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Michael W. Stamp 
Molly Erickson

STAMP | ERICKSON
Attorneys at Law

479 Pacific Street, Suite One
Monterey, California 93940

T:  (831) 373-1214
F:  (831) 373-0242

May 1, 2017

Don Rochester, Chair
Planning Commission
County of Monterey
Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Deny 31-unit subdivision project on Val Verde Drive (PLN140089).
Do not certify EIR.

Dear Chair Rochester and Planning Commissioners:

We represent residents, property owners, business owners and employees who
oppose the proposed 31-unit subdivision.  The Carmel Valley LUAC unanimously
recommended denial of the project for many reasons.

The project should be denied due to its significant unavoidable impacts on traffic
and water and the project’s many inconsistencies with adopted County policies and
rules.  The project violates County rules on traffic, water, unit cap, density, affordable
housing, agricultural protection, development, and more.

Projects that are denied are exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).1  The flawed environmental impact report (EIR) should not be certified.

The Project Violates Carmel Valley Master Plan Policies.

The subdivision violates important Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP) policies.

Violates the CVMP Policy specific to the project site.

Policy CV-1.10: The Val Verde Drive area is planned for residential use at a
basic density of one (1) unit per acre.  With suitable
clustering, up to two (2) units per acre may be allowed. 
However, a density of up to four (4) units per acre may be
allowed provided that at least 25% of the units
are developed for individuals of low and moderate income or
for workforce housing.  This policy is intended to be
independent from Policy CV-1.11, and not counted in
conjunction with the density bonus identified in that policy.

Discussion:  The plain language in policy CV-1.10 allows the site to have one
residential unit per acre, consistent with the site’s low density residential (LDR) zoning

1  Pub. Resources Code, § 21080(b)(5); CEQA Guidelines, § 15270(a).
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which allows a maximum of one unit per acre.2  The second sentence in the policy says
that if the development is clustered the County in its discretion may allow up to 2 units
per acre.  The correct reading of policy CV-1.10 is that the clustering requirement in the
second sentence applies to the 4 units/acre option in the third sentence.3  However, the
project is not clustered as required.

The applicant’s interpretation is that the second sentence of policy CV-1.10 is
divorced from the third sentence of the policy.  His interpretation would make the policy
internally inconsistent, which is prohibited.  A statute must be interpreted so as to be
internally consistent, and a particular section of the policy shall not be divorced from the
rest of the policy.  To interpret the clustering requirement as inapplicable to the 4
units/acre density requirement would be absurd, and absurd results are to be avoided;
such an interpretation would make the second sentence redundant and meaningless,
which is also to be avoided.  Significance should be given whenever possible to each
word, phrase, and sentence in a statute and to harmonize statutes internally and
externally.  There is only one way to harmonized policy CV-1.10 with the County Zoning
code: require that a density of 4 units/acre only be allowed if the development is
clustered.  That is the only way to harmonize policy CV-1.10 with two sections of the
County’s Zoning Code: (1) section 21.14.050.A which limits density of residential units in
LDR zones to “a maximum of 4 on any lot and not exceeding the zoning density of the
property” and (2) section 21.14.060.A which mandated the “minimum building site shall
be one acre unless otherwise approved as part of a clustered residential development.”

A statute should be interpreted so as to produce a result that is reasonable.  If
two interpretations are possible, that which leads to the more reasonable result should
be adopted.4  Here, the more reasonable interpretation is that a density of up to 4 units
must be clustered.

Thus, the correct reading of CV-1.10 requires any development that seeks to
take advantage of the 4 units per acre maximum must be clustered development.  The
County General Plan glossary defines clustering as follows:

CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT/SUBDIVISION means a
development/subdivision design where the structures or lots
or structures and lots are located on a portion of the land to
be developed rather than spread throughout the land.

2  County Zoning Code, § 21.14.060.

3  California Highway Patrol v. Superior Court (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 488, 496-497
[plain meaning of the language governs].

4  Granberry v. Islay Investments (1984) 161 Cal.App.3d 382, 388.
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The proposed subdivision is not clustered.  Instead, the structures and lots are
located throughout the site.  (See Exh. A to this letter, showing the site plan.)  No
portion of the land would remain undeveloped.  Because the project does not comply
with policy CV-1.10, the project cannot be approved and must be denied.

As a separate and additional reason for denial, policy CV-1.10 does not allow
density of more than 4 units per acre at the site.  But that is what the applicant seeks
here – density of nearly 8 units per acre for one lot (Lot 25), where the applicant crams
the 7 inclusionary housing units onto less than one acre.  The applicant is asking the
County to make what the applicant calls “clarifications that allow exceptions to exceed 4
units/acre on a lot, create lots under the minimum one acre building site size, and
exceed the maximum development density.”  These changes are not a “clarifications.” 
Make no mistake: The changes would be amendments to the Carmel Valley Master
Plan and the County-wide Zoning Code.  The proper steps have not been followed for
amendments and the project must be denied for that reason.

Violates policy requiring Rural Character and Rural Architectural Theme.

Policy CV-1.1 All policies, ordinances, and decisions regarding Carmel
Valley shall be consistent with the goal of preserving Carmel
Valley's rural character.  In order to preserve the rural
character of Carmel Valley, development shall follow a rural
architectural theme . . . .

Discussion:  The project does not preserve rural character because the project is
too dense and the development does not follow a rural architectural theme.  (See Exh.
A [site plan] and Exh. B [depiction of market rate houses and inclusionary units].)  You
should deny the Administrative Permit and Design Approval for development in the "S"
(Site Control) and "D" (Design Control) zoning districts which is part of the application.   

The project site plan (Draft EIR, Fig. 2-3) shows a “150' LONG RETAINING
WALL” at “6' MAX. HEIGHT” and 300' LONG RETAINING WALL at “4' MAX HEIGHT.” 
These large retaining walls are not consistent with Carmel Valley’s rural character.

Does not conform to Master Plan, therefore maximum density is prohibited.

Policy CV-1.5 In the residential areas, . . . . attainment of maximum density
is dependent upon conformity of the proposed project to plan
goals and policies.

Discussion:  The applicant is asking the County to approve a project density that
is even greater than the maximum density allowed.  However, the County may not
approve that maximum because the subdivision does not conform with General Plan
policies and Master Plan policies as required by policy CV-1.5.
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Exceeds CVMP unit cap.

Policy CV-1.6 New residential subdivision in Carmel Valley shall be limited
to creation of 190 new units [and] . . . . There shall be
preference to projects including at least 50% affordable
housing units. . . . 

Discussion:  There are only 28 units left in the unit cap.  The project proposes 31
units.  It cannot be approved as presented, and no smaller project has been presented. 
When the LUAC asked the applicant whether he was willing to reduce the number of
units in his project, he did not agree.

The project does not provide at least 50% affordable housing, so it is not entitled
to preference.  The project provides only 22.6% affordable housing at the site. 

Violates Master Plan policies requiring retention of existing agriculture.

The site has been in active organic agriculture for many years, making use of the
fertile land on the valley floor.  The agriculture operation is a productive use that is
consistent with the General Plan and Carmel Valley Master Plan.

The subdivision project would eliminate the agricultural use.  The project would
not comply with the Master Plan requirements for protecting agriculture, as follows:

Policy CV-6.2 Gardens, orchards, row crops, . . . farm equipment, and farm
buildings are part of the heritage and the character of
Carmel Valley.  This rural agricultural nature should be
encouraged . . . .

Policy CV-6.3 Croplands and orchards shall be retained for agricultural
use. . . . 

The Project Violates County General Plan Policies.

Does not provide 35% affordable housing as required. 

General Plan policy LU-2.19 requires that residential development outside of a
Community Area or Rural Center must include "35% affordable/workforce housing." 
This subdivision project is outside of a Community Area or Rural Center and thus must
comply with policy LU-2.19.  The subdivision is not consistent with policy LU-2.19
because it provides only 22.6% affordable/workforce housing at the site, instead of the
required 35%.
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Has not met County system for evaluating subdivisions.

General Plan policy LU-1.19 mandates County preparation of a Development
Evaluation System (“DES”) “to provide a systematic, consistent, predictable, and
quantitative method for decisionmakers to evaluate developments of five or more lots or
units and developments of equivalent or greater traffic, water, or wastewater intensity.”
The DES applies to projects like this Val Verde subdivision that are outside of
Community Areas, Rural Centers, and Affordable Housing Overlay districts.  The goal of
policy LU 1.19 is to ensure that at least 80% of future development occurs in
Community Areas, not as sprawl.  Since approving the County General Plan in 2010 the
County has failed to adopt a Development Evaluation System (DES).  The DES
requirement applies to this subdivision site.  The County should not approve a
subdivision that requires a DES until the DES has been adopted.  Any other approach is
not reasonable and not good planning.  The Development Evaluation System is
intended to improve and assist the analysis the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisors are required to make.  The purpose of the system is to ensure that any
approved projects met the system’s requirements and the County’s values.  The project
has not complied and should be denied.  

The Project Violates the County Zoning Code.

County Code chapter 21.14 codifies the regulations for low density residential
zoning districts (“LDR") districts.  The subdivision violates Zoning Code section
21.14.060, which establishes site development standards for the LDR zone as follows:

A. Minimum Building Site: The minimum building site shall be one acre unless
otherwise approved as part of a clustered residential
development.

This project is not “a clustered residential development.”  The General Plan
glossary defines clustering as a design where the structures and/or lots are located “on
a portion of the land to be developed rather than spread throughout the land.”  Here, the
market-rate units are spread throughout the entire site in a typical suburban layout. 
Because this project is not clustered, “the minimum building site shall be one acre.” 
(§ 21.14.060.A, quoted above.)  This subdivision proposes lots (building sites) of 0.25
acre to 0.38 acre which are far smaller than the required minimum building site of 1.0
acre.  The subdivision cannot be approved consistent with the Zoning Code, Title 21.

Nothing in Zoning Code allows density of more than 4 units per acre in the LDR
zone.  But the applicant here seeks your approval of a density of nearly 8 units per acre
for one lot on which the applicant proposes to cram the 7 inclusionary housing units.

Zoning Code section 21.14.050.A limits density of residential units in LDR zones
to “a maximum of 4 on any lot and not exceeding the zoning density of the property.” 
This subdivision project does not comply because it (1) places 7 units on one lot and
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(2) exceeds the zoning density.  The so-called “clarification” of section 21.14.050.A to
allow higher density would be applicable County-wide and would require a zoning code
amendment.  It has not been adequately analyzed for cumulative County-wide impacts.

The Project Violates County Inclusionary Housing Requirements.

The County has adopted specific implementing requirements for residential
inclusionary units.  (See Exh. C to this letter.)  The County requirements state that the
inclusionary units shall be integrated with the market rate units.

DESIGN, SIZE AND LOCATION OF UNITS

The exterior appearance of the inclusionary units must be
compatible with the market rate units.  Compatibility includes the
architectural style and detailing, but not necessarily the quality of
materials or size of structures.  The inclusionary units should be
similar in number of bedrooms as the market rate units (up to four
bedrooms).  To the extent feasible, the inclusionary units shall be
scattered throughout any development that also includes market
rate units.  However, inclusionary units may be clustered if it is
found that such an arrangement better meets the objectives of the
program.

The applicant has refused to scatter and integrate the inclusionary units even
though it is feasible.  Instead, the applicant has excluded the inclusionary units from the
market-rate areas.  He has crammed all the seven inclusionary units together with a
corporation yard for the subdivision.  The applicant’s proposal is contrary to the plain
language and the intent of the County’s ordinance, contrary to good planning, and
contrary to the applicant’s own objectives to “Create a mix of market rate and affordable
housing” and to “Create an economically integrated” project.

The jammed-together inclusionary units here do not meet any County objectives.
The applicant’s sole motive is increasing his profit margin.  In April 2017, the applicant
told the Carmel Valley LUAC that he expects to sell the 24 market rate houses for $1.4
million to $1.6 million each.  That would be total sales of $33.6 to $38.4 million for a
project that does not comply with the County plans and rules.  

The project violates County requirements because the project’s inclusionary units
are not compatible with the market rate units in several material ways.  The project is
inconsistent with the County requirements.  (See Exhibits A, B and C to this letter).  The
following table identifies many of the ways in which the project is inconsistent with
County inclusionary housing requirements and good planning.
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Comparison of Inequalities between
Proposed Market Rate Houses and Proposed Inclusionary Units

Proposed 24 market rate houses Proposed 7 inclusionary apartments

Size 1,670 square feet per home. 860 square feet per unit.  (DEIR, 2-5)

Bedrooms Four or five bedrooms, according
to County records.

Not stated, but at most two
bedrooms given 860-s.f. size.

Sale/rent For sale ($1.4-$1.6 million each). Rental only.

Style Single family detached homes,
one and two stories.

Multi-family units in two-story
buildings, which means not
accessible.

Exterior Very different appearance from
inclusionary units.

Very different appearance from
market rate homes.

Yard Private courtyards and private
front, back, and side yards.

No private exterior space.

Garages Private garages. No garages.

Driveways
/ parking

Private driveway and private
parking for each home and lot.

Single shared driveway to shared
surface parking lot for all 7 units.

Lot size Lots of 0.24 to 0.38 acre each,
each lot dedicated solely to that
residence’s use.

All 7 units crowded onto approx.
0.4-acre portion of 0.91-acre lot. 
The lot also has shared parking and
water system facilities (wells, tanks,
structure) for project.

Exclusive
use v.

shared use

No shared infrastructure on
market-rate lots.  All yard space
is for private and exclusive use
by each market-rate residence.

Inclusionary lot includes shared
corporation yard for entire
development:  two water wells,
24'x12'x10' water treatment unit,
and two storage tanks of 4,500 gals.
to 15,000 gals.  (DEIR ES-1, 4.15-8.)

Amenities Washing machine in each home. No washing machines in the units or
on the inclusionary lot.  Occupants
would drive off-site to do laundry,
causing traffic and water impacts.

The project’s approach violates County rules and is deeply disrespectful to
potential tenants of the inclusionary housing.
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The Project Is NOT Infill.

This project would be sprawl.  The project would place dense residential
development onto farmland.

By comparison, infill is development that is located in an urban area on a site that
either has been previously developed or that adjoins existing qualified urban uses on at
least seventy-five percent of the site's perimeter.5  This site does not meet the definition
because the site is useful agricultural land that is surrounded on three sides by rural
density housing.  Infill refers to building on unused and underutilized lands within
existing development patterns, in order to attain goals such as to reduce the conversion
of agricultural land for new development.6  This project is not infill under any definition.

The Draft EIR Did Not Cap Water Use.

The Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer is overdrafted due to demands of all pumpers
including Cal Am.  The water supply is not a long term sustainable water supply, as
required by County General Plan Public Service goals and policies.  The applicant
proposes to pump from two wells to provide domestic and exterior water for the 31
units.  However, the applicant and the Draft EIR did not propose any effective cap or
limits on water use.  That means the use could be far greater than assumed in the EIR if
this project gets approved.

The Project Would Cause Significant and Unavoidable Impacts on Traffic.

The Draft EIR admits that the project would have significant and unavoidable
impacts on Highway One, and Carmel Valley Road also would be significantly impacted. 
Highway One traffic is already at Level of Service F between Carpenter and Carmel
Valley Road.  The proposed subdivision would create more than 300 new trips every
day, making the problem even worse.  The applicant would not do anything tangible to
address the problem.  Instead the applicant would make the local residents and
businesspeople suffer even more from traffic delays, air pollution, safety, and other
harmful traffic impacts that would have even further severe impacts on residents,
businesses, and visitors.

The project would violate County General Plan circulation policy C-1.1 which
states in key part as follows: “County roads operating at LOS D or below at the time of
adopting this General Plan shall not be allowed to be degraded further . . . .”  The few
exceptions listed in policy C-1.1 are not applicable to this project.

5  E.g., CEQA Guidelines, § 15183.3.

6  E.g., California Office of Planning & Research guidelines on infill.
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The Project Site Is in an Area at High Risk of Flooding.
The Project Would Obstruct the County’s Top Priority Flood-Control Project.

The project site is subject to significant flooding from water that flows downhill
from the north side of Carmel Valley in a southerly direction toward the river.  The
County’s 2014 CSA 50 report states a “key deficiency” in the area’s existing drainage
system as follows:

DA-27.  For both the 20- and 100-year storm events, a
significant portion of the flow within the DA-27 channel is
estimated to overtop its banks and spill across Val Verde
Road into CSA-50.  . . . .  The total volume of overflow from
the DA-27 channel into CSA-50 for the 100-year storm event
is approximately 46 acre-feet.

(Exh. D to this letter.)  

Part of this problem is the inadequate Val Verde Drive levee: “The Val Verde
tie-back levee is not just deficient in freeboard, but has top elevations lower than the
predicted 100-year flood elevation” and “a fundamental reconstruction of the tie-back is
needed for freeboard.”  Val Verde Drive is in Sub-Area 3.  The CSA-50 report states, 

The most immediate need for enhanced perimeter protection
. . . is in Sub-Area 3.  . . . .  In summary, the flood risk is very
high and the flood hazard is high.

To help address the flooding problem, the County plans to raise Val Verde Drive
by approximately three to five feet to act as a levee to prevent flooding in the areas of
the project site, Rio Road, Carmel Rancho, Barnyard, and Crossroads.  That project,
called the Val Verde tie-back, is the top priority recommended for CSA-50.  (Exh. D.) 
The project would benefit the residential and commercial areas to the west and south.

The applicant wants to widen and pave Val Verde Drive from Rio Road to the
northern property boundary, to include two 17-foot travel lanes for a total width of 34
feet.  The applicant also would construct an internal looped road with two entrances to
Val Verde Drive.  (DEIR, p. ES-1.)  The applicant did not anticipate a raised road height
and the project could cause significant problems for the County plan to raise the height
of Val Verde Drive.  In other words, the County could not construct its top-priority flood-
control project or the flood-control project would become significantly more expensive.

At the same time, the project would bring 100 new residents to the high-risk
floodplain area and add 31 more residences to the many homes and businesses
already at risk of flooding.
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Request to Planning Commission

The project cannot be approved under the adopted County plans, codes and
regulations. You should:

1. Deny the project based on lack of compliance with the County General
Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan, Zoning Ordinance, County Inclusionary
Housing policies, and unacceptable impacts on land use, traffic, water,
flooding hazards, and all other issues identified by the public and
Commissioners.

2. Not certify the EIR. CEQA compliance is not required for projects that are
denied, and thus there is no need to approve the EIR.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

STAMP I ERICKSON

Molly Erickson

Exhibit A: Applicant's site map (from Draft EIR) annotated in red to show each
proposed unit.

Exhibit B: Applicant's depictions of market rate homes and inclusionary units (from
Draft EIR).

Exhibit C: County Inclusionary Housing requirements (excerpts).

Exhibit D: County plan to raise height of Val Verde Drive as top-priority flood control
project (County report excerpts).
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Carmel Rio Road Project EIR
Section 2.0 Project Description

Source: Paul Byrne,  2014

Preliminary Architectural Renderings: 
Market Rate Single-Family Units Figure 2-4a
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Carmel Rio Road Project EIR
Section 2.0 Project Description

Source: Paul Byrne,  2014

Preliminary Architectural Renderings: 
Inclusionary Units Figure 2-4b
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The table above outlines the inclusionary obligation according to the method 
of “rounding up” the fractional requirement.   According to the size of the 
proposed development, the 8%/6%/6% inclusionary requirements are applied.  
The rounding up process for a five unit development would be as follows: the 
8% moderate-income requirement is 0.40, the 6% low income requirement is 
0.30 and the 6% very low income requirement is 0.30.  Beginning with the 
very low-income figure and rounding up, the 0.30 very low-income figure is 
not a whole number and so the 0.30 amount would be added to the next 
highest income category, low income.  The 0.30 would be added to the 0.30 
low income and the resultant figure of 0.60 is still not a whole number.  The 
0.60 is added to the 0.40 moderate-income figure and a resultant whole 
number of 1 unit is generated.  Therefore, the inclusionary requirement would 
be 1 moderate income unit.  The same type of rounding up process would be 
applied to each proposed development.  If a fractional amount still remains 
after rounding up, then the developer has the option of paying an-in lieu fee 
based on the fractional requirement or providing an additional inclusionary 
unit.  

 

C. DESIGN, SIZE AND LOCATION OF UNITS 

The exterior appearance of the inclusionary units must be compatible with the 
market rate units.  Compatibility includes the architectural style and detailing, 
but not necessarily the quality of materials or size of structures.   The 
inclusionary units should be similar in number of bedrooms as the market 
rate units (up to four bedrooms).  To the extent feasible, the inclusionary 
units shall be scattered throughout any development that also includes market 
rate units. However, inclusionary units may be clustered if it is found that 
such an arrangement better meets the objectives of the program. 

 

D. TIMING OF INCLUSIONARY UNITS 

The inclusionary units must be developed either prior to or concurrent with 
the development of the market rate units.  The phasing plan for the release of 
building permits for both the inclusionary and the market rate units shall be 
described in the Master Inclusionary Developer Agreement. 
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County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River       
Stormwater Management and Flood Control Report  
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Prepared for: 

Monterey County Resource Management Agency 
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 These results highlight a number of key deficiencies in the existing interior drainage 

system as follows: 

 DA-27.  For both the 20- and 100-year storm events, a significant portion of the 

flow within the DA-27 channel is estimated to overtop its banks and spill across 

Val Verde Road into CSA-50.  For the 100-year storm simulation event, 

approximately 392 cfs out of a peak flow rate of 487 cfs spills into CSA-50.  The 

total volume of overflow from the DA-27 channel into CSA-50 for the 100-year 

storm event is approximately 46 acre-feet. 

 

 DA-28.  The storm drain network located within DA-28 is estimated to be 

significantly backwatered by the assumed tailwater conditions in the Carmel 

River for both the 20- and 100-year storm events. This backwater results in 

significant overtopping at the catch basins along the DA-28 storm drain network 

with an estimated overflow volume of 115 for the 20-year design storm routed 

against the 100-year river flood and 53 acre-feet for the 100-year storm event 

routed against the 20-year riverine flood.  Overflow rates are particularly high for 

manholes and catch basins located on or near Rio Road.  The largest average 

overflow rate for the 20-year storm is approximately 22 cfs at from an inlet 

located on the south side of Rio Road, roughly 200 feet east of Carmel Rancho 

Boulevard (model node 28-2).  For the 100-year design storm the largest overflow 

rate is approximately 48 cfs and, in this case, is located much further to the north 

in the parking lot adjacent to the Cornucopia Community Market just south of 

Carmel Valley Road (model nod 28-9).  The fact that overflow for the 100-year 

storm is near the head of the pipe system is reasonable in that the pipes were 

likely never sized for such a large event. 

 

 DA-29A (Hatton Canyon).  The Hatton Canyon channel is predicted to overtop 

its banks immediately upstream from the inlet to the 72-inch diameter storm drain 

during large flood events.  The model predicts a peak overflow rate of 6 cfs and 

an overtopping volume of 0.4 acre-feet during the 20-year storm event, but this 

Exhibit D, p. 7

Rachael
Highlight

Rachael
Highlight

Rachael
Highlight



FINAL LOWER CARMEL RIVER STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND FLOOD CONTROL REPORT 
Recommended Program and Specific Projects 

Balance Hydrologics, Inc.  63 

Drive.  A typical section of a portion of the Val Verde component of the work is 

illustrated below in Figure 5-3.  

 

The only fundamental difference in the tie-back projects over the range of scenarios 

and protection levels would be in the finished top elevation.  In the case of the non-

FEMA protection level, CSA-50 would have the option to construct the projects with less 

than the 3 feet of freeboard FEMA requires for new structures.  However, it would not be 

prudent to undertake any tie-back project that did not provide at least 18 inches of 

freeboard. 

It is also important to note that it will be necessary to address the issue of runoff from 

DA-27 as part of any tie-back protection project.  This stems from the fact that the 

interior drainage analyses showed that runoff from very large storms in the DA-27 

watershed would flow under and across Carmel Valley Road and then sheet flow to the 

Figure 5-3 Typical cross-section for tie-back protection in CSA-50 Sub-Area 3 (Val Verde Drive) 
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That said, the work completed as part of this program update points to a number of 

project priorities that can maximize benefits for stormwater and flood control in an 

incremental manner that can work effectively with funding resources and timelines.  Per 

the project groupings presented in Table 5.8, the costs of either of the base scenario 

project ensembles prohibit serious recommendation as long as the South Overbank 

Restoration project has the potential to move forward.  This leaves the two project 

groupings for the future condition scenario (e.g. with the SOR) as viable 

recommendations.  However, the most import project components do not differ greatly 

between the two protection levels in the future scenario.  Therefore, the overall 

recommendation is to pursue project components that would provide full FEMA-level 

protection per future conditions.   

The specific recommended project priorities are: 

1.  Val Verde tie-back (Project 3-F-F-PP).  As discussed previously, the eastern 

boundary of the CSA presents the very highest riverine flood risk and the 

potential hazard is high as well since flooding originating at this location can 

impact all areas west to Mission Fields.  Reinforcing the Val Verde tie-back would 

also significantly reduce interior drainage flood risk by assuring that runoff from 

DA-27 could not flow into the CSA.  The recommended approach would be to 

complete the full FEMA protection project for future conditions as a first step.  The 

total cost would be on the order of $4.6 million. 

 

2. Stormwater quality and drainage (Project A-A-A-ID).  This project is unique 

among those identified in that it has merit regardless of the scenario considered 

of the level of protection sought.  Implementing the elements in this project 

would provide immediate and substantial benefits with respect to runoff water 

quality and would simultaneously address the potentially serious issues of 

backflow flooding in the DA-28 and DA-29A storm drain system.  At the same 

time, the conveyance enhancements in the form of the Rio Road bioswale and 

bioretention/outfall retrofits at the Mission Fields and Riverside ponds would 

enhance runoff quality and markedly improve the ability to limit flood elevations 

Exhibit D, p. 9

Rachael
Highlight

Rachael
Highlight













































































































 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank 




