From: Richard H. Rosenthal

To: 293-pchearingcomments

Cc: Richard H. Rosenthal; Lundquist, Erik; Spencer, Craig; John T. Heyl
Subject: Loomis: PLN220134 Agenda Item 4

Date: Monday, March 6, 2023 9:11:05 AM

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. ]

Chairperson Monsalve and Members of the Commission

SOP is disappointed with Staff’s recommendation to apply a seven year term to the Loomis
permit once it is issued. It might as well be in perpetuity.

SOP requests the Commission to deny the permit based upon a CEQA categorical exemption
because of the unusual circumstances and cumulative impacts associated with the issuance of
the permit and other similar permits waiting to be issued and currently operating STRs in the
vicinity of 114 Story Rd. and Carmel Valley Village. SOP argued this issue in its February
21, 2023 letter to the Commission and attachments and have attached a copy of both to this
email. CEQA mandates informed decision making and public participation. Neither are
present in this matter nor any other STR permit request in Carmel Valley Village based upon a
categorical exemption. STR permit requests should be stayed until a global assessment of
environmental impacts and public policy issues can be undertaken.

SOP wants to stress a couple of points. Staff response to SOP’s arguments regarding
cumulative impacts and impacts from unusual circumstances do not address the reality of
what’s happening on the ground at these locations. STRs increase impacts to baseline
residential housing conditions. The notion a family of 4-5 is similar in use of property to an
STR that’s going to permit 10 adults, 7 cars and 12 persons daily and events is disingenuous
and defies logic. Cumulative impacts are discounted in their entirety because they are
considered in light of 5,000 plus housing units in the Carmel Valley Master Plan area instead
of Carmel Valley Village or in the vicinity of Story Rd. CVA’s original objection indicated
that there are at least seven in the vicinity of Story Rd. and also questioned the County’s count
of STR operations, whether permitted or not. Your Commission is going to hear another STR
matter today and Mr. Stein, PLN 220014- 41 Laurel Drive, informed the Commission last
meeting that the Commission will shortly review his request for an open ended STR permit.
The point is that the numerous STR applications and permitted and unpermitted operating
STRs cumulative impacts meet the CEQA’s definition of cumulative impact that negates the
categorical exemption relied upon in this instance. Guidelines 15300.2 (b) states: ..”All
exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive
projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.”

Furthermore, the Staff Report ignores the fact that each STR permit takes residential housing
off the market, permanently changes the character of residential neighborhoods, creates
unintended health, noise and traffic impacts. These potential significant impacts require
additional CEQA review and, as SOP previously stated, the EIR for the revised Ordinance is
attempting to address these issues. See Attachments 4-7 to SOP’s February 21, 2023 letter to
the Commission, in particular VVoss to Baretti, October 31,2016 Attachment 4 and Planning
Director Mike Novo’s April 1, 2016 Memo, Attachment 6.

If the Commission is inclined to issue a fixed term permit, SOP suggest it consider issuing a
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permit that would sunset 9 months after the revised Ordinance is adopted by the Board.

Thank you for the opportunity to address the Commission.

Richard H. Rosenthal, Esq.
Attorney at Law

P.O. Box 1021

Carmel Valley, CA 93924
831.625.5193
831.625-0470 (fax)

CONFIDENTIALITY: This message is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you
received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments.
Any receipt of this information by other than the intended recipient does not negate the confidential or privileged status of the
content.
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tax penalties that may be imposed on the taxpayer.
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499.23.02.21.LTRPCLOOMIS
21 February, 2023

Chairperson Monsalve
Monterey County Planning Commission Via Email
Salinas, California

Re:  Loomis PLN220134-Agenda Item 3
Chairperson Monsalve and Members of the Commission

Save Our Peninsula (SOP) objects to the issuance of open ended administrative permits for Short
Term Rentals (STRs) based upon CEQA categorical exemptions until such time as the EIR for
the revised STR Ordinance is certified and the revised Ordinance is adopted by the BOS.
Because of the need for a global assessment of STR approvals on available housing stock,
impacts to the character of residential neighborhoods and environmental impacts associated
therewith, including noise, traffic, and health issues on the unincorporated areas of the County,
this hearing should be continued until such time as an Initial Study is undertaken on the Loomis
Application to consider potential significant impacts (addressed below) and mitigation measures
if warranted. In the alternative, if the Commission contemplates issuing a permit, SOP suggests
the permit for a fixed period of time with a sunset provision no later than 9 months after the
adoption of the new STR Ordinance.

The policy of state is to encourage creation of new housing because of the housing supply and
affordability crisis. See Government Code Section 65589.5 a-1 and 2. The County’s policy of
permitting STR’s without time duration during the assessment and approval of the new
Ordinance is contrary to intent of state law because it is taking residential property off of the
rental market. These actions create a current and immediate threat to the public health and safety
by eliminating available housing. This impact is compounded by the fact that HCD estimated
that there were over 600 advertised STRs in the unincorporated County, each one eliminating a
rental opportunity for citizens of unincorporated Monterey County. The County’s approval of
STRs and permitting the 600 advertised units to continue will have to be addressed in the
Housing Element update, mandating approximately 3,326 units pursuant to the most recent
Reginal Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). Arguably each STR permit issued and the 600
advertised STRs will add to the County’s RHNA assessment mandate. There is no discussion of
this issue in the staff report. The County is taking away and limiting the residential housing
stock when the state is doing everything to encourage more residential housing. There is also
evidence that the issuance of open ended administrative permits provides incentives for realtors
to list and investors to purchase residential housing and turn them into STRs thereby even further
reducing available rental housing stock. Numerous web sites are offering residential housing for
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sale as investment vehicles for STRs. See Mashvisor.com. Furthermore, The property is zoned
for low density residential with design review. The proposed use changes to visitor
accommodation is in conflict with the Carmel Valley Master Plan. CVMP calls for the
following: CV-1.15 b. Visitor accommodation projects must be designed so that they respect the
privacy and rural residential character of adjoining properties.

The law regarding categorical exemptions is quite clear. Categorical exemptions are the
exception rather than the rule because it terminates any further environmental review of the
proposed project. Guidelines: 15300.2 (b) (c). They should be narrowly construed and will not
be expanded beyond its terms. County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76
Cal.App. 4™ 931. Short term vacation rentals for remuneration are exactly a project where an
exemption should not be applied because of the unusual circumstances surrounding the impacts
associated therewith as noted in the previous sentence and below and the cumulative impacts
associated therewith.

Whether a particular project presents circumstances that are unusual for projects in an exempt
class is an essentially factual inquiry. As noted in Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of
Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal 1086, 1114-1115 the court stated: ““ the factual inquiry is “ ‘founded “on
the application of the fact-finding tribunal's experience with the mainsprings of human conduct.”
> 7 (citation.) Accordingly, as to this question, the agency serves as “the finder of fact” (citation),
and a reviewing court should apply the traditional substantial evidence standard that section
21168.5 incorporates. (citation.) Under that relatively deferential standard of review, the
reviewing court's ““ ‘role’ ” in considering the evidence differs from the agency's. (“ ‘Agencies
must weigh the evidence and determine “which way the scales tip.,” while courts conducting
[traditional] substantial evidence ... review generally do not.” ” (emphasis added.) Instead,
reviewing courts, after resolving all evidentiary conflicts in the agency's favor and indulging in
all legitimate and reasonable inferences to uphold the agency's finding, must affirm that finding
if there is any substantial evidence, contradicted or contradicted, to support it. (citation)
[reviewing court's “task is not to weigh conflicting evidence and determine who has the better
argument” or whether “an opposite conclusion would have been equally or more reasonable”].)
The take away from the Supreme Court’s ruling is that the agency must be the fact finder and
weigh the evidence to determine which way the scales tip. There has been no fact finding
inquiry by HCD that I am aware of.

In addition, cumulative impacts are potentially significant. By way of example, this application
permits up to 8 adults a night along with a maximum of 12 persons for any event or gathering
and up to 7 cars parked on the property. Recent STR Administrative Permit approvals,
PLN200102-103 Village Road, Carmel Valley, allowed up to 10 adults and 10 cars per night (see
Attachment 2 Complaint letter and picture of driveway); PLN220014-41 Laurel Dr. permits up to
10 adults a night and up to 15 people for events and special gatherings. The combination of the
three permits adds at least 28 adults per night and 20 cars to Carmel Valley Village. There’s no
attempt to assess cumulative impacts of this permit request with those recently approved,
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pending or the short term rental housing advertised for Carmel Valley. The County’s position is
that a STR permit is similar in use to a Single Family residence. It’s not. The numbers above
say as much. It’s permitting a Visitor Accommodation unit in a residential neighborhood. This is
born out with the complaints received by HCD that STR’s are used as party houses, generating
noise, traffic and untold grief to their neighbors with little to no enforcement from HCD. See
Attachment 3. Former Congressman William Monning spoke of his family’s grief from a
neighboring STR during the zoom call regarding the NOP for the Revised Ordinance EIR.

SOP sent a 16 January 2023 letter to Planning Director Spencer outlining its concern with the
issuance of an Administrative Permit for an STR based upon a categorical exemption. Based
upon the letter, Director Spencer scheduled the instant hearing. A copy of letter is attached
hereto as Attachment 1.

After the letter to Director Spencer, SOP received documents from the County pursuant to a
Public Records Request. The documents received are pertinent to the consideration whether
there are unusual circumstances, potentially significant environmental impacts, and cumulative
impacts negating the use of Categorical Exemption.

SOP will summarize the pertinent documents and what role they play in setting aside the use of
Categorical Exemption in this case. SOP will then address the comments in the staff report and

comments submitted by the Monterey County Vacation Rental Association (MCVRA)

DOCUMENTS RECEIVED FROM PUBLIC RECORDS REQUEST

1. October 31, 2016: Voss to Baretti: Attachment 4.

“3. HD strongest interest would likely be “are nuisances, such as noise, making it
difficult for neighbors to enjoy respite in their home. We could develop text to expand on this or
otherwise enumerate the health effects that have been linked to “neighborhood noise” in the
literature (cardio-vascular symptoms, joint and bone disease, headache, sleep disturbance,
cognitive impairment in children, hypertension, etc.”.. This issue is of concern in the EIR for the
revised Ordinance. See Attachment 7, p.I-27.

This is a major potential impact because STRs are referred to as party houses. One only has to
review the letter from homeowners impacted by STRs to see that they are experiencing potential
health impacts. Attachment 3

2. June 5, 2016: Chapman to Baretti: Traffic Generation for Lodging and Residential Facilities:
Attachment 5. No data available for Short Term Rental Trip Rates. This is being studied in EIR
for revised Ordinance. Attachment 7, p.1-33.

3. April 1, 2016: Novo, Director to Jacqueline Onciano: Attachment 6: ..”I do not think that
we have a substantial supply of housing that could or should converted to short term rental in Big
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Sur. The needs of the community and accommodating employee housing needs should come
first. A detailed and thoughtful analysis of what housing stock is needed for that component of
the of the need should be completed...” I do believe that short term rentals should be
accommodated in some areas of the county, so [ am not against them as a land use, but they need
to carefully planned to be supplemental to basic housing needs.”

This concern has been ignored. No consideration is given to reduction in housing inventory with
each new administrative permit issued notwithstanding the State is requiring the County to lay
out how they anticipate implementing their RHNA of 3326 units. This issue is being studied in
the EIR for the revised Ordinance. Attachment 7, p. 1-25, 1-29.

4. August 22, 2022 Revised Initial Study for the Monterey County Vacation Rental Ordinances
Project. Attachment 7, pgs. 1-4 and 5, 1-25, 1-27. 1-29, 1-33, 1-41 and 42. Pages 1-41 and 42
discuss the potential significant impacts of the project with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. Substantial adverse effects
on human beings from potential increased air emissions, transportation and noise levels is
discussed at [-42.

RESPONSE TO STAFF RESPORT

1. Page 2: 25 short term rentals. This number is wrong and doesn’t take into account un-
permitted operators . Attached to the CVA Memo issued by its president and chair of the CVA
task force on Short Term Rentals, is a print-out from the County Tax Collector reflecting 109
STR operators in the 93924 who are paying TOT to the County Tax Collector. Many of these
operators are unpermitted. In addition, there is a map attached to the CVA memo that depicts
STRs in the vicinity of Story Rd.

2. Page 4: The idea that the noise ordinance is going to quell the activities of STRs is somewhat
disingenuous. The Grand Jury questioned the County on it in 2021 and the community is
unaware of any additional enforcement. See Attachments 2, 3.

3. Page 4: Potential social and economic impacts of short term rentals are not required to be
addressed in CEQA. However potential significant impacts from these issues are being
addressed in the EIR for the revised Ordinance, Attachment 7, pgs. 1-4 and 5, 1-25, 1-27. 1-29,
1-33, 1-41 and 42. Furthermore, the law is pretty clear on this point. See Citizens Assoc v.

County of Inyo (1980) 172 Cal App 3™ 151, 169-170. Economic or social changes may be
used to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on
the environment. Where a physical change is caused by economic or social effects of
a project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same
manner as any other physical change resulting from the project. Alternatively,
economic and social effects of a physical change may be used to determine that the
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physical change is a significant effect on the environment. If the physical change
causes adverse economic or social effects on people, those adverse effects may be
used as the basis for determining that the physical change is significant. For example,
if a project would cause overcrowding of a public facility and the overcrowding
causes an adverse effect on people, the overcrowding would be regarded as a
significant effect." (Cal. Admin. Code, tit. 14, § 15064, subd. (f).) In this case, issuing
administrative permits reducing available housing stock is a clear and present danger
to the availability of affordable housing for workforce and full time residents of
Monterey County creating a current and immediate threat to the public health, safety
and welfare.

RESPONSE TO SHAUN M. MURPHY

1. Pg.2: Isa STR a project under CEQA. HCD made the determination to provide a
categorical exemption to the application and applied a Section 15301 exemption. This
action brings it under the CEQA purview. The Staff Report, page 2, indicates the
Commission may weigh the facts and circumstances of the case and may also
designate reasonable conditions. This is a discretionary action taken under CEQA
when considering potential significant impacts.

2. Page 3: Health and Safety Code 1596.78. My reading of the statute permits up to
8 children. There is no comparison between a day care center with 8 children and a
party house with up to 8 adults, 7 cars, and up to 12 persons for any event or
gathering. The day care center operates during the day. Any traffic or noise would
occur during the day. The party house operates at night creating traffic and
disturbances to neighbors. See Attachment 2 and 3. Secondly, day care centers are
tightly regulated by the State. Lastly, notwithstanding the day care’s categorical
exempt status, the exceptions found at 15300.2 would still applicable as they are in the
instant matter.

3. Page 3: Cumulative impacts. One of the exceptions found in 15302. 2 (b).

4. Page 4: Board’s finding regarding no significant impact when it adopted Title

21.64.280 specifically referring to section (f). Not only is Section f is inconsistent
with sections 3-5 but if flies in the face of the Carmel Valley Master Plan 1.15 (b),
and zoning statutes for single family residences that do not list STRs as permitted
uses. More important is the fact that Section (f) cannot waive CEQA compliance.
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The application has to satisfy the mandates of CEQA. Waiving environmental review
in inconsistent with the facts or the law.

Sincerely,

LAW OFFICE OF RICHARD H. ROSENTHAL

BY: /S/
RICHARD H. ROSENTHAL

Cc: Erik Lundquist,
Enclosures as noted






ATTACHMENTS

[. 1/16/23 email to Craig Spencer and attachments: Re Loomis

2

Complaint letter and picture of driveway at 103 Village Dr

3. Complaint letters from ncighbors of STRs

4. October 16, 2016 Voss to Baretti- Health issues

5. June 5, 2016 Chapmen to Baretti-Traffic

6. April 1, 2016 Novo to Baretti-Loss of housing stock

7. August 22,2022 Revised Initial Study for Monterey County Rental
Ordinances Project. Selected pages.
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Pg.20f2

3. The operation appears to allow unsupervised special event-sized gatherings with up to 100 people
attending. Apparently a Parsche Association held a iarge event there during car week. The property is
often used as an annex for Jocal wedding events, sometimes with rowdy behavior on the part of the

guests, There is no representative of the owner present on the property, and as far as we can determine no
requests filed for a special event permit.

These three substantive issues alone, once verified, merit a public hearing on this application.

CVA is in receipt of multiple incidences where fow density residential standards around noise, parking,
trash, and lighting are not upheld by the vacation rentals’ tenants and, by extension, by the operators,
whether permitted or not.

Because the Housing and Community Development Department does not currently have the resources to
the allow for full time compliance personnel who might respond to an evening call about a vacation rental
party that is bere tonight and gone tomorrow, and because the county Sheriff™s resource situation is
similar, CVA would like to respectfully submit that, &t least in the Carmel Valley Master Plan area, a
moratorium be imstituted for this permit applicetion, and for any filed between now and whenever the
draft new ordinances’ are ready for a hearing at the Board of Supervisors.

I recommend emailing it to both Fionna and Erik, and also sending a second e-mail requesting
confirmation of receipt of of your letier.

If you are willing to add a paragraph to request a public hearing based on these issues, and other
questionable operating parameters of the property, it would be timely and great; according to the notice,
“A public hearing may be required if any person 5o requests based on the identified subsiantive issues.”
Since CVA is not a person, and I'm not sure Noel is willing to take it that far, you'd be the best bet, unless
someone at the elderly commumity is willing to. The other abutting neighbor who I spoke with is not
willing to jeopardize hi relationship with the owner.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

C.S. Noel, President

Carme] Valley Association

PO Box 157
Carme] Valley, CA 93924



Date: September 17,2022

To: Erik Lundgquist, Director of Housing & Community
Development
LundquistE@co.monterey.ca.us

Fionna Jensen, Housing & Community Development
Associate Planner
JensenF1@co.monterey.ca.us

From: Priscilla Walton, President Emeritus, Carme! Valley
Association
priswaliton{@sbcglobal.net

In RE: PLN200102, 103 Village Road APN #189-211-012-000

t am writing to protest the issuance of an Administrative permit to allow transient use of
a residential property (single-family dwelling and guest house) as a short-term rental at
103 Village Lane Drive in the Carmel Valley. This is a highly inappropriate use of this
property for the following reasons: -

« |t is on a private right of way of only three houses sharing a common entrance. The
area is not designed for heavy in and out car use. It is not unusual to have as many as
17 cars parked on this property on a single night hampering entry and exit into the area
by the other residents who live there;

« Large event-like parties are held on this property with considerable noise,
drunkenness and inappropriate behavior spilling over to adjoining homes. This

use poses a potential danger to the residents of the residential care facility for elderly
patients with dementia, Alzheimer’s, and memory problems. The location of a “party
house" next door to this kind of facility has the potential for harming these residents
since the behavior and noise emanating from the property is not compatible with a
facility for the eiderly; and

» The county does not have the resources, by its own admission, to respond to these
complaints in a timely manner. Short term vacation rental complaints have a very low
level of priority for the county and the loca! sheriff.

My own mother lived at this long-term care facility for more than a year. She received
excellent care and consideration, and it was an ideal setting for her. She spent the last
six months there in hospice care until her death. Thank goodness there was no party
house there at that time. The very idea of an “ongoing party house” right across from a
residential facility for the mentally impaired elderly is an affront. This is a residential
neighborhood that, until the advent of the short-term vacation rental phenomenon, was



a perfect setting for those living there. Good long-term care homes for the elderly are in
short supply in our community. This need should take priority over a short- term

vacation rental use of a property owned by an individual who does not live in the Carmel
Valley.

Approving this permit would not be in the community interest.
| would like to request a public hearning based on these issues, and other gquestionable
operating parameters of the property. As you indicate in the Public Nofice, “A public

hearing may be required if any person so requests based on the identified substantive
issues.”

| strongly urge you to deny this permit.

Sincerely,

Pris Walton
118 White Qaks Lane
Cammel Valiey, CA 93824
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From: ¥oss, Robert %4522

To; Beretf], Melapie x5285; Fowler, Mioole €, x4584

Ce Hanni, Krista [ #4586

Subject: RE: Manning Cormission 11/9 - Pre-Legistar STR Report Review
Date: Monday, Cctober 31, 2016 10:29:52 AM

Attachments: i

Melanie and Nichole,
| sent Krista these thoughts on Friday. I'm not sure if she had additional ideas {or even if she agreed
with minel!}, so these might not be “official” thoughts from the HD.

1)

Removal of walkable housing stock near urhan cores. Might reduce any trend toward
creating a city design where people can live near their work. Pushes workers back toward
car-based commute.

Neighborhood health/safety. Most of these potential (likely} complaints would be non-
issues if oversight of STR tenants was done responsibly {ie. Volume of rent cycles is modest,
owner on site to respond to complaints of loud parties, litter, parking, or other issues). Is
there a way to mandate that neighbors have direct access to owners to lodge compiaints ?
Avoid reliance on calling law enforcement for every issue. How would issues be tracked and
“problem” properties be sanctioned? Could the owner be compelled to develop an “action
plan” that couid be shared with neighbors (who to contact with issues, how they will be
dealt with, etc. ) Have action plan tied to continuation of permit,

HD strongest interest would likely be “are nuisances, such as noise, making it difficult for
neighbors to enjoy respite in their home,” We could develop text to expand on this or
otherwise enumerate the heaith effects that have been linked to “neighbor noise” in the
literature {cardic-vascular symptoms, joint and bone disease, headache, sleep disturbance,
cognitive impairment in children, hypertension, etc.}. Thase issues could arise for any less-
than-considerate neighbor, but maybe they could bolster the case for reguiring a
mechanism { such as in #2} to provide needed recourse in cases where problems are
comman and resclution not ferthcoming.

Well/septic impacts if those resources are shared in a smail community. Probably this one s
already addressed by EH.

These were my thoughts. I'm not sure what's appropriate to put in the document vs. hold for public
comment. {'ll discuss with Krista when she gets back tomorrow and we'll check in with you. Sarry to
take you down to the wire here.

Thanks,
Rob

Robert Voss, MS

Epidemiciogist: Planning Evaluation and Policy Unit,
Monterey County Health Department

1270 Natividad Road

salinas,

CA 53906

phone: 831,755,4522
yossr@co monterey.ca. us
www.mivhd.org/PEP
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I do believe that short term rentals should be accommodated in some areas of the county, so I am
not against them as a land use, but they need to be carefully planned to be supplemental to basic
housing stock needs. In addition, incentivizing what we want for this land use will help to bring
properties into compliance with the regulations. If the process is too expensive, or the regulations
too onerous, illegal short term rentals will result. An optioo should be discussed with the Board of
Supervisors to subsidize the permit costs, if that is what is needed, and have a certain amount of the
Transient Occupancy Tax identified, by ordinance, to fund thet subsidy. Establishing a simple and
affordable process can lead to ensuring that we have good regulations, which would lead to good
oversight by the County and well managed areas where shorl term rentals are located.




ATTACHMENT 7












tnvironmental Checklist

1.13  NOISE

Ascent Enviranroendal

Potertially L%“rﬂm: LessThan o
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Sigficant s‘? 'm*"". : Significamt
Impact Impact pac
incomorated
XlIll.Noise.
Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent | (| O O

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies, or a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in noise levels
abgve existing ambient levels that could result in an
adverse effect on humans?

b} Generation of excessive groundborne vibiation or ] O [
groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private d | Q
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

1.13.1 Discussion

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies, or a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in noise levels above existing ambient levels that
coultd result in an adverse effect on humans?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed regulations would not authonze or facilitate any new development. No
grading or excavation is proposed as part of the project, nor are such activities reascnably foreseeable consequences
of activities autharized by the project. As such, there wouid not be any noise generated from construction-related
activities. While occupancy levels of vacation rentals are presumed to be similar 10 existing residential uses, there is
the possibility of instances of increases in operational noise ievels in homes that are rented as vacation rentals simply
due to the transient nature of rental guests. However, the proposed regulations shalt comply with Monterey County
Coede Chapters 10.60 (Noise Control) and 8.36 {Nuisance and Nuisance Animals), which prohibits the use of sound
amplifying equipment within the time period from 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 am. the following morning. This includes loud
and unreasonable sounds, such as any sound that is plainly audible at a distance of fifty {50) feet in any direction
from the source of the sound or any sound that exceeds the exterior noise {evel standards set forth in the County
Code. Additionally, the project states that vacation rental permittees are responsible for all nuisance violations that
occur in the vacation rental, and the permittee is charged a minimum inspection fee for anytime an inspection needs
to occur at the unit. While provistons are included to penalize permittees when excess noise occurs, such penalties
would only be issued if there is a violation. Because there is an elevated chance that nuisance noise will be Created in

neighborhoods with vacation rentals this is a patentiafly significant impact and will be analyzed further in the EIR.

Maonigrey County
Vacation Rental Qrdinances Prowect Inasl Stue,



Environmental Checkhist Ascent Envirgnmental

1.11  LAND USE AND PLANNING

Potentally sﬁam Less Than "
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Signlficart .

Impact Incomporated Impact

X!. Land Use and Planning.

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O [ O [
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a X O O O

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

1.11.1 Discussion

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact The proposed regulations would not authorize or facilitate any new development. The proposed
requlations would only affect the use of existing dwelling units in established neighborhoods. There will be no
physical division of an established community, and therefore, there would be no impact and this issue will not be
analyzed further in the EIR,

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed regulations would not authonze or facilitate any new development. The
proposed reguiations would only affect the use of existing dwelling units in established neighborhoods. The EIR will
provide an analysis of the any potential environmental impacts that would resuft due to a conflict of the proposed
regulations with any existing land use plan, policy, or regulations. Until this analysis is completed, an impact

determination cannot be made. Therefore, This is a potentially significant impact and will be analyzed further In the EIR.

Monterey Lourtty
Vacastion Rental Ordinances Project Inmal Study















