within the landslide masses or alternate slip surface geometry. 

The argument advanced in the report that the observed landslides formed in a wetter climatic 
regime and are now "at rest" is misleading. A similar reasoning was formerly applied during 
residential development of large, old landslide complexes in the Santa Cruz Mountains. Most 
of these landslides moved during the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake in increments ranging from 
inches to 10 to 20 feet. While it is true that these large landslides probably formed many 
thousands of years ago, they can be and are reactivated by seismic shaking and/or extreme 
rainfall events. The discovery of open voids at the base of the Animus landslide complex 
suggests youthful movement of this landslide complex. Such voids are infilled over time by 
sediment carried by infiltrating rainfall or percolating ground water. If there had been no 
movement of this landslide for 10,000 or 15,000 years, one might not expect to find open voids. 
The hazard posed by incremental, coseismic reactivation of a landslide does not preclude 
de~elopment, but the hazard must be recognized and mitigated. · 
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We concur with the report conclusion that septic systems are unlikely to affect the stability of 
large landslides at the proposed development density. However, septic leachate could impact 
small landslides. We expect that impacts on small landslides can be mitigated by careful system 
placement, given the large lot sizes. 

Liquefaction Potential 

The report addresses liquefaction hazard, and has identified the general area susceptible to 
liquefaction. In our opinion, liquefaction hazard should be evaluated for all proposed sites 
located on recent alluvium. Where the site is located in a broad flat, liquefaction induced 
settlement can be mitigated by foundation design. However, where the site is located adjacent 
to a stream cut bank, liquefaction can result in lateral spreading, which may not be subject to 
design mitigation. Table 1 identifies sites located on alluvium as subject to potential 
liquefaction. Particular sites we noted where lateral spreading may be a hazard include lots 
18,19,20,21,22 and possibly 84,94. 

Seismic Shaking 

The listed seismic shaking parameters are within the range of reasonable values. The maximum 
credible magnitude we generally cite for the San Gregorio fault is Mw 7.7 (Wesnousky, 1986), 
slightly larger than the 7.4 listed in the report. We consider the larger magnitude appropriate 
because structural considerations and coastal tectonics suggest that the San Gregorio connects 
with Hosgri fault off the central California coast and does not die out along the Palo Colorado 
fault. The increase in magnitude does not make much practical difference in the predicted 
ground shaking; ground shaking magnitudes are more sensitive to the attenuation relationship 
chosen. For a Mw 7.7. on the San Gregorio fault at a distance of 5 miles, we obtained the 
following shaking intensities with different attenuation relationships: 

Attenuation 
Relationship 

Campbell (1993) 
Boore et al (1993) 
Idriss (1993) 

Mean Peak Horizontal Acceleration 
on rock 

0.51g 
0.46g 
0.59g 

The report lists repeatable high ground accelerations in addition to peak accelerations. The 
repeatable acceleration values should not be used for design or evaluation of ridge top sites 
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because of the effect of topographic amplification. It should also be noted that, although the 
recurrence interval for events on the San Gregorio may be 225 to 400 years, there does not 
appear to have been a major earthquake on the fault for at least 100 to 200 years, making an 
event in the next 100 years appear far more likely. 

Stock Ponds 

we··observed a number of stock ponds oh the property. There is some potential for pond 
embankments to fail, inundating downstream areas. If there are ponds that are to remain in use 
upstream from development sites, the ri.sk posed by dam failure should be evaluated and dam 
embankments should be evaluated for seismic stability if there is a significant risk. 

Recommendations . 

Based on the foregoing discussions, we make the following recommendations for additional 
work. Some of the hazard issues raised above relate to individual building site viability. In our 
opinion, these issues should be resolved prior to acceptance of the subdivision map. Othei;, 
issues relate to development of individual homesites, but are not expected to render individual 
lots non-viable. These issues should be resolved by site studies at the time of lot developmenL 
The two categories are separated out in the following recommendations. 

Tentative 1'-fap Stage Recommendations 

L The stability of any recognized landslides containing sites for development should be 
reanalyzed using appropriately conservative strength parameters and landslide geometries. The 
potential for secondary or "piggy-back" landsliding should be included in the evaluation. 

2. Areas suspected of landsliding based on previous mapping or as discussed above must be 
definitively evaluated for landslide origin (in particular areas 3, 5 and 6, figure 1). 

3. Debris flow hazard should be evaluated for all sites 

4. Areas susceptible to liquefaction induced lateral spreading should be identified and impacted 
homesites validated. 

5. The existence of suspected faulting paralleling the San Clemente thrust to the south 
(Figure 2) should be evaluated 
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6. Fault setbacks for homesites on the overthrust block of the San Clemente or San Jose thrust 
faults should be re-evaluated and changes in building sites made accordingly. Where setbacks 
are not large, individual homesites should be validated by trenching. 

7. The potential for a splay of the San Jose thrust fault to project between test pits fp-5 and fp-6 
should be evaluated and adjacent building sites reconfigured, if necessary. 

Pre-development Recommendations 

1. Areas of potential dipslope hazard should be specified and mitigating recommendations 
incorporated into project plans. 

2. The risk posed to access roads by youthful landslides, in particular landslides #1, 2, 3, &4, 
figure 1, and landslide #7, figure 2, should be evaluated and mitigation recommendations 
incorporated into project plans. 

3. The risk associated with failure of stock pond embankments should be evaluated. 

4. Individual homesites should be subject to site specific geotechnical investigations prior to 
design in order to address potential site hazards and foundation design. Such site studies should 
include: developing appropriate setbacks from steep slopes, site selection to minimize debris flow 
or liquefaction hazard, evaluation of dip slope hazards, validation of setbacks from faulting or 
recognized landslides, and placement of septic systems to minimize impacts on slope stability 
and groundwater quality. 

Adverse Impacts 

The foregoing review has focussed on geologic hazards posed to development. In addition to 
the risks posed to development by geologic hazards, there is a potential for adverse impacts on 
the geologic environment by the development. These include: 

1. degradation of water quality 
2. accelerated erosion due to disruption of natural drainage systems 
3. decreased slope stability due to grading, concentrated run off from developed surfaces and 
septic leachate. 
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The issue of water quality impacts is outside the scope of this review. In our opinion, erosion 
and slope stability impacts can be mitigated by proper design. We make the following 
recommendations to minimize project impacts. 

Adverse Impact Mitigation Recommendations 

1. All development should include an engineered drainage system to collect run off and 
discharge it to natural drainages or storm drains. All discharge points shall be protected from 
erosion by engineered erosion control measures. 

2. All septic systems should be sited by a qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical 
engineer to minimize impacts on slope stability. 

3. In our opinion, the erodability of site earth materials is low to moderate. Nevertheless, all 
construction activity should incorporate standard temporary erosion control measures during the 
rainy season (Approximately October to April). 

4. A qualified engineering geologist should review preliminary and final grading plans to 
evaluate impacts on slope stability. 

This concludes our review. If you have any questions regarding this report, please do not 
hesitate in contacting me. If we are to be involved in future review of the geologic hazards 
evaluation for the project, We recommend a m~ting with the applicant's geologist/geotechnical 
engineer prior to proceeding on additional work to insure that our concerns are being addressed. 

Very truly yours, 

WEBER, HAYES AND ASSOCIATES 
A California Corporation 

attachments: Figures 1 and 2; Table 1; Appendix A 
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Sampson Engineering Inc. 

January 4, 1994 

Weber, Hayes and Associates 
120 Westgate Drive 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Attention: Mr. Jeff Nolan 

6 Hangar Way, Suite C 
Watsom·ille, CA 95076 

(408) 761-6222 
Fax (408) 761-1121 

Subject: Geotechnical Review of Geological and Geotechnical 
Investigation 
Santa Lucia Preserve (Rancho San Carlos) 
Monterey County, California 
SEI Project No. 94089 

Dear Mr. Nolan: 

As requested, we have reviewed the Geological and Geotechnical 
Investigation prepared for the property by Cleary Consultants, Inc. 
and dated February 15, 1994. This review was limited to the 
geotechnical aspects of the report preparation, and included a site 
reconnaissance with you on December 22, 1994. Sections of the 
report specifically reviewed by Sampson Engineering Inc. (SEI) 
included the following: Liquefaction Potential (Section VI.C.); 
Strong Groundshaking (Section VI.D.); Landslide Stability (Section 
VII.B.); Geotechnical Evaluation (Section VIII.A to VIII.F.) and 
appendices A through D. 

It is our understanding that the report was completed for the 
Vesting Tentative Map Submittal for the proposed development, and 
as such, the report is a preliminary document to be used for 
initial siting and development plans. Our review indicates the 
report is substantially complete in all geotechnical aspects 
pertaining to the proposed development. However, we do take issue 
with several items related to the slope stability analyses that 
were performed on the major landslide masses. 

The first item is the use of peak strength rather than residual 
strength values from the direct shear tests. The reports reasoning 
is that the peak strength test results were considered to be the 
most representative of the two values since they most closely 
represent the strength of the in-place "disturbed" materials in 
which failure occurred. However, without the benefit of downhole 
logging to verify bedding planes within the landslide mass and slip 
surface conditions, we feel the use of the residual shear value is 
more appropriate. Also, it is our opinion that initial siting of 
any development warrants conservatism when performing such limited 
analyses, and the use of the lower residual strength value is more 
commonly used for analyzing the stability of a landslide slip 
surface. Based on our review of the residual strength direct shear 
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values and corresponding Atterberg Limits results of nearby 
samples, the residual strength values appear to be reasonable (see 
appendix}. We . therefore recommend that the slope stability 
analyses be performed again using only the residual shear strength 
values from each landslide. 

The second item is the lack of investigating the potential for 
shallower, secondary landslides to occur within the main landslide 
mass, especially along steeper portions of the landslide and at the 
toe and headscarp areas. Based on limited small diameter borings, 
a landslide failure plane has been projected and modeled using T­
Slope, with only the assumed failure plane being analyzed. We 
would recommend the use of additional modeling methods to 
investigate the potential for shallow translational or rotational 
slides within the main landslide mass. We would consider the use 
of peak strength direct shear values to be suitable for those 
failure planes that do not significantly intersect the existing 
landslide failure plane when performing these additional studies. 

In addition, we would recommend consideration to the impact of 
debris flow landslides for lots and corresponding homesites located 
immediately above or below slopes greater than 30 percent. This 
hazard is well documented within Monterey County during periods of 
prolonged intense rainfall. 

Should you have any questions concerning the comments or 
recommendations outlined herein, please do not hesitate to contact 
our office. We can be reached at (408} 761-6222. 

Sincerely, 

SAMPSON ENGINEERING INCe 

Michael D. Kleames, G.E. 
GE 2204 
Expires 3/31/96 

c.:24 



\ 
) 

APPENDIX 

Nelson, J.L., 1992, Clay mineralogy and residual shear strength of 
the Santa Clara Formation Claystone: Bulletin of the 
Association of Engineering Geologists, Vol.29, No.3, pp. 299-
310. 

Skempton, A.W., 1985, Residual strength of clays in landslides, 
folded strata and the laboratory: Geotechnique, Vol.35, No.1, 
pp. 3-18. 

Voight, B., 1973, Correlation between Atterberg plasticity limits 
and residual strength of natural soils: Geotechnique, Vol.23, 
No.2, pp. 265-267. 

C-25 



C-26 







Appendix D. Common and Scientific Names of Plant and Wildlife Species 
Mentioned in the Text 

PLANT SPECIES 

Common Name 

Alders 
Alkali rye-grass 
Arroyo willow 
Bigleaf maple 
Big squirreltail 
Black cottonwood 
Black oak 
Blue blossom 
Bulrush 
California bay 
California blackberry 
California poppy 
California sycamore 
California wild oatgrass · 
Canyon gooseberry 
Canyon live oak 
Chamise 
Coast live oak 
Coast redwood 
Coast sagebrush 
Coffeeberry 
Common snowberry 
Coyote brush 
Douglas' annual lupine 
Hairgrass 
Himalayan berry 
Iris-leaved rush 
Manna grass 
Madrone 
Meadowfoam 
Monterey pine 
Narrow-leaved cattail 
Northern barley 
Ocean spray 
Oregon woodsorrel 

Santa Lucia Preserve Administrative Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 
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Scientific Name 

A/nus spp. 
Elymus triticoides 
Salix lasiolepis 
Acer macrophyllum 
Sitanion ju batum 
Populus trichocarpa 
Quercus kelloggii 
Ceanothus thyrsiflorus 
Scirpus californicus 
Umbellularia californica 
Rubus ursinus 
Eschscholzia californica 
Platanus racemosa 
Danthonia californica 
Ribes sp. 
Quercus chrysolepis 
Adenostoma fasciculatum 
Quercus agrifolia 
Sequoia sempervirens 
Artemisia californica 
Rhamnus californica 
Symphoricarpos a/bus var. laevigatus 
Baccharis pilularis 
Lupinus nanus 
Deschampsia sp. 
Ru bus discolor 
Juncus xiphiodes 
Glyceria occidentalis 
Arbutus menziesii 
Linmanthes douglasii 
Pinus montereyensis 
Typha latifolia 
Hordeum brachyantherum 
Holodiscus discolor 
Oxalis oregana 

Common and Scientific Names of Plant and Wildlife 
Species Mentioned in the Text 
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Appendix D. Continued 

PLANT SPECIES 

Common Name 

Parish's wheatgrass 
Poison oak 
Ponderosa pine 
Pond weeds 
Popcornflower 
Purple clarkia 
Purple needlegrass 
Red-stemmed filaree 
Redwood violet 
Ripgut grass 
Rushes 
Sala! 
Sedges 
Shaggy-barked manzanita 
Silvery hairgrass 
Slender hairgrass 
Soft chess 
Spikerush 
Stinging nettle 
Tan-bark oak 
Valley oak 
Wake robin 
Water buttercup 
Water hemlock 
White alder 
Wild oat 
Willows 
Yellow buttercup 
Yucca 

Santa Lucia Preserve Administrative Final EIR. Volume JI 
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Scientific Name 

Agropyron parishii 
Toxicodendron diversilobum 
Pinus ponderosa 
Potamogeton spp. 
Plagiobothrys spp. 
Clarkia purpurea 
Nase/la pulchra 
£radium cicutarium 
Viola sempervirens 
Bromus diandrus 
Juncus spp. 
Gaultheria shallon 
Carex spp. 
Arctostaphylos tomentosa 
Aira caryophyllea 
Deschampsia elongata 
Bromus mollis 
Eleocharis palustris 
Urtica dioica ssp. holosericea 
Lithocarpus densijlora 
Quercus lobata 
Trillium ovatum 
Ranunculus aquatilis 
Cicuta sp. 
A/nus rhombifolia 
Avenafatua 
Salix spp. 
Ranunculus californicus 
Yucca whipplei 

Coinmon and Scientific Names of Plant and Wildlife 
Species Mentioned in the Text 
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Common Name 

Insects 

Smith's blue butterfly 

Amphibians 

California tiger salamander 
California newt 
California slender salamander 
Pacific treefrog 
California red-legged frog 
Foothill yellow-legged frog 

Reptiles 

Southwestern pond turtle 
Western fence lizard 
California horned lizard 
Southern alligator lizard 
Silvery legless lizard 
Gopher snake 
San Francisco garter snake 
Western rattlesnake 

Birds 

Pied-billed grebe 
Double-crested cormorant 
Great blue heron 
Great egret 
Snowy egret 
Green heron 
Black-crowned night-heron 
Wood duck 
Mallard 
Cinnamon teal 

Appendix D. Continued 

WILDLIFE SPECIES 

Scientific Name 

Euphilotes enoptes smithi 

Ambystoma tigrinum ca/iforniense 
Taricha torosa 
Batrachoseps attenuatus 
Hy/a regilla 
Rana aurora draytoni 
Rana boylei 

Clemmys marmorata pa/Iida 
Sceloporus occidentalis 
Phrynosoma coronatum Jrontale 
Gerrhonotus multicarinatus 
Annie/la pulchra pulchra 
Pituophis melanoleucus 
Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia 
Crotalus viridis 

Podilymbus podiceps 
Phalacrocorax auritus 
Ardea herodias 
Casmerodius a/bus 
Egretta thula 
Butorides striatus 
Nycticorax nycticorax 
Aix sponsa 
Anas platyrhynchos 
Anas cyanoptera 

Santa Lucia Preserve Administrative Final EIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 
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Appendix D. Continued 

WILDLIFE SPECIES 

Common Name 

American wigeon 
Bufflehead 
Ruddy duck 
Turkey vulture 
White-tailed kite 
Bald eagle 
Northern harrier 
Sharp-shinned hawk 
Cooper's h.awk 
Red-shouldered hawk· 
Red-tailed hawk · 
Golden eagle 
American kestrel 
Merlin 
Peregrine falcon 
Prairie falcon 
Wild turkey 
California quail 
American coot 
Killdeer 
Band-tailed pigeon 
Mourning dove 
Yellow-billed cuckoo 
Western screech-owl 
Great homed owl 
Burrowing owl 
California spotted owl 
Anna's hummingbird 
Belted kingfisher 
Lewis' woodpecker 
Acom woodpecker 
Nuttall's woodpecker 
Downy woodpecker 
Hairy woodpecker 
Northern flicker 
Western wood-pewee 

Santa Lucia Preserve Administrative FinalEIR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department 

D-6 

Scientific Name 

Anas americana 
Bucephala albeola 
Oxyura Jamaicensis 
Cathartes aura 
Elanus caeruleus 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Circus cyaneus 
Accipiter striatus 
Accipiter cooperii 
Buteo lineatus 
Buteo Jamaicensis 
Aquila chrysaetos 
Falco span1erius 
Falco columbarius 
Falco peregrinus 
Falco mexicanus 
Meleagris gallopavo 
Callipepla california 
Fulica americana 
Charadrius vociferus 
Co!umba jasciata 
Zenaida mac;roura 
Coccyzus americanus 
Otus kennicottii 
Bubo virginianus 
Athene cunicularia 
Strix occidentalis occidentalis 
Calypte anna 
Ce,yle alcyon 
Melanerpes lewis 
Melanerpes formicivorus 
Picoides nuttallii 
Picoides pubescens 
Picoides villosus 
Colaptes auratus 
Contopus sordidulus 

Common and Scientific Names of Plantand Wildlife 
Species Mentioned in the Text 
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Common Name 

Willow flycatcher 
Pacific-slope flycatcher 
Black phoebe 
Ash-throated flycatcher 
California homed lark 
Tree swallow 
Violet-green swallow 
Bank swallow 
Barn swallow 
Steller's jay 
Scrub jay 
Yellow-billed magpie 
American crow 
Chestnut-backed chickadee 
Plain titmouse 
Bushtit 
White-breasted nuthatch 
Brown creeper 
Bewick's wren 
House wren 
Marsh wren 
Golden-crowned kinglet 
Ruby-crowned kinglet 
Blue-gray gnatcatcher 
Swainson's thrush 
Hermit thrush 
American robin 
Northern mockingbird 
California thrasher 
American pipit 
Cedar waxwing 
Loggerhead shrike 
European starling 
Bell's vireo 
Solitary vireo 
Hutton's vireo 

Appendix D. Continued 

WILDLIFE SPECIES 

Scientific Name 

Empidonax trail/ii 
Empidonax difficilis 
Sayornis nigricans 
Myiarchus cinerascens 
Eremophila alpestris actia 
Tachycineta bicolor 
Tachycineta thalassina 
Riparia riparia 
Hirundo rustica 
Cyanocitta stelleri 
Aphelocoma coerulescens 
Pica nuttalli 
Conrus brachyrhynchos 
Parus rufescens 
Parus inornatus 
Psaltriparus minimus 
Sitta carolinensis 
Certhia americana 
Th,yomanes bewickii 
Troglodytes aedon 
Cistothoms palustris 
Regulus satrapa 
Regulus calendula 
Polioptila caerulea 
Catharus ustulatus 
Catharus guttatus 
Turdus migratorius 
Mimus polyglottos 
Toxostoma redivivum 
Anthus rubescens 
Bombycilla cedrorum 
Lanius ludovicianus 
Sturnus vulgaris 
Vireo bellii 
Vireo solitarius 
Vireo huttoni 
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Appendix; D. Continued 

WILDLIFE SPECIES 

Common Name 

Warbling vireo 
Orange-crowned warbler 
Nashville warbler 
Yellow-rumped warbler 
Black-throated gray warbler 
Townsend's warbler 
MacGillivray's warbler 
Wilson's warbler 
Yell ow-breasted chat 
Western tanager 
Black-headed grosbeak 
Blue grosbeak 
Rufous-sided towhee 
California towhee 
Savannah sparrow 
Fox sparrow 
Song sparrow 
Lincoln's sparrow 
Golden-crowned sparrow 
~te-crowned sparrow. 
Dark-eyed junco 
Red-winged biackbird 
Tricolored blackbird 
Western meadowlark 
Brown-headed cowbird 
Northern oriole 
Purple finch 
House finch 
Lesser goldfinch 
Lawrence's goldfinch 
American goldfinch 
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Scientific Name 

Vireo gilvus 
Vermivora celata 
Vermivora nificapilla 
Dendroica coronata 
Dendroica nigrescens 
Dendroica townsendi 
Oporornis tolmiei 
Wilsonia pusilla 
Jcteria virens 
Piranga ludoviciana 
Pheucticus melanocephalus 
Guiraca caerulea 
Pipi lo erythrophthalmus 
Pipilo crissalis 
Passerculus sandwichensis 
Passerella iliaca 
Melospiza inel6dia 
Melospiza lincolnii 
Zonotrichia atricapilla 
Zonotrichia leucophrys 
Junco hyemalis 
Agelaius phoeniceus 
Agelaius tricolor 
Sturnella neglecta 
Molothrus ater 
Jctems galbula 
Ca,podacus purpureus 
Carpodacus mexicanus 
Carduelis psaltria 
Carduelis lawrencei 
Carduelis tristis 

Common and Scientific Names of Plant and Wildlife 
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Appendix D. Continued 

WILDLIFE SPECIES 

Common Name 

Mammals 

Pallid bat 
Townsend's western big-eared bat 
California mastiff bat 
Black-tailed hare 
Western gray squirrel 
Western harvest mouse 
Deer mouse 
Monterey dusky-footed woodrat 
California vole 
Coyote 
Gray fox 
Black bear 
Ringtail 
Raccoon 
American badger 
Striped skunk 
Mountain lion 
Bobcat 
Wild pig 
Black-tailed deer 
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Scientific Name 

Antrozous pallidus 
Plecotus townsendii townsendii 
Eumops perotis californicus 
Lepus californicus 
Sciurus griseus 
Reithrodontomys megalotis 
Peromyscus maniculatus 
Neotoma Juscipes 
Microtus californicus 
Canis latrans 
Urocyon cinereoargenteus 
Ursus americanus 
Bassariscus astutus 
Procyon lotor 
Taxidea taxus 
Mephitis mephitis 
Fe/is concolor 
Ly11x rufus 
Susscrofa 
Odocoileus hemionus 

Common and Scientific Names of Plant and Wildlife 
Species Mentioned in the Text 
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Appendix E. Background Information for Air Quality 
Analysis 

Estimates of carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations were made using the California 
Department of Transportation's rnicroscale air quality model: CALINE4 (M. Hatano, P. Benson, 
and K. Pinkerman. 1989. CALINE4 - a dispersion model for predicting air pollution concentra­
tions near roadways. Sacramento, CA). CALINE4 is a Gaussian dispersion model designed to 
evaluate potential air quality impacts of vehicle traffic. 

CO modeling was performed for one intersection, Carmel Valley Road/Rancho San Carlos 
Road. This intersection was chosen based on results from the traffic analysis prepared for this 
report. This intersection is expected to operate at level of service (LOS) F with a reserve capacity 
of -81 on its northbound left-turn movement under future with-GJ\1P AP conditions, as opposed to 
LOS F with a reserve capacity of -18 under future no-project conditions. This means that reserve 
capacity would be decreased by more than 50 vehicles at an intersection that would already have 
an unacceptable LOS under future no-project conditions. No other intersection analyzed in the 
traffic analysis met this criterion. 

CALINE4 was used to predict CO concentrations at locations (receptors) where people 
could be exposed to pollutants near this intersection. Receptors were chosen based on observa­
tions of the land uses surrounding the intersection. Receptor locations were taken from a land use 
map for the project area. Modeling results for each receptor represent total CO contributions 
from all modeled roadway segments. 

Afternoon peak-hour traffic volumes and speeds used in the modeling were obtained from 
the traffic analysis prepared for this report. Traffic speeds were adjusted to reflect congested 
speeds and reduced speeds and idling at intersections. 

Emission rates were determined using EMF AC7F. The vehicle fleet mixture 
and operating mode percentages were obtained from a letter dated December 22, 1994, and sent 
by Don Ballanti, who prepared the air quality technical report for the proposed project. These 
values were used in the CO modeling performed for that report. The vehicle mixture included 
72.8% light-duty automobiles, 12.7% light-duty trucks, 4.6% medium-duty trucks, 9.0% heavy­
duty trucks, and 0.9% motorcycles. Vehicle operating-mode percentages were assumed to be 
21 % in cold-start mode, 27% in hot-start mode, and 52% in hot-stabilized mode. Air temperature 
was assumed to be 40 degrees Fahrenheit. 

The meteorological conditions used in the modeling include a wind speed of 0.5 mile per 
hour, stability class G, and a mixing height of 1,000 feet. Thirty-six wind angles were modeled 
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(10-360 degrees by 10-degree increments) to determine a worst-case concentration for each 
receptor. Meteorological conditions were determined using methodology recommended in Air 
Quality Technical Analysis Notes (California Department of Transportation. 1988. Air quality 
technical analysis notes. Sacramento, CA). 

A background concentration of 4 parts per million was added to the I-hour values to. 
account for other sources of CO, such as nearby parking lots, roadways not included in the 
model, and wood-burning stove emissions. Eight-hour values were calculated from the I-hour 
values using a persistence factor of O. 7. 

CALCULATION OF CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMISSIONS 

Construction-related em1ss1ons are shown in Tables 14-3 and 14-4 of the text. As 
explained in the text, Table 14-3 is based on the assumption that asphalt would be produced 
onsite and Table 14-4 is based on the assumption that it would be produced o:ffsite. Emission 
categories included in Table 14-3 are construction worker traffic, construction equipment 
operation, rock crusher operation, and asphalt production. Table 14-4 includes all these 
categories plus a category for asphalt trucking traffic. Assumptions used in calculating emissions 
for each of these categories are described below. 

Construction Worker Traffic 

Emissions. generated by construction worker traffic were calculated by multiplying 
together the maximum daily number of construction workers expected to work at the project site, 
the number of trips made per worker per day, the average distance of each trip, and a per trip 
emission rate for each pollutant. It was assumed that 180 workers per day would be the 
maximum daily number of construction workers expected to work at the project site (Duffy pers. 
comm.), two trips would be made per worker per day, and the average trip distance would be 20 
miles. Emission rates were calculated using EMF AC7F, version 1. 1. 

Construction Equipment Operation 

Emissions generated by construction equipment operation were calculated by multiplying 
together daily hours of operation and emission rates for each piece of equipment expected to be 
used at the project site during the most intensive period of construction. It was assumed that 
during the most intensive period of construction, the following pieces of equipment would be used 
8 hours per day at the project site: two D8 Caterpillar tractors, one D6 Caterpiilar tractor, two 
rubber-tired scrapers, two motor graders, one water truck, one sheepsfoot compactor, one 
wheeled loader, two rubber-tired backhoes, one asphalt paving machine, one steel-wheeled roller, 
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, one 10-wheeled truck, one stake-side truck, one mechanics truck, and one transfer truck and 
trailer (Duffy pers. comm.). Emission rates were taken from AP-42 (U.S. Environmental Protec­
tion Agency 1985). 

Additionally, fugitive dust emissions associated with construction activities were estimated 
by multiplying the maximum number of acres of land expected to be disturbed in a single day 
during the construction period by a fugitive dust emission rate taken from AP-42 (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 1985). It was assumed that 10 acres was the maximum acreage 
expected to be disturbed in a single day during the construction period (Duffy pers. comm.). 

Asphalt Production 

Emissions generated by asphalt production were calculated by multiplying together the 
maximum amount of asphalt expected to be produced per day and an emission rate for each 
pollutant. It was assumed that 1,100 tons of asphalt would be the maximum amount produced 
per day (Duffy pers. comm.). Emission rates were taken from AP-42 (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 1985). 

Rock Crusher Operation 

Emissions generated by rock crushing were calculated by multiplying together the 
maximum amount of rock expected to be crushed per day and an emission rate for each pollutant. 
It was assumed that 1000 cubic yards of rock would be the maximum amount crushed per day if 
the onsite asphalt plant were not used and that 1,500 cubic yards of rock would be the maximum 
amount crusheq per day if the onsite asphalt plant were used (Duffy pers. comm.). Emission rates 
were taken from AP-42 (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1985). 

Asphalt Trucking 

Emissions generated by asphalt trucking were calculated by multiplying together the 
maximum amount of asphalt expected to be produced per day, the average truck capacity, the 
average trip distance, and an emission rate for each pollutant. It was assumed that 1,100 tons of 
asphalt would be the maximum amount produced per day, average truck capacity would be 20 
cubic yards, and average trucking distance would be. 25 miles one way (Duffy pers. comm., 
Ballanti 1994). Emission rates were calculated using EJ\.1FAC7F, version 1. 1. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Administrative Final EIR. Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and Building Department E-5 

Background Information for Air Quality Analysis 
August 22. 1995 



ClTATIONS 

Printed References 

Ballanti, Donald. 1994.. Air quality impact analysis of Rancho San Carlos, Monterey County. EI 
Cerrito, CA. 

California. Department of Transportation. 1988. Air quality technical analysis notes. 
Sacramento, CA. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1985. Compilation of air pollutant emission factors. 
Volume I: Stationary point and area sources. Fourth edition. Research Triangle Park, NC. 

Personal Communication 

Duffy, Denise. Owner. Denise Duffy & Associates, Monterey, CA. December 22, 1994 -
memorandum concerning economic data on the Santa Lucia Preserve project; January 4, 1995 
- telephone conversation. 

Santa Lucia Preserve Administrative Final EJR, Volume II 
Monterey County Planning and B11ilding Department E-6 

Background Informalionfor Air Q11ality Analysis 
A11gust 22, 1995 







BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR NOISE ANALYSIS 

Sound Terminology 

Sound travels through the air as waves of minute air pressure fluctuations caused by 
some type of vibration. In general, sound waves travel away from the sound source as an 
expanding spherical surface. The energy contained in a sound wave is consequently spread 
over an increasing area as it travels away from the source. This results in a .decrease in 
loudness at greater distances from the sound source. The following terms are commonly 
used in acoustics. 

Decibel 

Sound-level meters measure the pressure fluctuations caused by sound waves. 
Because of the ability of the human ear to respond to a wide dynamic range of sound 
pressure fluctuations, loudness is measured in terms of decibels (dB) on a logarithmic scale. 
This results in a scale that measures pressure fluctuations in a convenient notation and 
corresponds to our auditory perception of increasing loudness. 

A-Weighted Decibels 

Most sounds consist of a broad range of sound frequencies. Because the human ear 
is not equally sensitive to all frequencies, several frequency-weighting schemes have been 
used to develop composite decibel scales that approximate the way the human ear responds 
to sound levels. The "A-weighted" decibel scale is the most widely used for this purpose. 
Typical A-weighted sound levels for various types of sound sources are summarized in 
Figure F-1. · 

Equivalent Sound Level 

Time-varying sound levels are often described in terms of an equivalent constant 
decibel level. Equivalent sound levels (Leq) are used to develop single-value descriptions 
of average sound exposure over various periods of time. Such average sound exposure 
values often include additional weighting factors for annoyance potential attributable to time 
of day or other considerations. The Le~ data used for these average sound exposure 
descriptors are generally based on A-weighted sound-level measurements. 
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Sound Source A-Weighted Sound Level (dB) 

Carrier deck jet operation > 

Civil defense siren (at 100 feet) > 

Jet takeoff (at 200 feet) > 

Riveting machine (at 1 foot) > 
Rock music concert > 

Pile driver (at 50 feet) > 
Ambulance siren (at 1 oo feet) > 

Heavy truck (at 50 feet) > 

Pneumatic drill (at 50 feet) > 
Freight cars (at 50 feet) > 

Garbage disposal in home > 

Freight cars (at 100 feet) > 
Freeway traffic (at 50 feet) > 
Vacuum cleaner (at 1 0 feet) > 

•:•:•:•:•:••-=···········•·:•:•:,:-:,:•:•:• 

.···································"·· 

Z: ......... :.: ... :.: .•... : ........... .... 

.•.•. ·.·.:.:·.·:.·.;.;.;:·::.:.=:::=: 

Air conditioning unit (at 20 feet) > l%I2Iillt1% 

Speech in normal voice (at 15 feet} > ···:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:::·:/:' 

Residence-typical movement of 
people, no TV or radio > 

Soft whisper (at 5 feet) > 

Recording studio. > 

.. _ ........... _.:.:::::.:;:.: 
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Painfully loud 

Threshold of feeling and pain 

Verv loud 

Moderately loud 

Quiet 

Threshold of hearing 

m Jones & Stokes Associates, Inc. Figure F-1 
Weighted Sound Levels and Human Response 
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Day-Night Average Sound Level 

Average sound exposure over a 24-hour period is often presented as a day-night 
average sound level (DNL or Ldn). Ldn values are calculated from hourly Leq values, with 
the Leq values for the nighttime period (10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m.) increased by 10 dB to reflect 
the greater disturbance potential from nighttime noises. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level 

The community noise equivalent level (CNEL) is also used to characterize average 
sound levels over a 24-hour period, with weighting factors included for evening and 
nighttime sound levels. Leq values for the evening period (7:00 p.m.-10:00 p.m.) are 
increased by 5 dB, while Leq values for the nighttime period (10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m.) are 
increased by 10 dB. For given set of sound measurements, the CNEL value will usually be 
about 1 dB higher than the Ldn value. In practice, CNEL and DNL are often used inter­
changeably. 

Percentile-Exceeded Sound Level 

The sound level exceeded during a given percentage of a measurement period is 
the percentile-exceeded sound level (½). Examples include Lio, ½o, and Lw- Lio is the 
A-weighted sound level that is exceeded 10% of the measurement period, L50 is the level 
exceeded 50% of the period, and so on. ~ is often considered to represent the ambient 
sound level. 

Ambient Sound 

Ambient sound is the all-encompassing sound associated with a given community site, 
usually being a composite of sounds from many sources, near and far, with no particular 
sound being dominant. 

Equivalencies between Various Sound Descriptors 

The Ldn value at a site calculated from a set of measurements taken over a given 
24-hour period will be slightly lower than the CNEL value calculated over the same period. 
Except in situations where unusually high evening sound levels occur, the CNEL value will 
be within 1.5 dB of the Ldn value for the same set of sound measurements. 

The relationship between peak hourly 4q values and associated Ldn values depends 
on the distribution of traffic over the entire day. There is no precise way to convert a peak 
hourly ~ value to an Ldn value. However, in urban areas near heavy traffic, the peak 
hourly Leq value is typically 2-4 dB lower than the daily Ldn value. In less heavily developed 
areas, the peak hourly Leq is often equal to the daily Ldn value. For rural areas with little 
nighttime traffic, the peak hourly Leq value will often be 3-4 dB greater than the daily Ldn 
value. 
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Working with Decibel Values 

The nature of the decibel scale is such that the individual sound levels for different 
sound sources cannot be added dir~9tly to give the combined sound level of these sources. 
Two sound sources producing equal sound leveis at a given location will produce a 
composite sound level that is 3 dB greater than either sound alone. When two sound 
sources differ by 10 dB, the composite sound level will be only 0.4 dB greater than the 
louder source alone. 

Most people have difficulty distinguishing the louder of two sound sources if they 
differ by less than 1.5-2.0 dB. Research into the human perception of changes in sound 
level indicates the following: 

• a 3-dB change is just perceptible, 
• a 5-dB change is clearly perceptible, and 
• a 10-dB change is perceived as being twice or half as loud. 

A doubling or halving of acoustic energy will change the resulting sound level by 
3 dB; which corresponds to a change that is just perceptible. In practice, this means that 
a doubling of traffic volume on a roadway, doubling the number of people in a stadium, or 
doubling the number of wi_nd turbines in a wind farm will, as a general rule, only result in 
a 3-dB, or just perceptible, increase in noise. · 

Outdoor Sound Propagation 

There are a number of factors that affect how sound propagates outdoors. These 
factors, described by Miller (1982), are summarized below. · 

Distance Attenuation 

As a general rule, sound from localized or point sound sources spreads out as it 
travels away from the source and the sound level drops at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of 
distance. If the sound source, is long in one dimension, such as traffic on a highway or a 
long train, the sound source is considered to be a line source.· As a general rule, the sound 
level from a line source will drop ·off at a rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance. If the inter­
vening ground between the_ line source and the receptor is acoustically "soft" ( e.g., ground 
vegetation, scattered trees, clumps of bushes), an attenuation rate of 4.5 dB per doubling 
of distance is generally used. · 
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Attenuation from Barriers 

Any solid structure such as a berm, wall, or building that blocks the line of sight 
between a source and receiver serves as a sound barrier and will result in additional sound 
attenuation. The amount of additional attenuation is a function of the difference between 
the length of the sound path over the barrier and the length of the direct line of sight path. 
Thus, the sound attenuation of a barrier between a source and a receiver that are very far 
apart will be much less than the attenuation that would result if either the source or the 
receiver is very close to the barrier. 

Molecular Absorption 

Air absorbs sound energy as a function of the temperature, humidity of the air, and 
frequency of the sound. Additional sound attenuation on the order of 1 to 2 dB per 
1,000 feet can occur. 

Anomalous Excess Attenuation 

Large-scale effects of wind speed, wind direction, and thermal gradients in the air 
can cause large differences in sound transmission over large distances. These effects 
when combined result in anomalous excess att~nuation, which can be applied to long-term 
sound-level estimates. Additional sound attenuation on the order of about 1 dB per 
1,000 feet can occur. 

Other Atmospheric Effects 

Short-term atmospheric effects relating to wind and temperature gradients can cause 
bending of sound waves and can influence changes in sound levels at large distances. These 
effects can either increase or decrease sound levels depending on the orientation of the 
source and receptor and the nature of the wind and temperature gradient. Because these 
effects are normally short-term, it is generally not practical to include them in sound 
propagation calculations. Understanding these effects, however, can help explain variations 
that occur between calculated and measured sound levels. 

Guidelines for Interpreting Sound Levels 

Various federal, state, and local agencies have developed guidelines for evaluating 
land use compatibility under different sound-level ranges. The following is a summary of 
federal and state guidelines. 
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Federal Agency Guidelines 

The federal Noise Control Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-574) established a requirement 
that all federal agencies administer their programs to promote an environment free of noise 
that jeopardizes public health or welfare. EPA was given the responsibility for:. 

• providing information to the public regarding identifiable effects of n~ise on 
public health or welfare, 

• publishing information on the levels of environmental noise that will protect the 
public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety, 

• coordinating federal research and activities related to noise control, and 

• establishing rederai noise emission standards for selected products; distribu.ted in 
interstate commerce. 

The federal Noise Control Act also directed that all federal agencies comply with 
applicable federal, state, interstate, and local noise control regulations. 

Although EPA was given major public information and federal agency coordination 
roles, each federal agency retains authority to adopt noise regulations pertaining to agency 
programs. EPA can require other federal agencies to justify their noise regulations in terms 
of the federal Noise Control Act policy requirements. The Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration retains primary authority for setting workplace noise. exposure standards. 
The Federal Aviation Administration retains primary jurisdiction over aircraft noise 
standards, and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) retains primary jurisdiction 
over highway noise standards. 

In 1974, in response to the requirements of the federal Noise Control Act, EPA 
identified indoor and outdoor noise limits to ·protect public health and welfare ( communi­
cation disruption, sleep disturbance, and hearing damage). Outdoor Ldn limits of 55 dB and 
indoor Ldn limits of 45 dB are identified as desirable to protect against speech interference 
and sleep disturbance for residential, educational, and healthcare areas. Sound-level criteria 
to protect against hearing damage in commercial and industrial areas are identified as 
24-hour Leq values of 70 dB (both outdoors and indoors). 

The FHWA has adopted criteria for evaluating noise impacts associated with 
federally funded highway projects ahd for determining whether these impacts are sufficient 
to justify funding noise mitigation actions (47 FR 131:29653-29656, July 8, 1982). The 
FHWA noise abatement criteria are based on· peak hourly Leq sound levels, not ¼n or 
24-hour Leq values._ The peak 1-hour Leq c,riteria for residential, 'educational, and healthcare 
facilities are 67 dB outdoors and 52 dB indoors. The peak 1-hour Leq crit~rion for 
commercial and industrial areas is 72 dB (outdoors). - , 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development has established guidelines 
for evaluating noise impacts on residential projects seeking financial support under various 
grant programs (44 FR 135:40860-40866, January 23, 1979). Sites are generally considered 
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COMB NED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

2.4.1 The Lodge (Lots 255 and 256) 

The Lodge will be a 110 room facility located in Chamisal Bowl, an 84± acre site north 
of The Hacienda overlooking San Francisquito Flat. The Lodge consists of a central facil­
ity with 24 guest rooms together with an additional 86 guest rooms provided in cottages 
clustered within the surrounding landscape. Additional facilities include a lounge, din­
ing facilities, meeting rooms, and outdoor facilities for swimming, tennis and horseback 
riding. (See Figure 2-l?a through 2-l?c). 

Facility Program: 

]. Main Building 
• Guest Rooms (24 rooms @ 700 s.f.) 16,800 s.£ 
• Support Facilities 16,800 s.£ 
• Lounge/Lobby/Gift 2,500 s.£ 
• Dining (55 seats) 2,750 s.f. 
• Meeting Rooms 7,500 s.£ 
• Service 12,600 s.£ 
• Employee Housing (2) 2,000 s.£ 

Total Lodge 60,950 s.f. 

2. Arriva//&servations Building 2,000 s.£ 

3. Cottages (86 rooms) 
• 2 suite bldg. 31 - 1,600 s.£ (800 s.£/room) 49,600 s.£ 
• 4 suite bldg, 6 - 3,500 s.f 21,000 s.£ 

Total Cottages 70,600 s.f. 

4. Site Improvements 
• (2) Tennis Courts 
• Horse Stable (six stalls) 
• Paddocks with fencing, 4 acres 

5. Parking 134 spaces 
• Guests 110 
• Employees 24 

The Lodge requires a Use Permit which will be pan of a separate additional entitlement 
application. 

T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v e 2-35 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

2.4.2 The Hacienda (Lot 257) 

The Hacienda, consisting of the existing ranch house and its guest house, is to be remod­
eled and expanded to provide a total of 40 visitor accommodation rooms. Existing rooms 
in the ranch house and the guest house will be remodeled to create 14 visitor accommo­
dation rooms. 26 new guest rooms will be added in buildings designed to extend the tra­
ditional character of The Hacienda and its grounds (See Figure 2-18a through 2-18c). 
The existing kitchen and dining room will also be expanded and improved. Two exist­
ing bedrooms in the ranch house are to be remodeled for the boarding of Conservancy 
interns and are not included in the Visitor Accommodation calculations. 

Facility Program: 

1. Renovation - 14 guest rooms 

2. NewRooms 
• 26 @ 650 s.£ each 
• Circulation @ 15% 

3. pining Room Expansion 

4. Kitchen Expansion 

16,900± s.f. 
2.500± s.f. 

19,400± s.£ 

1,880 s.f. 

1,200 s.f. 

5. Parking 48 spaces 
• 24 spaces at The Hacienda· 
• 24 spaces located at the adjacent &nch Center 

The Hacienda will require a Use Permit which will be part of a separate additional enti­
tlement application. 

T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v e 2-37 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

2.4.3 The Ranch Center (Lot 258) 

Adjacent to the existing ranch house at the crossroads of the Las Garzas Valley and Rancho 
San Carlos Road is a 3± acre site for The Ranch Center. The Ranch Center is intended to 
be the community gathering place. It will include a general store, post office, gas station 
and other neighborhood serving commercial and office uses for the everyday convenience 
of residents and guests. (See Figure 2-19a through 2-19d). 

The Ranch Center will also house project administrative and sales offices, and the offices 
and facilities of the Conservancy including a library/museum, an interpretive exhibit space 
and gallery, and a multi-purpose community space (grange hall). In addition, a portion of 
the inclusionary rental housing for employees will be accommodated within The Ranch 
Center. 

Facility Program: 

1. Commercial - 15,000 sf 
1. Post Office 
2. Specialty Retail 
3. General Store 
4. Offices 
5. Real Estate Office 
6. Cafe 
7. ATM, etc. 
8. Storage 

2. Conservancy-12,000 s.f 
1. Library 
2. Gallery 
3. Meeting Rooms 
4. Multi-Purpose Room 
5. Administration 

500 s.f. 
2,000 s.f. 
3,000 s.f. 
3,000 s.f. 
2,500 s.f. 
1,000 s.£ 

500 s.£ 
2,500 s.£ 

1,000 s.f. 
1,000 s.£ 
1,000 s.f. 
4,000 s.£ 
5,000 s.f. 

3. Employee Housing- 8 Units, 4,800 s.£ (on second floors) 
1. Studio 

• (4) @ 500 s.£ each 
2. One bedroom/ one bath 

• (4) @ 600 s.£ each 
3. Community Family Room 

4. Parking 
1. Employee Housing 
2. Commercial/Conservancy 
3. Hacienda 

2,000 s.£ 

2,400 s.£ 
400 s.£ 

10 
56 
24 

90 spaces 

Portions of The Ranch Center will require Administrative Permits and/or Use Permits 
which will be part of a separate additional entitlement application. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

2.4.4 The Sporting Center (Lot 259) 

The Sporting Center fronts Las Ganas Creek opposite The Hacienda. This 6± acre facili­
ty will provide six tennis courts, a swimming pool and terrace, and 6,000 square feet of 
buildings for a pro shop, lockers, exercise and fitness rooms, massage and spa therapy 
facilities, and a snack bar. (See Figure 2-20a through 2-20c). 

Facility Program: 

1. Buildings (3) 
• Pro Shop/Snack Bar 
• Cardiovascular/weight facilities 
• Aerobics/multipurpose room 
• Approx. 40 storage lockers plus toilets 

showers and changing areas 

2. Tennis courts 
• 6 courts 

3. Outdoor pool 
• Lap Pool: 42'x75' (6 lanes) 
• Kid's pool 

4. Site Improvements 
• Patios, Terraces 
• ~dscaping 

6,000 s.f. 

5. Parking 24 spaces 

The required Use Permit will be part of a separate additional entitlement application. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

2.4.6 The Employee Recreation Center (Lot 263) 

An Employee Recreation Center will be built at the intersection of Rancho San Carlos Road 
and Robinson Canyon Road on a 6± acre site. The facilities to be provided include a 
multi-purpose community building, a basketball court, a dual function softball/soccer 
field, outdoor picnic facilities, a tot lot, swimming pool and parking for 25 cars. (See 
Figure 2-22a through 2-226). 

Facility Program 

I. Building 2,000 s.f. 
• multi-purpose community 

building including function rooms, 
a kitchen and restrooms. 

2. Basketball court 

3. Dual-purpose softball/soccer field (approx. 80'x300') 

4. Tot lot 

5. Outdoor picnic facilities 

6 Swimming pool (20'x40') 

7 Parking 25 cars 

The required Use Permit will be part of a separate additional entitlement application. 

T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v e 2-45A 

G-13 August, 1995 



'-. 

0 
I _. 
~ 

( 

' --

r 

- .... -.., ...... , 
' ' ' ' \ 

\ 
\ 

0 25 50 

0 
10b ii'o Feet 

2-46aA 
August 1995 

H .. 
.. i• ~ • •-c"" - \J < t• •• :i:j} :: ; • ~ = i: ::s • 2-' 
j1l a.!'; 

--2:::i.,J 
~ i ! 01 0 = 
::I! .. I 
~ ~j ~ .,J 

i3 i:: 
f= 
p:i 

> 
Pl: 
ll'l 
en 
ll'l 
Pl: 

ll-4 

:s -~ 
u ~-
::, ~ 
....:ia 
< ~ f--, q z ::, 

< a 
Cl) t-
p:i ~ 

~ ~ 

~ 

i. 
5J 

!'-
Cl~ 

g -~ l 
s:: t.! 
-~ Pl! 

• Cl) tl 

I~ ·r 
D•A•I•• •o 

1 
•••• , 1 •• ; 



COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

2.4.5 The Ranch Operations Center (Lot 262) 

A new facility will be built to the west of the Employee Recreation Center to provide a new 
centralized location for Santa Lucia Preserve operations. Many of the operations to be 
located here already occur at other locations on the ranch as a part of existing resource 
management activities. 

The 12± acre &inch Operations Center will serve as the center for operations personnel, 
and include agricultural vehicle and equipment storage, maintenance and repair facili­
ties, landscaping and maintenance operations, materials storage and warehousing 
(enclosed and open), refuse collection and recycling, and fuel storage. It will also include 
a non-inclusionary employee housing unit. (See Figure 2-21a through 2-216.) 

Facility Program 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 

7. 

Buildings · 
• General storage/maintenance 
• Equipment maintenance 
• Employee housing 

Open storage 

Recycling facility 

Vehicle washing 

Gas/diesel refueling 

Propane storage 

Employee parking 

10,000 s.f. 
5,000 s.f. 
1,500 s.f. 

33 spaces 

The required Use Permit will be part of a separate additional entitlement application. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5A 30% Slope Use Penn.it Request 

VTM Estimated Road Construction 
Sheet Key Reference Road Length Section Type 

14 Ul4-4 100 L.F. - -

10 D-Lodge 150 L.F. TypeE 

7 ES 150 L.F. Type A 

10 D42 200 L.F. Type C 

7 Dl4 200 L.F. TypeE 

10 Ul33 200 LF. - -
4 Rl2 200 L.F. TypeE -

10 D60 300 L.F. TypeE 

7 El 300L.F. Type A 

9 D2 300 L.F. Type C 

14 R6 400 L.F. TypeA, B 

10 RS 400 L.F. Type F 

10 Rl 400 L.F. Type A 

9 Dl6/17 400 L.F. Type C 

7 E6 490 L.F. Type A 

13 · Ul3-l 500 L.F. - -
14 E2 500 L.F. Type A 

8 U9-3 500 L.F. - -
7 Rl0 575 L.F. Type B, C 

9 RS 650 L.F. Type A, E 

10 Ul0-2 650 L.F. - -
9 D248 700 L.F. TypeE 

14 0115 
... 

700 L.F. - -
14 R3 800 L.F. Type B, D 

14 R4 850 L.F. TypeE 

8 R9 850 L.F. Type A, B 

. 7 Dl99 1050 L.F. TypeC 

7 RSC3 1150 L.F. TypeC 

13 WT13-l 1300 L.F. TypeE 

9 D23 1350 L.F. TypeE 

4 RSC2 1500 L.F. Type A 
' 

7 WT7-2 1800 L.F. Type A 

4 Rll 2200 L.F. Type A. 

4 RSCl 3800 L.F. Type A 

Total 25,525 L.F. 

2-52A T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v e 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5B 

Rancho San Carlos Road, 
Road: Driveway to Lodge Key Map Ref. D-Lodge Station: Intersect 391+00 

VTM Sheet Number: 10 

Road Type: Driveway, new road 
Existing Cross Slope: 40% 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.~ b.0 
(Sect.ion 21.64.230El) 

COUNTI ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of . 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP7.1.4 .06Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods .&moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees &moved Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 300CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy_ 150 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy Type£ 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design Alternative: Alternate alignment to driveway would not avoid a 30% 
slope crossing and would require greater lengths of road construction and larger quantity of 
tree removal. 
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C O M B I N E D D E V E_L O P M E N T P E R M I T 

Table 2-5C 

Emc:rgc:ncy c:grc:ss at 
Road: end of Potrero Trail Key Map Ref. ES Station: Approx. 1,000' from driveway 

VTM Shc:et Number: 7 

Road Type: fa'!l.e~gc:ncy egress on 
CX1Sung rancli road 

Existing Cross Slope: 33% 
Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.IX] b.[Kl 

(Section 2 l.64.230El) . 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference · Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP 7.1.4 .01 Ac. 
Acres ,of Disturbance ., 

• Approxima,te Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of &dwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(½Tes of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(½Tes of Disturbance) er 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 75CY 
Q!lantity .. 

-

• Road Length No Policy 150 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeA 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 15% 

Road Design Alternative: Road follows existing alignment. Alternative: alignment 
impacts a gri:ater area of 30% slope, requiring extensive grading and tree removal. 

2-56 T h c S a n t a L u c i a P r c s c r v c 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-6D 

Intersect RSC Road 
Road: Driveway to Lot 14 Key Map Ref: D 14 Station: 255+00/5+00-7+00 

VTM Sheet Number: 7 

Road Type: Driveway 

Existing Cross Slope: 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: 
(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy . Policy Reference 
Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .08 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
~cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
~cres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 400 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 200 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeE 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

40% 

a.[K] b.0 

Road Design Alternative: Alternate re-alignment of drive following drainage way 
would impact 800 L.F. of riparian corridor, require significant tree removal and impact a 
greater area of 30% slope. 

T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v .e 2-57A 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5E 

Road:· Potrero Trail Key Map Ref.. Rl2. Station: 122+00-124+00 

VfM Sheet Number. 4 
Road Type: Ranch Road, new alignment 

Existing Cross Slope: 35% 
Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.IX! b.lR] 

(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .08 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP16.23 0 
{:4cres of Disturbance) 

• VtSUlll!y Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(&res of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees &moved Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 400CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 200 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeE 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 16% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of proposed road places it on steeper grades 
than its current location and will require greater lengths of road construction. Use of exist­
ing road alignment would require grades greater than 17%. 

2-58 T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v e 
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COMBINED DiVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-6F 

Road: Driveway, Lot 60 Key Map Ref: D60 Station: End of Via Vaquero 

VTM Sheet Number: 10 Existing Cross Slope: 50% 
Road Type: Driveway partially on existing road Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lK] b.lKJ 

(Section 21.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

I Policv . Policy Reference 
Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 71.4 .14 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 71.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed · 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
{Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 Yes 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 1 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 575 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 300 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeE 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design .Alternative: Re-alignment of proposed road following adjacent steep 
ravine impacts a greater are of 30% slope, creating a greater environmental impact due to 

extensive filling of drainage way and cutting of switchbacks. 

T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v e 2-59A 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table 2-5G 

Intersect RSC Road at 175+00 
Road: Emergency egress from RSC Key Map Ref. El Station: (approx. 16+00-19+50) 

VfM Sheet Number: 7 Existing Cross Slope: 50% 

Road Type: Ef!lergency egress on 
exisang rancli road 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.[R] b.[R] 
(Section 21.64.230£1) ' 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes ·· 
Acm of Disturbance 

GMPAP7.1.4 .02Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP7.1.3 0 
of R.edwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1. 5.1.1 0 
(Acres pf Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 900 CY 
Quantity 

-

• Road Length No Policy 300 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeA 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment. The alternative would 
create a greater environmehcal impact by crossing a larger area of 30% slope, requiring 
extensive grading and uee removal. · 

~~ The Santa Lucia Preserve 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5H 

Road: Long Ridge Trail Key Map Ref. R6 Station: 64+00-68+00 

VTM Sheet Number: 14 Existing Cross Slope: 40% 

Road Type: Ranch Road on existing alignment Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!R] b.lKJ 
(Secrion 21.64.230£1) 

CoUNTI ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy Policy Reference 
Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP 7.1.4 .03Ac. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
µ4.cres of Disturbance) 

• Vr.sually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
µ4.cres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 600CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 400LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy Type A 64+00-65+00 
Type B 65+00-66+00 
Type A 66+00-68+00 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 15% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment. Alternative alignments 
would require new road construction on 30% slopes with extensive grading and tree 
removal. 

T h c S a n u c i a P r c s c r v c 2-61 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table 2-51 

Road: Charnisal Pass Key Map Ref. R8 Station: 238+00-242+00 

VTM Sheet Number: 10 
Road Type: · Ranch road, new alignment 

Existing Cross Slope: 40% 
Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lRJ b.lK] 

(Scctlori 2 l.64.230E I) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acre.i: of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .14Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of .Redwoods .Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
()o1aes of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 Yes 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(.4aes of Disturbance) c!r 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees .Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 1600 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 400 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeF 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 15% 

Road Design Alternative: Proposed alignment is a fill situation against a 40% slope. 
Alternative alignment would require construction of a new road across ±40-50% slopes and 
would create a significant visual impact from Robinson Canyon Road. 

2-62 T h c S a o t a L u c i a P r c s c r v c 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5J 

Road: V1Sta Cielo Key Map Ref: Rl Station: 17+50--21+50 

VTM Sheet Number: 10 Existing Cross Slope: 33% 
Road Type: Ranch road on existing road Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.[K] b.[K] 

(Section 21 :64.230E 1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy Policy Reference 
I Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP 7.1.4 .02Ac. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of &dwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP16.23 0 
(J'kres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 Yes 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
~es of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 400CY 
Q;ulntity -

• R.oad Length ' No Policy 400.LF 

• R.oad Section Type No Policy Type A 

• Proposed R.oad Gradient 15%Max. 15% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment. Alternative alignment 
would impact a greater area of 30% slope, requiring new road grading and rrce removal. 

T h c S a n t a L u c i a P r c s c r v c 2-63 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5K 

Emergency egress &om Intersect Charnisal Pass 70+00 
Road: Potrero Trail co Charnisal Pass Key Map Ref: E6 Station: approx. 2,000' from road 

VTM Sheet Number: 7 
Road Type: Driveway egress on existing 

ranch road 

Existing Cross Slope: 33% 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lRJ b.lK] 
{Section 21.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes , 
Acres of Disturbance 

G.MPAP 7.1.4 .03 Ac. 

• .Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corrit:lors MCGP 16.23 0 
µkres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0. 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
µkres of Disturba,nce) ' &5.1.2 

• .Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees &moved Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 200CY 
Qµantity 

• Road Lmgth No Policy 400LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeA 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment. Re-alignment of existing 
road does not avoid a 30% slope crossing and would impact landslide areas and/or riparian 
corridor, requiring new road gradi,;ig, slide repair and tree removal. 

2-64 The Santa Lucia Preserve 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Tahle2-5L 

Approx. 21+00-27+00 SE of 
Road: Emergency egress Key Map Ref. E2 Station: Touche Pass Intersection 

VTM Sheet Number: 14 Existing Cross Slope: 40% 

Road Type: Emergency egress on existing road Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!fil b.(X] 
(Section 2 l .64.230E l) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POUCY 

Policv Policv Reference 
Quantity of 

Potential Imoact 

• Steq, Slopes GMPAP 7.1.4 .03As:.. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP7.l.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Arl!'a GMPAP 40.2.9 Yes 
Impact 

• Critical Wa'tn'Shed MCGP 3.5. 5.1. 5.1.1 0 
(J4cres of Disturbance} & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Mon~ County Code 0 
Landmark Trees &moved Chapter 16. 60. 030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 250CY 
Quantity 

• Road Lmgth No Policy SOOLF 

• Road Seaion Type No Po/i&y TypcA 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of existing road would not avoid 30% slope 
crossing. Alternate alignments of new roads would require cxccnsivc grading and result in a 
greater visual impaa from Robinson Canyon Road. 
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C O M B I N E D D E VE L O P M E N T P E R ¥ l .T 

Table2-5M 

Road: Chamisal Pass . Key Map Ref. Rl 0 Station: 40+00-45+ 75 

YrM Sheet Number: 7 :Existing Cross Slope: 50% . 
Road Type: Ranch Road on existing alignments Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!Rl b.!R] 

(Section 21.64.230EI) 

CoUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL Poucr 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP7.1.4 .04Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP16.23 0 
(Nm of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Warn-shed MCGP 3.5. 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Nres of Disturbance) c!r 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
l.Antimark T"es &moved Chaptn 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 
.. 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 1150 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Lmgth No Policy 575 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy Type B or C 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 13% 

Road Design Alternative: Proposed alignment, following existing road, would require 
the construction of retaining walls on cut slopes to. widen road and minimize cut slope area. 
Re-alignment of existing road docs not avoid a 30% slope crossing and would require new 
road grading, wall construction and significant tree removal. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5N 

Road; Long Ridge Trail Key Map Ref. R5 Station: 48+00-51+00/53+5-57+00 

VTM Sheet Number: 9 Existing Cross Slope: 50% 
Road Type: Ranch road, on existing road 

and some new alignment 
Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lZJ b.0 

(Section 2 l .64.230E 1) 

COUNTY E.NvlRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy I Policy Reference 
I Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP7.l.4 .04Ac. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods &moved 

• Riparjan O,rridors MCGP 16.23 0 
{Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 Yes 
lmpaa 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
{Acres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County O,de 1 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD OE.SIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 1300 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Lmgth No Policy 650LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy rrypc E 48+00-51+00 
Type A 53+50-57+00 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 15% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment from station point 
53+5-57+00. Alternative alignments in both station point areas do not avoid a 30% slope 
crossing, placing them on steeper grades, requiring longer road lengths and grading of 
switchbacks. 

The Santa Lucia Preserve ~~ 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-50 

Intersect Black Mountain Trail 
Road: Driveway to Lot 248 Key Map Ref. D248 Station: 67+00, approx. 9+00-14+00 

vrM Sheet Number: 9 

Road Type: Driveway partially on 
existing ranch ro3rd 

Existing Cross Slope: 45% 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lRJ b.D 
(Section 21 :64.230El) 

COUN1Y ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .28Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of J?edwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Wdtershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
{Acres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Mo'nterey Coun't] Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

. ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 1650 CT 
Q;lanti'ty 

• Road Length No Policy 700 LF 
' 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypcE 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of proposed driveway would impact a greater 
area of 30% slope and landslide zones, requiring extensive grading and wall construction. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table 2-5P 

Road: Long Ridge Trail Key Map ~f. R3 Station: 12+00-20+00 

VfM Sheet Number: 14 Existing Cross Slope: 50% 

Road Type: Ranch road on existing road and Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!Rl b.lK] 
portions of new road through 30% slopes (Section 21.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL PouCY 

Policv Policy Reference 
Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .08Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of R.edwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 .14 Ac. 
{.,4cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
{.,4cres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estima-red Earthwork No Policy 1000 CY 
Quantity -

• Road Length No Policy 800 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy Type B 12+50-17+50 
:rypc D 18+00-19+00 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 15% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment. Re-alignment of a new 
road docs not avoid a 30% slope crossing and would require extensive grading and. tree 

removal. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5Q 

Road: Longe Ridge Trail Key Map Ref. R4 Station: 33+50-42+00 

VTM Sheet Number: I 4 Existing Cross Slope: 5 0% 

Road Type: New ranch road Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lXJ b.0 
(Section 21.64.230El) 

COUN1Y ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .02Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
{:4cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• · Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5. 5.1. 5.1.1 0 
(':4cres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Co~ 11 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 850CY 
Quantity 

• RoadLmgth No Policy 850LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeE 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 13% 

Road Design Alternative: Alternative road alignments do ~ot avoid a 300(0 slope cross-
ing and would require a greater cutting of switchbacks. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5R 

Road: Chamisal Pass Key Map Ref: R9 Station: 144+00-152+50 

VIM Sheet Number: 8 Existing Cross Slope: 50% 
Road Type: Ranch road, partially on existing 

ranch road 
Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lRl b.lR] 

(Section 21.64.230E 1) 

CoUNIT ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy Policy Reference 
I Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP7.1A .06Ac. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 Yes 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1. 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees &moved Chapter J 6.60, 030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 2550 CT 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 850 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy Type A 144+00-150+00 
Type B 150+00-152+50 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 16% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of existing road below 30% slopes would 
require a new road located along a ridgcline having a greater visual and grading impact than 
upgrading existing alignment. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Tahle2-5S 

End of Porrcro Trail Rd. 6+50-9+00/ 
Road: Driveway to Lor 199 Key Map Ref. D199 Station: 10+50-16+00/17+50-20+00 

vrM Sheet Number: 7 Existing Cross Slope: 40% 
Road Type: Driveway on existing ranch road Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!Rl b.[R] 

(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .07 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 .02Ac. 
(Acrt!'s of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Wa~ershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) ·. &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD ·DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 2100 CY 
Quanrity 

• Road Length -
No Policy 1050 LF 

• Road Section Type NoPolzcy TypeC 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 5% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of existing road would not avoid a 30% slope 
crossing and would require new road grading and wall construction, impact a greater area of 
riparian corridor and require significant, tree removal. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5T 

Road: Rancho San Carlos Road Key Map Ref. RSC 3 Station: 322+00-333+50 

VTM Sheet Number: 7 Existing Cross Slope 35% 
Road Type: Ranch Road on ocisting alignment Zoning Ordinance Finding: ~IR] b.[Kl 

(Section 21.64.230£ 1) 

CoUNIY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy Policy Reference 
Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP7.l.4 .04k. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number · GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 .44 Ac. 
~cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) c!r 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 860 CY 
Quantity -

• Road Length No Policy 1150 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeC 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 8% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of ocisting road below 30% slopes would 
impaet riparian corridor and require new road grading and significant tree removal . 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5U 

Intersect Arroyo Sequoia 
Road: Driveway, Water Tank 13-1 Key Map Ref: Wfl3-1 Station: Road at 22+00 

VTM Sheet Number: 13 
Road Type: New driveway 

Existing Cross Slope: , 50% 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lKJ b.O 
(Section 21.64.230El) 

COUN1Y ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity~f 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP7.1A .44Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP7.l.3 0 
of &dwoods &moved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(J4cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
Ucres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County CoM 0 
Landmark Trees &moved Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 3900 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 1300 LF 

• Road Section Type , No Policy TypcE 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design Alternative: Alternative road alignment docs not avoid a 30% slope cross-
ing and would require a greater quantity of grading and wall construction. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-6V 

Intersect RSC Road 333+50 
Road: Driveway to Lot 23 Key Map Ref: D23 Station: approx. 0+00-13+ 15 

VTM Sheet Number: 9 

Road Type: Driveway partially on 
existing ranch road 

Existing Cross Slope: 40% 
Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.[K] b.[K] 

(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policv I Policv Reference 
I Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

. GMPAP 7.1.4 .55 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 1.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 .17 Ac. 
~cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
~cres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 1 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 1690 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 1350 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeE 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of proposed road places it on steeper grades 
than its current location and would have a similar impact on tree removal. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-6W 

Road: Rancho San Carlos Road Key Map Ref: RSC-2 Station: 80+00-95+00 

VTM Sheet Number: 4 Existing Cross Slope: 65% 

Road Type: Rancho San Carlos (existing) Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.[K] b.0 
(Section 2 l.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Ref~rence Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .02 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP ,f0.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 1125 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 1500 LF 

• Road Section Type .No Policy Type A 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 10% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment. The alternative would 
create a greater environmental impact by constructing a new road in a visually sensitive 
area. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5X 

Intersect Potrero Trail Road 
at approx. 100+00, approx. 

Road: Driveway co water rank 7-1 Key Map Ref. WT7-l Station: l 1+00-26+00, 29+00-32+00 

VfM Sheet Number: 7 Existing Cross Slope: 62% 

Road Type: Driveway on existing ranch road Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lXJ b.0 
(Section 2 l.64.230E l) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy Policy Reference 
Quantity of 

Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP 7.1.4 .12Ac. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridurs MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance} 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Aa-es of Disturbance} & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 900CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 1800 LF 

• Road &ction Type No Policy Type A 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 13% 

Road Design Alternative: Re-alignment of existing road below 30% slopes into ripari-
an corridor would necessitate removal of trees and require ext:ensive grading. · 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5Y 

Road: Chamisal Ridge Key Map.Ref. Rll Station: 00+50-22+50 

vrM Sheet Number: 4 
Road Type: Rancho Road ( existing) 

Existing Cross Slope:. 50% 
Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!Rl b.lX] 

(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

I 
Quantity of 

Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 . .15 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 
,•, 0 

of R.edwoods R.emoved 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP16.23 0 
~cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5. 5.1, 5 .. 1.1 0 
~cres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
LAndmark Trees &moved Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 6600 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 2200 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy TypeA 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 

Road Design Alternative: Alternative road alignment would not avoid 30% slope cross-
ing and would require a g~ater quantity of grading and wall construction. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5Z 

Road: Rancho San Carlos Road Key Map Ref. RSC-I Station: 
5+00-17+00/20+00-31+00/ 
45+00-60+00 

VfM Sheet Number: 4 Existing Cross Slope: 50% 
Road Type: Rancho San Carlos Road (existing) Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!RJ b.!R] 

(Sccrion 21.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL PouCY 

Policv I Policv Reference 
I Quantity of 
Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP 7.1.4 .IO Ac. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Vt.SU4lly Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 Yes 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 4500 CY 
Quantity -

• Road Length No Policy 3800 LF 

• Road Secti~n Type No Policy Type A 
5+00-17+00 10% 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 28+00-31 +00 9% 
45+00-60+00 10% 

Road Design Alternative: Road to follow existing alignment. The alternative would 
create a greater environmental impact by aligning a new road on steeper slopes, requiring 
extensive tree removal, grading and wall construction or aligning a new road in a visually 
sensitive area. At station point 53+00 on the existing road, the width will remain at its cur­
rent dimension to allow for preservation of existing redwood trees. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

3/4: 1 Cut Slope Max . 

Existing . :·):·::·:· 

{. .. ::,//:/. 

Existing Rood 
Width Vorias 

Pro osed Rood 

ROAD TYPE 

Rancho Son Carlos 
Ranch Roods 
Driveways 

Figure 2-24a - Rnad Type A 

PAVEMENT WIDTH 
W/1' ASPHALT DIKE 

21' 
19' 
13' 

¾:1 Cut Slope 

Exl1tlng 

2' Shoulder 

ROAD TYPE 

Rancho San Carlos 
Ranch Roads 
Driveways 

Figure 2-24b - Road Type B 

Existing Rood 
Width Vories 

PAVEMENT WIDTH 
W/1' ASPHALT DIKE 

21' 
19' 
13' 

Dike 

TOTAL WIDTH 
W/ 2' SHOULDER 

23' 
21' 
15' 

Ill 6" = 1 '-0" 

Retalnlng Woll 
10' Mox. 

TOTAL WIDTH 
W / 2' SHOULDER 

23' 
21' 
15' 

1/16" = 1 '-0" 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

¾:1 Cut Slope Wax. 

nu Area E-.isting Slope - / .,//{?' 
2:1 

2" Shoulder 

Exisling Road 
Width Vories 

Road 
Widening-

(nll) -+--....J:.~~'lL....I~---"-

ROAD TYPE 

Rancho San Carlos 
Ranch Roods 
Driveways 

Figure 2-24c - Road Type C 

PAVEMENT WIDTH 
W/1" ASPHALT DIKE 

21· 
19' 
13' 

Road Widening 
(Cut) 

TOTAL WIDTH 
W/ 2' SHOULDER 

23' 
21' 
15' 

1/16" = 1 '-0" 

Existing 
Retaining Woll 
6' Wax. 

¾: 1 Cut Slope 

2' Shoulder 

Rood 
wtdenlng­

(Fill) 

ROAD TYPE 

Ranch Roods 
Driveways 

Figure 2-24d - Road Type D 

PAVEMENT WIDTH 
W/1' ASPHALT DIKE 

19' 
13' 

Rood wtdenlng 
(Cut) 

TOTAL WIDTH 
W / 2' SHOULDER 

21' 
15' 

1/16" = 1 '-0" 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT 

Existing 30,; + 
Slope~ 

*= 1 Cul Slope Max.>_,.,,/':_:i://>''·'·· 

/ .. ,·;· 
/ .-f2: Existing Slope -

/ 

2'Shoulder / 

}i" Allem~le 
---Retaining Watt 
;~·j (10' Max.) 

~'4=========!:11---Aspholf Olk• 

,;;.a./c;CJ'"'"'"·' Pm md Rood 

---..:..:.:==.::....=::...--,t... 

ROAD TYPE 

Ronch Roods 
Driveways 

PAVEMENT WiDtH 
W/ASPHALT DIKE 

19" 
13' 

Figure 2-24e - New Road Type E 

Asphalt Oik• 

Proposed Reod 

ROAD TYPE 

Ranch Roads 

PAVEMENT WIDTH 
W/ASPHALT DIKE 

18' 

Figure 2-24{- Fill Section Road Type F 

TOTAL WIDTH 
W/ 2' .SHOULDER 

21' 
15' 

Existing 30,; + 
Slope 

TOTAL WIDTH 
W/ 2' SHOULDERS 

22' 

PERMIT 

1116" = 1 '-0" 

1/16" = 1 '-0" 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5.AA 

Utility Trench Key Map Ref: Ul3-l Station: Approx. 800' East of Arroyo Sequoia 

VTM Sheet Number: 13 Existing Cross Slope: ±50% 

Road Type: Utility Trench to Tank 13-1 Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.IX] b.O 
(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

I 
Quantity of 

Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .11 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(.4.cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Semitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(.4.cres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 . 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

UTILITY LINE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 83 CY 
Quantity 

• ~ter Line Length No Policy 500LF 

Utility Line Design Alternative: Altem~tive water line locations would 
more than double the length of water main and would not avoid crossing a 30% 
slope. Proposed alignment is the most direct route that causes the minimum 
amount of impact. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5BB 

Utility Trench Key Map Ref: Ul 15 
Intersect Steelhead Run @ 3+00 

Station: to Driveway of Lot 115 

VTM Sheet Number: 14 

Road Type: Utility Trench 
Existing Cross Slope: ±40% 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lXJ b.0 
(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .16Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(L'1cres of Disturbance) . 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
{L'1cres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E, 

UTILITY LINE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwo,rk No Policy 116 CY 
Quantity 

• "Water Line Length No Policy 700LF 

Utility Line D_esign Alternative: . Alternate utility trench alignments would 

result in an increase of line length to ±2,800 feet from 700' and would have ripar­

ian and/or 30% slope impacts. 

2-826A · 
August 1995 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5CC 

Approx. 1,600' East of Lot 228 
Utility Trench Key Map Ref: Ul4-4 Station: off the Emergency Egress 

VTM Sheet Number: 14 Existing Cross Slope: ±50% 
Road Type: Utility Trench to Tank 14-4 Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.IX] b.0 

(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .02Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 .05 
~cres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3:5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
~cres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey Counry Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

UTILITY LINE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 16 CY 
Quantiry 

• Water Line Length No Policy 100LF 

Utility Line Design Alternative: Alternate water line locations would triple 
overall line length and would not avoid crossing a 30% slope. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5DD 

Utility Trench Key Map Ref: U9-3 Location: SW of Pe.non Peak 

VTM Sheet Number: 8 Existing Slope: ±50% 
Description: Utility Trench co Tank 9-3 Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lXJ b.O 

(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity of 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .18 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors 
~cres of Disturbance) 

MCGP 16.23 0 

• Visually Sensitive Are4 · GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5; 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
~cres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

UTILITY LINE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 97 
Quantity 

• Water Line Length No Policy 500 LF 

Utility Line Design Alternative: Alternative locations would result in an 
increase in trench length from 500 feet to 2,300 feet. 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5EE 

Road: Driveway co Lot #2 Key Map Ref: D2 Station: Intersect RSC Road 295+ 

VTM Sheet Number: 9 Existing Cross Slope: ±30% 
Road Type: Driveway Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lKJ b.lK] 

. (Section 21.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy Policy Reference 
I Quantity of 
. Potential Imoact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 71.4 .12 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 71.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 1623 .06Ac. 
(Lqcres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Lqcres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 350 CY 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 350 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy C 

• Road Length No Policy 15% max. 

Road Design Alternative: Driveway follows existing ranch road. Alternative alignment 
would impact greater area of 30% slope, and require extensive grading and tree removal. 

The Santa Lucia 
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COMBI.NED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table2-5FF Note: Because chis portion of the Joe is close co 30%, the Applicant has 
included chis permit application at the request of Councy staff. 

Road: Driveway Lots 16/ 17 Key Map Ref: P 16/ 17 Station: Intersect RSC Road 275+ 

VTM Sheet Number: 9 Existing Cross Slope: ±30% 
Road Type: Driveway Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.rz:J b.0 

(Section 21.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Quantity df 
Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Actes of Disturbance 

GMPAP 7.1.4 .22Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

MCGP 16.23 0 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey Counry Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 460 CY 
Quantiry 

• Road Length No Policy 370 LF 

• Road Section Type No Policy C 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% max. 

Road Design Alternative: 
dor. 

Alternative drive alignments would impact the riparian corri-
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table 2-5GG 
Note: Because this portion of the lot is close to 30%, the Applicant has 

included this permit application at the request of County staff. 

Road: Driveway to Lot 42 Key Map Ref: D42 Station: N. of Garzas Trail at 

VfM Sheet Number: 10 

Road Type: Driveway 

Existing Cross Slope: ±30% 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.!KJ b.0 
(Section 21.64.230£ 1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

I I Quantity of 
I Policv Reference Policy Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP 71.4 .17 Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
{Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
{Acres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16. 60,030 E 

ROAD DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 312 CT 
Quantity 

• Road Length No Policy 250 LF 

• R.oad Section Type No Policy C 

• Proposed Road Gradient 15%Max. 17% max. 

Road Design Alternative: 
30% slope areas. 

Re-alignment of driveway would result in greater impact to 
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C O M B I .N E D D E V E L O P 1\.1 E N T P E R M I T 

Table2-5HH 

Utility Trench Key Map Ref: UI0-2 Station: NE of Lot 25 5 

VTM Sheet Number: 10 Existing Slope: ±50% 

Description: Utility Trench to tank 10-2 Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lZJ b.0 
(Section 21.64.230El) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Policy Policy Referenc~ 
Quantity of 

Potential Im pact 

• Steep Slopes 
Acres of Disturbance 

GMPAP7.1.4 .22Ac. 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 7.1.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) &5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

UTILITY LINE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Policy 130 CT 
Quantity 

• Water Line Length No Policy 650 LF 

Utility Line Design Alternative: Alternate trench locations would result in 

an increased length from 650 feet to 2,700 feet.· 
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COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Table 2-511 

Utility Trench Key Map Ref: Ul 33 Station: Lot 133 

VTM Sheet Number: 10 

Description: Utility Trench 
Existing Slope: ±40% 

Zoning Ordinance Finding: a.lKJ b.O 
(Section 21.64.230£1) 

COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

I 
Quantity of 

Policy Policy Reference Potential Impact 

• Steep Slopes GMPAP 71.4 .07 Ac. 
Acres of Disturbance 

• Approximate Number GMPAP 71.3 0 
of Redwoods Removed 

• Riparian Corridors MCGP 16.23 0 
(Acres of D~sturbance) 

• Visually Sensitive Area GMPAP 40.2.9 0 
Impact 

• Critical Watershed MCGP 3.5, 5.1, 5.1.1 0 
(Acres of Disturbance) & 5.1.2 

• Approximate Number of Monterey County Code 0 
Landmark Trees Removed Chapter 16.60,030 E 

UTILITY LINE DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

• Estimated Earthwork No Po(icy 97CY 
Quantity 

• Water Line Length No Policy 500 LF 

Utility Line Design Alternative: Alternate trench locations would impact a 
riparian corridor or result in tree loss. Proposed alignment is the most direct route 
that causes the minimum amount of impact. 

T h e S a n t a L u c i a P r e s e r v e 7-82iA 
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GOLF TRAIL PRO ECT DESCRIPTION 

STATISTICAL SUMMARY 

Parcel acreage: 
- Parcel 264: 
- Parcel 265: 
- Parcel 266: 

317.0± acres for the 18 golf holes 
6.38± acres for the Clubhouse 

13.50± acres for the Practice Range 

Improvement acreage. 

Golf Trail dis'tance: 

Mown grass acreage: 

Tees: 
Greens 
Fairways: 
Aprons: 
Close Rough: 
Irrigated tuif acreage: 

Earth moving. 

336.88± acres· 

5.5± miles 

125.0± acres 

3.50± acres 
2.50± acres 

35.00± acres 
8.50± acres 

21.50± acres 
71.00± acres 

292,000± cu. yds. 

Clubhouse square footage: 15 ,000± sq.ft. 

Visitor Parking. 

SCORECARD 

40± spaces 

I HOLE I PAR I BLUE I WHITE I RED 11 HOLE I PAR I BLUE I WHITE I RED I 
1 4 415 395 328 10 4 397 367 300 
2 3 174 150 119 11 4 422 406 315 
3 4 368 335 280 12 4 450 430 353 
4 5 514 472 406 13 5 542 506 428 
5 4 378 348 275 14 3 195 168 139 
6 3 212 192 142 15 4 361 357 262 
7 4 420 398 321 16 3 158 145 118 
8 5 530 503 433 17 5 552 538 453 
9 4 390 362 288 18 4 445 424 369 

.... , _36_.._,_340_1__.,j_3_155 _ _.__2_59_2.....,I I ~: I ~~ I ~ ~~~~ 

• DISTANCE MEASURED IN YARDS TOTAL j 72 j 6923 I 6496 j 5329 

The Santa Lucia Preserve Golf Trail 11 

I-4 



ll 
~~ 
~ :i: - ;::, 
~ 

- -n--••-• _.,.......,,_._........__,., 
.&.•VH eftv, .&.•••o• 

Ill 
> 

i "' Ill 
HJ i 
"' • l C. ~ 

~ j 0 " .. 
:i ! ~ .,J ! g ~· Cl 

~ ~ 2: < :i 
Ul 5 ~ Ill § 111 = :i: I- Ul 

BAllB:SBlld VI::>01 VJ.NVS BHl 

ij ! I., 
I '. li;;:,_ 

;;: ~ ~ ,· 
,:''' !Ei:~ 

~ I( I( 

jHi .. 
< .. coo 
:t 

!~~~ ~ 
"':'";I., '1 :. 
<<<< 

1-5 



I-6 



, , 

\, 

I 
/ 

.. : . 

I-7 

r------
1 
I 
I 
I !; 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
L-----

I ' _. 
! i ' 

i-t==::;;~;t-~= 

L------' 

I 

,I 
I 
I 
I 
I .,. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

It 
I 
I 
I 



~ 
00 

~W: --------­
ffAD< 

WOODCOl.UMNACAPITALSTAlff -----.........~ 

1.-...l ~ I' M II II l r-·r ·1 ~ II 111 ~b'' C I" " t;;l " 
META1.BA1.C'OHY,PAINI'ED _ -~ 

PRO SHOP EASTELEVATION 

Mc\TERU.JS.\NDCQIQB RANGE; 

WALl.5: 
srocco. SOfT MOOELEDTE<TU1lE, PAil-l'Tm 
PRIME COLOR: AMERITOt-lE tzHI 2P'1RONSTONE" 
COLOR BAND: AMERITONE '2H28p '"SNOW GLOW" 

WINDOWS, DOORS I: TRIM, EAV!.S AND RAFTERS: 
CABOTSEMl 0TRAl'ISPARENTSTAlli ,on, "'MIS5ION BROWN" 
OR EQUAL 

ROOF: 
1-Pl'ECE, ''S" SHAPEDCUYTILE, DELEO OR EQUAL 
COLOR 8lEID: 10-. .\VANTE BLUEUREEN, MEDnJM 

4K ANTIQUE FU.SH · 
.i01I, .BIJRCillNDY 
10-. SPANJSH RED 

NOTE: 
All MATERIAL COLORS TD BE FIELD VERIFIED 
PRIOR 10 INSTAlliJION . 

!!!~!! . .-!-! 

I l. --=--=---=,,--~~~ ~ :c. ...... ;; .. =-:.t! .~i. .:-:?!.2 ;.J~-- -· ___ 't,:t ·'*.::..;;::_ ---:-:i• •. - ~ 

.,,..,,. ... __ ~ 

-~ .. -~i=ii .IL s ~L.i~fL " "'" ' '"' ' ' . ' ' ,-~, I 

PRO SHOP WEST ELEVATION 

CLUBHOUSE WEST ELEVATION 

~1~---

llffllCJaALCOl.Oll 
~~ ---------=~-~ 
11IXTIJU 

-- . .JI!?~."!..-. 

' ' ' ' 

CLUBHOUSE NORTH ELEVATION 

_,-------- "!'"SHAftma.AY'TIJ.JllOOI'. 
S!IIAXIY!POII.C'Ol.01.11.J!ND 

~------- «IOWQJDoun.lOOEJt.S 
e.&ro.C.:STAIH 

<-t-----,------ INTl!OllALCOLOII 
mJCIDwmt 
SOFT MODl!Ll!D 
1"'TVU 

I L----i 
' ' L----- --------------------1 ---~~ -- -· - - L __ . ________ L _________ _J_L_ ': _ _}L __ :JJ:rr] __ i _____ • ____ l 

CLUBHOUSE SOUTH ELEVATION CLUBHOUSE EAST ELEVATION -----

.. 

J' '" .. I 
< l! 
; j 3 

<. r· ... ~-
:. f I 
~ j, 
.. ·· 1 L 
~ 

> 
~ 
~ 
tll 
~ 
~ 

P-t 
<-.. .... ";j 
u :i 
::;) ~ 

i-l a 
-< ~ E---:; 
Z ::,-

Q. <c;; 
CJ) ~ 

~ ~ 

i: i 

• DAfll 
·0.....,.11., .... 

-~is -
.i!G-;i 
ii:,,> 
::, t3 iii 

A--4 







'"'\ 
) 

/ 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

DESCRIPTION OF REvlSIONS 
A second package of minor changes to this set of application documents was submitted to the 
County in early September 1995. All revised pages are identified by the addition of a letter 
''A" suffix to the page number, and an August, 1995 date. The revised pages are as follows: 

Page Nature of Change 

Section 1.0 Comprehensive Development Plan 

i-aA: Figure i Revision to public trail 
xxiA: This page 
l-68A: Figure 1-20 Revision to public trail; and 

minor acreage changes to table for GMPAP 
l-83A: Figure 1-27 Revision to public trail 

Section 2.0 Combined Development Permit 

2-2A:. Figure 2-1 Revision to public trail 
2-3A: Text changes Minor acreage changes 
2-4A: Figure 2-2 Minor acreage changes 
2-18A: Table 2-2 Minor acreage changes 
2-21A Figure 2-11 Revision to public trail 
2-26A: Table 2-3 Minor acreage changes 
2-30A: Text changes Typographic errors 
2-32A: Figure 2-15 Proposed land uses swapped on Lots 262 and 263 
2-33A: Figure 2-16 ERC/ROC land uses swapped lots 
2-43A Text changes ROC use moved to Lot 262 
2-44aA Figure 2-21 a Site Plan revised 
2-44bA Figure 2-21 b Section(s) revised 
2-45A Text changes ERC use moved to Lot 263 
2-46A Figure 2-22a Site Plan revised 
2-52A Table 2-5A Additional locations/typographic errors 
2-53A Figure 2-24 Additional locations 
2-57A Table 2-5D Lot # amended 
2-59A Table 2-5F Lot # amended 
2-75A Table 2-5V Lot # amended 
2-82aA Table 2-5AA Nomenclature amended 
2-82bA Table 2-5BB Nomenclature amended 
2-82cA Table 2-5CC Nomenclature amended 
2-82dA Table 2-5DD 
through through Additional data sheets. 

2-82iA Table 2-5II 

A new set of revised VTM sheets was also submitted as a part of the revision package. These 
new VTM sheets are identified by an August 14, 1995 date in the Revisions box on each 
drawing. An index to the revisions can be found on pages xxiii A through xxviiiA. 

The Santa Lucia Preserve xxiA 
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TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Index to VTM Changes 

Roads: 

Robinson Canyon Rd./Pefion Peak intersection relocated. (Sheet 10) 

Easement up Las Garzas Valley changed from unrecorded to R3 l 70/P453 (Sheet 10) 

Trails: 

Peii.on Peak Trail adjusted (Sheet 8, 10, &11) 

Lot# Sheet# 
1 
2 9 
3 4 
4 4 
5 7 
6 7 
7 
8 7 
9 
10 
11 7 
12 7 
13 
14 
15 7 
16 
17 9 
18 9 
19 9 
20 9 
21 9 
22 9 
23 9 
24 9 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

xxiiA 
August, 1995 

Acreage Change 
to Lot 

- 0.3. 
+ 19.5 
- 0.1 

-22.19 
+ 0.9 

- 19.8 
+ 1.0 
- 1.0 
+ 5.2 
-4.1 

; 

Acreage Change 
to Homeland Nature of Change 

-2.23 Septic refinement/Lot #2 relocated to S. portion of Lot #20 
Septic refinement/Lot combined with former Lot #2 
Septic refinement/Driveway consolidation 

-3.26 Driveway adjustment (visual/length)/ Math. error on 11.8.94 VIM 
- 0.81 Septic refinementNisual /Water tank & its easement removed 

-1.23 Septic refinement/Potential visual impact/Driveway: adjustment 

- 0.34 Visual adjustment 
Driveway adjustment to reduce lenimi and grading 

Driveway adjustment to reduce grading and tree loss 

- .75 Septic· refine men tNisual 
Driveway adjustment to avoid redwoods 
Geotech - slope setback 
Septic refinement/ Relocation of Lot #2 

+ 0.85 Septic refinement/Geotech - slope setback 
+ 0.54 Septic refinemendGeotech - slope setback 

Water tank & its easement removed/ Driveway lenimi reduced 
Water tank & its casement removed / Driveway lenimi reduced 

The Santa Lucia Preserve 
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Lot# Sheet# 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

• 38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 10 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 13 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Acreage Change Acreage Change 
to Lot to Homeland Nature of Change 

,.,, 

-0.14 Minimize potential visual impact on Rob. Cyn. Rd. 

-1.21 -0.22 Bobcat Run realigned co reduce grading and minimize visual impact 

The Santa Lucia Preserve xxiiiA 
August, 1995 1-5 



Lot# Sheet# 
77 13 
78 13 
79 13 
80 13 
81 13 
82 

• 83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 13 
100 13 
101 13 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
ll7 
118 14 
119 
120 13 
12.1 

xxivA 
August, 1995 

T A B L E O F C O N T E N T S 

Acreage Change Acreage Change 
to Lot to Homeland Nature of Chane:e 
-0.33 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 
+0.79 +0.29 Conformance with Golf Use Permic/Math. error on 11.8.94 VTM 
-0.21 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 
-2.47 -0.31 Bobcat Run realigned to reduce grading and minimize visual impact 
-0.32 Bohcat Run realigned to reduce grading and minimize visual impact 

Geotech - Fault setback 
Geotech - Fault setback 
Geotech - Slope setback 

+6.3 Septic refinement 

-2.34 -0.68 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 

T h e s a n t a L u. C, i a p r e s e r V e 
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Lot# Sheet# 
122 
123 
124 13 
125 13 
126 13 
127 

'128 
129 13 
130 
131 
132 13 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 10 
150 10 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 10 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 10 
163 
164 
165 
166 

\'-_,/ 

T A B L E O F C O N T E N T S 

Acreage Change Acreage Change 
to Lot to Homeland Narure of Change 

+0.22 +0.19 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 
+0.39 +0.44 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 
+0.13 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 

+2.12 Bobcat Run realigned to reduce grading and minimize visual impact 

-0.21 Bobcat Run realigned to reduce grading and minimize visual impact 

,, 

- 0.32 Septic refinement 
+ 0.32 Septic refinement 

-1.43 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 

-0.32 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 

The Santa Lucia Preserve xxvA 
August, 1995 
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Lot# Sheet# 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 

-173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
182 
183 
184 
185· 
186 · 
187 
188 
189 7 
190 
191 
192 
193 
194 7 
195 7 
196 7 
197 
198 7 
199 
200 
201 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 14 
207 
208 
209 
210 
211 10 

-~ .. , 

xxviA 
August, 1995 

T A B L .E O F C O N T E N T S 

Acreage Change Acreage Change 
Lot Size to_ Homeland Comments 

. .. 

' 

.. ' 

' ..... ~ 

Geotech - Slope setback 
.. 

. -

+ 1.0 Septic refinement 
- 1.0 Septic refinerrient ' ., 

Geotech - Fault setback . 

Geotech - Fauk location revised 
-

Geotech - Fault setbacldWater tank removed 

- 1.1 - 0.26 Septic refinement /Pefion Peak Trail alie:nment adiusred 
.... .· 

Jhe Santa, Luci_a Pres,erve 
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Lot# Sheet# 
212 10 
213 
214 
215 
216 
217 

• 218 
219 8 
220 
221 
222 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 
230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 14 

.. 

236 14 
237 
238 
239 14 
240 14 
241 
242 
243 
244 
245 11 
246 11 
247 
248 
249 
250 
251 
252 
253 
254 
255 

T A B L E O F C O N T E N T S 

Acreage Change Acreage Change 
Lot Size to Homdand Comments 

+ 1.1 Septic refinement 

+ 5.0 Septic refinement 

+ 2.6 Septic refinement 
-2.6 Septic refinement 

+ 0.33 Septic refinement 
- 0.33 Septic refinement 

- 0.5 Septic refinement 
+ 0.5 Septic refinement 

The Santa Lucia Preserve 
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Lot# Sheet# 
256 
257 
258 
259 
260 
261 

,262 13 
263 13 
264 10 
265 10 
266 

Parcel 
M 9 
E 11 
G 9 
M 8 
N 14 
w 10 
X 8 

xxviii:A 
August, 1995 

T A B L E O F C O N T E N T S . 

Acreage Change Acreage Change 
Lot Size to Homeland Comments 

. 

-0.6 Use transfered to Lor #263/Access revised 
+0.6 Use transfered ro Lor #262 

+4.81 Conformance with Golf Use Permir/Access revised 
+0.22 Conformance with Golf Use Permit 

Public trail added 
+22.19 Math. error on 11.8.94 VTM 
- 1.1 Net result of adjustment to Lot#'s 23 & 24 
-5.0 Added to Lor #219 for septic refinel!lent 
- 6.3 Added to Lor #118 for septic refinement 

Public trail added 
Water rank and easement added/Public trail adiusted 

The Santa Lucia Preserve .. 
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Vesting Tentative Map 
GMPAPONLY 

THE SANTA LUCIA PRESERVE 
Mont,r,y County, California 

ROBERT LAMB HART • Pl.annen &rd Architecis 
24JC1lllonusen.t.S..11Frann-. CA'Httt 

BESTOR ENGINEERS, INC. • Civil Engineers 
'701 Lltlr.•par La.,.. M-ffllJ, CA nHO 

SUBDIVIDER'S STATEMENT 

A. Exlsth11 Zonin& and Proposed Uses or the Land 
=~~~~~land1UCS-drsribcdinclttail in the 

B. Meanru Proposed Resardlng Erosion Control 
Erauon conrrol to be in -=cunlana:: w11b niquiremcnrs or Mon1erey Cou111y Emdoa Conirol 
0rduuD:i:. No. 2106. Soc die l)rainapErmion Conirol Repon. the llaourcr: Manqcmcnl: Plan 
aid die Mmptiorl MCINIDl'fflJ Pl.Ill submil:rod • pan of lhls appliaboa. 

C. Proposed Soarce of Water Supply and Name of Water 
System, Method or Sewage Disposal and tbe Name or 
Sewaae Utility System, U sewered - -Dammic llld An: now wacr nn be IUppDOd b1 t11es.ia Lucia Pracnc COUdlJ Scrricc Ara. 
(IDbo-

~jorilJoltaklcndal kllllball be:JNGIIII by individual ,cpdctlftbandleach fteldlY*ffll, 

~~ricnct~~~~~;:-:i=10c~,_~ 
by dla S.. Lucia Prmmwl o..y Scmc,e Na. Appcm.imaly 71 lfflllo (amily bomc IIICI. 44 
~linpaodllDOIHIIC~bomawiUallobeJCWeftdlOtbaaaancacJKll'IL r:;:-..... ,..1:u~~ci;:~mc~!~':;:"'o1:! ;:.,For1ddhioml 

.D. 111.dleate type or Tru Plantlna or RemoTal Proposed 
Jldu1Dtbefaal ~ Plan•~ aJ*'lollhil.,uc.ioafordearilao/Pft!IPC*d 
11eera:io..1-ap1aaans--. 

E. PropoHd Pabllc A.nu to be Dedicated aad Commoa 
Area or Scenic Eaunuats Propo,ed. U Common 
Areas are Prop01ed Metbod or Malateaaace 1ball be 
stated · 

=~~~~==4:~%~L~~~~ ~,.:',!,:I::::.i ~~COftla"mcy. Refer ID Iha Clllllpftbcmiwc 

r · ~r::;:::_d bciH~IJ ~ ~ ~r~:..1 na1 cz.cccd WI .-liowed b)' IPPliabk 
Mommy County ZOIMDI- Spic:ial UIQiq bcipt limiD .. prapmcd fot ccruia raidcacill bl, .. 
combizmdndoplllCd permit applia&i,oa). 

• G. Proposed typ11 or I:eulopment or Lots or Unit and 
Wbetber tb1y au 1'or ulf' :.s Loh or Cully deYeloped 
a alts 
All-ffll*')'llt&in&lcr.nilyloulbaUbcJOld.111!":l. l'm.Ei:nP\oyecHouli::i,!-.1!*-(39uniu 
a l!!laQ)shallbcsoldot:CIIICdafully*":lopediMMa.. Tbis11apbMCd1UbdiYwan•lhaoa-ft 

::l!::.:::.!r~ ~ul=~ .:-t: =. :::::.:d..,.., be CDftPnlCl&d OUl 

SHE°ETlNDEX 
X 1ide Shm -
I Phasing Plan 
2 Vcs~ing Tcntati\C M~p 
3 V~ti11gTcntati~ Map 
4 '/cscing Tcncati\C Map 
5 Vesting Tc.ntati\e Map 
6 Vcstin:r; T ~ntaci\C Map 
7 Vcscing Tcntaci".'C Map 

THE SANTA LUCIA PRESERVE 

Monterey County, California 

• 
Vesting Tentative Map 

GMPAP Only 

SHEET LOCATION INDEX ASSESOR'S PARCEL NUMBERS 
8 Vesting Tcnt~the Map 
9 Vesting Tcncati\e Map 
-io Vesting Tcncati\e Map 
11 Vesting Tcntaci\C Map 
12 Vesting Tcncati\C Map 
13 Vesting Tcncati\e Map 

1/f. 1/2 lMILI - C) 
NOlmt 

157-121-005 :U,.011-004 239-01l.(lf6 417.(131.00, 
157-121.(114 239-411-005 :U9-4tl.(117 4i7.Q5J.(110 
157-121.(115 :U,.011-006 417-031.(113 

:U,.011.(1(11 417.(111-006 
157-13(-tlOI 239-411-008 '417-(:11.(110 '411-041-tlOI 
157-131-tl03 2.3'}.(111-009 '417.(111.011 '417-041.«1'2 
157-:Jl-005 239-011.(110 '417.(111.(112 417-041-003 
157-,:,1-006 239-011.(ltl '417-041.(111 

239-('IJ.(112 ,07-021-008 
U-L-Oll..C.11 lJ"41l.(ll3 -cl7.(121.014 '417-051-001 
239-011-0C'! 2.3'}.(111-Ul-4 

14 Vesting Tcntati\C Map ~11--003 23'-0Jl.(ll'J 417.(131.QOII 

VICINITY MAP 

OWNER and SUBDIVIDER 
R;mcho San Carlos Partnership 
P,O, Bo,c 222707 
Carmel:, CA 93922 

MAP PREPARED BY 
PLANNERS 
Robert Lamb Hart 
242 California Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
(415) 986-4260 

CONSULTANTS 
ENV!RONMENTAUPLANNING 
Denise Duffy and Associates 
546-A Hartnell 
Monterey, CA 93940 

~i~~~e:,~~ilfl.~~ In~ 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

LEGAL 
Finegan and Cling 
60 West Alisa! Street. Suite 1 

~~?~:J~~~902 

WETLANDS 
Wetlands Research Associates 
2169 East Francisco, Suite G 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

AGRlCUI.TURE 
Sage Associates 
1283 Coast VUJage Circle, Su.ite 5 
Montecito, CA 93108 

GEOTECHNICAL . 
Cleary Consultilnts, Inc. 
900 North S.:n Antonio Road 
Los Altos, CA 94022 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
Archaeological Consulting.. Inc. 
160 South Davis Road 
Salina•, CA 93908 

NOTES 

ENGINEERS 
Bestor Engineen~ Inc. 
9701 !lue Wkapur Lane 
Monterey, CA 93940 
(408) 373-2941 

WATER RESOURCES 
Luhdorff -&: Scalmanini 
500 Fint Street 
Woodla~d. CA 95695 
Cazqp, Dreaser &c McKee 

~i!~c!:et~e~te 300 

Todd Engineen 
2914 Domingo Avenue 
Berkeley, CA -94705 
GeoconsuUants, Inc. 
1"50 Koll CU'cle, Suite 114 
San Jose, CA 95112 

· Balance Hydrologies 
1760 Solano Ave., Suite 209 
Berkeley, CA 94707 • 

TRAFFIC 
Rick Dowling and Associates 
180 Grand Avenue, Suite 995 
Oakland.CA 95612 

FIRE PROTECTION 

'Roy Perklm 
P,O. Box'536 
Canncl.CA9392I 

FORESTRY 
Ralph Osterllng Consultants 
1650 Borel Place, 1204 
San Mateo, CA 94402 
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