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Introduction

1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose of the EIR Process

This Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Final SEIR) is an informational document
prepared by the Monterey County Resource Management Agency (RMA) to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility
project (project). The primary objectives of the EIR process under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) are to inform decision-makers and the public about a project’s potential
significant environmental effects, identify possible ways to minimize significant effects, and consider
reasonable alternatives to the project.

As prescribed by the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132, the lead agency, the County
of Monterey, is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who
have reviewed the Draft Subsequent EIR (Draft SEIR) and to prepare written responses to those
comments. This document, together with the Draft SEIR (incorporated by reference in accordance
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150) will comprise the Final SEIR for this project. Pursuant to
the requirements of CEQA, the County of Monterey must certify the Final SEIR as complete and
adequate prior to approval of the project or a project alternative.

This Final SEIR contains individual responses to each written letter received during the public review
period for the Draft SEIR. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the written
responses describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised. Monterey County RMA
has provided a good faith effort to respond in detail to all significant environmental issues raised by
the comments.

1.2 EIR Certification Process and Project Approval

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the procedures of Monterey County, the Final
SEIR must be certified as complete and adequate prior to any action on the proposed project. Once
the EIR is certified and all information considered, using its independent judgment, the County can
take action to go forward with the proposed project, make changes, or select an alternative to the
proposed project. While the information in the EIR does not control the County’s ultimate decision,
Monterey County must respond to each significant effect and mitigation measure identified in the
EIR by making findings supporting its decision.
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Topical Responses

2 Topical Responses

This section presents detailed responses to comments that were made by more than one
commenter where more than one commenter was making the same general statement of concern.
Response to specific comment letters may refer the commenter to one or more of the topical
responses presented herein.

As a general introduction, it should be noted that the Final EIR’s conclusions on the character and
significance level of environmental impacts are supported by substantial evidence, which is
presented in the Draft SEIR and further clarified in this Response to Comments document. The
County acknowledges that some commenters disagree with some conclusions in the Draft SEIR.
Consistent with the intent of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines for its implementation, this Final EIR
also includes the differing opinions presented by the commenters. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines
(Section 15151), disagreement among commenters, including experts, does not make an EIR
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts; this
is done in this Response to Comments document.

Topical Response A: Safety and Security

Numerous comment letters on the Draft SEIR address safety and security concerns for residents of
the Las Palmas Ranch Phase #1 Subdivision (Subdivision). The Subdivision residents, through a
homeowners association (HOA), pay for private security service, including a staffed and gated
entrance that monitors all vehicles entering the Subdivision. Comments regarding safety and
security express the concern that the project would result in an overall increase of traffic flowing
into the Subdivision, which would include staff and visitors to the proposed senior assisted living
center; therefore, the ability to monitor each vehicle entering the Subdivision would be
compromised.

The project site is at the end of Woodridge Court. The access route to the project site includes, in
order: River Road, Las Palmas Road, River Run Road, and Woodridge Court. The Subdivision
currently pays for private security service. The security staff posts a guard at the Las Palmas Road
main entrance during the daytime. The gate is not staffed during evening or nighttime hours, but a
periodic nighttime patrol occurs through the Subdivision. Private security is discussed in Section
11.9, Public Services, of the Draft SEIR.

The Draft SEIR provides traffic analysis in Section 9.0, Transportation & Traffic. The segment of Las
Palmas Road between River Road and Winding Creek Road serves as the entrance to the
Subdivision. Traffic counts from 2013 indicated approximately 1,837 daily trips on this segment. The
project would add approximately 363 vehicles per day. Some of these trips would occur during
hours in which the security gate is staffed, thus increasing the demand on security staff and
potentially slowing down traffic through the gated area. Mitigation Measure TRA-1 requires that
employee shift changes to the project site (once the senior assisted living community is operational)
would occur outside of peak traffic hours. Mitigation Measure TRA-2 would require a shuttle service
plan for residents and staff of the senior assisted living community. These two measures would
reduce the impact on the Subdivision’s security operations by ensuring project employee traffic
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does not overlap with the Subdivision’s residential traffic during peak hours, and by decreasing
project trips to and from the project site by providing the shuttle service for project residents.

Additional security screening procedures, which may be in place when the project is occupied, are
not analyzed under CEQA, nor in this EIR. However, reasonable security procedures to ensure the
security of the Subdivision is not affected by the project include the implementation of advanced
notices of visitors to security staff, the issuance of parking permits or identification for staff at the
assisted living facility, and continued screening by security staff of all visitors who queue at the
security gate. As noted under Topical Response D, Transportation/Traffic, below, as a condition of
approval of the project, the County would require employees at the senior assisted living
community to display windshield tags. This condition of approval would eliminate the need to check
each employee’s vehicle, reducing the length of queues at the gate and allowing security staff to
better monitor activities.

Furthermore, the assisted living facility would have its own security staff on site to monitor activities
at the facility. The Draft SEIR states in Section 11.9, Public Services, that the proposed project would
participate proportionately in the cost of the Subdivision’s security service. To clarify the proposed
cost-sharing arrangement, page 11-9 of the Draft SEIR is amended as follows:

Neighboring Las Palmas Ranch #1 currently has private security for the subdivision. The
proposed project would participate proportionately in the cost of that security and will provide
additional on-site security, which would lessen the need for on-site police protection. As
described in the Project Description, a written agreement between the project applicants and
the HOA would be necessary to clarify cost-sharing for road maintenance and private security
service.

In addition to private security on the project site and the project’s proportional payment for the
Subdivision’s security service, the Monterey County Sheriff's Office would provide police protection
services to the project site.

Section 11.9, Public Services, is amended to include information about police protection as follows:

Police Protection

The Monterey County Sheriff’s Office provides police protection services to unincorporated
portions of the county, which includes the project site. Services include patrol, crime
prevention, and crime investigation provided from three offices located in Monterey, Salinas,
and King City (Monterey County RMA 2008). The Sheriff’s Office has a total of 442 employees
that consists of 320 sworn officers and deputies, and 122 non-sworn officers and professional
staff (Galletti 2019). Based on the County’s current population estimate of 110,000 residents
(unincorporated; CA DOF 2019), the Sheriff’s Office maintains a service ratio of approximately
three sworn officers for every 1,000 residents (unincorporated).

The project site is located in Beat 4B, which is served by officers and staff located in the Central
Station (1414 Natividad Road, City of Salinas), which is approximately six miles northwest from
the project site (Galletti 2018). The Central Station has one Beat 4 deputy officer for each of the
three daily shifts, who patrols both the Beat 4A and Beat 4B areas. However, additional
personnel assigned to the Central Station include one Station Commander, nine sergeants, and
45 deputies across the three daily shifts (Galletti 2019).

The average response time for all call types for the Las Palmas area of the Beat 4B area is 17
minutes and 47 seconds, where average response time for Priority 1 (emergency) calls is 12
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minutes and 55 seconds (Galletti 2019). The County General Plan Public Service Element states
that maximum emergency response time for emergency calls for the Sheriff’s Office in urban
(developed) areas is five to eight minutes (Monterey County RMA 2010). Therefore, the Central
Station does not currently meet the County’ General Plan standard for Sheriff response.

The project would increase demand for emergency police services with the construction of the
proposed senior and assisted living units and the addition of approximately 142 residents and a
total of 92 employees across five shifts per day. The project site is located adjacent to the Las
Palmas Ranch Phase #1 Subdivision community, which is already served and patrolled by the
Sheriff’s Office. The 66 proposed assisted living units would not exceed the capacity of the
Sheriff Department to provide police services to the area, and the project would have no impact
on the Sheriff’s Office’s ability to provide police protection services (Galletti 2018, 2019).

Furthermore, the Las Palmas Ranch Phase #1 Subdivision currently pays for private security
service. There is a guard at the main entrance during the day time, but the post is not staffed in
the evening or nighttime hours. A periodic patrol through the Subdivision is done at night. Given
the project is for a senior assisted living community it is unlikely there will be a significant
exposure to the need for increased police protection. Fire and ambulance service already exist
for the project site vicinity and there is an agreement in place that the Subdivision is a “no-siren
zone.” The proposed project would participate proportionately in the cost of the Subdivision’s
security service, as discussed in Topical Response A of Section 3, Responses to Comments on the

Draft SEIR.

Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on police protection
since no new or expanded facilities would be required as a result of the project, and with the
project’s payment of applicable taxes and/or fees and the proportional contribution to private
security services with adjacent existing communities.

Topical Response B: Fire Safety

Multiple commenters state that the project site is vulnerable to wildfires, and that the project
would worsen wildfire-related risks by adding structures and residents to the area.

As discussed in Section 11.5, Hazardous Materials, the project would implement all fire protection
regulation requirements and design recommendations based on project review completed by the
Monterey County Regional Fire District (MCRFD), which reflect the current requirements of the
Uniform Fire Code to ensure fire-safe structures. Furthermore, as noted in Section 11.9, the MCRFD
reviewed the proposed site and building plans for the project, and determined that new or
expanded fire protection facilities would not be required as a result of implementing the project.
The Fire District maintains mutual aid agreements with neighboring fire departments and CAL FIRE
for additional support in the event of wildfires.

The Draft SEIR states in Section 11.5, Hazardous Materials, that the project site is not located in a
high or very high fire hazard area. Upon review of County’s General Plan and General Plan EIR
(Monterey County RMA 2008), the Draft SEIR is amended as follows:

According to the Monterey County General Plan, the project site is aet located in a moderate to
high ervery-high fire hazard area. Fire protection to the project site would be provide by the
Monterey County Regional Fire District, which has mutual aid agreements with neighboring fire
departments and CAL FIRE for additional support in the event of wildfires.
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Furthermore, “Wildfire” was added as a CEQA section effective January 1, 2019. Analysis under the
following four criteria must be completed for projects located in or near State Responsibility Areas
(SRA) or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones:

= A project’s potential to substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan;

= Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, a project’s potential to exacerbate wildfire
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire;

= Require the installation or maintenance of associated project infrastructure (such as roads,
fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment; and/or

= A project’s potential to expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes.

Although the 2019 Guidelines update does not apply to the project, since the Draft SEIR was
circulated prior to its adoption, the above criteria are considered in the following discussion to
provide information pertaining to potential wildfire impacts in relation to the project, to address
concerns raised in the comments.

The project site is not located in a SRA-classified very high fire hazard severity zone, and shares
similar wildfire hazard risks as the Subdivision due to the proximity to the Toro Regional Park. As
noted in the revised sections for Hazardous Materials (11.5) and Public Services (11.9), the MCRFD
would provide fire protection services to the project site. The MCRFD currently serves the
Subdivision, and discussion pertaining to emergency access to the project site is discussed in Section
9.0 Transportation & Traffic, of the Draft SEIR. The analysis therein concludes that implementation
of the project would not result in inadequate emergency access to the project site or to residences
in the Las Palmas Ranch neighborhood, based on vehicle trip generation associated with the project.

As stated in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, of the Draft SEIR, the project site is a knoll that rises
above River Road and the existing Subdivision, with a flat plateau where the proposed buildings
would be constructed. Future building foundations would be located in geologically suitable
portions of the project site in accordance with findings of the geologic hazards report and soil
engineering feasibility investigation, which was included as Appendix F to the Draft SEIR. Section
11.4, Geology and Soils, states that erosion control measures and all recommendations included in
the geotechnical report would be implemented as a condition of project approval to ensure the
project would have low to no potential for landslides.

The concern for potential spread of wildfire is reasonable based on historic fire events in the region,
proximity to the Toro Regional Park, and existing residential developments such as the Subdivision.
The proposed site plan has been designed to comply with the County’s fuel modification standards
(Title 18, Chapter 18.56.090 Fuel Modification Standards) to minimize potential wildfire hazards on
the project site and vicinity.

Section 11.9, Public Services, is amended to include information about fire protection as follows:
Fire Protection

The Monterey County Regional Fire District (MCRFD) provides fire protection and emergency
services to portions of the county, which includes the project site. Services include response to
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fires (structural, wildland, vehicle, and other types), medical emergencies, vehicle accidents, and
hazardous materials accidents with staffing across seven fire stations (MCRFD 2019). The
MCRFD covers a service area of approximately 400 square miles and maintains mutual aid
agreements with neighboring fire departments and CAL FIRE (Monterey County RMA 2008). As
of 2019, the MCRFD had 62 full-time employees and 15 volunteer firefighters (MCRFD 2019).
The Toro Station (19900 Portola Drive, City of Salinas) is located nearest to the project site,
approximately one mile southwest from the project site (MCRFD 2019). Personnel, fire
protection resources, and emergency medical response and transport from the Toro Station
would be first to respond to the project site when calls are placed to the MCRFD. The
anticipated response time from the Toro Station to the project site is approximately five
minutes for “Code 3” emergency calls, while “Code 2” non-emergency calls may be five minutes
or slightly more based on traffic conditions at the time of the call (Priolo 2019). The maximum
emergency response time service standard for fire protection is five to eight minutes for calls
received in urban (developed) areas according to the County General Plan Public Services
Element (Monterey County RMA 2010). Therefore, the Toro Station’s anticipated response time
to the project site would meet the County’ General Plan standard for fire response. The Toro
Station’s current fire protection equipment stock and personnel rotation were determined by
MCREFD to be sufficient in meeting fire protection and emergency medical response for the
project’s residents and employees (Priolo 2019). The project would not require construction of
new or expanded fire service facilities or equipment.

The MCRFD also provides technical review of building construction plans to ensure proposed
buildings, proposed site access, and on-site circulation meet the Fire District’s adopted 2013
California Fire Code and applicable roadway design requirements prior to construction. The
MCRFD reviewed the proposed site and building plans for the project as part of the County’s
review process and determined that a fire flow rate of 1,500 gallons per minute at a pressure of
20 pounds per square inch for a duration of up to three hours would be sufficient for the project
since a fire sprinkler system for all proposed buildings would also be included as part of the
project (Monterey County RMA 2015, 2016). The project would implement all design
recommendations provided by the MCRFD to ensure project compliance with the Fire District’s
regulations and reduce fire hazards on the project site, as noted in Topical Response B of
Section 2, Topical Responses.

Furthermore, developers in Monterey County are required to pay development impact fees that
would go toward fire protection facilities, pursuant to Monterey County’s Fire Mitigation Fee
Ordinance (County Ordinance Title 10, Chapter 10.80) which constitute the project’s
contribution to the cumulative impact on the existing fire protection equipment and facilities
Monterey County 2019; Priolo 2019). Therefore, the project would have a less than significant
impact on fire protection since no new or expanded facilities are required as a result of the
project, and with the project’s adherence to applicable fire safety codes and design features as
approved by MCRFD and payment of the County’s Fire Mitigation Fee.
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Topical Response C: Land Use Incompatibility, Property
Value, and Quality of Life

Numerous comments state the opinion that the project is an inappropriate land use at the project
site. Regarding the site’s zoning and compliance with applicable planning documents, comments
focus on two issues: the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan (LPRSP) sets a limit of 1,031 residential units
in the Plan Area, which has already been nearly met, and would be exceeded if the project’s
structures are counted as residential units; and the site is designated for residential use, but the
proposed project is a commercial use.

Regarding land use compatibility outside of the context of plans and regulations, commenters voice
the following additional concerns: the project would consist of large buildings housing a large
number of seniors, which is incompatible with the rural, family-oriented Subdivision; the project
would decrease the property value of Subdivision residences; the project site is not a suitable
location for a senior assisted living facility because the residents would not be nearby to services
that they require, such as medical facilities; the project would result in nuisance odors due to food
preparation for the senior assisted living center residents.

CEQA is primarily concerned with physical impacts to the environment. The Draft SEIR analyzes
potential effects with respect to neighborhood compatibility insofar as it relates to physical impacts
to the environment, such as impacts related to aesthetics, noise, and transportation. For the
proposed project, these impacts were found to be less than significant or less than significant with
mitigation. Compatibility with planning documents and the site’s zoning is discussed below.

Land Use Incompatibility

The Las Palmas Specific Plan, Toro Area Plan, and Monterey County General Plan designate the
project site as Medium Density Residential (MDR). The MDR designation is described as
“...appropriate for a range of residential uses (1-5 units/acre) and housing types, recreational, public
and quasi-public, and other uses that are incidental and subordinate to the residential use and
character of the area...” (General Plan Policy LU-2.33a). The MDR district (Monterey County Code
21.12.050) allows for a range of land uses to be approved without a use permit or similar
discretionary approval including rest homes and other uses of a similar nature and intensity.

The proposed project is consistent with the description of a “rest home” use as defined in Title 21,
Monterey County Code:

21.06.940 — Rest home. "Rest home" means a place used for the rooming or boarding of any
aged or convalescent persons, whether ambulatory or non-ambulatory, for which a license is
required by a county or federal agency.

The proposed project is also consistent with the description of a “public/quasi-public” use as
defined in Title 21, Monterey County Code:

21.40.010 - Public/Quasi-Public. Uses which serve the public at large.

Pursuant to Monterey County Code Section 21.12, Regulations for Medium Density Residential
Zoning Districts, the proposed project is also consistent with the allowed uses listed:

21.12.050 - Uses allowed — Use Permit required in each case.

21.12.050.C — Rest homes (ZA);
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21.12.050.D - Public and quasi-public uses including churches, cemeteries, parks,
playgrounds, schools, public safety facilities, public utility facilities, but not including uses
of a non-residential nature such as jails, rehabilitation centers, detention facilities, or
corporation yards; (Note: Other applicable or allowed public/quasi-public uses would
include hospitals, hospices, and convalescent homes.)

21.12.050.R — Other uses of a similar nature, density and intensity as those listed in this
Section.

The proposed project would be a licensed Residential Care Facility for the Elderly (RCFE)(aka
assisted living facility), and is therefore not a residential use under the County code or the Specific
Plan, and the project would not provide dwelling units that would operate or function as
independent units. Because the proposed project is not a residential use, the Las Palmas Specific
Plan residential unit limitation of 1,031 does not apply to this project.

The MDR designation allows for related, public, and quasi-public uses in additional to residential
uses. A senior assisted living facility is therefore an allowed use under the existing zoning, the
general plan land use designation and the LPRSP designation. For clarity regarding the future use
and development of the project site for the proposed project, the following amendment to the
specific plan is proposed, as included on pages 4-18 and 14-2 of the Draft SEIR:

Assisted living facilities are allowable uses in the MDR district in that they are similar to other
uses such as rest homes and public quasi-public uses currently allowed in the district through
the approval of a conditional use permit. Assisted living facilities are not considered residential
units and are not subject to the current 1,031 residential limitation of the Specific Plan. An
assisted living facility is considered a public/quasi-public use, not a residential use, because it
does not operate or function in a manner like independent residential units. An assisted living
facility may, therefore, be considered and approved through a conditional use permit on Parcel
Q of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan.

The project is similar in design and density to the Las Palmas Ranch residential neighborhood to the
east, and as described above, is allowed in the MDR designation because it is considered compatible
with residential uses.

Regarding consistency of the project with applicable plans and policies, the Draft SEIR included
reference to Table 3-1, Policy Consistency Review (Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, Monterey County
2010 General Plan, Toro Area Plan), on page 3-13, but erroneously excluded the table from the Draft
SEIR. Table 3-1 is included herein. The inclusion of this table in the Final SEIR does not represent
substantial new information because the table merely summarizes analysis contained elsewhere in
the Draft SEIR. The table, beginning on the following page, is hereby added to Section 3.4,
Consistency with Applicable Plans, of the Draft SEIR, beginning on page 3-13:
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Table 3-1 Policy Consistency Review (Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, Monterey County 2010 General Plan, Toro Area Plan)

Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan Policy

Consistency

Discussion

Housing and Residential Land Use

Policy 7. In order to preserve the semi-rural character of the area and to mitigate

Consistent with

Although the proposed project is not a residential project, it is located

adverse impacts on significant viewshed areas, higher density housing should be

application of

within an area designated “sensitive viewshed.” Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of

clustered behind natural land forms, generally at lower elevations and not on mitigation the Draft SEIR included visual simulations from SR 68 and from Reservation

steeper slopes or ridge lines. measures Road. The simulations show that although the project would be visible from
these locations, the project is not located on steeper slopes and will not
constitute ridgeline development. Mitigation measures ensuring the
adverse impact is less than significant are: 1) requiring a landscape plan to
screen the project site from SR 68, Reservation Road, and River Road, as
well as from the adjacent neighborhood and trail; 2) building colors and
materials to be earth toned to blend with the existing vicinity landscape;
and 3) requiring all new utility and distribution lines on the project site to
be underground.

Circulation

Policy 1. Provide a system of pathways suitable for pedestrian and bicycle use to Consistent As a condition of project approval, the County will require a system of

connect residential areas with commercial, educational and recreational areas of pathways suitable for pedestrian and bicycle use both internal to the

the project. project and to connect the project with the existing system of pathways to
other areas of Las Palmas Ranch.

Policy 3. Adequate off-street parking should be provided as a means of reducing Consistent The project meets the County standards for provision of off-street parking.

road congestion, particularly in areas where reduced road right-of-way is
proposed.

Policy 4. Turnouts and turnaround facilities may be required to accommodate

Consistent with

The project requires a minimum of 86 parking stalls, and the project will
provide 106 parking stalls.

Secondary access between River Road and the project site during

emergency vehicles in areas of reduced right-of-way or where longer cul-de-sacs

application of

emergency evacuations would be available through the lawn area between

are proposed.

Policy 5. Interior roads shall have longitudinal grades not exceeding 15 percent.

mitigation
measures

Consistent

Country Park Road and Woodridge Court. Secondary access would not be
provided on Woodridge Court between Country Park Road and the first
internal parking lot aisle. Mitigation Measure TRA-3 would be required to
install improvements that improve access to the lawn area and Woodridge
Court. With implementation of this measure, the project would have a less
than significant impact on emergency access.

The project is not proposing any roads with a grade of greater of 15

percent.




Consistency

Policy 7. The internal circulation system should be designed to accommodate a Consistent

Topical Responses

Discussion

The Higgins traffic report evaluated the proposed project’s traffic impact on

level of service “C” at full buildout. A trip generation factor of 8.0 trips per day per
unit shall be used for this project.

Policy 10. Horizontal and vertical street alignments should relate to the natural Consistent

the existing Las Palmas neighborhood streets that would be used to access
the project. The report concluded that existing Las Palmas traffic averages
about 7.1 trips per home, less than the 8.0 trip generation factor in this
policy, and less than the ITE trip generation rate of 9.57 trips per home.

The ITE trip generation rate for the proposed project ranges from 2.74 for
assisted living facilities to 3.44 for attached senior housing. The proposed
project is projected to result in 363 average trips per day. If the project site
were developed with 40 medium density homes as allowed by the project
site’s existing zoning, the daily trip generation would be 284 (40 units x 7.1
trips per day). Therefore, the proposed project would result in about 28
percent more trips per day than would a 40-unit multi-family subdivision.

However, the report concluded that even with the project, each street used
to access the project would operate well below the designed carrying
capacity of each street. See Section 4.3, Existing Plus Project Conditions
Road Segment Operations, in the traffic report.

The proposed street alignment follows the natural contours of the site, as

contour of the site insofar as practical, while retaining safe sight distance for
expected driving speeds but not less than 25 mph.

Policy 14. Internal road connections should be provided where feasible between Consistent

shown in the site plan.

The proposed project is designed to take access from the signalized

the areas of the subdivision in order to minimize the need for River Road to
provide a route for intra-subdivision traffic.

Policy 16. The developer shall pay a development fee to the County for Consistent

intersection at River Road and Las Palmas Road to River Run Road, then
Woodridge Court. River Road is a public road maintained by the County of
Monterey. Las Palmas Road, River Run Road, and Woodridge Court are
private roads maintained by the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners
Association. Woodridge Court terminates at the entrance to the project
site. Access to the proposed development will be by a private loop drive.
Therefore, the proposed project includes an internal road connection
between the proposed project and the adjacent residential subdivision,
which eliminates the need for River Road to provide a route for intra-
subdivision traffic.

There are no residential units associated with the proposed project and

improvements to SR 68. This development fee shall be $620.75 per residential unit
(a total of $640,000.00 being 10.66% of the estimated cost of the two lane first
phase of the Corral de Tierra bypass), and shall be payable as to each residential
unit at the time the building permit for the residence is issued.

therefore, this policy does not apply. However, as a condition of project
approval, the applicant will be required to pay the Monterey County
countywide traffic impact fee and the TAMC regional development impact
fee to mitigate for the project’s fair share of cumulative traffic impacts.

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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Consistency Discussion

Open Space And Conservation

Policy 1. The following constitute the open space elements of Las Palmas Ranch to Consistent The proposed project would not have an effect on the Salinas River bank

be protected: and its associated riparian vegetation, nor would it have an effect on

a._The Salinas River bank and the riparian vegetation adjacent thereto; agricultural land north of River Road. The proposed project would not have

b. The agricultural land north of River Road; an effect on the Corey House.

c. _The central ridge lines and north-facing frontal slopes visible from the SR 68 The prgposed project YVOUId be visible from S_R 68. !—|owev_er, as presented
Scenic Corridor in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR, visual simulations from SR 68
- and from Reservation Road were prepared. The simulations show that

d. The Corey House. - . . .
although the project would be visible from these locations, the project is
not located on steeper slopes and will not constitute ridgeline
development. Mitigation measures ensuring the adverse impact is less than
significant are: 1) requiring a landscape plan to screen the project site from
SR 68, Reservation Road, and River Road, as well as from the adjacent
neighborhood and trail; 2) building colors and materials to be earth toned
to blend with the existing vicinity landscape; and 3) requiring all new utility
and distribution lines on the project site to be underground.

Policy 2. Prohibit building on ridgelines visible from designated scenic corridors, as  Consistent See discussion of Open Space Policy 1 above.

delineated.

Policy 10. Utilize mounding, informal massing, or irregularly spaced trees, planting Consistent A mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft

and other overall landscaping treatment to screen development. SEIR to ensure the proposed project is adequately screened from SR 68,
River Road, and Reservation Road.

Policy 11. Visually obtrusive building materials and finishes shall be avoided. Consistent A mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of The Draft
SEIR that requires the applicant submit a final plan for colors and materials
used for the buildings, which shall be earth toned to blend with the existing
vicinity landscape.

Energy Conservation Policies

Policy 1. Each residential unit should be should be afforded adequate solar access Consistent The proposed project does not currently include the use of solar energy in

for the operation of active and passive solar systems. Locating structures with their
major axis oriented within 22.5 degrees of true east/west is generally the best
means to insure adequate south-facing solar access. For single-family homes, the
orientation is fairly simple to implement as is full access to the south wall for
passive solar design. For multi-family units, orientation and access are more
difficult; generally south roof access for active space hearing or domestic water
hearing systems is considered sufficient.

the project materials. However, the Energy section of the Draft SEIR
requires the applicants to demonstrate how the project will be consistent
with this policy, prior to issuance of building permits.
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Consistency

Policy 2. Careful design of structures to utilize solar access and to control heat loss Consistent

Topical Responses

Discussion

See the Energy Conservation Policy 1 discussion above.

and heat gain can achieve significant energy conservation. When these design
elements are coupled with passible design features (thermal storage units, south
facing glass, domestic hot water systems and other energy conserving
components), the energy conservation potential greatly increases. Support
structures built by the developer such as commercial areas, swimming pools,
recreation and community buildings should make maximum use of alternate
energy sources both to reduce operation costs and to serve as community
examples.

Design and Sensitivity

Policy 1. All areas of the project proposed for structural development shall be Consistent The project site has a zoning designation of MDR/2.61-D (Medium Density
placed in a sign and design control district to ensure county enforcement of the Residential, 2.61 units per acre; Design Control).
design policies of this specific plan.
Policy 3. All structures, including residential, commercial, recreational and Consistent The proposed project requires a conditional use permit and design review.
accessory buildings; fences; walls; decks and signs shall require design approval. A. A mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft
Approval shall be based upon conformity with the policies of this plan as well as SEIR that requires the applicant submit a final plan for colors and materials
the following specific criteria: used for the buildings, which shall be earth toned to blend with the existing
A. Compatibility of external design, materials and colors with existing ground vicinity landscape.
elevations and natural land forms. B. The project site is a generally level plateau, which has been identified as
B. Conformity of design and location of structures with respect to existing ground an acceptable building envelope from a geologic and soils perspective. The
elevations and natural land forms. project will not result in ridgeline development or have an adverse effect on
C. Mitigation of visual impacts from within the development and from major natural land forms.
designated view corridors outside of the project. C. A mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft
D. Protection of significant trees and vegetation. Trees over 36” in circumference SEIR to ensure the proposed project is adequately screened from SR 68,
(four feet above the ground) shall be retained. Where it is necessary to remove River Road, and Reservation Road.
such trees for better design or layout, then they shall be replaced on a two for D. The project does not include the removal of trees protected by the
one basis subject to the approval of the Director of Planning. Monterey County Municipal Code, Chapter 16.60 — Preservation of Oak
E. Prevention of erosion, sedimentation and visual impacts resulting from Trees and Other Protected Trees within the Toro Plan area. Eucalyptus trees
erading, excavation, cutting or filling. are not native and therefore, are not protected by the county.
E. As described in Section 11.0, Effects Not Found to be Significant, of the
Draft SEIR, the proposed project would not have significant impacts with
erosion, sedimentation, or visual impacts resulting from grading,
excavation, cutting or filling. Refer to Topical Response E of this Final SEIR
for more information.
Policy 4. To the extent feasible, all structures should utilize natural materials such Consistent A mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft

as wood and native stone and low intensity earth-tone exterior colors. Visually
obtrusive building materials shall be avoided.

SEIR that requires the applicant submit a final plan for colors and materials
used for the buildings, which shall be earth toned to blend with the existing

vicinity landscape.

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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Consistency Discussion
Policy 5. Low level exterior lighting, including street lighting shall be utilized with Consistent Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR concluded that the proposed
the local area, and constructed or located so that only the intended area is project could have an adverse lighting effect. With implementation of
illuminated and off-site glare is fully controlled. Street lights may not be used Mitigation Measure AES-4, which requires all exterior lighting to be
unless approved as conditions of permits obtained pursuant to this plan. unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local area, and constructed or
located so that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is
fully controlled, lighting impacts would be less than significant and the
proposed project would be consistent with this policy.
Policy 6. Horizontal and vertical street alignments should relate to the natural Consistent The proposed street alignment follows the natural contours of the site, as
contours of the site insofar as is practical. Roads which are perpendicular to shown in the site plan. The site is not located perpendicular to a viewing
viewing areas or which involve excessive cut and fill should be discouraged. area, nor would it require excessive cut and fill.
Policy 7. Mounding, informal massing, or irregularly spaced trees, planting and Consistent A mitigation measure in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR requires

other overall landscaping treatment should be utilized to screen development.

Policy 8. Preserve vegetation significant to the maintenance of visual quality andto  Consistent

the use of mounding, informal massing, or irregularly spaced trees and
plantings.

The vegetation on the slopes surrounding the development area would be

the provision of erosion control on sensitive slopes.

Erosion Drainage and Flood Control

Policy 1. A comprehensive drainage plan for the entire project shall be prepared by  Consistent

preserved.

A Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan (Gateway Engineering 2017) was

the developer, and submitted to and approved by the County prior to final
discretionary approval is given by the County for any portion of the development
authorized by this specific plan.

developed for the project as part of the preliminary design to address
stormwater management for the project site in conformance with County
and State regulatory requirements. The plan illustrates the location of
impervious and pervious areas, storm flow direction and stormwater
control facilities.

Policy 3. Provide drainage reports for each phase of development showing all Consistent The proposed project design includes storm drainage facilities (collection,

tributary areas and information pertinent to the capability of stormwater conveyance and disposal) as detailed in the stormwater control plan

detention and silt control facilities and mitigations for such identified impacts will (Gateway Engineering 2017) to meet the generation of stormwater runoff.

be implemented. Proposed development must not exceed the pre-project rate of discharge.
The purpose is to reduce the potential for increased erosion within
receiving waters due to an increase in the rate of stormwater flow. The
stormwater control plan includes on-site stormwater control measures
designed to achieve a no net increase in rate of stormwater discharge
relative to pre-project conditions. This reduces the potential that runoff
from new development could exceed the capacity of storm drainage
facilities and contribute to off-site flood hazards.

Policy 4. Provide stormwater detention/siltation ponds so that the flow rate from Consistent See discussion of Erosion Drainage and Flood Control Policy 3 above.

development will not exceed that from the tributary areas in its natural state

during a ten year design storm.

Policy 7. Minimize disturbance or removal of existing vegetation, including trees, Consistent The project is proposed on approximately 17 percent of the project site.

shrub and grasses or other ground covers.

The remainder of the site would be retained in its existing vegetation.
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Topical Responses

Consistency Discussion

Policy 8. Provide engineering plans with each phase of development Consistent According to the geologic hazards report and soil engineering feasibility

demonstrating that cut and fill slopes can be stabilized; the specific method of investigation prepared for the project (Landset Engineers 2014), the steep

treatment and type of planting by area for each soil type and slope required to slopes on the northerly and southerly flanks of the non-developable portion

stabilize cut and fill slopes; and the time and amount of maintenance required to of the project site are prone to landsliding and slope failure. In order to

stabilize cut and fill slopes. mitigate the potential hazards from landsliding and slope instability,
building foundations must be located within the geologically suitable
building envelope as presented in the report. The proposed project is
located within the geologically suitable building envelope, and the project
would be required to comply with the recommendations of the
geotechnical report as a condition of approval.

Public Facilities and Services - Water

Policy 1. As the first priority the entire development must be served by a public Consistent Water demand is evaluated in the Water Demand section of the Draft SEIR.

utility water company providing domestic and fire flow in accordance with the The proposed project would have a water demand of approximately 11.4

requirements of State and County health and fire agencies. If a public utility water acre feet per year (AFY). California Water Service, the water purveyor for

company satisfactory to the County if not feasible, then an incorporated mutual the specific plan area, has provided a “can and will serve” for the proposed

water company may perform this function. project.
As presented in Table 10-2 in the Water Demand section, the 1982 EIR
identified that buildout of Las Palmas Ranch would require 922 AFY.
However, the Board of Supervisors modified the proposed specific plan,
and the adopted specific plan required only 599 AFY. Actual water use at
Las Palmas is estimated to be about 182 AFY. Therefore, with the addition
of the proposed project, the total water use at Las Palmas is expected to be
about 193.4 AFY, significantly less that what was allowed by the adopted
specific plan.

Policy 2. Availability of water meeting the requirements of Policy No. 1 shall be Consistent California Water Service, the water purveyor for the specific plan area, has

demonstrated as to each increment of development prior to filing of a final
subdivision map or issuance of any building permit for that increment of
development.

provided a “can and will serve” for the proposed project.

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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Consistency

Discussion

General Plan Policy

Land Use

LU-1.5 Land uses shall be designated to achieve compatibility with adjacent uses. Consistent

Adjacent uses include the Las Palmas Ranch residential neighborhood to

LU-1.9 Infill of vacant non-agricultural lands in existing developed areas and new Consistent

the east, open space to the south and west, and agricultural land across
River Road to the north. The proposed project is located about 300 feet
from the agricultural fields and is buffered by an existing grove of
eucalyptus trees and River Road. The proposed project is a continuum of
care residential community designed to provide care to seniors over the
age of 55 and to persons with diminishing mental capacity due to
Alzheimer’s, dementia, or similar causes. This type of use, as well as the
density and design of the proposed project, is similar to and consistent with
residential uses in Las Palmas Ranch.

The proposed project is located on land that is desighated Medium Density

development within designated urban service areas are a priority. Infill
development shall be compatible with surrounding land use and development.

LU-1.11 Development proposals shall be consistent with the General Plan Land Use  Consistent

Residential, is non-agricultural land, is vacant, and is located in the existing
developed Las Palmas Ranch. Urban services, including water and
wastewater, are available to the project.

The proposed project is located on land designated for Medium Density

Map designation of the subject property and the policies of this plan. (Land Use
Maps for each of the following Planning Areas are shown at the end of their
respective Area/Master Plan except the Coast Area, which is located at the end of
this Element).

Coast Area, Figure LU1

Cachagua (CACH), Figure LU2

Carmel Valley Master Plan, (CV), Figure LU3

Central Salinas Valley (CSV), Figure LU4

Greater Monterey Peninsula (GMP), Figure LU5

Fort Ord Master Plan, (FO), Figure LU6

Greater Salinas (GS), Figure LU7

North County (NC), Figure LU8

i. South County (SC), Figure LU9

j. Toro (T), Figure LU10

SRR [P [T

Residential (MDR) uses. The MDR designation allows for “...a range of
residential uses (1-5 units/acre) and housing types, recreational, public and
quasi-public, and other uses that are incidental and subordinate to the
residential use and character of the area...” The proposed project meets the
definition for a gquasi-public use, as well as the Monterey County MDR
zoning district the site is located in, and is therefore consistent with the
General Plan Land Use Map designation.

The proposed project also includes the following amendment to the Las
Palmas Ranch Specific Plan to clarify allowance of the proposed use in the
MDR district. “Assisted living facilities are conditionally allowable uses in
the MDR district in that they are similar to other uses such as rest homes
and public quasi-public uses currently allowed in the district. Assisted living
facilities are not considered residential units and are not subject to the
current 1,031 residential unit limitation of the specific plan. An assisted
living facility is not considered a residential development because it does
not operate or function in a manner like independent residential units. An
assisted living facility may, therefore, be considered and approved through
a conditional use permit on Parcel Q of Las Palmas Ranch Unit #1.” The
proposed project would be consistent with this policy, and with the
proposed amendment this consistency would be made clear.




Topical Responses

Consistency Discussion
LU-1.13 All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive and constructed or located so that  Consistent Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR concluded that the proposed
only the intended area is illuminated, long range visibility is reduced of the lighting project could have an adverse lighting effect. With implementation of
source, and off-site glare is fully controlled. Criteria to guide the review and Mitigation Measure AES-4, which requires all exterior lighting to be
approval of exterior lighting shall be developed by the County in the form of unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local area, and constructed or
enforceable design guidelines, which shall include but not be limited to guidelines located sot that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is
for the direction of light, such as shields, where lighting is allowed. fully controlled, lighting impacts would be less than significant and the

proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

LU-1.19: Community Areas, Rural Centers and Affordable Housing Overlay districts Consistent The project site is not within a Community Area, Rural Center, or Affordable

are the top priority for development in the unincorporated areas of the County.
Qutside of those areas, a Development Evaluation System shall be established to
provide a systematic, consistent, predictable, and guantitative method for
decision-makers to evaluate developments of five or more lots or units and
developments of equivalent or greater traffic, water, or wastewater intensity. The
system shall be a pass-fail system and shall include a mechanism to quantitatively
evaluate development in light of the policies of the General Plan and the
implementing regulations, resources and infrastructure, and the overall quality of
the development. Evaluation criteria shall include but are not limited to:

a. Site Suitability

Infrastructure

Resource Management

Proximity to a City, Community Area, or Rural Center

Mix/Balance of uses including Affordable Housing consistent with the County
Affordable/Workforce Housing Incentive Program adopted pursuant to the
Monterey County Housing Element

Environmental Impacts and Potential Mitigation

g. Proximity to multiple modes of transportation

h. Jobs-Housing balance within the community and between the community and

surrounding areas
i.  Minimum passing score

oo o

Residential development shall incorporate the following minimum requirements

for developments in Rural Centers prior to the preparation of an Infrastructure and

Financing Study, or outside of a Community Area or Rural Center:

1) 35% affordable/Workforce housing (25% inclusionary; 10% Workforce) for
projects of five or more units to be considered.

2) If the project is designed with at least 15% farmworker inclusionary housing,
the minimum requirement may be reduced to 30% total.

This Development Evaluation System shall be established within 12 months of
adopting this General Plan.

Housing Overlay District. Thus, the project should be analyzed pursuant to
the Development Evaluation System (DES) required by this policy. Pending
adoption of a detailed program implementing the DES, the County has been
implementing the DES through application of the criteria in LU-1.19.
Accordingly, an interim analysis has been completed for this project based
on the Policy LU 1.19 criteria. The objective of the DES is to strongly
discourage or avoid “leap frog” development not proximate to urbanized or
community areas where public services and facilities exist. The project
meets this objective of the DES.

This proposed project is infill in nature and is the last developable site in the
LPRSP area, near existing communities, major roadways, and services. The
proposed project is consistent with the majority of the specified DES
criteria, if the criteria are deemed to apply to an infill location such as the
subject site. The affordable housing and jobs-housing balance criteria do
not apply because the proposed project is not residential.

”u

In terms of “site suitability,” “proximity to cities and communities,” and
“multiple modes of transportation,” the project’s location near an existing
residential development makes the site suitable for the assisted living use
proposed. The proposed site is less than 2 miles from the River Road Rural
Center. The site’s location provides efficient access to SR 68 via River Road,
the major transportation corridor to the west of the site. Residents of the
proposed project are not expected to need significant services outside of
those provided at the assisted care facility, but the nearby Monterey
Peninsula communities of Spreckels, Creekside, and Salinas are within short
travel distance of the site and offer a wide range of commercial and
personal services and medical care facilities if desired. The project will also
include walking paths, and the applicants have proposed shuttle services
for residents to access areas on the Monterey Peninsula and Salinas,
including regular shuttle service for employees to transportation hubs
nearby, as not all residents will have access to personal vehicles.

Regarding “infrastructure and services,” the site has received a “can and
will serve” letter from Cal Water and, as discussed above in the LPRSP

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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Consistency Discussion
analysis above under “Public Facilities and Services — Water”, total water
use at Las Palmas is expected to be about 193.4 AFY, significantly less than
the 599 AFY that was allowed by the adopted specific plan. Additional
infrastructure is existing or will be built concurrently with the project so the
project site will be adequately served.
Finally, regarding “resource management” and “environmental impacts and
potential mitigations,” the project would result in significant but
mitigatable impacts on special status animal species. Construction of the
proposed project could directly impact American badger, Monterey dusky-
footed woodrat, western red bat, burrowing owl or nesting birds. This
impact is also considered significant but mitigatable.
In summary, when considered in relation to the DES criteria specified in
General Plan Policy LU-1.19, the project is, overall, consistent with LU-1.19.
LU-8.1 The open space needs of the community and new development shall be Consistent The project site is 15.67 acres. Proposed building coverage totals 90,006
reviewed and addressed through the planning process. The extent of use of land square feet (approximately 2.1 acres). Therefore, total building coverage is
for this designation shall be limited to building coverage of 25% of the subject approximately 13 percent.
property.
Circulation
C-1.1 The acceptable level of service for County roads and intersections shall be Consistent The traffic report includes an evaluation of project impacts at the River
Level of Service (LOS) D, except as follows: Road/Las Palmas Road intersection, which would be the county intersection
a. Acceptable level of service for County roads in Community Areas may be most affected by the proposed project. The intersection currently operates
reduced below LOS D through the Community Plan process. at level of service A, with a 4.9 second delay in the AM peak hour, and LOS
b. County roads operating at LOS D or below at the time of adopting this General A WiFh a 4'2. second .delav in the PM peak hour. With the addit.ion of project
Plan shall not be allowed to be degraded further except in Community Areas traffic, the |nt§rsect|on would continue to opera_te atLOS Awitha 5'0_
where a lower LOS may be approved through the Community Plan process. second delay in the AM peak hour, and LOS A with a 4.4 secom‘j delay |.n the
K K PM peak hour. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with
c. _Area Plans prepared for County Planning Areas may establish an acceptable this policy.
level of service for County roads other than LOS D. The benefits which justify ) .
less than LOS D shall be identified in the Area Plan. Where an Area Plan does The Toro Area Plan does not establish a separate level of service.
not establish a separate LOS, the standard LOS D shall apply.
C-1.3 Circulation improvements that mitigate Traffic Tier 1 direct on-site and off- Consistent According to the traffic report (Exhibit 5, Intersection Levels of Service) the

site project impacts shall be constructed concurrently (as defined in subparagraph
(a) only of the definition for “concurrency”) with new development. Off-site
circulation improvements that mitigate Traffic Tier 2 or Traffic Tier 3 impacts either
shall:

a. be constructed concurrently with new development, or

b. a fair share payment pursuant to Policy C-1.8 (County Traffic Impact Fee),
Policy C-1.11 (Regional Development Impact Fee), and /or other applicable
traffic fee programs shall be made at the discretion of the County.

project would not result in significant impacts at the studied intersections,
and with minimal increases in the existing delays at the intersections.
Therefore, there are no Tier 1 project impacts to mitigate.

However, under cumulative project conditions, the SR 68 intersections with
Reservation Road and River Road would operate at unacceptable LOS D in
one of the peak hours. Although the project’s contribution to the traffic at
these intersections would be minimal, the project would be required to pay
the appropriate impact fees (county and TAMC) to mitigate for the project’s
share of the necessary improvements to these intersections, in accordance
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Consistency Discussion
Note: Tier 1 means impacts that are direct impacts on site, or off-site, but in the with Policy C-1.8 and Policy C'.1'11' These Tier 2 impacts would be mitigated
immediate vicinity of the project. though the payment of these impact fees.
Tier 2 means direct or cumulative impacts to county roadways not in the immediate Additionally, the project would add one or more trips to SR 68 in the AM
vicinity of development. and PM peak hours, which is currently operating at unacceptable LOS F.
. . . . . P This Tier 3 impact is also mitigated with the payment of county and TAMC

Tier 3 means impacts to regional roadways and highways identified in the TAMC 8 - - £ - - p_v — Y -

N fees. However, the impact is still considered significant and unavoidable, as
Regional Development Impact Fee Program. " N N

there are currently no definitive plans to improvement SR 68 operations to
an acceptable level of service.

C-1.4 Not withstanding Policy C-1.3, projects that are found to result in reducing a Consistent According to the traffic report, and as discussed in C-1.3 above, the project
County road below the acceptable LOS standard shall not be allowed to proceed would not result in reducing a county road below the acceptable LOS
unless the construction of the development and its associated improvements are standard.
phased in a manner that will maintain the acceptable LOS for all affected County
roads. Where the LOS of a County road impacted by a specific project currently
operates below LOS D and is listed on the CIFP as a high priority, Policy C-1.3 shall
apply. Where the LOS of a County road impacted by a specific project currently
operates below LOS D and is not listed on the CIFP as a high priority, development
shall mitigate project impacts concurrently. The following are exempt from this
Policy except that they shall be required to pay any applicable fair share fee
pursuant to Policies C-1.8, C-1.11, and /or other applicable traffic fee programs:
a. first single family dwelling on a lot of record;
b. allowable non-habitable accessory structures on an existing lot of record;
c. _accessory units consistent with other policies and State Second Unit Housing

law;
d. Any use in a non-residential designation for which a discretionary permit is not

required or for which the traffic generated is equivalent to no more than that

generated by a single family residence (10 ADT); and
e. Minimal use on a vacant lot in a non-residential designation sufficient to

enable the owner to derive some economically viable use of the parcel.
C-1.11 In addition to the County Traffic Impact Fee established in Policy C-1.8, the Consistent. As described above under General Plan policy C-1.3, the project would be

County shall require new development to pay a Regional Traffic Impact Fee
developed collaboratively between TAMC, the County, and other local and state
agencies to ensure a funding mechanism for regional transportation improvements
mitigating Traffic Tier 3 impacts.

required to pay the appropriate Regional Traffic Impact Fee to mitigate for
the project’s share of the necessary improvements the SR 68 intersections
with Reservation Road and River Road. These Tier 2 impacts would be
mitigated though the payment of these impact fees.

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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C-2.7 New development shall be located and designed with convenient access and Consistent Monterey-Salinas Transit does not serve development along River Road.

efficient transportation for all intended users and, where possible, consider The applicants propose shuttle services for residents to access areas on the

alternative transportation modes. Monterey Peninsula and Salinas, including regular shuttle service for
employees to transportation hubs nearby. The nearest MST bus stop is
located at Creekside Terrace and Reservation Road, approximate 1.1 miles
from the entrance to the project site. With implementation of the
applicant-proposed shuttle service, the project would be consistent with
this policy.

C-3.4 Strategies to encourage travel in non-peak hours shall be supported. Consistent The project includes a mitigation measure to schedule shift changes outside
of morning and evening peak commute hours.

C-3.5 Transportation alternatives such as bicycles, car pools, public transit, and Consistent See discussion of Policy C-2.7 above.

compact vehicles shall be encouraged and accommodated within and outside the

public right-of-way and may be included as part of an Area Plan and also in Policy

0s-1.10.

Conservation and Open Space

0S-1.2 Development in designated visually sensitive areas shall be subordinate to Consistent The project site is located within an area designated “sensitive viewshed.”

the natural features of the area. Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR included visual simulations from SR
68 and from Reservation Road. The simulations show that although the
project would be visible from these locations, the project is not located on
steeper slopes and would not constitute ridgeline development. Mitigation
measures ensuring the adverse impact is less than significant are: 1)
requiring a landscape plan to screen the project site from SR 68,
Reservation Road, and River Road, as well as from the adjacent
neighborhood and trail; 2) building colors and materials to be earth toned
to blend with the existing vicinity landscape; and 3) requiring all new utility
and distribution lines on the project site to be underground.

0S-1.3 To preserve the County's scenic qualities, ridgeline development shall not Consistent See discussion of Policy OS-1.2 above. The proposed project would not

be allowed. An exception to this policy may be made only after publicly noticed
hearing and provided the following findings can be made:

a. The ridgeline development will not create a substantially adverse visual impact

when viewed from a common public viewing area; and either,

b. The proposed development better achieves the goals, policies and objectives
of the Monterey County General Plan and applicable area plan than other
development alternatives; or,

c. _There is no feasible alternative to the ridgeline development.

Pursuant to Policy OS-1.6, in areas subject to specific plans, the ridgeline policies
and regulations of the applicable specific plan shall govern.

result in ridgeline development.
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0S-1.6 In areas subject to specific plans, the ridgeline policies and regulations of Consistent See discussion of Policy 0S-1.2 above, as well as the specific plan policy
the applicable specific plan shall govern. Each specific plan shall address viewshed discussions presented earlier. The proposed project would not result in
issues, including ridgeline development, as part of the plan, including, but not ridgeline development.
limited to, provisions for setbacks, landscaping, height limits, or open space
buffers.
0S-1-9 Development that protects and enhances the County's scenic qualities shall  Consistent See discussion of Policy 0S-1.2 above.
be encouraged.
0S-1.12 The significant disruption of views from designated scenic routes shall be Consistent See discussion of Policy 0S-1.2 above.
mitigated through use of appropriate materials, scale, lighting and siting of
development
08S-3.5 The County shall regulate activity on slopes to reduce impacts to water Consistent According to a slope map exhibit prepared by Gateway Engineering for the

quality and biological resources:

1) Non-Agricultural.

a) Development on slopes in excess of twenty five percent (25%) shall be
prohibited except as stated below; however, such development may be
allowed pursuant to a discretionary permit if one or both of the following
findings are made, based upon substantial evidence:

1. thereis no feasible alternative which would allow development to
occur on slopes of less than 25%;

2. the proposed development better achieves the resource protection
objectives and policies contained in the Monterey County General Plan,
accompanying Area Plans, and all applicable master plans.

b) Development on slopes greater than 25% or that contain geologic hazards
and constraints shown on the County’s GIS Geologic (Policy S-1.2) or
Hydrologic (Policy PS-2.6) Hazard Databases shall require adequate special
erosion control and construction techniques and the discretionary permit
shall:

1. evaluate possible building site alternatives that better meet the goals
and policies of the general plan;

2. identify development and design techniques for erosion control, slope
stabilization, visual mitigation, drainage, and construction techniques;
and

3. minimize development in areas where potentially unstable slopes, soil
and geologic conditions, or sewage disposal pose substantial risk to
public health or safety.

c) Where proposed development impacting slopes in excess of twenty five
percent (25%) does not exceed ten percent (10%), or 500 square feet of the

applicant, the project site area has approximately 0.6 acres with slopes
greater than 25 percent, which represents 7.5 percent of the proposed
eight-acre development area of the project site. A portion of the upper loop
road and portions of four casitas are on slopes over 25 percent. This area
generally consists of non-native grasslands (see Section 7.0, Biological
Resources of the Draft SEIR) and no significant biological resources were
identified in this area.

The loop road is essential to fire protection and project circulation. It may
be possible to relocate some of the casitas units, but that may require they
be placed closer to the homes in Las Palmas #1 and would result in
potential loss of privacy to those homes. Relocation would also result in
additional grading for fire department access, parking areas, and would
elevate a number of the casitas units on the site which could increase
visibility.

Because there is no feasible alternative to completely avoid the 25% slopes
and because the project achieves the resource protection objectives and
policies contained in the Monterey County General Plan, accompanying
Area Plans, and all applicable master plans, findings for a discretionary
permit can be made and the project would be considered consistent with
this policy.

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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total development footprint (whichever is less), a discretionary permit shall
not be required.
d) Itis the general policy of the County to require dedication of a scenic
easement on a slope exceeding twenty five percent (25%).
08-5.4 Development shall avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to listed species Consistent The project site does not contain habitat for listed species and is not
and critical habitat to the extent feasible. Measures may include but are not designated critical habitat. However, the project site does contain habitat
limited to: for several plant and wildlife species of special concern. Potential plant
a. _clustering lots for development to avoid critical habitat areas, species include Congdon’s tarplant, fragrant fritillary, Hickman's onion,
b. dedications of permanent conservation easements: or Hutchinson’s larkspur, and Santa Cruz microseris. Potential wildlife species
- include American badger, burrowing owl, Monterey dusky-footed woodrat,
c. _other appropriate means. hoary bat, western red bat, nesting raptors, and migratory birds. Several
If development may affect listed species, consultation with United States Fish and pre-construction mitigation measures are presented in Section 7.0,
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) may Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR that would reduce potential impacts
be required and impacts may be mitigated by expanding the resource elsewhere to these plant and wildlife species should they occur on the project site
on-site or within close proximity off-site. Final mitigation requirements would be prior to construction activities.
determined as required by law.
0S-5.5 Landowners and developers shall be encouraged to preserve the integrity Consistent The project site is located within an area designated “sensitive viewshed.”
of existing terrain and native vegetation in visually sensitive areas such as hillsides, Approximately 27.6 percent of the project site is proposed for
ridges, and watersheds. Routine and Ongoing Agricultural Activities shall be development. The balance will be retained in open space. According to
exempt from this policy. Section 7.0, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR, most of the site
supports non-native grassland and other prevalent non-native species.
Various native wildflowers and other herbaceous plants occur seasonally in
the grassland habitat at low densities. Scattered native shrubs are also
present in some areas. Mature native coast live oaks are present on the
hillsides outside the development area. The proposed project includes the
removal of approximately 40 non-native eucalyptus trees, retains other
non-native eucalyptus trees, and does not include removal of native oak
trees.
0S-5.10 Regulations for tree removal, including Timberland Conversion, shall be Consistent The only trees proposed for removal are non-native eucalyptus trees, which

established and maintained by ordinance, implementing Area Plan policies that
address the following:

a. Criteria when a permit is required including:

1. number of trees

2. _minimum size of tree,

3. Post Timberland conversion land-use

b. How size is measured for each protected species of tree, and what constitutes
a landmark tree depending on the rate of growth for that species.

c. Hazardous trees

are not a protected species of tree. No County-regulated native trees are
proposed for removal.
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d. Pest and disease abatement
e. Replacement criteria
f. Ensure minimal removal
05-5.16 A biological study shall be required for any development project requiring Consistent The applicant prepared biological studies (Regan Biological and
a discretionary permit and having the potential to substantially reduce the habitat Horticultural Consulting December 2011 and October 2013) and the Draft
of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self- SEIR consultant EMC Planning Group biologist reviewed those studies,
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or conducted a site visit, and prepared an independent analysis that is
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or included in Section 7.0, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR.
threatened species. However, the project site does contain habitat for several plant and wildlife

species of special concern which could be adversely affected by
development of the project. Potential plant species include Congdon’s
tarplant, fragrant fritillary, Hickman's onion, Hutchinson’s larkspur, and
Santa Cruz microseris. Potential wildlife species include American badger,
burrowing owl, Monterey dusky-footed woodrat, hoary bat, western red
bat, nesting raptors, and migratory birds. Several pre-construction
mitigation measures are presented in Section 7.0, Biological Resources, of
the Draft SEIR, that would reduce potential impacts to these plant and
wildlife species should they occur on the project site prior to construction
activities.

Therefore, the proposed project does not have the potential to
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, or substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species.

0S-5.24 The County shall require discretionary projects to retain movement Consistent The proposed project would impede to a limited degree the local
corridors of adequate size and habitat quality to allow for continued wildlife use movement of common wildlife due to habitat loss. However, the site does
based on the needs of the species occupying the habitat. The County shall require not function as a regional wildlife movement corridor or habitat linkage,
that expansion of its roadways and public infrastructure projects provide and therefore, the proposed project would not disrupt movement corridors
movement opportunities for terrestrial wildlife and ensure that existing stream to allow for continued wildlife use in the vicinity.

channels and riparian corridors continue to provide for wildlife movement and

access.

08-5.25 Occupied nests of statutorily protected migratory birds and raptors shall Consistent. An evaluation of potential impacts to nesting birds and raptors is included
not be disturbed during the breeding season (generally February 1 to September in Section 7.0, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR. Mitigation measure
15). The county shall BIO-6 requires pre-construction surveys if any construction-related

A. Consult, or require the developer to consult, with a qualified biologist prior to activities will take place during the nesting bird season.

any site preparation or construction work in order to:

(1) determine whether work is proposed during nesting season for migratory
birds or raptors
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(2) determine whether site vegetation is suitable to nesting migratory birds or
raptors
(3) identify any regulatory requirements for setbacks or other avoidance
measures for migratory birds and raptors which could nest on the site, and
(4) establish project-specific requirements for setbacks, lock-out periods, or
other methods of avoidance of disruption of nesting birds.
B. Require the development to follow the recommendations of the biologist. This
measure may be implemented in one of two ways:
(1) preconstruction surveys may be conducted to identify active nests and, if
found, adequate buffers shall be provided to avoid active nest disruption
until after the young have fledged; or
(2) vegetation removal may be conducted during the non-breeding season
(generally September 16 to January 31); however, removal of vegetation
along waterways shall require approval of all appropriate local, state, and
federal agencies.
This policy shall not apply in the case of an emergency fire event requiring tree
removal. This policy shall apply for tree removal that addresses fire safety
planning, since removal can be scheduled to reduce impacts to migratory birds and
raptors.
05-6.4 Development proposed in low sensitivity zones are not required to have an Consistent According to the Monterey County General Plan Archaeological Sensitivity
archaeological survey unless there is specific additional information that suggests Map, the project site is located in an area of low archaeological sensitivity;
archaeological resources are present. thus, the likelihood of resources being present on the project site is low.
Therefore, no archaeological survey was conducted for the project site.
0S-9.1 The use of solar, wind and other renewable resources for agricultural, Consistent The project would be required to comply with all applicable County
residential, commercial, industrial, and public building applications shall be ordinances and the current California Building Code in effect at the time the
encouraged. project is constructed. The Energy Conservation policies of the Las Palmas
Ranch Specific Plan require the use of renewable energy. While the
proposed project does not include the use of solar, wind, or other
renewable resources, Section 12.0, Energy, the Draft SEIR includes a
mitigation measure requiring the developer to demonstrate consistency
with these energy conservation policies prior to issuance of building
permits.
0S-10.2 Mass transit, bicycles, pedestrian modes of transportation, and other Consistent Monterey-Salinas Transit does not serve development along River Road.

transportation alternatives to automobiles shall be encouraged.

The applicants propose shuttle services for residents to access areas on the
Monterey Peninsula and Salinas, including regular shuttle service for
employees to transportation hubs nearby. The nearest MST bus stop is
located at Creekside Terrace and Reservation Road, approximately 1.1 miles
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from the entrance to the project site. With implementation of the shuttle
service, the project would be consistent with this policy.
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0S-10.9 The County of Monterey shall require that future development implement  Consistent A mitigation measure presented in Section 6.0, Air Quality, the Draft SEIR

applicable Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District control measures. requires the developer to maintain and properly tune all off-road

Applicants for discretionary projects shall work with the Monterey Bay Unified Air construction vehicles and equipment in accordance with the

Pollution Control District to incorporate feasible measures that assure that health- manufacturer’s specifications and to implement several measures to ensure

based standards for diesel particulate emissions are met. The County of Monterey that construction-related NO, and PM;q emissions are less than significant.

will require that future construction operate and implement MBUAPCD PM1o

control measures to ensure that construction-related PMio emissions do not

exceed the MBUAPCD’s daily threshold for PMyo. The County shall implement

MBUAPCD measures to address off-road mobile source and heavy duty equipment

emissions as conditions of approval for future development to ensure that

construction-related NO, emissions from non-typical construction equipment do

not exceed the MBUAPCD's daily threshold for NO,.

Safety

S-1.1 Land uses shall be sited and measures applied to reduce the potential for loss  Consistent According to the geologic hazards report and soil engineering feasibility

of life, injury, property damage, and economic and social dislocations resulting investigation prepared for the project (Landset Engineers 2014), the project

from ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, and other geologic hazards in the site is in an area of low to very low potential for liguefaction, lateral

high and moderate hazard susceptibility areas. spreading, subsidence, expansion, collapse, dynamic compaction, and
ridgetop shattering. While the steep slopes on the north and south flanks of
the site are prone to landslides and slope failure, future building
foundations will be located within the geologically suitable building
envelope as described in the report, which would avoid environmental
impacts related to landslides. As a condition of project approval, all
recommendations in the report would be required.

$-1.3 Site-specific geologic studies may be used to verify the presence or absence Consistent See discussion of Policy S-1.1 above.

and extent of the hazard on the property proposed for new development and to

identify mitigation measures for any development proposed. An ordinance

including permit requirements relative to the siting and design of structures and

grading relative to seismic hazards shall be established.

$-1.7 Site-specific reports addressing geologic hazard and geotechnical conditions Consistent See discussion of Policy S-1.1 above.

shall be required as part of the planning phase and review of discretionary
development entitlements and as part of review of ministerial permits in
accordance with the California Building Standards Code as follows:

a. Geotechnical reports prepared by State of California licensed Registered
Geotechnical Engineers are required during building plan review for all
habitable structures and habitable additions over 500 square feet in footprint
area. Additions less than 500 square feet and non-habitable buildings may
require geotechnical reports as determined by the pre-site inspection.

b. A Registered Geotechnical Engineer shall be required to review and approve
the foundation conditions prior to plan check approval, and if recommended
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by the report, shall perform a site inspection to verify the foundation prior to
approval to pour the footings. Setbacks shall be identified and verified in the
field prior to construction.

c. _All new development and subdivision applications in State- or County-
designated Earthquake Fault Zones shall provide a geologic report addressing
the potential for surface fault rupture and secondary fracturing adjacent to the
fault zone before the application is considered complete. The report shall be
prepared by a Registered Geologist or a Certified Engineering Geologist and
conform to the State of California’s most current Guidelines for evaluating the
hazard of surface fault rupture.

d. Geologic reports and supplemental geotechnical reports for foundation design
shall be required in areas with moderate or high landslide or liguefaction
susceptibility to evaluate the potential on- and off-site impacts on subdivision
layouts, grading, or building structures.

e. Where geologic reports with supplemental geotechnical reports determine
that potential hazards effecting new development do not lead to an
unacceptable level of risk to life and property, development in all Land Use
Designations may be permissible, so long as all other applicable General Plan
policies are complied with.

f. Appropriate site-specific mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring to
protect public health and safety, including deed restrictions, shall be required.

$-1.8 As part of the planning phase and review of discretionary development Consistent

Topical Responses

Discussion

See discussion of policy S-1.1 above.

entitlements, and as part of review of ministerial permits in accordance with the
California Building Standards Code, new development may be approved only if it
can be demonstrated that the site is physically suitable and the development will
neither create nor significantly contribute to geologic instability or geologic
hazards.

S-3.1 Post-development, off-site peak flow drainage from the area being Consistent

The proposed project design includes storm drainage facilities (collection,

developed shall not be greater than pre-development peak flow drainage. On-site
improvements or other methods for stormwater detention shall be required to
maintain post-development, off-site, peak flows at no greater than
predevelopment levels, where appropriate, as determined by the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency.

conveyance and disposal) as detailed in the stormwater control plan
(Gateway Engineering 2017) to meet the generation of stormwater runoff.
Proposed development must not exceed the pre-project rate of discharge.
The purpose is to reduce the potential for increased erosion within
receiving waters due to an increase in the rate of stormwater flow. The
stormwater control plan includes on-site stormwater control measures
designed to achieve a no net increase in rate of stormwater discharge
relative to pre-project conditions. This reduces the potential that runoff
from new development could exceed the capacity of storm drainage
facilities and contribute to off-site flood hazards.

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
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S-3.2 Best Management Practices to protect groundwater and surface water Consistent The proposed project would be required to comply with the National

quality shall be incorporated into all development. Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Discharges of
Stormwater Associated with Construction Activities. In Monterey County,
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is
charged with enforcing NPDES requirements, including runoff management
programs that include Best Management Practices to control erosion and
sedimentation. Through implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs), construction of the proposed project would not impact surface and
groundwater water guality from stormwater runoff during construction.

$-3.9 In order to minimize urban runoff affecting water quality, the County shall Consistent See discussion of Policy S-3.2 above.

require all future development within urban and suburban areas to implement

Best Management Practices (BMPs) as approved in the Monterey Regional

Stormwater Management Program which are designed to incorporate Low Impact

Development techniques. BMPs may include, but are not limited to, grassy swales,

rain gardens, bioretention cells, and tree box filters. BMPs should preserve as

much native vegetation as feasible possible on the project site.

S$-4.11 The County shall require all new development to be provided with Consistent The proposed project would be required to meet the minimum

automatic fire protection systems (such as fire breaks, fire-retardant building requirements in the Title 24 California Building Standards Code. Chapter 7,

materials, automatic sprinkler systems, and/or water storage tanks) approved by Fire and Smoke Protection Features and Chapter 9, Fire Protection Systems,

the fire jurisdiction. address this requirement.

S$-4.13 The County shall require all new development to have adequate water Consistent The California Water Service Company performed a fire flow test on

available for fire suppression. The water system shall comply with Monterey November 10, 2010. Required fire flow for the proposed project is 3,750

County Code Chapter 18.56, NFPA Standard 1142, or other nationally recognized gallons per minute for a duration of three hours. The fire flow test

standard. The fire authority having jurisdiction, the County Departments of concluded an available flow of up to 6,429 gallons per minute, meeting the

Planning and Building Services, and all other regulatory agencies shall determine requirement for adequate water available for fire suppression.

the adequacy and location of water supply and/or storage to be provided.

S-4.22 Every building, structure, and/or development shall be constructed to meet Consistent The proposed project would be required to meet the state building code,

the minimum requirements specified in the current adopted state building code, state fire code, and Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56 as a condition of

state fire code, Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56, and other nationally approval.

recognized standards.

S-7.1 New noise-sensitive land uses may only be allowed in areas where existing Consistent Table S-2, Community Noise Exposure, identifies acceptable noise levels for

(Figures 9 A-H) and projected (Figures 10 A-E) noise levels are “acceptable”
according to “Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Table” (Table S-2, next
page). A Community Noise Ordinance shall be established consistent with said
Table that addresses, but is not limited to the following (Noise level maps are
located at the end of this Element):

a. Capacity-related roadway improvement projects.

b. Construction-related noise impacts on adjacent land uses.

various land use categories. The proposed project would fall under the
“nursing home” category, which identifies 70 dB and below as normally
acceptable. According to General Plan Figure 10C, Greater Monterey
Peninsula, Carmel Valley and Toro Projected Noise Contours, the noise at
the project site is below 60. Noise measurements conducted for the Final
SEIR confirm that noise interior to the project site is below 60. Refer to
Topical Response H in the Final SEIR for more information.
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c. New residential land uses exposed to aircraft operations at any airport or air
base.
d. Site planning and project design techniques to achieve acceptable noise levels
such as: building orientation, setbacks, earthen berms, and building
construction practices. The use of masonry sound walls for noise control in
rural areas shall be discouraged.
e. Design elements necessary to mitigate significant adverse noise impacts on
surrounding land uses.
f. _Impulse noise.
g. Existing railroad locations & noise levels.
S-7.10 Construction projects shall include the following standard noise protection Consistent Construction noise is quantified in Topical Response H of the Final SEIR.
measures: Adherence to construction noise restrictions in the Monterey County Code
= Construction shall occur only during times allowed by ordinance/code unless Chapter 10.60.40 and Monterey County General Plan Policies S-7.9 and S-
such limits are waived for public convenience; 7.10 would substantially reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to

temporary increases in construction noise, especially during sensitive
evening and nighttime hours. As a condition of approval, the County would
require that the project adhere to these General Plan policies to minimize
construction noise. These requirements would reduce construction-related
noise impacts to less than significant.

= All equipment shall have properly operating mufflers; and

= lay-down yards and semi-stationary equipment such as pumps or generators
shall be located as far from noise-sensitive land uses as practical.

Public Services

PS-2.3 New development shall be required to connect to existing water service Consistent The proposed project would connect to the existing Las Palmas system,
providers where feasible. Connection to public utilities is preferable to other operated by California American Water. California American Water has
providers. provided a “can and will serve” letter for the proposed project.

PS-2.8 The County shall require that all projects be designed to maintain or Consistent The proposed project design includes storm drainage facilities (collection,
increase the site’s pre-development absorption of rainfall (minimize runoff), and to conveyance and disposal) as detailed in the stormwater control plan
recharge groundwater where appropriate. Implementation shall include standards (Gateway Engineering 2017) to meet the generation of stormwater runoff.
that could regulate impervious surfaces, vary by project type, land use, soils and Proposed development must not exceed the pre-project rate of discharge.
area characteristics, and provide for water impoundments (retention/detention The purpose is to reduce the potential for increased erosion within
structures), protecting and planting vegetation, use of permeable paving materials, receiving waters due to an increase in the rate of stormwater flow. The
bioswales, water gardens, and cisterns, and other measures to increase runoff stormwater control plan includes on-site stormwater control measures
retention, protect water guality, and enhance groundwater recharge. designed to achieve a no net increase in rate of stormwater discharge

relative to pre-project conditions. This reduces the potential that runoff
from new development could exceed the capacity of storm drainage
facilities and contribute to off-site flood hazards.

According to the 2010 General Plan Draft EIR (page 4.3-5), During spring
and summer, the two reservoirs on the Nacimiento and San Antonio rivers
regulate flow to minimize outflow to the ocean and maximize groundwater
recharge through the Salinas River bed. Under current reservoir operations,
water is released into the river during summer to recharge groundwater in
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PS-3.1 Except as specifically set forth below, new development for which a

discretionary permit is required, and that will use or require the use of water, shall

be prohibited without proof, based on specific findings and supported by evidence,

that there is a long-term, sustainable water supply, both in quality and guantity to

serve the development. This requirement shall not apply to:

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

8)

h)

The first single family dwelling and non-habitable accessory uses on an existing
lot of record; or

Specified development (a list to be developed by ordinance) designed to
provide: a) public infrastructure or b) private infrastructure that provides
critical or necessary services to the public, and that will have a minor or
insubstantial net use of water (e.g. water facilities, wastewater treatment
facilities, road construction projects, recycling or solid waste transfer facilities;
or

Development within Zone 2C of the Salinas Valley groundwater basin, provided
the County prepares or causes to be prepared a study for the Board of
Supervisors regarding Zone 2C, to be completed no earlier than October 31,
2017 and no later than March 31, 2018 that does the following:

Evaluates existing data for seawater intrusion and groundwater levels collected

by Monterey County Water Resources Agency as of the date the study is
commenced.

Evaluates the total water demand for all existing uses and future uses
designated in the General Plan EIR for the year 2030;

Assesses and provides conclusions regarding the degree to which the total
water demand for all uses designated in the General Plan for the year 2030 are
likely to be reached or exceeded;

Evaluates on an annual basis during the study period groundwater elevations
and the seawater intrusion boundary;

Based on historical data and the data produced by the study, evaluates and
provides conclusions regarding future trends and any expected movement of
groundwater elevations and the seawater intrusion boundary;

Should the study conclude that i) total water demand for all uses designated in
the General Plan for the year 2030 is likely to be exceeded; or ii) groundwater
elevations are likely to decline by the year 2030 and iii) the seawater intrusion
boundary is likely to advance inland by the year 2030, the study shall make
recommendations on measures the County could take to address any or all of
those conditions; and

Consistency

Consistent

Discussion

the basin. The proposed project will not affect the ability of groundwater
recharge at the Salinas River.

See also the discussion of Policy S-3.1 presented earlier.

Water demand is evaluated in Section 10.0, Water Supply, of the Draft SEIR.

The proposed project would have a water demand of approximately 11.4
acre feet per year (AFY). California Water Service, the water purveyor for
the specific plan area, has provided a “can and will serve” for the proposed
project.

As presented in Table 10-2 in the Water Demand section, the 1982 EIR
identified that buildout of Las Palmas Ranch would require 922 AFY.
However, the Board of Supervisors modified the proposed specific plan,
and the adopted specific plan required only 599 AFY. Actual water use at
Las Palmas is estimated to be about 182 AFY. Therefore, with the addition
of the proposed project, the total water use at Las Palmas is expected to be
about 193.4 AFY, significantly less that what was allowed by the adopted
specific plan.

The first component of policy PS-3.1 is the requirement to provide proof of
a sustainable water supply to serve the development. Policy PS-3.1 includes
an exception to development in Zone 2C of the Salinas Valley groundwater
basin, which would include the proposed project. Instead, the provisions of
subsection c. of the policy are applicable. Subsection c. requires the County
to conduct a specific study on Zone 2C, conduct a hearing on the study
results, adopt measures to address identified conditions, and prepare a
report every 5 years on the results of any measures. The requisite study and
related actions have not been conducted.

Subsection c. further provides, “This exception for Zone 2C shall be a
rebuttable presumption that a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply exists
within Zone 2C, and the presumption shall remain in effect until and unless
the study reaches the conclusion for Zone 2C identified in subsection 6) i or
6) ii and 6) iii. Development in Zone 2C shall be subject to all other policies
of the General Plan and applicable Area Plan. Based on these
considerations, the project is consistent with Policy PS-3.1, and the
availability of a long-term water supply will be further discussed in
conjunction with other policies below.
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j) Addresses such other matters as the Board of Supervisors determines are

appropriate.
Within two months following the completion of the study, the Board of
Supervisors shall hold an open and noticed public hearing on the results of the
study. If the study reaches the conclusions for Zone 2C identified in subsection 6) i
or 6) ii and 6) iii, the Board of Supervisors shall adopt one or more measures
identified in the study, or other appropriate measures, to address the identified
conditions. This exception for Zone 2C shall be a rebuttable presumption that a
Long Term Sustainable Water Supply exists within Zone 2C, and the presumption
shall remain in effect until and unless the study reaches the conclusion for Zone 2C
identified in subsection 6) i or 6) ii and 6) iii. Development in Zone 2C shall be
subject to all other policies of the General Plan and applicable Area Plan.

Following completion of the study described herein, and the adoption of measures
as may be recommended in the study, if any, the County shall prepare a report to
the Board of Supervisors every five (5) years for Zone 2C that examines the degree
to which a) total water demand for all uses predicted in the General Plan EIR for
year 2030 will be reached; or b) groundwater elevations, the seawater intrusion
boundary have changed since the prior reporting period; and c) other sources of
water supply are available.

PS-3.2 Specific criteria for proof of a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply and an Consistent This policy provides guidance and criteria for the development of a County
Adequate Water Supply System for new development requiring a discretionary ordinance outlining the requirements for proof of a long term sustainable
permit, including but not limited to residential or commercial subdivisions, shall be water supply and an adequate water supply system for new development
developed by ordinance with the advice of the General Manager of the Water requiring a discretionary permit. Thus, this policy is relevant to

Resources Agency and the Director of the Environmental Health Bureau. A development of an ordinance that could be applied to the proposed
determination of a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply shall be made upon the project. Nonetheless, this project is reviewed below applying these criteria:
advice of the General Manager of the Water Resources Agency. The following = Water is the same quality as current local California Water Service wells
factors shall be used in developing the criteria for proof of a long term sustainable and is thus, of acceptable water quality.

water supply and an adequate water supply system:

= The analysis in the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, p. 10-11)

a. Water quality; shows that the project would use 11.4 acre-feet of water per year (AFY),

b. Authorized production capacity of a facility operating pursuant to a permit approved Specific Plan anticipated uses associated with 599-AFY, and is
from a regulatory agency, production capability, and any adverse effect on the using only 182 AFY. With consideration of the proposed project, total
economic extraction of water or other effect on wells in the immediate vicinity, water use in the entire Specific Plan Area would be 194 AFY. In addition,
including recovery rates; common area landscape irrigation would use recycled water, resulting

c. Technical, managerial, and financial capability of the water purveyor or water in less than 11.4 AFY of potable water demand. The project water would
system operator; demand represents a 0.002 percent increase in the annual groundwater

extraction for Zone 2C. California Water Service has confirmed that it
can and will serve the project, which indicates the applicable water
purveyor for the site is able to provide water supply for the proposed
project. See updated will-serve letter from California Water Service
dated March 26, 2019 in Appendix I-2.

d. The source of the water supply and the nature of the right(s) to water from the
source;
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Consistency Discussion
e. Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for water from = California Water Service has demonstrated its technical, managerial and
the source, and the ability to reverse trends contributing to an overdraft financial capabilities to deliver water.
condition or otherwise affecting supply; and = Potable water would be provided by California Water Service via its
f. Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the environment entitlements detailed in the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, p.
including on in-stream flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, 10-1). In addition, the property has rights to 2.5 acre-feet of reclaimed
wetlands, fish or other aquatic life, and the migration potential for steelhead, water which would further offset demand on potable water.
for the purpose of minimizing impacts on the environment and to those = Asindicated in the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, pp. 10-11 to
resources and species. 10-12), the project would increase potable water demand by up to 11.4
g. Completion and operation of new projects, or implementation of best AFY. The “can and will” service letter provided by California Water
practices, to renew or sustain aquifer or basin functions. The hauling of water Service for the proposed project indicates the applicable water
shall not be a factor nor a criterion for the proof of a long term sustainable purveyor for the site is able to provide water supply for the proposed
water supply. project based on its existing facilities.
= The project does not involve any extraction or diversion of water but
would utilize California Water Service water and recycled water
associated with existing entitlements. In addition, the project would
utilize water efficiency methods including water efficient fixtures, low-
water use landscaping, and principles of low impact development in
design to manage stormwater and emulate pre-development hydrologic
conditions.
= The project would not adversely affect aquifer or basin functions and
would not hinder other efforts to renew aquifer or basin functions.
= The project would not involve any hauling of water.
Therefore, substantial evidence related to proof of a sustainable water
supply for the project includes the analysis and references in the Draft SEIR,
including Section 10.0, Water Supply, the Cal Water will-serve letter include
in Draft SEIR Appendix E, the updated will-serve letter attached herein (see
Appendix 1-2), the previous EIR for the Plan Area, and discussion and
analysis in this response to comments/Final SEIR. The project is consistent
with Policy PS-3.2.
PS-4.5 New development proposed in the service area of existing wastewater Consistent The California American Water Company has provided a “can and will
collection, treatment, and disposal facilities shall seek service from those facilities serve” letter to for the proposed project, confirming the availability of
unless it is clearly demonstrated that the connection to the existing facility is not wastewater treatment accommodation.
feasible.
PS-5.4 The maximum use of solid waste source reduction, reuse, recycling, Consistent The proposed project will be served by the Salinas Valley Solid Waste

composting, and environmentally-safe transformation of wastes, consistent with

the protection of the public’s health and safety, shall be promoted.

Authority, which includes and promotes a recycling and waste reduction

program consistent with state solid waste diversion regulations.
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Consistency Discussion
PS-8.1 Programs that provide a full range of health care from local and regional Consistent The proposed project is a continuum of care residential community
health care programs for Monterey County residents, including preventive care, designed to provide care to seniors over the age of 55 and to persons with
primary care, hospitals, and long-term care services, shall be promoted. diminishing mental capacity due to Alzheimer’s, dementia, or similar

causes.

PS-8.2 Programs to promote access to health care and support the establishment Consistent See discussion of Policy PS-8.1 above. Although the proposed project is not
of needed health care services in areas with high population concentrations, such located in a city, Community Area, or Rural Center, it is located in the Las
as cities, Community Areas, and Rural Centers, shall be supported. Where services Palmas Ranch community, one mile driving distance from SR 68 and 3.5
do not exist, medical transportation programs to address the unmet transportation miles driving distance from south Salinas. Salinas Valley Memorial Hospital
needs of residents shall be coordinated with the Transportation Agency of is located about 4.75 miles driving distance from the project site.
Monterey County.
PS-9.4 The County shall promote meeting the needs of the elderly and establish Consistent See the discussion of Policy PS-8.1 and Policy PS-8.2 above.
adult day care facilities or other services that maintain older persons in an
independent setting.
PS-13.2 All new utility lines shall be placed underground, unless determined not to Consistent A mitigation measure located in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR

be feasible by the Director of the Resource Management Agency.

Toro Area Plan Supplemental Policy
Land Use

T-1.5 Subdivisions shall be designed so that new lots have building sites located

Not applicable.

requires all new utility and distribution lines to be placed underground.

The project is not located with the area designated “critical viewshed.” It is

outside of the critical viewshed.

Circulation

T-2.1 Employers in surrounding areas should be encouraged to stagger employees'

Consistent

located with an area designated “sensitive viewshed.” Mitigation measures
located in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR would reduce the impact
of the proposed project on viewsheds.

The proposed project is projected to employ about 92 people when

work hours in order to ease peak hour traffic congestion on SR 68 and in other
areas.

operating at maximum capacity. This will include managers and supervisors,
trained care givers, chefs and facility maintenance personnel. There will be
three shifts: morning, day, and evening.

= Morning Shift A (6:00 am to 2:00 pm): 15 employees

= Morning Shift B (7:00 am to 3:00 pm): 20 employees

= Day Shift A (8:00 am to 4:00 pm): 12 employees

= Day Shift B (10:30 am to 6:30 pm): 21 employees

= Evening Shift A (3:30 pm to 11:30 pm): 12 employees

= Evening Shift B (11:30 pm am to 6:30 am pm): 12 employees

As a mitigation proposed by the applicant, shifts will be staggered to
minimize peak hour trips on SR 68.
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Consistency Discussion

T-2.5 Fair-share financial contributions from each new development in the Toro Consistent Funding provided by existing development at Las Palmas Ranch was used

Planning Area shall be required to expedite funding and construction of SR 68 for construction of SR 68 improvements, including improving a portion of

improvements. River Road to four lanes, traffic signals and additional improvements at
other River Road intersections. As a condition of project approval for the
proposed project, the applicant would be required to pay the Monterey
County countywide traffic impact fee and the TAMC regional development
impact fee to mitigate for the project’s fair share of cumulative traffic
impacts throughout the County, which may include additional
improvements to SR 68.

T-2.9 If new sites for office, employment, services, and local conveniences are Consistent Monterey-Salinas Transit does not serve development along River Road.

found to be appropriate, such sites should incorporate designs to allow use of The applicants propose shuttle services for residents to access areas on the

alternate modes of transportation. Monterey Peninsula and Salinas, including regular shuttle service for
employees to transportation hubs nearby. The nearest MST bus stop is
located at Creekside Terrace and Reservation Road, approximate 1.1 miles
from the entrance to the project site.

Conservation/Open Space

T-3.1 Within areas designated as “visually sensitive” on the Toro Scenic Highway Consistent The project site is located within an area designated “sensitive viewshed.”

Corridors and Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 16), landscaping or new development Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR included visual simulations from SR

may be permitted if the development is located and designed (building design, 68 and from Reservation Road. The simulations show that although the

exterior lighting, and siting) in such a manner that will enhance the scenic value of project would be visible from these locations, the project is not located on

the area. Architectural design consistent with the rural nature of the Plan area steeper slopes and will not constitute ridgeline development. Mitigation

shall be encouraged. measures ensuring the adverse impact is less than significant are: 1)
requiring a landscape plan to screen the project site from SR 68,
Reservation Road, and River Road, as well as from the adjacent
neighborhood and trail; 2) building colors and materials to be earth toned
to blend with the existing vicinity landscape; and 3) requiring all new utility
and distribution lines on the project site to be underground.

T-3.2 Land use, architectural, and landscaping controls shall be applied, and Consistent See discussion of Policy T-3.1 above. Landscaping for the proposed project

sensitive site design encouraged, to preserve Toro's visually sensitive areas and includes mostly native plants designed to preserve and enhance the natural

scenic entrances: landscape of the project site. Non-native plants included in the Landscape

a. River Road/SR 68 intersection Plan are: magnolia tree, source magnolia, Japanese maple, western red

b. Laureles Grade scenic vista overlooking the Planning Area bud, I.European Wh'te birch, pheas.a!nt tail g_ra?ss, silver grass, Australian
fuchsia, bunny tail grass, and Pacific coast iris.

T-3.4 Placement of existing utility lines underground shall be encouraged, Consistent See discussion of General Plan Policy 13.2 above.

particularly along Laureles Grade Road, Corral de Tierra, San Benancio, River Road,

and SR 68.
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Consistency Discussion
T-3.5 Exterior/outdoor lighting shall be located, designed, and enforced to Consistent Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR concluded that the proposed
minimize light sources and preserve the quality of darkness. Street lighting shall be project could have an adverse lighting effect. With implementation of
as unobtrusive as practicable and shall be consistent in intensity throughout the Mitigation Measure AES-4, which requires all exterior lighting to be
Toro area. unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local area, and constructed or

located sot that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is
fully controlled, lighting impacts would be less than significant and the
proposed project would be consistent with this policy.

T-3.7 Removal of healthy, native oak trees in the Toro Planning Area shall be Consistent The proposed project does not include removal of oak trees.
discouraged. An ordinance shall be developed to identify required procedures for

removal of these trees. Said ordinance shall take into account fuel modification

needed for fire prevention in the vicinity of structures and shall include:

a. Permit requirements.

b. Replacement criteria

c. Exceptions for emergencies and governmental agencies

Public Services

T-5.1 To ensure cost-effective and adequate levels of wastewater treatment, the Consistent The proposed project would connect to the Las Palmas Wastewater

County shall promote relatively higher densities in areas where wastewater Treatment Plant, operated by California American Water Company. As

treatment facilities can be made available. presented in the Draft SEIR, there is sufficient capacity to serve the project
and the wastewater provider has supplied a “can and will serve” letter for
the project.
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Property Value

An EIR does not analyze property value impacts, as property value is not considered an
environmental impact area under CEQA. The CEQA environmental review process involves
evaluation of environmental impacts based on impact areas and thresholds as described in CEQA
Appendix G. A local government may consider factors outside of environmental concerns, such as
property value, in their overall assessment of a proposed project. However, discussion of property
value is outside of the environmental review process and thus is not included in this EIR.

Growth Inducement

Potential growth inducement for the project is analyzed is Section 14.0, Growth Inducing, of the
Draft SEIR. The proposed project would employ 92 persons for the operations of the proposed
assisted living facility, and would not result in a direct population increase because it does not
provide dwelling units that will operate or function as independent units. While the proposed
project may indirectly result in business and population growth due to the increased local
investment from revenues generated by the project, projections of any potential growth would be
speculative.

Quality of Life

An EIR does not analyze quality of life impacts, as quality of life is not considered an environmental
impact area under CEQA. The EIR does, however, analyze environmental factors that may be related
to quality of life, including aesthetics, air quality, noise, transportation, and safety. The EIR analyzes
these impact areas individually.

Impacts to aesthetics include introduction of light and glare and alterations to scenic vistas and
visual character. These impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation
of mitigation measures listed in Section 5.0, Aesthetics. Mitigation measures would include the
preparation of a landscape plan and a lighting plan, design review of the project, and
undergrounding of all utility and distribution lines.

Air pollutant emissions would be generated by construction activities, which is a short-term impact
and would be mitigated to less than significant through dust control measures, an approved grading
plan, and the proper maintenance of construction equipment to reduce emissions. Air pollutant
impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in Section 6.0, Air Quality.

Odor is also discussed in Section 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR. As stated therein, the proposed
project would not cause significant impacts related to objectionable odors. While meal preparation
may cause an odor, this would occur primarily indoors. Due to the location of the project uphill from
the residential development, odors released outdoors from meal preparation would be intermittent
and unlikely to be objectionable to the extent of causing a public nuisance. The configuration of the
Las Palmas 1 subdivision’s development would not significantly obstruct the efficient passage of
odors to the extent that a significant odor impact would occur.

Impacts to transportation and traffic include increased vehicle trips on SR 68, increased traffic at
intersections. To reduce overall trip generation to and from the project site, the applicant shall
prepare a detailed plan for shuttle service to areas on the Monterey Peninsula and in Salinas from
the project site. The project would also schedule shift changes outside of morning and evening peak
traffic hours to offset traffic generated by employees.
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Public Services Availability

The Draft SEIR analyzes public services in Section 11.0, Effects Not Found to be Significant. In
reviewing the project’s suitability for the project site, the County determined that services that will
be needed by residents of the proposed project are sufficient and located adequately. An EIR,
however, analyzes the potential impacts of the project on the environment but does not analyze the
impacts of the environment on the project; therefore the impacts that the existing site conditions
would have on potential senior living center residents is not analyzed, as such analysis is outside of
the scope of environmental review under CEQA. The project is expected to have less than significant
impacts on public services such as police, fire, library, and medical services due to the nature of the
project, the existing services available within a serviceable distance, and taxes, impact fees, and
payment for use of the Las Palmas residential development private security services. The proposed
project would provide on-site medical care, and additional higher-level medical services are
available at the Salinas Valley Memorial Hospital approximately four miles northeast of the project
site. The project would not require additional staffing or facilities to be required for police, fire,
hospital, library, or other similar services, and therefore the impact is less than significant.

Topical Response D: Transportation/Traffic

Comments regarding traffic impacts of the proposed project were received from Christine Kemp of
Noland, Hamerly, Etienne, & Hoss Attorneys at Law; Chris D. Kinzel of TIKM Transportation
Consultants; Mike Weaver of the Highway 68 Coalition; and numerous neighboring residents. Of
primary concern is the potential for congestion at the primary Las Palmas 1 subdivision entrance,
which commenters identify as a safety risk if vehicles were to queue on River Road while waiting to
turn right onto Las Palmas Road. Reliance on the Las Palmas Road entrance/exit is also discussed at
great length by commenters regarding the topic of emergency evacuation; comments state that in
the event of a disaster that necessitates evacuation of the subdivision, existing residents and senior
assisted living community residents would need to funnel out of this single exit. Commenters state
that the project should have its own separate entrance, rather than rely on the subdivision entrance
and streets.

Commenters also voice concerns about traffic and congestion impacts to the following roadways:
streets within the subdivision, which are maintained by HOA funds, and could be damaged by
project-generated traffic, especially during project construction; River Run Road and Woodridge
Court, which pedestrians and children cross to access Corey Park, raising traffic-safety concerns;
State Route 68 (SR 68), which commenters state is operating at level of service (LOS) F, and
therefore should not be subjected to any additional congestion.

Traffic Conditions on Residential Streets

The project would increase traffic on three subdivision streets: Las Palmas Road, River Run Road,
and Woodridge Court. The Riverview at Las Palmas Senior Housing Traffic Impact Analysis (Keith
Higgins 2017) estimates the project’s effect on traffic volumes in the Subdivision. Table 9-1 on page
9-22 of the Draft SEIR estimates existing plus project-generated traffic, based on the traffic study, on
Las Palmas Road, River Run Road, and Woodridge Court. As shown in Table 9-1, with the addition of
trips generated by the project, these streets would all operate well within acceptable traffic
volumes for residential streets (LOS A or B), based on generally accepted level of service and traffic
calming thresholds. Furthermore, the project would add little to no vehicle trips to other streets in
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the subdivision. The project would have a less than significant impact on traffic conditions in the
subdivision, and no mitigation would be required.

Queuing at Entry Gate

In addition to increasing traffic volumes on residential streets in the subdivision, vehicle trips
generated by the project would affect queuing at the entry gate to the subdivision on Las Palmas
Road. The discussion of neighborhood traffic impacts on page 9-22 of the Draft SEIR has been
amended as follows to address the project’s effect on traffic conditions at the gate:

Inbound vehicle trips to the project site would increase the volume of traffic that passes
through the entry gate to the subdivision. This gate is currently served by a security guard.
Subdivision residents have windshield tags on their vehicles, which allow entrance without
having to stop at the security gate (Higgins 2019). Visitors and commercial vehicles are required
to stop and be recorded in the daily log. While this information is recorded, all entering vehicles
must stop because there is only a single entrance lane. The gate is not served by a security
guard during the afternoon rush hour, which has the highest inbound traffic flow during the day,
for the sake of avoiding occasional queues that would extend from the gate house to River
Road.

Based on the traffic study prepared for the project, vehicle trips generated by the project would
increase the existing volume of inbound traffic at the gate by an estimated 16 percent (Higgins
2017, 2019). Las Palmas Road has enough capacity to accommodate these additional trips
without resulting in substantial queuing in front of the gate, or in blockage of vehicles turning
into or out from Winding Creek Road. As a condition of approval of the project, the County
would require employees at the senior assisted living community to display windshield tags. This
condition of approval would eliminate the need to check each employee’s vehicle, reducing the
length of queues at the gate. Further measures, such as installing an automatic gate or adding a
second inbound lane at the gate, would not be necessary to reduce gueuing. Therefore, the
project would have a less than significant impact on traffic circulation related to queuing at the
subdivision’s gate.

Deterioration of Residential Streets

Additional traffic on residential streets in the subdivision during construction and operation of the
project would contribute to physical deterioration of these streets. Page 9-24 of the Draft SEIR has
been amended as follows to discuss the potential for vehicle trips generated by the project to
deteriorate residential streets in the subdivision:

During construction of the project, truck trips routed through the subdivision could contribute
to deterioration of private residential streets maintained through homeowners’ association
fees. However, as a standard grading and building permit condition, the County would require
that the project applicant be responsible for repairing any damage to existing infrastructure
during the temporary construction activities. This would include repairing pavements and
special pavement surface treatments, as needed. Adherence to this condition of approval would
prevent long-term deterioration of the circulation system from construction activity.

During operation of the project, the addition of vehicle trips, especially truck trips to serve the
senior assisted living community, could incrementally contribute to deterioration of subdivision
streets. To offset this effect, payment of a fair-share contribution toward ongoing maintenance
of private streets would be necessary. As a condition of approval, the County would require that
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the applicant pay a fair-share contribution toward ongoing maintenance of private streets
maintained by the homeowners’ association in the subdivision. The fair-share contribution
would be proportionate to the effect of project-generated vehicle trips on deterioration of
privately maintained streets, relative to the effect of other residential traffic in the subdivision.

With implementation of this condition, the applicant would make a fair-share contribution to
repairing long-term damage to privately maintained streets in the subdivision. Therefore, the
project would have a less than significant impact related to deterioration of the circulation

system.

SR 68 Traffic Conditions

The project would contribute to existing traffic congestion on SR 68. As discussed on page 9-25
of the Draft SEIR, it is estimated that the project would add one AM peak hour trip and four PM
peak hour trips to the two-lane section of SR 68 immediately west of the Toro Park interchange.
Although the increase in traffic volumes would be minimal, it would contribute to existing
unacceptable traffic conditions on the highway. Therefore, page 9-24 of the Draft SEIR
acknowledges that the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on traffic
conditions on SR 68. However, the project would result in LOS C traffic conditions at the
intersections of SR 68 ramps with Reservation Road and River Road, which would be acceptable.
Payment of the applicable Monterey County and TAMC development impact fees also would
mitigate the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts. Refer to pages 13-6 and 13-7 of the
Draft SEIR for further discussion.

Separate Entry

According to the project applicant (Ellis 2019), a separate entry for the project was considered.
However, a separate entry would require an easement on privately owned land, which the
applicant was not able to obtain. Because the applicant has not obtained such an easement, a
separate entry is not anticipated for the project. A separate access would not be necessary to
avoid impacts on traffic circulation because the level of service on roads providing access to the
project site would be acceptable (Higgins 2017). As discussed below, a separate access also
would not be necessary to ensure adequate emergency access.

Moreover, a separate entry would result in additional construction impacts. Also, there would
likely be site distant issues on River Road as a separate entry intersection into the project site
would be very close to the entry for the Las Palmas subdivision. Additionally, a separate entry
would likely be located on or very near a curve on River Rd, which would increase the potential
for traffic incidents/accidents.

Emergency Access

The primary emergency access route to and from the project site would be Woodridge Court. Page
9-24 of the Draft SEIR has been amended as follows to discuss impacts associated with the
steepness this access route and the adequacy of secondary emergency access to the project site:

Emergency Access
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The project would involve extending Woodridge Court at a grade of approximately 15 percent to
provide primary vehicular access to the project site. This grade is within the County’s
requirements for the Las Palmas Specific Plan and for the County in general. Therefore, the
grade of site access would not create a safety hazard for emergency vehicle responding to
service requests at the senior assisted living community.

Secondary access between River Road and the project site during emergency evacuations would
be available through the lawn area between County Park Road and Woodridge Court. In
addition, the project’s interior loop street system would facilitate emergency access in more
than one direction on-site. However, secondary access would not be provided on Woodridge
Court between Country Park Road and the first internal parking lot aisle. To provide for
additional capacity on this road segment in an emergency evacuation, turnouts on exiting and
entering lanes should be provided. In addition, an all-weather surface should be provided on the
lawn area between Country Park Road and Woodridge Court to facilitate emergency access.
Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Mitigation Measure TRA-3 Emergency Access Improvements. Prior to occupancy of the
proposed senior assisted living community, the applicant shall install
eight-foot turnouts on the entering and existing lanes of the
proposed extension of Woodridge Court between Country Park Road
and the first internal parking lot aisle on the project site. Also prior
to occupancy, the applicant shall install grass grid pavers on the
section of lawn area between Woodridge Court and Country Park
Road to provide an all-weather surface for secondary access.

Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-3 would involve ground disturbance to install
turnouts and grass grid pavers, which could have secondary effects on unanticipated subsurface
cultural resources and water guality. However, as discussed on page 11-1 of the Draft SEIR, the
applicant would apply comprehensive measures in the 2010 Monterey County General Plan to
avoid and minimize impacts on archaeological resources and human remains. As discussed on
page 11-6 of the Draft SEIR, compliance with stormwater permitting requirements would
prevent erosion or degradation of water quality from construction activities. Therefore, the
secondary environmental impacts of Mitigation Measure TRA-3 would be less than significant.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-3, the applicant would improve the capacity
for and safety of emergency access routes to the project site. As a result, the proposed project
would not cause inadequate emergency access to the project site itself, or to residences in the
Las Palmas Ranch neighborhood. This impact would be less than significant with mitigation.

Traffic Safety

The project would generate traffic in proximity to pedestrians and bicyclists on residential streets in
the subdivision. Additional traffic on Woodridge Court and River Run Road would occur on routes
providing access to Corey Park. With project-generated traffic, Woodridge Court would carry about
363 vehicles per day between River Run Road and the project site, and River Run Road would carry
about 1,313 vehicles per day between Woodridge Court and Las Palmas Road (Higgins 2017). Traffic
volumes on these streets and others in the subdivision would be well within acceptable levels for
local residential streets, with traffic delay not exceeding the applicable standard of LOS C. Although
traffic accidents have occurred at the subdivision’s entrance, the volume of inbound traffic would
not increase by more than 16 percent and project-generated traffic would not result in substantial
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gueuing at the entry gate. (Refer to Queuing at Entry Gate above for further discussion of traffic
effects at the gate.) Therefore, additional traffic near Corey Park and other parts of the subdivision
would not substantially increase safety hazards for pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists in the
subdivision, including people accessing Corey Park. The project would have a less than significant
impact on traffic safety.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

As noted by commenters, Draft SEIR Section 9.0, Transportation & Traffic, does not include an
analysis of the project’s effect on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in Monterey County. VMT is the
measure of miles traveled within a specific geographic area for a given period. This metric can be
used to quantify the impact of a project or plan on the larger transportation system. In December
2018, the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research in the Final Adopted Text Revisions
to the CEQA Guidelines introduced VMT as the primary metric to quantify a project’s impact in place
of level of service. However, local jurisdictions were given a grace period to adopt VMT (by July
2020). Monterey County has yet to adopt VMT as its primary metric for evaluating traffic impacts.
Therefore, the Draft SEIR is not required to analyze the project’s effect on VMT.

Topical Response E: Slope Stability and Stormwater
Drainage

Multiple comments state that the project site is vulnerable to erosion, soil instability, and
landslides/mudslides. Concerns are voiced that because the project site is elevated, the project
could destabilize the slope. Commenters note that prior storm events have indicated geologic
instability around the project site. Furthermore, commenters state that stormwater runoff from the
proposed structures would pose a flood hazard to the subdivision homes, which are at a lower
elevation.

Slope Stability

A Geologic Hazards Report and Soil Engineering Feasibility Investigation was prepared for the
project (Landset Geotechnical Report, Appendix F to the Draft SEIR). The preliminary report
determined that the project is feasible with a recommendation that an additional design level soil
engineering investigation be performed once preliminary development plans have been completed.
Section 11.0, Effects Not Found to be Significant, of the Draft SEIR summarizes the preliminary
geotechnical report by stating that while the steep slopes on the north and south flanks of the site
are prone to landslides and slope failure, future building foundations would be located within the
geologically suitable building envelope as described in the report, which would avoid environmental
impacts related to landslides. For these reasons, the project would not be subject to, nor increase,
any on- or off-site slope stability hazards that would create a significant environmental impact.

As a condition of approval, all recommendations included in the geotechnical report would be
implemented in the design and construction of the project to ensure that there would be no
significant impacts associated with geologic hazards.

The following revisions have been made to Section 11.4, Geology & Soils, of the Draft SEIR to
provide additional clarification:

While the steep slopes on the north and south flanks of the site are prone to landslides and
slope failure, future building foundations will be located within the geologically suitable building
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envelope as described in the report, which would avoid environmental impacts related to
landslides. Building within this area would be adequate to reduce the impact because, as
determined by Landset Engineering, Inc., the area within the geologically suitable building
envelope is less steep than the steep slopes on the north and south flanks of the site, and more
geologically stable. As displayed in Figure 11-1, Project Site Slopes, a portion of the project site
proposed for development is located in an area of slopes greater than 25%.

As a condition of approval, all recommendations included in the geotechnical report would be
implemented in the design and construction of the project. These recommendations include,
but are not limited to: building within the geologically suitable building envelope to ensure that
future building foundations are built on the most stable part of the site that would expose
neither those nor other structures to harm from landsliding and slope instability; having the
project geologist review final site grading and improvement plans prior to construction and site
grading during earthwork to properly account for and, if necessary, adjust to actual conditions
found during grading; requiring that on-site soils are inspected by a soil engineer prior to any
site clearing or grading to ensure the internal consistency and stability of on-site soils; measures
to ensure stability of existing on-site soils during and after site preparation and grading; and
measures to ensure stability of foundations, footings, pile and grade beam foundations,
retaining walls, and utility trenches.

In addition, the applicant would be required to comply with applicable building codes and
standard County conditions of approval relating to slope stability and stormwater drainage. For
example, the applicant would be required to comply with Monterey County Code Chapter
16.08, Grading, which prohibits the issuance of grading permits for projects that would be
hazardous by reason of flood, geological hazard, seismic hazard, or unstable soil; and Monterey
County Ordinance Code, specifically Chapter 16.12, which requires an erosion control plan prior
to permit issuance for building, grading, or land clearing.

Compliance with recommendations in the geotechnical report, which would be required as a
condition of project approval, and compliance with applicable County code requirement would
te ensure that there would be no significant impacts associated with geologic hazards.

For informational purposes, a full listing of the recommendations of the geotechnical report follows
(recommendations relating to site drainage are listed below under Stormwater Runoff):

Geologic Recommendations

The following recommendations of the geotechnical report would address potential effects
related to landsliding, slope instability, and seismic hazards by requiring that the final site
grading and improvement plans are reviewed for such effects; that the project geologist review
site grading during earthwork to ensure site stability and to properly account for and, if
necessary, adjust to actual conditions found during grading; that future building foundations are
built on the most stable part of the site that would expose neither those nor other structures to
harm from landsliding and slope instability; and that structures designed for human occupancy
are built according to the CBC, including provisions related to seismic shaking.

1. Priorto construction, the project geologist should review the site grading and improvement
plans and their potential impacts on identified geologic hazards.

2. Inorder to mitigate the potential hazards from landsliding and slope instability, future
building foundations should be located within the Geologically Suitable Building Envelope
(Sheet 1). Structures designed for human occupancy should be located within this envelope.
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3. Structures designed for human occupancy shall be designed according to the current edition
of the CBC. Structures should be designed for peak horizontal ground acceleration of
0.522g.

4. The project geologist should review the site grading during earthwork. The purpose of this
review is to examine the site for overall stability and to provide additional
recommendations if site conditions differ those identified during the course of this
investigation.
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Soil Engineering

Site Preparation and Grading

The following recommendations of the geotechnical report would address potential effects
related to soil stability by requiring that on-site soils are inspected by a soil engineer prior to any
site clearing or grading to ensure the internal consistency and stability of on-site soils.

1.

The soil engineer should be notified at least ten (10) working days prior to any site clearing
or grading so that the work in the field can be coordinated with the grading contractor, and
arrangements for testing and observation services can be made. The recommendations
contained in this report are based on the assumption that Landset Engineers, Inc. will
perform the required testing and observation services during grading and construction. It is
the owner’s responsibility to make the necessary arrangements for these required services.

Prior to grading, construction areas should be cleared of obstructions, buried structures &
utilities, tree roots, undocumented fill and other deleterious materials. Site clearing should
be observed by a field representative of Landset Engineers, Inc. Voids created by removal of
material as described above should be called to the attention of the soil engineer. No fill
should be placed unless a representative of this firm has observed the underlying soil.

Following site clearing, the upper 1.5 to 3-feet of native soil should be overexcavated from
the building areas. The actual depth of subexcavation should be determined by additional
design level soil engineering investigation(s). Building areas are defined as the soils within
and extending a minimum of 5 feet beyond the foundation perimeters and structural fill
areas.

The soils exposed by overexcavation should be scarified 12 inches; moisture conditioned to
above optimum moisture content, and compacted to at least 90% of maximum dry density.
Where referenced in this report, percent relative compaction and optimum moisture
content shall be based on ASTM test D1557. Areas to receive structural fill outside the
building pad should be scarified and recompacted in a similar manner.

In order to limit the potential for differential settlement of conventional footings,
foundations should not be supported on both fill and cut. Therefore, we recommend that
the cut side of the building area should be overexcavated (undercut). The proposed grading
within the building area should be designed so that no more than 5 feet of differential fill
thickness exists below foundations. The portion of the building foundations bearing on cut
should be undercut at least 3 feet below the proposed building pad so that the entire
foundation is bearing on a uniform layer of compacted fill. Deeper overexcavation may be
necessary in order to satisfy the differential fill thickness recommendations.

If structural fill is to be placed on slopes steeper than 6:1 (horizontal to vertical), keyways
should be established at the toe of the proposed fill slopes. The keyways should have
minimum widths of 12-feet and should be sloped approximately 2% back into the hillsides.
The keyways and subsequent upslope benches should penetrate into sufficiently stable
material as determined by the soil engineer at the time of grading.

If structural fill is to be placed on slopes steeper than 10:1, the slopes should be benched.
The benches should have a minimum width of 12-feet and should be sloped approximately
2% back into the hillsides. The soil engineer will determine the depth, scarification, and
recompaction of the bench bottoms at the time of grading.

If fill over cut slopes are to be constructed, keyways should be established at the cut/fill
daylight lines. The keyways should have minimum widths of 12-feet and should be sloped
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approximately 2% back into the hillsides. The keyways and subsequent upslope benches
should penetrate into sufficiently stable material as determined by the soil engineer at the
time of grading.

9. The soil engineer should also observe keyways and benches to assess the need for
subsurface drains (subdrains). Subdrains in other areas may also be recommended
depending on the grading plan and site conditions observed at the time of grading.

10. Fill slopes should be constructed at a maximum finished slope inclination of 2:1 (horizontal
to vertical). Fill slopes should be overfilled and trimmed back to competent material.
Further compaction of exposed fill slope faces using sheepsfoot rollers or tracked
equipment may be recommended by the soil engineer. Cut slopes should be constructed at
an inclination of 2:1.

11. Fill, material should be placed in thin lifts, moisture conditioned to a level above optimum
moisture content, and compacted to a minimum of 90 percent of maximum dry density.
Prior to compaction, the soil should be cleaned of any rock, debris, and irreducible material
larger than 3-inches in diameter.

12. Fill material should consist of non-expansive Select Structural Fill. Select Structural Fill is
defined herein as a native or import fill material which, when properly compacted, will
support foundations, pavements, and other fills without detrimental settlement or
expansion. Select Structural Fill is specified as follows:

= (Clean native soil may be utilized, but import fill shall have a Plasticity Index of less than
12

= Be free of debris, vegetation, and other deleterious material
= Have a maximum particle size of 3-inches in diameter
= Contain no more than 15% by weight of rocks larger than 21/2-inches in diameter

= Have sufficient binder to allow foundation and unshored excavation stand without
caving

=  Prior to delivery to the site, a representative sample of proposed import should be
provided to Landset Engineers, Inc. for laboratory evaluation

13. In areas to be paved, the upper 12-inches of subgrade soils and all aggregate base should be
compacted to a minimum of 95 percent of maximum dry density. Aggregate base and
subgrade should be firm and unyielding when proof rolled by heavy rubber-tired equipment
prior to paving.

Foundations

The following recommendation of the geotechnical report would address potential effects
related to future building stability by ensuring that building foundations are properly supported,;
placed on properly prepared, stable soils; and engineered to withstand reasonably foreseeable
future conditions as determined by the geotechnical engineer.

14. Structures may be supported by conventional continuous and spread (pad) footings or
drilled pier & grade beam foundations.
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Conventional Footings

15. Conventional footings may be supported entirely on recompacted engineered fill or entirely
on firm native soil, but not a combination of both. Footings should have minimum depths
of 12-inches below lowest adjacent grade for single story structures, and 18-inches below
lowest adjacent grade for two story structures, and 24-inches below lowest adjacent grade
for three story structures. For the above conditions, the footings for a proposed structure
may be designed for an allowable bearing pressure range of 1,000 to 3,000 psf for dead plus
live loads. Footings should be reinforced as directed by the architect/structural engineer.

16. Footing excavations should be observed by a representative of this firm prior to placement
of formwork or reinforcement. Concrete should be placed only in foundation excavations
that have been kept moist, and contain no loose or soft soil debris.

17. Footings located adjacent to other footings or utility trenches should have their bearing
surfaces founded below an imaginary 1:1 (horizontal to vertical) plane projected upward
from the bottom edge of the adjacent footings or utility trenches.

Pier & Grade Beam Foundations

18. Drilled friction and/or end bearing pier and grade beam foundations should penetrate
through any engineered fill and/or topsoil and bear entirely into the dense native earth
materials as verified by a representative of this firm at the time of drilling.

19. Foundation piers should be 12 to 24-inches in diameter and should be spaced apart at least
3 pier diameters, center to center. These cast-in-place concrete piers should be reinforced
as directed by the project architect/structural engineer.

20. For the above conditions, the piers for a proposed structure may be designed for an
allowable skin-friction range of 200 to 350 psf. for pier lengths in native earth materials for
dead plus live loading. This value may be increased by one-third when considering
temporary additional short-term wind or seismic loading. The support from end bearing of
the piers should be neglected. Due to possible disturbance during drilling, skin friction on
the upper 2-feet of the piers should be discounted in the calculations. Piers should be
structurally connected to grade beams designed to transfer imposed loads to the
foundation piers.

21. For calculating resistance to lateral loading, a passive resistance equal to an equivalent fluid
weight range of 200 to 350 pcf. can be used (ultimate value). For pier foundations, this
lateral resistance can be used over two times the cross sectional area of the pier. Only
competent native earth material and engineered structural fill may be utilized in calculating
lateral passive resistance. Additionally, the upper 2-feet of the pier should be ignored in
providing lateral passive resistance.

22. Perimeter foundation piers and piers adjacent to structural concrete slabs-on-grade should
be laterally restrained by concrete grade beams penetrating a minimum of 12-inches below
lowest adjacent grade. Grade beams between interior piers are not considered necessary.
Grade beams should be reinforced as directed by the project architect/structural engineer.
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Slabs-on-Grade and Exterior Flatwork

23. For buildings utilizing conventional footings, interior slabs-on-grade should have a thickness
of 4 to 6-inches. It should be noted that the project structural engineer might require
thicker slab sections to provide the necessary support for the anticipated structural loads.
Conventional concrete slabs-on-grade should be reinforced with steel as specified by the
structural engineer.

24. To minimize floor dampness, such as where moisture sensitive floorings will be present, a
section of capillary break material at least 4-inches thick covered with a membrane vapor
barrier should be placed between the floor slab and the compacted soil subgrade. The
capillary break should consist of a clean, free draining material such as Vi to 14-inch drain
rock with not more than 10 percent of the material passing a No. 4 sieve. The drain rock
should be free of sharp edges that might damage the membrane vapor barrier. The
membrane vapor barrier should be a minimum 10 mil in thickness, and care should be taken
to properly lap and seal the vapor barrier, particularly around utilities. The sand cushion
should be lightly moistened immediately prior to concrete placement.

25. Exterior concrete flatwork such as driveways, patios and sidewalks should be designed to
act independently of building foundations. Exterior flatwork should be constructed on
compacted soil subgrade moisture conditioned to over optimum moisture content.
Reinforcement and joint spacing should be at the direction of the architect/structural
engineer.

Retaining Walls

The following recommendation of the geotechnical report would address potential effects
related to future soil and slope stability by ensuring that retaining walls are engineered and built
to withstand expected soil pressures and seismic forces; placed on soils that are properly
prepared, well drained, and engineered to withstand reasonably foreseeable future conditions
as determined by the geotechnical engineer.

26. Retaining walls for the site may be designed using the following general design parameters,
which assume fully drained wall backfill conditions. The average bulk density of material
placed on the backfill sides of walls considers a design range of 120 to 130 pounds per cubic
foot (pcf).

27. The vertical plane extending down from the ground surface to the bottom of the heel of the
vertical wall will be subject to lateral soil pressures (plus surcharge loads). An Active Soil
Pressure of 35 to 50pcf (equivalent fluid weight) should be used in design of site walls that
are free to move laterally and resultant settlement of backfill is tolerable. An At-Rest Soil
Pressure of 50 to 70pcf should be used in design for walls, which are restricted from
movement at the top (such as foundation walls). The above pressures are applicable to a
horizontal retained surface behind the wall. Walls having a retained surface that slopes
upward from the wall should be designed for an additional equivalent fluid pressure of 1 pcf
for the active case and 1.5 pcf for the at rest case, for every two degrees of slope
inclination.

28. The additional effects of earthquakes on the walls may be simulated by applying a
horizontal line force of 10H2 pounds per foot length of wall. This force should be applied at
a height of 0.6H above the wall heel. The additional effects of vertical live loads on the
backfill side of walls may be simulated by applying 50 percent of the live loads as a
horizontal surcharge force on the walls. The point of application of the live load surcharge
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may be estimated by assuming a 45-degree line of action down from the live load to the
design plane or wall stem.

29. Retaining walls should be supported on foundations bearing uniform soil conditions as
described in the preceding foundation section of this report. The range for ultimate
coefficient of friction below the base of the wall = 0.25 to 0.35. Passive soil resistance
against the portion of the wall base and key is estimated to range from 200 to 350psf/ft. for
level ground in front of the wall. Lateral support from the soil that may be excavated or
used in landscaping near the wall footing should be neglected. Typically this would include
the top 12-inches of soil around the wall.

30. The earth pressures are based on fully drained conditions. We recommend that a zone of
drainage material at least 12-inches wide should be placed on the backfill side of the walls.
Drainage materials should consist of Class 2 permeable material complying with Section 68
of the Caltrans Standard Specifications, latest edition, or 14-inch permeable drain rock
wrapped in Mirafi HON or equivalent. Manufactured drains such as Miradrain or Enkadrain
are acceptable alternatives to the use of permeable or gravel material, provided that they
are installed in accordance with the recommendations of the manufacturer. The drains
should extend from the base of the walls to within 12-inches of the top of the wall backfill.
The upper 12-inches of wall backfill should consist of compacted structural fill. A perforated
pipe should be placed (holes down) about 4-inches above the bottom of the wall or below
lowest adjacent grades in front of the wall. The perforations should be no larger than !4-
inch diameter, and the perforated pipe should be connected via a solid collector pipe to an
approved point appropriate discharge facility.

31. Wall backfill should be moisture conditioned and compacted to a minimum of 90% of
maximum dry density. If heavy compaction equipment will be used for compaction of the
wall backfill, the wall design should include a compaction surcharge in addition to the soil
pressures given above. Landset Engineers, Inc. should be consulted for proper compaction
surcharge pressures. To avoid surcharging the walls, backfill within 3-feet of the wall should
be compacted by hand operated equipment.

Utility Trenches

The following recommendation of the geotechnical report would address potential soil stability
effects from installation of utility trenches on the project site by ensuring that these trenches
would not slough or cave during construction; and that soils used to fill these trenches would be
stable after installation of utility lines.

32. On-site soils should be properly shored and braced during construction to prevent sloughing
and caving of trench sidewalls. The contractor should comply with the Cal/OSHA and local
safety requirements and codes dealing with excavations and trenches.

33. A select non-corrosive, granular, material should be used as bedding and shading
immediately around underground utility pipes and conduits. Native soils may be used for
trench backfill above the select material.

34. Trench backfill in landscaped or unimproved areas should be compacted to a minimum of
85 percent of maximum dry density. Trench backfill beneath asphalt and concrete
pavements should be compacted to a minimum of 95 percent of maximum dry density.
Trench backfill in other areas should be compacted to a minimum of 90 percent of
maximum dry density.
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35. The bottoms of utility trenches that are parallel to foundations should not extend below an
imaginary plane sloping downward at a 1:1 (horizontal to vertical) angle from the bottom
outside edges of foundations.

Stormwater Runoff

As stated at the beginning of this topical response, some commenters state that stormwater runoff
from the proposed structures would pose a flood hazard to the subdivision homes or other off-site
facilities such as roadways, which are at a lower elevation. Some assert that the project is not
permitted to connect with and utilize the subdivision’s stormwater drainage system because the
applicants are not members of the HOA.

As further explained in Topical Response I, the project applicants, who own the site, are currently
members of the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners Association and have paid dues to the association.
Several commenters acknowledge that the applicant makes payments to the HOA but contend that
those payments do not represent membership status. Regardless of the applicants’ membership
status, it would be physically possible to connect the project’s drainage system to the subdivision’s
drainage system. Stormwater runoff and off-site flood hazards are further discussed below.

A Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan (Gateway Engineering 2017; refer to Appendix I-1) was
developed for the project as part of the preliminary design to address stormwater management for
the project site in conformance with County and State regulatory requirements. The plan illustrates
the location of impervious and pervious areas, storm flow direction and storm water control
facilities.

The project would introduce new impervious surfaces in the form of building rooftops, and paved
drives, parking areas and walkways. A large proportion of the site would remain impervious and
feature landscaping to promote groundwater infiltration and uptake. The project site would also
feature three bioretention areas where stormwater would be captured and filtered prior to
infiltration or metered release to a connecting storm drain. Grading and contouring on the project
site would collect and direct flows into one of these three basins. The site drainage is specifically
designed to meet County and regulatory requirements, and emulate pre-development conditions,
resulting in the water volume, rate and quality of stormwater leaving the site being similar to
current conditions. As a result, there would be no project-related downstream or off-site impacts
related to flood hazards or stormwater quality related to project operation.

The following revisions have been made to page 11-6 in Section 11.6, Surface Hydrology, of the
Draft SEIR to provide additional clarification:

The proposed project would result in increases in impervious area that in turn would result in
increases in the volume and rate of storm water runoff relative to existing conditions.

The project site is undeveloped and does not currently contain storm drainage infrastructure. A
Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan was developed for the project as part of the preliminary
design to address stormwater management for the project site in conformance with County and
State regulatory requirements. The plan illustrates the location of impervious and pervious
areas, storm flow direction and storm water control facilities.

The project would introduce new impervious surfaces in the form of building rooftops, and
paved drives, parking areas and walkways. A large proportion of the site would remain
impervious and feature landscaping to promote groundwater infiltration and uptake. The
project site would also feature three bioretention areas where stormwater would be captured
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and filtered prior to infiltration or metered release to a connecting storm drain. Grading and
contouring on the project site would collect and direct flows into one of these three basins.

rate-of-discharge-The purpose is to reduce the potential for increased erosion within receiving
waters due to an increase in the rate of storm water flow. The site drainage is specifically
designed to meet County and regulatory requirements, and emulate pre-development
conditions, resulting in the water volume, rate and quality of stormwater leaving the site being
similar to current conditions.

The storm water control plan includes on-site storm water control measures designed to
achieve a no net increase in rate of storm water discharge relative to pre-project conditions.
This reduces the potential that runoff from new development could exceed the capacity of
storm drainage facilities and contribute to off-site flood hazards.

A county reviewed storm water control plan, in conformance with storm drainage facility design
standards and NPDES requirements, would be implemented ensuring that there would be no
impacts related to localized flooding. As a result, there would be no project-related downstream
or off-site impacts related to flood hazards or stormwater quality related to project operation.

As explained in Section 11.6 of the Draft SEIR, as amended above, proposed development is
required to not exceed the pre-project rate of discharge. The purpose is to reduce the potential for
increased erosion within receiving waters due to an increase in the rate of stormwater flow. The
stormwater control plan includes on-site storm water control measures designed to achieve zero
net increase in the rate of stormwater discharge relative to pre-project conditions. This would
reduce the potential for runoff from new development to exceed the capacity of storm drainage
facilities and contribute to off-site flood hazards. The project would therefore not substantially
contribute to flood hazards in the subdivision or associated facilities such as the entrance road to
the subdivision, or any other off-site use. Additionally, a County-reviewed stormwater control plan,
in conformance with storm drainage facility design standards and NPDES requirements, would be
implemented, ensuring that there would be no impacts related to localized flooding.

As a condition of approval, all recommendations included in the geotechnical report would be
implemented in the design and construction of the project to ensure that there would be no
significant impacts associated with stormwater runoff. The recommendations of the geotechnical
report relating to site drainage are the following:

Site Drainage

The following recommendations of the geotechnical report would address potential effects
related to site drainage by ensuring that a comprehensive drainage and erosion control plan
designed by a Registered Civil Engineer is prepared for the project; surface drainage does not
pond adjacent to foundations; surface drainage or roots do not spread beneath foundations;
and that surface runoff and flow be directed to an approved point of discharge in a non-erosive
manner.

36. The site soils are highly erodible and a drainage & erosion control plan is essential to the
project. Fluctuations of moisture contents are a major consideration, both before and after
construction. Site runoff will be increased due to the new paved and roofed surfaced areas.
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A comprehensive drainage & erosion control plan designed by a Registered Civil Engineer is
essential to the long-term sustainability of the project.

37. Surface drainage should provide for positive drainage so that runoff is not permitted to
pond adjacent to foundations, concrete slabs-on-grade, and pavements. Pervious ground
surfaces should be finish graded to direct surface runoff away from site improvements at a
minimum 5 percent grade for a minimum distance of 10-feet. If this is not practicable due to
the terrain or other site features, swales with improved surfaces should be provided to
divert drainage away from improvements. Surface runoff collected in this swale should be
controlled and flow in a non-erosive manner to an approved point of discharge.

38. Roof gutters should be utilized around the building eaves. Roof gutters should be connected
to downspouts, which in turn should be connected to pipes leading to the site storm drain
system. Runoff from downspouts, planter drains and other improvements should discharge
in a non-erosive manner away from site improvements in accordance with the requirements
of the governing agencies.

39. The migration of water or spread of root systems below foundations, slabs, or pavements
may cause differential movement and subsequent damage. Landscaping runoff collection
facilities should be incorporated in the project design.

40. Cut-off drainage swales should be constructed at the top of all cut and fill slopes. These
drainage swales should be of adequate size to collect surface runoff and flow to an
approved point of discharge in a non-erosive manner. Proper drainage and re-vegetation of
graded slopes is essential to ensure stability.

In addition to complying with the recommendations of the geotechnical report, the applicant would
be required to comply with applicable building codes and standard County conditions of approval
relating to slope stability and stormwater drainage. For example, the applicant would be required to
comply with Monterey County Code Chapter 16.08, Grading, which prohibits the issuance of grading
permits for projects that would be hazardous by reason of flood, geological hazard, seismic hazard,
or unstable soil; and Monterey County Ordinance Code, specifically Chapter 16.12, which requires
an erosion control plan prior to permit issuance for building, grading, or land clearing. Erosion
control plans must comply with Chapter 16.12.070, Runoff Control, and Chapter 16.12.090, which
prohibits land clearing or grading between October 15 and April 15. Chapter 16.12.070 requires the
following:

= On highly permeable soils, excess runoff must be retained on site through the use of infiltration
basins, percolation pits or trenches, or other suitable means.

= On projects where onsite percolation is not feasible, all runoff must be detained or dispersed
over non-erodible vegetated surfaces.

= Concentrated runoff which cannot be effectively detained or dispersed without causing erosion
shall be carried in non-erodible channels or conduits to the nearest drainage course designated
for such purpose or to onsite percolation devices.

= Runoff from disturbed areas shall be detained or filtered by berms vegetated filter strips, catch
basins, or other means as necessary to prevent the escape of sediment from the disturbed area.

= No earth or organic material shall be deposited or placed where it may be directly carried into a
body of water.
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Topical Response F: Visual Impacts

Numerous comments were received addressing the visual and aesthetic aspects of the proposed
project. Commenters assert that the project would impact scenic views, noting local protections for
scenic resources, including the scenic highway designation of SR 68. Commenters also state that the
project would degrade private views from within the subdivision, including due to tree removal and
night sky light pollution, and would reduce privacy within the subdivision because homes would be
visible from the project site. Additionally, commenters state that the project would be ridgeline
development, which is prohibited by County regulations. Some commenters discuss the Draft SEIR’s
mitigation measures for aesthetic impacts, describing the proposed visual screening of the project
site as inadequate.

Scenic Resources

SR 68 is a designated scenic highway of the state’s Scenic Highway Program from SR 1 in Monterey
to the Salinas River. SR 68 provides views of open space, agricultural land, and the Santa Lucia
Mountains that border the Salinas Valley. Additionally, the Toro Area Plan designates the River
Road/SR 68 intersection as a scenic entrance (Policy T-3.2), designates the land surrounding River
Road in the vicinity of the project site as visually sensitive (Policy T-3.1 and Figure 16), and identifies
River Road and Reservation Road as proposed scenic routes (Figure 16).

The project site is visible from a scenic-designated stretch of SR 68 for a distance of approximately
3,000 feet. The site is also visible from portions of Reservation Road, and from within the
subdivision. The project site is adjacent to River Road, but is minimally visible from this road due to
topography and vegetation, as well as the River Road/SR 68 intersection.

Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR, lists the policies related to aesthetic impacts that are
applicable to the project under the Monterey County General Plan, LPRSP, and the Toro Area Plan.
As described therein, the LPRSP EIR anticipated that views from River Road would become more
urbanized, and that development would be visible from scenic-designated SR 68. The LPRSP EIR
established mitigation measures to reduce aesthetic impacts associated with development of the
Las Palmas Ranch Plan Area. Those measures, such as tree planting and a River Road setback, are
incorporated into the plans of the proposed project. Development of the project site, therefore,
does not represent an aesthetic impact that has not previously been analyzed and found to be less
than significant. However, the Draft SEIR for the proposed project includes mitigation measures
AES-1 through AES-4 in order to ensure that the project mitigates aesthetic impacts consistent with
the LPRSP EIR. The project plans and mitigation measures also ensure compliance with the Toro
Area Plan, which requires that development in visually sensitive areas is located and designed to
enhance the scenic value of the area. The mitigation measures require landscape screening, earth
toned building colors, undergrounding of utility and distribution lines, and unobtrusive lighting; for
the full text of mitigation measures, refer to Section 5.0, Aesthetics.

Private Views

As noted in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR, views of the site from within the subdivision
are obstructed by single family residences and existing topography. Views from residences within
the existing subdivision are not addressed in further detail in the Draft SEIR. The County of
Monterey General Plan does not protect private views, and CEQA does not require a detailed
evaluation of individual private views, particularly when only a limited number of private views
would be affected by site development activities. Therefore, although some homeowners may be
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able to see the proposed development from their private residences, the impact is not significant
for purposes of the EIR.

The project plans include planting a mix of mature plants to provide some immediate screening of
the site, along with younger, faster growing plants to provide long-term screening. Additionally, the
mitigation measures described above would contribute to screening the project and improving the
aesthetic blending of the proposed structures. However, several commenters discuss the project’s
use of landscaping to screen views of the project site, contending that the proposed screening
would not completely hide the proposed structures from view.

As described above, the project would be visible from surrounding roads, including subdivision
roads. While landscaping and other measures would be required to control the project’s visual
impacts, the project would not be required to be completely hidden from sight. Under CEQA,
substantial degradation of a site’s visual character or quality constitutes a significant aesthetic
impact; mere visibility of a structure is not in itself a significant impact.

The project would add lighting to the site. The existing subdivision residences and the vehicular
traffic on River Road generate the primary current sources of light and glare in the vicinity of the
project site. The project would introduce new sources of light and glare by adding structures with
lighting to a vacant site. Mitigation Measure AES-4 sets exterior lighting specifications designed to
reduce the impact to a less than significant level, and requires approval of the project’s lighting plan
by the Monterey County Resource Management Agency prior to issuance of a building permit.
Specifically, Mitigation Measure AES-4 requires that all exterior lighting be unobtrusive, down-lit,
shielded, recessed, and designed to only illuminate the intended area. Therefore, lighting spillover
outside of the site would be limited, and would not substantially increase the amount of light in the
area. For a full description of lighting impacts and mitigation, refer to section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the
Draft SEIR.

Ridgeline Development

Regarding the topic of ridgeline development, Section 5.0, Aesthetics, of the Draft SEIR states: “the
proposed project will be visible from River Road, State Route 68, and Reservation Road, although it
will not result in ridgeline development.” Monterey County Code Section 21.06.950 defines
“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.”

As described in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, of the Draft SEIR, the project site is a plateaued
area rising above River Road and the subdivision residences. Elevations at the site range from 70-
210 feet above sea level. The common public viewing areas that the project would be visible from
include short portions of River Road, in close proximity, and a portion of SR 68, at a distance.

Regarding whether or not the project site is “on the crest of a hill”, the site is naturally elevated
above its immediate surroundings. However, the broader surroundings include a range of
elevations, with nearby hills of substantially greater elevations. The project would create a
silhouette from the public viewing areas mentioned above, although the structures would mostly be
shielded by existing topography and vegetation, and would only be visible momentarily by moving
vehicles.

To avoid a “substantially adverse impact when viewed from a common public viewing area,” the
project includes four mitigation measures to reduce visual impacts, as described earlier in this
topical response. Taking into account the limited visibility of the project site from public viewing
areas, the natural shielding of the site due to vegetation and topography, the varied elevation
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surrounding the site, and the mitigation measures to reduce visual impacts, the project would not
be considered ridgeline development.

Topical Response G: Wildlife Impacts

Multiple comments were submitted that describe the wildlife that occurs, or has potential to occur,
in the vicinity of the project site. Commenters state that the project’s proposed construction and
tree removal activity would displace or impact wildlife.

Under CEQA, potential impacts to wildlife are evaluated for the potential to be a significant impact.
Impacts to common species are generally not considered a significant impact if a local or regional
population would not be jeopardized. The site is primarily planted with nonnative trees, shrubs, and
weedy species. Eucalyptus trees have been widely planted throughout California since the late
1800s, and often establish as invasive stands. They do provide habitat for common wildlife species,
such as red-tailed hawks, mourning dove, scrub jay, and deer; but are less likely to support special
status species (i.e. state and federally listed and other rare species). The small size of the project
footprint, and the placement of the project site among residential and agricultural development
decreases the value of habitat for special status wildlife. Impacts to common wildlife species
(including common birds) would not be considered significant under CEQA, and potential impacts to
special status wildlife, and non-special status birds protected under the California Fish and Game
Code are mitigated through implementation of the Draft SEIR mitigation measures (Measures BIO-1
through BIO-5) requiring preconstruction surveys and avoidance, and through the implementation
of the additional mitigation measures proposed in the response to letter 5 that will be included in
the Final EIR.

Topical Response H: Noise

Multiple comments describe concerns about project-generated noise, including construction noise,
traffic noise, operational noise at the senior assisted living community, and the noise from
emergency vehicles that could potentially be frequently moving to and from the senior assisted
living community.

The Draft SEIR addresses noise impacts in Section 11.0, Effects Not Found to be Significant. As
discussed therein, impacts related to construction noise and vibration, on-site operational noise,
traffic noise, and the exposure of new sensitive receptors to ambient noise would all be less than
significant. However, the Draft SEIR does not include on-site noise measurements to establish
baseline noise conditions, and it lacks a quantitative analysis of the project’s noise impacts, both of
which would help address the commenters’ concerns. Therefore, this topical response provides
additional information, including the results of new noise measurements and quantitative analyses
where necessary for construction noise, on-site operational noise, and traffic noise. This additional
information amplifies the Draft SEIR’s noise analysis and does not represent substantial new
information that could necessitate recirculation of the Draft SEIR.

Existing Noise Environment

To establish a baseline for existing ambient noise levels in and near the project site, as a baseline for
judging the project’s effects on the noise environment, five new noise measurements were taken in
and near the site. Based on these noise measurements, page 11-7 of the Draft SEIR has been
amended as follows to discuss the existing noise environment:
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To quantify existing noise levels on and near the project site, one 24-hour noise measurement
and four short-term noise measurements were taken using an ANSI Type Il integrating sound
level meter. Figure 11.2 shows the locations of these measurements with respect to the project
site. The measurements were taken during midday hours on Wednesday, June 26, 2019. These
measurements were located adjacent to residences on Country Park Road and to River Road.
They were intended to be representative of existing traffic noise levels along River Road and at

the nearest residences facing the project site. Table 11-1 summarizes the noise monitoring
results.
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Figure 11-2 Noise Measurement Locations
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Table 11-1

Noise Measurement Results

Topical Responses

Measurement

(175 feet south of River Road
centerline)

Noise
Primary Level
Measurement Noise Sample (Leg
Location Description Source Time dBA)
1 Northeast corner of project Traffic, 11:06 A.M. = 48.3
site adjacent to residence on birds 11:36 A.M.
Country Park Road (285 feet
south of River Road centerline)
2 Eastern property line adjacent Traffic, 11:46 AM. — 46.7
to residence on Country Park animals 12:06 P.M.
Road (850 feet south of River
Road centerline)
3 South side of River Road to Traffic 12:14 P.M. — 66.3
west of Las Palmas Road (120 12:34 P.M.
feet south of River Road
centerline)
4 North side of River Road to Traffic, 12:43 P.M. — 67.1
west of Country Park Road (100 | tractor 1:03 P.M.
feet north of River Road
centerline)
24-Hour Noise Northern edge of project site | Traffic 24 hours 70.0

LFigure 11-1 shows the noise measurement locations.

Refer to Appendix J for noise measurement results.

As shown in Table 11-1, existing ambient noise is as high as 70.0 dBA Leq at a distance of 175

feet from River Road, over the course of a 24-hour measurement period. (The metric Leg is an

equivalent noise level over a given period of time.) Ambient noise decreases with greater

distance from River Road. At measurement locations 1 and 2 next to residences on Country Park

Road, ambient noise during midday weekday hours ranged from 46.7 to 48.3 dBA Lea.

Noise Impacts

The Draft SEIR discusses noise impacts in Section 11.0, Effects Not Found to be Significant. As

described therein, the project would not result in significant traffic noise impacts. The following
supplemental discussion of noise impacts has been added to provide quantitative analyses where

necessary for the issues of construction noise, on-site operational noise, and traffic noise.

Construction Phase

Page 11-7 of the Draft SEIR has been amended as follows to include quantitative modeling of

temporary construction noise:

The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) was used to

estimate the equipment noise levels for the proposed project at the nearest sensitive receptors

for each phase of project construction: site preparation, grading, building construction, paving,

and architectural coating. RCNM predicts noise levels based on the expected construction

equipment in each phase of construction, empirical data for noise generated by this equipment,
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the expected usage of equipment during each work day, and formulas to estimate sound
attenuation from source to receiver. A list of anticipated equipment and the number of each
piece of equipment during construction was obtained from default settings for senior
retirement communities in the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod).

Construction noise levels would attenuate at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per doubling of
distance. Ground absorption adds to the attenuation from distance alone. This analysis is
conservative because it does not account for further attenuation from intervening topographic
features or structures between construction equipment and receivers and does not account for
soft-site attenuation. The analysis makes another conservative assumption that construction
equipment would typically operate as close as 50 feet from sensitive receptors. This assumption
does not take into account the fact that equipment is typically dispersed in various areas of a
construction site, at greater distances from sensitive receptors. Due to site and equipment
limitations, only a limited amount of equipment can operate near a given location at a particular
time. Therefore, this analysis of construction noise impacts is highly conservative.

Construction activity on the project site would occur periodically during development of the
proposed project, with the use of heavy equipment generating noise. Sensitive receptors that
may be exposed to construction noise include existing residences in the Las Palmas Ranch #1
Subdivision to the east of the project site. Residences on Country Park Road, which parallels the
eastern boundary of the project site, would be closest to construction noise on-site. In addition,
assisted living facilities that would be built during an earlier construction stage could be exposed
to noise generated by construction of subsequent buildings.

The effect of construction noise on sensitive receptors would depend on the type of activity
being undertaken and the distance to the receptor location. Construction noise impacts are
most severe if construction activities occur during times of day when people are most sensitive
to noise (early morning, evening, or nighttime hours), in areas immediately adjoining noise-
sensitive land uses, or when construction duration lasts over extended periods of time. Table
11-2 shows the maximum expected noise levels at distances of 50 and 100 feet from
construction equipment, based on the combined use of equipment anticipated to be used
concurrently during each phases of construction modeled in RCNM.

Table 11-2

Estimated Noise Levels by Construction Phase

Estimated Noise Levels at Nearest
Sensitive Receptors (dBA Leq)

Construction Phase Equipment 50 feet 100 feet

Site preparation Backhoe, bulldozer, 86 80
tractor

Grading Backhoe, bulldozer, 87 81
excavator, grader,
scraper

Building construction Backhoe, crane, 89 83

forklift, generator,
tractor, welder

Paving Paver, roller 80 74
Architectural coating Air compressor 74 68
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As shown in Table 11-2, construction activity at a distance of 50 feet from sensitive receptors
would generate noise levels up to an estimated 89 dBA L.q during building construction, 87 dBA
Leq during grading, and 86 dBA L., during site preparation. These estimates are highly
conservative because they assume no attenuation of noise by topographic features or
intervening structures and construction activity adjacent to sensitive receptors.

Compliance with County requirements would reduce the exposure of sensitive receptors to
temporary increases in construction noise. Section 10.60.040 of the Monterey County Code of
Ordinances would prohibit nighttime construction activity that generates exterior noise levels of
at least 45 dBA Leg Or 65 dBA Limax, between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. (The metric Lmax iS @ maximum
noise level.) In addition, Policy S-7.9 in the Monterey County General Plan’s Safety Element
(2010) would prohibit construction activities that exceed “acceptable” noise levels “within 500
feet of a noise sensitive land use during the evening hours of Monday through Saturday, or
anytime on Sunday or holidays, prior to completion of a noise mitigation study.” This policy
would apply to the proposed project because the existing measured 24-hour ambient noise
level of 70.0 dBA L4 in the project site exceeds the normally acceptable level of 60 dBA Le, for
residential land uses in Table S-2 of the Safety Element. Policy S-7.10 also would require the

following standard noise reduction measures: Construction-activities-on-theprojectsite-would

= Construction shall occur only during times allowed by ordinance/code unless such limits are
waived for public convenience;

= All equipment shall have properly operating mufflers; and

= |lay-down yards and semi-stationary equipment such as pumps or generators shall be
located as far from noise-sensitive land uses as practical.

Adherence to construction noise restrictions in the Monterey County Code Chapter 10.60.40
and Monterey County General Plan Policies S-7.9 and S-7.10 would substantially reduce the
exposure of sensitive receptors to temporary increases in construction noise, especially during
sensitive evening and nighttime hours. As a condition of approval, the County would require
that the project adhere to these General Plan policies to minimize construction noise. These
requirements would reduce construction-related noise impacts to less than significant.

Based on the above analysis, construction of the project would have a less than significant noise
impact, consistent with the Draft SEIR’s analysis.

Operational Phase

The Draft SEIR’s analysis of operational noise on page 11-7 has been amended as follows to identify
specific sources of noise-generating equipment and to estimate noise levels from each type of
equipment:

During operation of the proposed senior assisted living community, heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) equipment would continuously generate noise. It is anticipated that HVAC
equipment would be located on the rooftops of the proposed assisted living and senior assisted
living facilities, which would be located as close as approximately 250 feet from the nearest
residences on Country Park Road to the east. Rooftop-mounted HVAC equipment typically
generates an average noise level of up to 70 dBA L4 at a distance of 15 feet from the source
(lllington & Rodkin 2009). Since noise from a point source would attenuate at a rate of
approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, it is estimated that HVAC noise
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would decrease to 46 dBA L., at a distance of 250 feet. This noise level would not approach the
existing measured 24-hour noise level of 70.0 dBA L4 in the northern section of the project site.
It would also not exceed the range of ambient noise measured during midday weekday hours
next to residences on Country Park Road (46.7 to 48.3 dBA L.q). Therefore, HVAC noise would
not have a substantial effect on ambient noise at off-site sensitive receptors.

Infrequent sources of long-term noise during operation of the project would include emergency
vehicles and emergency generators. Emergency vehicles would be used on occasion to transport
seniors needing emergency care from the project site to medical facilities. Sirens from
emergency vehicles on River Road would result in a short-term spike in ambient noise levels at
nearby residences. However, there is an agreement in place that the Subdivision is a “no-siren
zone.” Furthermore, Section 10.60.040.C.3 of the County Code exempts “emergency vehicles
being operated by authorized personnel or equipment used in an emergency, such as chain
saws” from noise regulation. Emergency generators would rarely be used, except in the event of
a disruption in the normal power supply and at infrequent intervals when automatically starting
up. Generators typically create noise reaching 82 dBA L., at a distance of 50 feet from the
source (FTA 2018). It is assumed that generators, if placed outside, would serve the proposed
assisted living and senior assisted living facilities, which are located approximately 250 feet
away from the nearest residences. At this distance, generator noise would be about 68 dBA Leg,
assuming no attenuation by intervening topography. As noted above, equipment used in an
emergency is exempt from the County’s noise ordinance. Therefore, equipment noise would not
result in a long-term increase in noise levels.

i —Due to the nature of the use_at a senior
assisted living community, the daily activities would be mostly confined inside of buildings. Any
outdoor activities are expected to be low intensity passive uses that would not generate

excessive noise. Besign-of-thefa —bermsandlandscapin

aYaa' ) aYella aVYaWaYdaVa¥a) On aWaYa¥a' aYa' o a¥a aTaYa¥a' Al a¥a O \A a a
thatexceedscounty-standardsat the nearby-noise-sensitive residentialuse: On-site noise
sources during operation of the proposed project, including HVAC equipment, emergency
vehicles, and emergency generators, would have a less than significant impact on long-term
noise levels.

Based on the above analysis, operation of the project would have a less than significant noise
impact, consistent with the Draft SEIR’s analysis.

Traffic Noise

Pages 11-7 to 11-8 of the Draft SEIR have been amended as follows to include quantitative
modeling of the proposed project’s effect on traffic noise:

mitigation-transportation-neoise-impacts: The project would increase traffic and traffic-

related noise through the Subdivision during both the construction and operational phase.
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Construction traffic would be temporary and would not have a long-term effect on traffic
noise near the project site. The effect of operational traffic on ambient noise from traffic on
River Road was estimated using the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
Site Day/Night Noise Level (HUD DNL) Calculator (DNL calculation sheets can be viewed in
Appendix J to the Final SEIR). The HUD DNL Calculator is an electronic assessment tool based
on the HUD Noise Assessment Guidelines that calculates the Day/Night Noise Level from
roadway traffic. Modeled noise levels are in terms of the Day/Night Noise Level (L4n), @ 24-
hour metric which adds a penalty of 10 dBA to actual nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.)
noise levels to account for the greater sensitivity to noise during that time period.

The noise analysis conducted with the HUD DNL Calculator is based on traffic volumes in the
Riverview at Las Palmas Senior Housing Traffic Impact Analysis prepared in June 2017
(Higgins 2017). The nighttime percentage of trips was assumed to be the default value of 15
percent, and speed limit was set at 55 miles per hour (as posted). A modal split of 80
percent cars, 15 percent medium trucks, and 5 percent heavy trucks was assumed for River
Road. Traffic on low-volume residential streets in the Subdivision was not modeled because
it does not substantially contribute to ambient noise levels relative to traffic on River Road.
Based on the roadway traffic volumes presented in the traffic study (Higgins 2017), the
volume of average daily traffic on River Road would be approximately five to ten times
higher than the volume of existing traffic plus project-generated trips on Subdivision streets.
Therefore, traffic on River Road is the primary driver of ambient noise levels near the

project site.

Two locations at ground level on the project site were analyzed with the HUD DNL
Calculator, one where the 24-hour noise measurement was taken in the northern section of
the project site (175 feet from River Road) and one where a 20-minute noise measurement
was taken near the southern end of Country Park Road (850 feet from River Road). These
locations were selected to reflect the range of ambient noise across the project site. While
the HUD DNL Calculator does not account for differences in elevation between the noise
source and sensitive receptors. intervening topography does partially block traffic noise in
the southern portion of the project site. For this reason, it is expected that modeled noise in
the southern portion of the project site would be higher than actual noise. Therefore, the
approach to modeling traffic noise is conservative.

Using the HUD DNL Calculator, traffic noise in the project site at a distance of 175 feet from
River Road was estimated at 68 dBA Ly under both existing and with-project traffic
conditions. At a distance of 850 feet from River Road, traffic noise was estimated at
approximately 58 dBA L4n under both existing and with-project traffic conditions. The
addition of traffic generated by operation of the proposed project would not perceptibly
increase traffic noise from River Road.

Project-generated traffic would also increase traffic volumes on residential streets in the
Subdivision that lead to the project site, including Las Palmas Road, River Run Road, and
Woodridge Court. However, these residential streets are secondary noise sources relative to
River Road, and their traffic volumes would not increase to the extent that ambient noise at
sensitive receptors would substantially increase. Therefore, the project would have a less
than significant impact from increasing traffic noise.

As discussed above, modeling of traffic noise indicates that traffic generated by the project would
have a less than significant noise impact, which is consistent with the Draft SEIR’s analysis.
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Topical Response |: Private Land Rights

Numerous comments regarding private land rights indicate fundamental disagreement between the
commenters and the project applicant regarding the applicant’s right to establish shared use of
HOA-controlled facilities and resources. Commenters note that the Subdivision’s roads, stormwater
drainage facilities, and security service are privately maintained and funded by the HOA. Some
commenters dispute the Draft SEIR’s description of the project applicant as a member of the HOA;
commenters acknowledge that the applicant has contributed payments to the HOA, but is not a
member and has not been granted the access rights necessary for development of the project site.

Commenters state that the applicant would not have the right to connect the project to the
Subdivision’s stormwater drainage system. Regarding road use, multiple commenters use the
phrase “ingress and egress” to refer to the limited rights of the applicant to use Subdivision roads,
suggesting that construction vehicles would not be permitted to park on the roads and that senior
assisted living center residents would not have the right to walk on them. Commenters also state
that the project would burden the Subdivision’s privately funded security service.

The disagreements regarding land use rights and site access are noted and will be taken into
consideration by County decision makers. Section 4.0, Project Description, of the Draft SEIR states:

River Road provides the northern boundary of the property. There is no direct access from River
Road and none is proposed. Access to the site is from the signalized intersection at River Road and
Las Palmas Road to River Run, then Woodridge Court. River Road is a public road maintained by the
County of Monterey. Las Palmas Road, River Run and Woodridge Court are private roads maintained
by the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners Association. Woodridge Court terminates at the entrance to
the project site. Access to the proposed development will be by a private loop drive. The project
applicants, who own the site, are currently members of the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners
Association and have paid dues to the association. The applicants will pay a proportionate share for
the use of the roads and drainage system.

Pursuant to Monterey County Code (MCC) Section 21.64.320, Regulations relating to applications
involving use of private roads, the project involves intensification of use of a private road. The
applicant is a party to a private road, and would access the project site from River Road (a County
road) via the following private roads: Las Palmas Road, River Run Road, and Woodridge Court.
Based on evidence submitted by the applicant in the form of a grant deed (Document No.
2013046807; recorded July 24, 2013), the legal description attached to the grant deed describes an
easement to the subject parcel over these private roads for ingress, egress, road and utilities.
Hence, pursuant to MCC Section 21.64.320, the project is classified as a Tier 2 project subject to a
private road maintenance agreement, but not subject to a private road agreement. In this case,
the County would not apply a condition of approval to require submittal of a “private road
maintenance agreement", because the applicable governing structure has not objected to the
project and the County has no evidence of a substantive dispute between the applicant and the
applicable governing structure regarding use of the private roads.

Several commenters acknowledge that the applicant makes payments to the HOA, but contend that
those payments do not represent membership status.

While land use rights and road access privileges are not “environmental issues,” these issues could
influence project approval. A written agreement between the HOA and the applicant would be
necessary in order to clarify fair share maintenance costs associated with use of the streets,
drainage facilities, and security operations that are under the control of the HOA. Such an
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agreement is not currently in place. It is outside of the scope of the EIR to facilitate a maintenance
agreement between the applicant and the HOA. However, to clarify the relationship between the
two parties, page 4-6 of the Draft SEIR is revised as follows:

River Road provides the northern boundary of the property. There is no direct access from River
Road and none is proposed. Access to the site is from the signalized intersection at River Road
and Las Palmas Road to River Run Road, then Woodridge Court. River Road is a public road
maintained by the County of Monterey. Las Palmas Road, River Run Road and Woodridge Court
are private roads maintained by the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners Association. Woodridge
Court terminates at the entrance to the project site. Access to the proposed development will
be by a private loop drive. The project applicants, who own the site, are currently members of
the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners Association and have paid dues to the association. The
applicants will pay a proportionate share for the use of the roads and drainage system. An
agreement would be required between the HOA and the project applicants, who own the
project site, to clarify cost-sharing associated with use of the streets, drainage facilities, and
security operations.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

This section includes comments received during the circulation of the Draft Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) prepared for the River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living
Senior Facility project (project).

The Draft SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on March 12, 2018 and
ended on April 25, 2018. The County of Monterey received 118 letters on the Draft SEIR. The
commenters and the page number on which each commenter’s letter appear are listed below.

Letter

No. Commenter Affiliation

Public Agencies

1 Scott Morgan, Director State Clearinghouse April 26, 2018 76
2 Christine Duymich, Air Quality Planner Monterey Bay Air Resources April 13, 2018 79
District
3 Jennifer Bodensteiner, Associate Monterey County Water Resources  April 25,2018 83
Hydrologist Agency

Organizations and Businesses

4 Michael Delapa, Executive Director LandWatch Monterey County March 27, 2018 100
5 Ed Mercurio, Biological Consultant Biological Consultant April 12, 2018 106
6 Michael Delapa, Executive Director LandWatch Monterey County April 16, 2018 111
7 Chris D. Kinzel, Professional Engineer TJKM Transportation Consultants April 23, 2018 116
8 Christine G. Kemp Noland, Hamerly, Etienne, & Hoss April 24, 2018 124

Attorneys at Law

9 Dale Ellis Anthony Lombardo & Associates April 24, 2018 144
10 Mike Weaver, Chair Highway 68 Coalition April 25, 2018 154
11 Mike Weaver, Chair Highway 68 Coalition April 25, 2018 159
12 Mark Kelton, Vice President Domain Corporation April 25, 2018 162
Public

13 Nancy Iversen Public March 10, 2018 166
14 Marc and Irene Rosen Public March 14, 2018 168
15 Jacob Orozco Public March 18, 2018 172
16 Paul and Rebecca Clifton Public March 19, 2018 175
17 David and Céline M. Dalby Public March 19, 2018 177
18 Adam and Takako Kirk Public March 19, 2018 180
19 Rendell Requiro and Francoise Public March 19, 2018 182

McAvinchey

20 Russell Schwanz Public March 19, 2018 184
21 Christian and Mihoko Dreyer Public March 20, 2018 187
22 Scott Porter Public March 20, 2018 189
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Letter

No. Commenter Affiliation

23 Robert Scranton and Gayle Todd Public March 20, 2018 193
24 Julianne Harris Public March 21, 2018 196
25 Stephen and Susan Hurst Public March 21, 2018 198
26 Wilbur and Cordelia Lee Public March 21, 2018 202
27 Susan Paoli Public March 23, 2018 204
28 Anne and Rafael Sanchez Public March 25, 2018 206
29 Jerry L. Crawford Public March 27, 2018 209
30 Michael J. Kulow Public March 27, 2018 214
31 Ralph and Julie Sutliff Public March 28, 2018 235
32 Lisa Tegtmeier Public March 28, 2018 243
33 Kent Tegtmeier Public March 29, 2018 249
34 Greg and Marie Cater Public March 30, 2018 253
35 Roberta and Theresa Sonniksen Public March 31, 2018 255
36 Jeffrey C. Dittrich Public April 2, 2018 257
37 David and Irmina Ratliff Public April 2, 2018 263
38 Roy Gobets Public April 4, 2018 269
39 Eunice Kim Public April 4, 2018 277
40 Yeo Keun Kim Public April 4, 2018 279
41 Yong Jin Kim Public April 4, 2018 281
42 Mark R. Neilson Public April 4, 2018 283
43 Nicole Neilson Public April 4, 2018 285
a4 Gladys Allen Public April 5, 2018 287
45 Janet Barstad Public April 5,2018 290
46 Sue McFeron Public April 5, 2018 295
47 Mr. and Mrs. Clarence Ruddell Public April 5,2018 297
48 Robert Scranton Public April 5, 2018 301
49 Gayle Todd Public April 5,2018 305
50 John and Nori Bridges Public April 6, 2018 308
51 Roy Gobets Public April 6, 2018 311
52 Lindsay and Anthony Romiza Public April 6, 2018 336
53 Jeannette Warzycki Public April 7, 2018 340
54 Todd Ruston Public April 8,2018 345
55 Dr. John Clark and Dr. Eveline Clark Public April 8, 2018 347
56 Richard Fontana Public April 9, 2018 350
57 Scott Cooper Public April 10, 2018 360
58 Tim Donlon Public April 10, 2018 362
59 Jeremiah and Jennifer Ruttschow Public April 10, 2018 364
60 Paula Browning Public April 11, 2018 366
61 Roy Browning Public April 11, 2018 368
62 Angela Caraccioli Public April 11, 2018 370
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Letter

No. Commenter Affiliation

63 Terry Bowen Public April 13, 2018 372
64 Jennifer M. Lukasik Public April 13, 2018 374
65 Mark and Camille Reith Public April 13, 2018 381
66 Joyce Shimamoto Public April 13, 2018 383
67 C. Denise Benoit Public April 15, 2018 385
68 Jayne Carolan Public April 15, 2018 391
69 David Tucker Public April 15, 2018 393
70 Vince and Dorey Cardinale Public April 16, 2018 442
71 Kurt Krieg Public April 16, 2018 446
72 Melody McDonald Public April 16, 2018 448
73 Tom Mercurio Public April 16, 2018 450
74 Suzanne Snyder Public April 16, 2018 468
75 Megan Castillo Public April 17, 2018 470
76 Lan Clayton Public April 17, 2018 473
77 Joseph A. Goncalves Public April 17, 2018 475
78 Nancy Montana Public April 17, 2018 478
79 Dennis and Yukiko Yonemitsu Public April 17, 2018 480
80 Lynn Dittrich Public April 18, 2018 482
81 Alan and Chris Bockenstedt Public April 19, 2018 486
82 Joseph L. Occhiuto Public April 19, 2018 490
83 Fred and Marilyn Adams Public April 20, 2018 495
84 Alan and Myra Anthony Public April 20, 2018 498
85 Roy Gobets Public April 20, 2018 506
86 David C. Dalby Public April 20, 2018 509
87 Veronica Ramirez Public April 20, 2018 549
88 Shelley Donati Public April 20, 2018 551
89 Otavio and Leila Bernardo Public April 21, 2018 555
90 Anita Cochetti Public April 22, 2018 571
91 Kathy Della-Rose Public April 22, 2018 574
92 Jennifer Lorentz Public April 22, 2018 578
93 Kathleen Vosti Public April 22, 2018 582
94 Anthony and Jocelyn Driskill Public April 23, 2018 584
95 Melissa Fanning Public April 23, 2018 588
96 Martin Johnson and Robin Public April 23, 2018 592

Matthews-Johnson
97 Ron Provost and Linda Ipong Public April 23, 2018 600
98 Rachel Sullivan Public April 23, 2018 605
99 Stephanie Trost Public April 23, 2018 607
100 Richard Yraceburu Public April 23, 2018 609
101 Javier Aldape Public April 24, 2018 611
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Letter

No. Commenter Affiliation

102 Mark Miller Public April 24, 2018 614
103 David Nordstrand Public April 24, 2018 619
104 Karen Nordstrand Public April 24, 2018 621
105 Denise Donati Public April 24, 2018 623
106 Dominique Fontana Public April 24, 2018 626
107 Joshua and Amelia Freshwater Public April 24, 2018 633
108 Evette and Jim Kirby Public April 24, 2018 635
109 Randy Radke Public April 24, 2018 637
110 Kimberly Zook Public April 24, 2018 643
111 Megan Giovanetti Public April 25, 2018 647
112 James and Cynthia Grover Public April 25, 2018 652
113 Leonid Ilvanov and Tetyana Margolina Public April 25, 2018 654
114 Mary Koch Public April 25, 2018 660
115 Roberta Pastorino Public April 25, 2018 662
116 Lisa and Anthony Silva Public April 26, 2018 664
117 Roy Gobets Public August 14, 2018 666
118 Nancy Iversen Public September 13, 671

2018

The comment letters and responses follow. The comment letters have been numbered sequentially
and each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has been assigned a number.
The responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment letter, and then the
number assigned to each issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the response is for the
first issue raised in comment Letter 1).

Where a comment resulted in a change to the Draft SEIR text, a notation is made in the response
indicating that the text is revised. Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeeuts} where text
is removed and by underlined font (underlined font) where text is added.
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County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 1

COMMENTER: Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse
DATE: April 26, 2018

Response 1.1

The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft SEIR to applicable state
agencies for review and acknowledges that the County has complied with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements pursuant to CEQA. The commenter states that the review period closed on
April 25, 2018 and that no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This comment is
acknowledged and has been incorporated into the administrative record. No changes to the Draft
SEIR are necessary to address this comment.
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Monterey Bay Air

Resources District
Serving Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties 24580 Silver Cloud Court
Monterey, CA 93940
PHONE: (831) 647-9411 + FAX: (831) 647-8501
April 13,2018

Joseph Sidor

Associate Planner

Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning

1441 Schilling Place, 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901 Email: sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us

Subject: Comments on the Draft SEIR for River View at Las Palmas

Dear Mr. Sidor,

Thank you for providing the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (Air District) the opportunity to comment

on the above-referenced document. The Air District has reviewed the document and has the following
comments:

General

e To prevent confusion, please include that Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
(MBUAPCD) is now referred to as the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD).

Air Quality

e Environmental Impact Analysis, Section 6.4, Pg.6-20: Please identify whether any new stationary

sources, such as a boiler or generator, would be part of the proposed project. These types of stationary
sources may be required to obtain a permit from the Air District. Please contact the Air District if you
have questions about permitting, (831) 647-9411.

Diesel Exhaust, Section 6.4, Pg 6-20: While the Air District appreciates the mitigation measures to be
instituted in an effort to reduce impacts from diesel exhaust, the Air District suggests using cleaner
construction equipment for the project. This includes equipment that conforms to ARB’s Tier 3 or Tier
4 emission standards. We further recommend that, whenever feasible, construction equipment use
alternative fuels such as compressed natural gas, propane, electricity or biodiesel.

Impact Summary and Mitigation Measures, Section 6.5, Pg.6-21: Due to the importance of limiting air
quality impacts from construction-related emissions of PMyg, the Air District appreciates the inclusion
and use of Feasible Mitigation Measures (2008 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, pg. 8-2).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Section 8.4 paragraph 8, Pg 8-22 and Section 8.5 ascertain that “..the proposed project would have a
less-than-significant impact from generation of GHG emissions. No mitigation measures are
required.” Please support your claim. If CalEEMod was utilitzed, please include the tables.

The Air District recommends including a quantitative analysis of potential GHG emissions from the
project. In lieu of a final Climate Action Plan, GHG emissions can be evaluated based on the

2.1

23

24

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer


mailto:sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us

thresholds adopted by either the Bay Area Air Quality Managmenet District or the San Luis Obispo T
Air Pollution Control District.

Transportation

Page 9-1: To further reduce future congestion, the Air District highly recommends using Adaptive
Signal Control Technology (ASCT) at the intersections within the vicinity of the project site to the SR
68 ramp intersections with Reservation and River Roads. According to the US Dept. of
Transportation, ASCT has many benefits over conventional signal systems, such as improving traffic
flow, faster responses to traffic conditions, and cutting costs.

2.6

Significant Unavoidable Impacts

Page 15-2 TRA-2:

The Air District is pleased to see a shuttle service proposed. To further reduce the indirect impacts of
increasing number of vehicles on the road and a corresponding increase of criteria air pollutants, 2.7
please consider an electric shuttle (fleet) and incorporating electric vehicle (EV) infrastructure to the
project for both shuttle and visitors. Given the growing use of EVs, including stub-outs for EVs will
help with future demand.

Please let me know if you have any questions. | can be reached at (831) 718-8027 or
cduymich@mbard.org.

Best Regards,

e,

Christine Duymich
Air Quality Planner

cc: David Frisbey

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 2

COMMENTER: Christine Duymich, Air Quality Planner, Monterey Bay Air Resources District
DATE: April 13, 2018

Response 2.1

The commenter notes that Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) is now
referred to as the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD).

The Draft SEIR is revised as follows to clarify the name of the air pollution control district as MBARD.
Any reference to MBUAPCD thereafter in the Draft SEIR has been revised to MBARD.

Page 6-1, paragraph 1:

This section of the EIR includes evaluation of proposed project impacts on air quality at a level
commensurate with the project description. Unless otherwise noted, the discussion in this
section is based upon independent site investigation, information found in the 2005 Report on
Attainment of the California Fine Particulate Standard in the Monterey Bay Region - Senate Bill
656 Implementation Plan, Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD, formerly known as
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District) 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan,
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, California
Emissions Estimator Model results (Appendix C), County of Monterey General Plan, Toro Area
Plan, and the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan.

Response 2.2

The commenter requests that the Draft SEIR identify whether any new stationary sources of air
pollution would be part of the project, as such sources may require a permit from MBARD.

The operating permit requirement for stationary sources of air pollution is included on page 6-7 in
Section 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR, under the heading Stationary Source Emissions. The
project’s stationary sources of air pollution would include natural gas combustion for the heating of
water and space. The comment on permitting is noted and herewith shared with the County’s
decision makers for their consideration.

Response 2.3

The commenter recommends using cleaner construction equipment, including equipment that
conforms to the California Air Resource Board’s Tier 3 or 4 emission standards. The commenter
recommends that construction equipment use alternative fuels.

In response to this comment, the following measure has been added to the end of Mitigation
Measure AQ-3 on page 6-22 to 6-23 of the Draft SEIR:

=  Whenever feasible, construction equipment shall use alternative fuels such as compressed
natural gas, propane, electricity or biodiesel.

Response 2.4

The commenter notes the importance of limiting air quality impacts from construction-related
emissions, and voices appreciation for the Draft SEIR’s inclusion of feasible mitigation measures. The
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comment is noted. Because these measures are included in the Draft SEIR, no revisions to the Draft
SEIR are required.

Response 2.5

The commenter requests support, including quantitative analysis, for the Draft SEIR’s determination
that the project would have a less than significant impact from generation of GHG emissions. The
commenter requests inclusion of CalEEMod results.

The commenter is referred to Appendix C of the Draft SEIR, which provides CalEEMod results.
Analysis of the project’s GHG emissions used an efficiency metric threshold of 4.88 MT CO2e per
service population. The project’s efficiency metric would be 3.99 MT CO2e. For a full description of
the finding of significance for GHG emissions, refer to Section 8.0, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the
Draft SEIR.

Response 2.6

The commenter recommends that the project use Adaptive Signal Control Technology (ASCT) at the
intersections within the vicinity of the project site.

As described in Section 9.0, Transportation & Traffic, of the Draft SEIR, the project would result in
less than significant impacts to intersections near the project site. Because impacts would be less
than significant, mitigation requiring that the project applicant install ASCT would not be warranted.
However, as a part of cumulative improvements at the SR 68/Reservation Road-River Road
interchange, adaptive traffic signal control would routinely be considered in the design, subject to
Caltrans approval.

The commenter’s recommendation is noted and is herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration.

Response 2.7

The commenter notes appreciation that a shuttle service is proposed. The commenter recommends
that the shuttle fleet utilize electric vehicles and that the project incorporates electric vehicle
infrastructure.

In response to this comment, the following revision has been made to the applicant-proposed
mitigation measures, as listed on page 9-23 of the Draft SEIR:

To reduce overall trip generation to and from the project site, the project developer shall
prepare a detailed plan for shuttle service. Shuttle services shall be offered to residents to
access areas on the Monterey Peninsula and in Salinas from the project site. Additionally,
shuttle service to nearby transportation hubs for employees shall be offered in the shuttle
service plan. If feasible, the shuttle fleet shall be electrically-powered, and electric vehicle (EV)
infrastructure should be added to the project for both shuttle and visitor use. The shuttle
service plan shall be submitted for review and approval to Monterey County prior to approval of
any building permits on the project site.
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MONTEREY COUNTY

WATER RESOURGES AGENCY

PO BOX 930
SALINAS , CA 93902
(831)755-4860

FAX (831) 424-7935

STREET ADDRESS
DAVID E. CHARDAVOYNE 1441 Schilling Place North Building
GENERAL MANAGER SALINAS, CA 93901

Apr 25 2018 In Reply to:
Monterey County, DEIR for PLN 150372

Monterey County RMA-Planning Department
c/o Joe Sidor, Associate Planner

Dear Mr. Sidor,
DRAFT EIR, RIVERVIEW LAS PALMAS, PLN 150372

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) has received the DEIR for the above
project. The purpose of this letter is to provide comments relevant to the policies, regulations, and
potential environmental impacts which should be considered for the project, specifically those
regarding long-term water supply, water conservation, flood and storm water drainage control, and
groundwater recharge. To advise on these matters, the MCWRA has prepared the following
comments:

LONG-TERM SUSTAINABLE WATER SUPPLY

Table 3-1; and Section 10.0 Water Supply . Policy Consistency Review. The table should be
revised to include the following Monterey County 2010 General Plan policies specific to ensuring that
the new development is assured a long-term sustainable water supply, including PS-3.2. The DEIR
should evaluate consistency with PS-3.1 and PS-3.2, the presumption of long-term sustainable |3.1
water supply for the project. Background: On October 26, 2010, Monterey County adopted a
General Plan Update that included PS-3.2, which requires that the General Manager of the MCWRA
advise the County prior to the County’s determination of the availability of a Long Term Sustainable
Water Supply for new development. Thereafter, a settlement agreement was reached and
amendments were made to policy PS-3.1. The result was such requirements shall not apply to
development within Zone 2C of the Salinas Valley groundwater basin (which this project is) provided
the County prepares or causes to be prepared a study for the Board of Supervisors regarding Zone
2C by March 31, 2018 (see —attachment). The County has not completed is study for the Board of
Supervisors regarding Zone 2C by the March 31, 2018. Based on the existing groundwater studies’
and the State’s designation of the “critically overdrafted” Pressure 180/400 aquifer and the Eastside
subarea of Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin?, the County should consult with the MCWRA General
Manager for advice as to whether there is long-term sustainable water supply available at this time
for the project. A determination of Long Term Sustainable Water Supply should be included with the
DEIR.

! Brown and Caldwell (2015). State of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Prepared for the Monterey County Resource Management

é&gency, Salinas, CA. http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=19586

http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/sgm/pdfs/GW basinsCriticalOverdraft SCentralRegion.pdf

The Water Resources Agency manages, protects, stores and conserves water resources in Monterey County for beneficial and environmental use,
while minimizing damage from flooding to create a safe and sustainable water supply for present and future generations.
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c/o Joe Sidor -2- Apr 25 2018

WATER SUPPLY SECTION 10.0

Overall this section and the project design should be revisited to place more emphasis on on-site
water conservation measures; reduced groundwater volumes pumped by the California American |3.2
Water Company in recent years due to conservation efforts; and, include a Potable Water Demand
Estimate that is realistic and representative of water usage on average systems such as California
American Water not those under strict conservation/reduction orders from the State of California
such as MPWMD and its Cal Am — Monterey District system.

Groundwater Supply, Demand, and Basin Overdraft. Reduced consumption of water by the
California American Water Company in its Salinas District area. In providing a more complete
analysis of residential water use consumption, the preparer of the DEIR may want to consider
incorporating more information from the 2015 California Water Service Urban Water Management |3.3
Plan, Salinas District June 2016. Specifically how the system has demonstrated an actual reduction
in overall retail groundwater volume pumped between the years of 2011 and 2015 (see attachment —
from 2015 UWMP, table 6-1, pg 57 and 58). Water conservation among its users has helped
California Water Service achieve this measure of reduced groundwater pumping. However, it is
important to note that in this same area of the 2015 Plan it reveals an overall decline in district well
level averages (figure 6-1). *Notice figure 6-1 indicates a decline in groundwater water levels, on
average, for districts well. The project may want to strongly consider reducing its impact on ground
water demand be incorporating strict and effective on-site water conservation measures. There is
no discussion in the DEIR of what verifiable measures will put in place to provide for water
conservation. Decision makers are looking for these types of project benefits. It is the advice of the
MCWRA that this project shows some measurable benefit it's in overall water demand through water
conservation efforts. The overall demand on the system is projected to increase in the number of
service connections over time (see attachment — from 2015 UWMP, Figure 4-3). It may be prudent
to provide a compelling reason as to how the new service connection for this project will be one that
implements strict water conservation measures, and how it might possibly contributes waste water to
the Monterey One Water System (formerly Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency), or a
similar type of waste water recycling system.

Table 10-1 River View at Las Palmas Potable Water Demand Estimate. Using Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) Fixture Unit Methodology. The project should not
rely on MPWMD water fixture unit methodology for its analysis of water demand. The Monterey
County Planning Commission has commented on past project’s reliance on MPWMD methodology
noting that the water demand totals are generally very low and possibly not representative of actual
water usage outside of the MPWMD. It commonly known that actual per capita consumption of
water in the MPWMD boundary is some of the lowest in the state. The factors contributing to these
much lower than average demands are due to State orders to reduce illegal pumping of the Carmel
River; “conservation pricing” resulting in higher water costs for those over conservative baseline
tiers, and the comprehensive water conservation and rebate programs of the MPWMD. Using the
MPWMD methodology to estimate water use demands for projects outside their district is not a like
for like comparison. MCWRA believes there is data that would show the per capita water usage in
the MPWMD is much lower on average than that of California American Water Supply. The project
should use another methodology for water demand and a qualified engineer should be relied upon to
prepare such an estimate of Water Demand.

3.4

EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT SECTION 11.0 Hydrology, Storm Water Runoff,
Flood Hazards The project could have a significant effect on creating additional storm water runoff
and creating flood and storm water hazards to downslope properties. The DEIR should include a |3.5
flood and storm water control plan to evaluate if the project will substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site. The project is large in scale with its newly created impervious surfaces w

The Water Resources Agency manages, protects, stores and conserves water resources in Monterey County for beneficial and environmental use,
while minimizing damage from flooding to create a safe and sustainable water supply for present and future generations.



c/o Joe Sidor -3- Apr 25 2018

totaling over 4 acres. The MCWRA recommends that a preliminarily flood and storm water
control plan be prepared and included with the DEIR. The public should be informed of the
expected storm-drainage improvements that will need to be in-place to appropriately control flood
and storm water drainage. The DEIR should include specific flood and storm water performance
standards to be required of the project through a MITIGATION MEASURE including that the
project shall include facilities to limit discharge of the 100-year storm event post-development
peak flow to the 10-year storm event pre-project peak flow. Recommended mitigation measure

& the preliminary flood and storm water control analysis plan should address the following design

standards: The applicant shall provide a preliminary flood and storm water drainage management

plan, prepared by a registered civil engineer, to mitigate off-site peak flow stormwater runoff from the

area being developed. The plan for the project shall include facilities to limit discharge of the 100-

year storm event post-development peak flow to the 10-year storm event pre-project peak flow. Best

management practices shall be incorporated into the plan to protect groundwater and surface water
quality for runoff resulting from the paved parking areas. The plan shall include calculations and
identify the location of all major drainage facilities including retention or detention basins, catch
basins, and storm drain lines. The plan shall be review and approved by the Monterey County

Water Resources Agency. Furthermore, the above described flood and storm water drainage

analysis and plan is necessary to demonstrate consistency with the drainage/stormwater

control/water supply policies contained within the Monterey County 2010 General Plan (Goal S-3)

and the Toro Area Plan [Toro 5.1.2.1(T)]. The preliminary plan by Gateway Engineering 2016 does

address these policies in general; however, a revised plan is required to incorporate the flood and
storm water control design standards mentioned above and the following drainage and water quality
policies of the two respective plans:

e S-3.1, Post-development, off-site peak flow drainage from the area being developed shall not be
greater than pre-development peak flow drainage. On-site improvements of other methods for
storm water detention shall be required to maintain post-development, off-site, peak flows, as
determined by MCWRA.

e S-3.2, Best Management Practices to protect groundwater and surface water quality shall be
incorporated into all development

e S-3.3, Drainage facilities to mitigate the post-development peak flow impact of new development
shall be installed concurrent with new development.

e PS-2.8 The County shall require that all projects be designed to maintain or increase the site’s
predevelopment absorption of rainfall (minimize runoff), and to recharge groundwater where
appropriate. Implementation shall include standards that could regulate impervious surfaces,
vary by project type, land use, soils and area characteristics, and provide for water
impoundments (retention/detention structures), protecting and planting vegetation, use of
permeable paving materials, bioswales, water gardens, and cisterns, and other measures to
increase runoff retention, protect water quality, and enhance groundwater recharge

e PS-2.9 ¢ Require construction of detention/retention facilities on large-scale development sites
overlying important groundwater recharge areas as identified by the MCWRA.

e 5.1.2.1(T), Developments shall be designed to maintain groundwater recharge capabilities on
the property.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the project’'s environmental review. If you
have any questions, please contact me at bodensteinerjm@co.monterey.ca.us or (831) 755-4970.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY:
Jennifer Bodensteiner, Associate Hydrologist
MCWRA Development Services

The Water Resources Agency manages, protects, stores and conserves water resources in Monterey County for beneficial and environmental use,
while minimizing damage from flooding to create a safe and sustainable water supply for present and future generations.




EXHIBIT 2

Proposed Amendments to Monterey County 2010 General Plan shown as changes from

1. PS-3.1

2010 General Plan policies as adopted October 26, 2010

PS-3.1 Except as specifically set forth below, new development for which a
discretionary permit is required, and that will use or require the use of water,
shall be prohibited without proof, based on specific findings and supported by
evidence, that there is a long-term, sustainable water supply, both in quality and
quantity to serve the development.

REF120078
Attachment A

This requirement shall not apply to:

a.

b.

the first single family dwelling and non-habitable accessory uses on an
existing lot of record; or

specified development (a list to be developed by ordinance) designed to
provide: a) public infrastructure or b) private infrastructure that provides
critical or necessary services to the public, and that will have a minor or
insubstantial net use of water (e.g. water facilities, wastewater treatment
facilities, road construction projects, recycling or solid waste transfer
facilities); or

development related-to—agricultural-land—uses—within Zone 2C of the
Salinas Valley groundwater basin, provided the County prepares or
causes to be prepared a study repert—te for the Board of Supervisors
regarding Zone 2C, to be completed no earlier than October 31, 2017 and
no later than March 31, 2018 that does the following-every-five{5)years

: ; - b

1) evaluates existing data for seawater intrusion and groundwater
levels collected by Monterey County Water Resources Agency as
of the date the study is commenced;

2) evaluates the total water demand for all existing uses and future
uses predicted-designated in the General Plan EIR for the year
2030—wl-bereached;

3 assesses and provides conclusions regarding the degree to which

the total water demand for all uses designated in the General Plan
for the year 2030 are likely to be reached or exceeded;

2y 4) evaluates on an annual basis during the study period groundwater
elevations and the seawater intrusion boundary—have—changed
sinee-the priorreporting period; and-

5) based on historical data and the data produced by the study,
evaluates and provides conclusions regarding future trends and
any expected movement of groundwater elevations and the
seawater intrusion boundary;
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0) should the study conclude that i) total water demand for all uses
designated in the General Plan for the year 2030 is likely to be
exceeded; or ii) groundwater elevations are likely to decline by
the year 2030 and 1i1) the seawater intrusion boundary is likely to
advance inland by the year 2030, the study shall make
recommendations on measures the County could take to address
any or all of those conditions; and

7) addresses such other matters and the Board of Supervisors
determines are appropriate.

REF120078
Attachment A

Within two months following the completion of the study, the Board of

Supervisors shall hold an open and noticed public hearing on the results of the
study. If the study reaches the conclusions for Zone 2C identified in subsection
6) 1 or 6) ii and 6) 1ii, the Board of Supervisors shall adopt one or more measures
identified in the study, or other appropriate measures, to address the identified
conditions. This exception for Zone 2C shall be a rebuttable presumption that a
Long Term Sustainable Water supply exists within Zone 2C, and the
presumption shall remain in effect until and unless the study reaches the
conclusion for Zone 2C identified in subsection 6) i or 6) ii and 6) iii.
Development in Zone 2C shall be subject to all other policies of the General Plan

and applicable Area Plan.

Following completion of the study described herein, and the adoption of
measures as may be recommended in the study, if any, the County shall prepare
a report to the Board of Supervisors every five (5) vears for Zone 2C that
examines the degree to which Fhea) total water demand for all uses iZone2C
in-2030-as predicted in the General Plan EIR for year 2030 will be reached; is
lrﬂeel-y—te—be—eaeeeedeé; or }Hs—feaseﬁablnyefeseeab}e—t%rat—thHetalavateFéeﬁraﬁd

O 1 Ane 1 0320 = -0 o 5 a efollovwianein

%ene—%&%n—%@%@— h)_deel—'miﬂg—groundwater elevations, furtherthe seawater
intrusion boundary have changed since the prior reporting perniod; and c¢) other

sources of water supuly are avallable mere&sed—s&bsfé&ﬂ%}&l—&dverse—}mpaets—eﬂ
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2. PS-33

PS-3.3 Specific criteria shall be developed by ordinance for use in the evaluation and approval

3. PS-34
PS-3.4

REF120078
Attachment A

of adequacy of all domestic wells. The following factors shall be used in developing
Ccriteria shall-assessbeth-for both water quality and quantity including, but not limited

to:

Water quality.

Production capability.

Recovery rates.

Effect on wells in the immediate vicinity as required by the Monterey

County Water Resources Agency or Environmental Health Bureau.

Existing groundwater conditions.

Technical, managerial, and financial capability of the water purveyor of a

water system.

g. Effects of additional extractions or diversion of water on in-stream flows
necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish, and other aquatic
life including migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of
minimizing impacts to those resources and species.

This policy is not intended to apply to replacement wells

ao o

o

=

The County shall request an assessment of impacts on adjacent wells and instream flows
for new high-capacity wells, including high-capacity urban and agricultural production
wells, where there may be a potential to affect existing adjacent domestic or water
system wells adversely or in-stream flows, as determined by the Monterey County
Water Resources Agency. In the case of new high-capacity wells for which an
assessment shows the potential for significant adverse well interference, the County
shall require that the proposed well site be relocated or otherwise mitigated to avoid
significant interference. Smerﬁ&eﬁe&a—shaﬂ—be—develeped—The following factors shall
be used in developing criteria by ordinance for use in the evaluation and approval of
adequacy of all such high-capacity wells, including not limited to:

a. Effect on wells in the immediate vicinity as required by the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency or Environmental Health Bureau.
b. Effects of additional extractions or diversion of water on in-stream flows

necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish, and other aquatic
life including migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of
minimizing impacts to those resources and species.

This policy is not intended to apply to replacement wells.
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2015 Urban Water Management Plan

California Water Service : .
Salinas District

Figure 6-1: District Well Level Average (Static)

DISTRICT WELL LEVEL AVERAGE (Static)

District: SALINAS For All Years As Of: 1/11/2016
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6.2.4 Historical Pumping

The volume of groundwater pumped since 2011 is shown in Table 6-1.

Table 6-1 Retail: Groundwater Volume Pumped (AF)

Groundwater Type L““';;‘{:L Basin 1 5011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Alluvial Basin Salinas Valley Basin | 18,043 | 18,615 | 19,060 | 17,422 | 14,659
Total 18,043 | 18,615 | 19,060 | 17,422 | 14,659

6.3 Surface Water

The Salinas District does not currently impound or divert surface water.

6.4 Stormwater

The City of Salinas has developed Stormwater Standard Plans and Stormwater
Development Standards in the permitting process for new and redevelopment projects.

Printed 6/17/2016 Page 57



California Water Service

2015 Urban Water Management Plan
Salinas District

6.5

6.5.1

6.5.2

This documents contains both stormwater design requirements and design guidance
intended to minimize the impacts of urban runoff to receiving waters and to promote
healthy watersheds.

There are no plans to divert stormwater for beneficial reuse in the Salinas District.

Wastewater and Recycled Water

The recycling of wastewater offers several potential benefits to Cal Water and its
customers. Perhaps the greatest of these benefits is to help maintain a sustainable
groundwater supply either through direct recharge, or by reducing potable supply needs
by utilizing recycled water for appropriate uses (e.g., landscape, irrigation) now being
served by potable water. Currently, no wastewater is recycled for direct reuse in the
District. The potential amount of recycled water that can be produced is proportional to
the amount of wastewater that is generated by District, and is discussed in the following
sections.

Recycled Water Coordination

All of the recycled water facilities are maintained by the Monterey Regional Water
Pollution Control Agency and are outside of the Salinas District area. There are no current
plans to bring recycled water to District area. Cal Water will be coordinating with the City
of Salinas and Monterey County about the potential for bringing recycled water into the
District and developing a list of customers that could utilize that water during the update
of the Water Supply and Facilities Master Plan which is planned for the near future.

Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal

The City of Salinas operates and maintains the sewer system consisting of gravity sewers,
pumping stations, and force mains to collect wastewater from residential and industrial
customers. The collected residential wastewater is discharged to trunk sewers and
interceptors owned and operated by the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control
Agency (MRWPCA). The residential wastewater is conveyed to the MRWPCA Regional
Treatment Plant for treatment. This facility is outside the Salinas District boundaries.

Industrial wastewater is treated at the City of Salinas Industrial Wastewater Treatment
Plant, which has a capacity to treat 4 mgd but currently receives 2 mgd from industrial
customers in Salinas. The wastewater at the industrial plant undergoes treatment with
aeration ponds and is discharged to percolation/evaporation ponds without disinfection.
Currently, treated wastewater from the industrial wastewater treatment plant is not
recycled.
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Expected water use per service, shown in Figure 4-4, is based on weather-normalized
historical use, adjusted for future expected water savings from plumbing codes and
District conservation programs. Weather normalization of historical use was done
econometrically using the California Urban Water Conservation Council GPCD Weather
Normalization Methodology. Expected water savings from plumbing codes are presented
in Section 4.4. Expected water savings from District conservation programs and projected
compliance with the District’s SB X7-7 2020 per capita water use target are discussed in
Chapter 9. The projected trend in average use per service shown in Figure 4-4 does not
account for possible effects of climate change on future demand. The potential effects
of climate change on demand are discussed in Section 4.6.

Projected water uses in Table 4-2 and Figure 4-4 are predicated on unrestricted demands
under normal weather conditions. Demands are assumed to partially rebound by 2020
from 2015 levels on the assumption that the State Water Resources Control Board’s
mandatory water use reductions end by October 2016, as currently scheduled. The
difference between actual and projected demands in 2020 will critically depend on the
accuracy of this assumption. If the Emergency Drought Regulations are continued beyond
October 2016, then the likelihood of actual demands being less than projected demands
in 2020 would be significantly increased.
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Letter 3

COMMENTER: Jennifer Bodensteiner, Associate Hydrologist, Monterey County Water
Resources Agency (MCWRA)

DATE: April 25, 2018

Response 3.1

The commenter states that Draft SEIR’s Policy Consistency Review table should be revised to include
Monterey County General Plan policies regarding long-term water supply, specifically policies PS-3.1
and PS-3.2. The commenter states that the County should consult with the MCWRA General
Manager regarding water supply for the project, and that the project should include a
determination of Long Term Sustainable Water Supply.

Refer to Topical Response C for a policy consistency analysis, including the full text of Table 3-1,
which was erroneously excluded from the Draft SEIR. In addition, page 10-10, paragraph 2, of the
Draft SEIR is revised as shown below, to specifically reference the policies noted by the commenter.
Also see Response 8.26 regarding MCWRA'’s report recommending measures to address seawater
intrusion.

Monterey County General Plan

The Monterey County General Plan Land Use Element and Public Services Element provide the
following goals, policies and objectives pertaining to water supply and distribution applicable to
this project. Land Use Element goals LU-1 and LU-2 aim to concentrate development in areas
where suitable access to services and facilities such as water and sewer.

Public Services Element policies PS-3.1, PS-3.2 and PS-3.3 address water supply and provide as
follows:

PS-3.1 Except as specifically set forth below, new development for which a discretionary
permit is required, and that will use or require the use of water, shall be prohibited
without proof, based on specific findings and supported by evidence, that there is a
long-term, sustainable water supply, both in quality and guantity to serve the
development.

This requirement shall not apply to:

a. The first single family dwelling and non-habitable accessory uses on an existing
lot of record; or
b. Specified development (a list to be developed by ordinance) designed to
provide: a) public infrastructure or b) private infrastructure that provides
critical or necessary services to the public, and that will have a minor or
insubstantial net use of water (e.g. water facilities, wastewater treatment
facilities, road construction projects, recycling or solid waste transfer facilities;
or
Development within Zone 2C of the Salinas Valley groundwater basin, provided
the County prepares or causes to be prepared a study for the Board of
Supervisors regarding Zone 2C, to be completed no earlier than October 31,
2017 and no later than March 31, 2018 that does the following:

g
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1) Evaluates existing data for seawater intrusion and groundwater levels
collected by Monterey County Water Resources Agency as of the date the
study is commenced.

2) Evaluates the total water demand for all existing uses and future uses
designated in the General Plan EIR for the year 2030;

3) Assesses and provides conclusions regarding the degree to which the total
water demand for all uses designated in the General Plan for the year 2030
are likely to be reached or exceeded;

4) Evaluates on an annual basis during the study period groundwater
elevations and the seawater intrusion boundary;

5) Based on historical data and the data produced by the study, evaluates and
provides conclusions regarding future trends and any expected movement
of groundwater elevations and the seawater intrusion boundary;

6) Should the study conclude that i) total water demand for all uses
designated in the General Plan for the year 2030 is likely to be exceeded; or
ii) groundwater elevations are likely to decline by the year 2030 and iii) the
seawater intrusion boundary is likely to advance inland by the year 2030,
the study shall make recommendations on measures the County could take
to address any or all of those conditions; and

7) Addresses such other matters as the Board of Supervisors determines are
appropriate.

Within two months following the completion of the study, the Board of Supervisors shall
hold an open and noticed public hearing on the results of the study. If the study reaches
the conclusions for Zone 2C identified in subsection 6) i or 6) ii and 6) iii, the Board of
Supervisors shall adopt one or more measures identified in the study, or other
appropriate measures, to address the identified conditions. This exception for Zone 2C
shall be a rebuttable presumption that a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply exists
within Zone 2C, and the presumption shall remain in effect until and unless the study
reaches the conclusion for Zone 2C identified in subsection 6) i or 6) ii and 6) iii.
Development in Zone 2C shall be subject to all other policies of the General Plan and
applicable Area Plan.

Following completion of the study described herein, and the adoption of measures as
may be recommended in the study, if any, the County shall prepare a report to the
Board of Supervisors every five (5) years for Zone 2C that examines the degree to which
a) total water demand for all uses predicted in the General Plan EIR for year 2030 will be
reached; or b) groundwater elevations, the seawater intrusion boundary have changed
since the prior reporting period; and c) other sources of water supply are available.

PS-3.2 Specific criteria shall be developed by ordinance for use in the evaluation and approval
of adequacy of all domestic wells. The following factors shall be used in developing
criteria for both water quality and guantity including, but not limited to:

a. Water quality;

b. Authorized production capacity of a facility operating pursuant to a permit from a
regulatory agency, production capability, and any adverse effect on the economic
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extraction of water or other effect on wells in the immediate vicinity, including
recovery rates;

Technical, managerial, and financial capability of the water purveyor or water
system operator;

The source of the water supply and the nature of the right(s) to water from the
source;

Cumulative impacts of existing and projected future demand for water from the
source, and the ability to reverse trends contributing to an overdraft condition or
otherwise affecting supply; and

Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on the environment including
on in-stream flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other
aquatic life, and the migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing
impacts on the environment and to those resources and species.

Completion and operation of new projects, or implementation of best practices to
renew or sustain aquifer or basin functions.

The hauling of water shall not be a factor nor a criterion for the proof of a long-term
sustainable water supply.

PS-3.3 Specific criteria shall be developed by ordinance for use in the evaluation and approval

of adequacy of all domestic wells. The following factors shall be used in developing

criteria for both water quality and guantity including, but not limited to:

a.

b.

Water quality.

Production capability.

Recovery rates.

Effect on wells in the immediate vicinity as required by the Monterey County Water
Resources Agency or Environmental Health Bureau.

Existing groundwater conditions.

Technical, managerial, and financial capability of the water purveyor of a water
system.

Effects of additional extraction or diversion of water on in-stream flows necessary
to support riparian vegetation, wetlands, fish or other aquatic life, and the
migration potential for steelhead, for the purpose of minimizing impacts on the
environment and to those resources and species.

Page 10-13, paragraph 1, has also been revised to include a discussion of the proposed project’s
impacts in relation to these policies:

Monterey County General Plan

Policy PS-3.1. The first component of policy PS-3.1 is the requirement to provide proof of a

sustainable water supply to serve the development. Policy PS-3.1 includes an exception to

development in Zone 2C of the Salinas Valley groundwater basin, which would include the

proposed project. Instead the provisions of subsection c. of the policy are applicable. Subsection

c. requires the County to conduct a specific study on Zone 2C, conduct a hearing on the study
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results, adopt measures to address identified conditions, and prepare a report every 5 years on
the results of any measures. The requisite study and related actions have not been conducted.

Subsection c. further provides, “This exception for Zone 2C shall be a rebuttable presumption
that a Long Term Sustainable Water Supply exists within Zone 2C, and the presumption shall
remain in effect until and unless the study reaches the conclusion for Zone 2C identified in
subsection 6) i or 6) ii and 6) iii. Development in Zone 2C shall be subject to all other policies of
the General Plan and applicable Area Plan. Based on these considerations, the project is
consistent with Policy PS-3.1, and the availability of a long-term water supply will be further
discussion in conjunction with other policies below.

Policy PS-3.2. This policy provides guidance and criteria for the development of a County
ordinance outlining the requirements for proof of a long term sustainable water supply and an
adequate water supply system for new development requiring a discretionary permit. Thus, this
policy is relevant to development of an ordinance that could be applied to the proposed project.

Nonetheless, this project is reviewed below applying these criteria:

=  Water is the same quality as current local California Water Service wells and is thus, of
acceptable water quality.

= The analysis in the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, page 10-11) shows that the
project would use 11.4 acre-feet of water per year (AFY), approved Specific Plan anticipated
uses associated with 599-AFY, and is using only 182 AFY. With consideration of the
proposed project, total water use in the entire Specific Plan Area would be 194 AFY. In
addition, common area landscape irrigation would use recycled water, resulting in less than
11.4 AFY of potable water demand. The project water would demand represents a 0.002
percent increase in the annual groundwater extraction for Zone 2C. California Water Service
has confirmed that it can and will serve the project, which indicates the applicable water
purveyor for the site is able to provide water supply for the proposed project. See updated
will-serve letter from California Water Service dated March 26, 2019 in Appendix I-2.

= California Water Service has demonstrated its technical, managerial and financial
capabilities to deliver water.

=  Potable water would be provided by California Water Service via its entitlements detailed in
the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, page 10-1). In addition, the property has rights
to 2.5 acre-feet of reclaimed water which would further offset demand on potable water.

= Asindicated in the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, pp. 10-11 to 10-12), the project
would increase potable water demand by up to 11.4 AFY. The “can and will” service letter
provided by California Water Service for the proposed project indicates the applicable water
purveyor for the site is able to provide water supply for the proposed project based on its
existing facilities.

= The project does not involve any extraction or diversion of water but would utilize California
Water Service water and recycled water associated with existing entitlements. In addition,
the project would utilize water efficiency methods including water efficient fixtures, low-
water use landscaping, and principles of low impact development in design to manage
stormwater and emulate pre-development hydrologic conditions.

= The project would not adversely affect aquifer or basin functions and would not hinder
other efforts to renew aquifer or basin functions.
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= The project would not involve any hauling of water.

Therefore, substantial evidence related to proof of a sustainable water supply for the project
includes the analysis and references in the Draft SEIR, including Section 10.0, Water Supply, the Cal
Water will-serve letter include in Draft SEIR Appendix E, the updated will-serve letter attached
herein (see Appendix |-2), the previous EIR for the Plan Area, and discussion and analysis in this
response to comments/Final SEIR. The project is consistent with Policy PS-3.2.

Policy PS-3.3. This policy provides criteria for the evaluation of development of new domestic wells.
The project does not involve any well development. Therefore, PS-3.3 would not be applicable.

Response 3.2

The commenter states that the Water Supply Section should include more emphasis on on-site
water conservation measures and groundwater conservation. The commenter recommends that the
section include a more appropriate potable water demand estimate.

See Response 3.3 regarding water conservation and groundwater conservation, and Response 3.4
regarding potable water demand estimate.

Response 3.3

The commenter recommends that the Draft SEIR include a discussion of groundwater conservation
activities conducted by California Water Service (Cal Water) and suggests that project impacts on
groundwater demand could be reduced by incorporating on-site water conservation measures. The
comment also suggests adding discussion regarding the potential recycling of wastewater from the
project.

As indicated in the comment letter, according to the 2015 California Water Service Urban Water
Management Plan, Salinas District (2016), the system has demonstrated a reduction in overall retail
groundwater volume pumped. Water conservation among its users has helped California Water
Service achieve this reduction in the volume pumped between 2011 and 2015.

In response to this comment, the following revision has been made to the Groundwater Impacts
section of the Draft SEIR, page 10-13:

MCWRA is a regional leader in the area for groundwater management efforts to reduce
overdraft and increase the reliability of the water supply. Cal Water is supportive of these
efforts and prepared to work with MCWRA and make necessary investments to augment future
basin recharge. Relevant efforts are highlighted below.

= Salinas Valley Water Project. The Salinas Valley Water Project aims to address both
overdraft and related sea water intrusion into the aquifer. Reservoirs were previously
constructed to capture excess storm flow on the upper reaches of the Salinas River and its
tributaries and recharge this water in the upper valley and Forebay sub-areas of the Salinas
Valley. Monitoring and study of conditions is ongoing, along with evaluation of additional
solutions to improve conditions.

= Conservation Master Plan. Cal Water has an aggressive conservation program that has and
will continue to reduce per-capita usage via demand management measures. Cal Water has
a variety of programs to help its customers use water efficiently and conducts
comprehensive program analysis in a 5-year cycle in conjunction with the Urban Water
Management Plan. Demand management measures include water waste prevention
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ordinances, metering, public education and outreach, distribution system water loss
management, water conservation program coordination, water efficiency rebate, giveaway
and installation programs, among other efforts.

= Greater Monterey County Integrated Regional Water Management Program. Cal Water
monitors and supports the goals of this plan, which include improving water supply
reliability, protecting groundwater and surface water supplies, and promoting regional
communication, cooperation and education regarding water resource managements.

Based on the above, and other considerations addressed in its Urban Water Management Plan,
California Water Service projected that, under all hydrologic conditions, its groundwater supply
for the Salinas District will fully meet future demands through 2040 (2016 California Water

Service).

As presented earlier in the groundwater setting of this section, the average annual groundwater
extraction for the four noted subareas that compose Zone 2C was about 523,000 AFY from 1959
to 2013. The proposed project would add 11.376 acre feet per year, which is a 0.002 percent
increase. This contribution to the cumulative existing impact is not considerable, and therefore,
is a less-than-significant impact.

Water Conservation Measures

Similar to existing users, the project would employ strict water conservation measures in
construction, design and operation and maintain responsible use of water. Specific measures to
be included are discussed further below.

Project design and development would be subject to the most current requirements of the
County and the State which include provisions for water efficiency, including California Building
Standards Code and the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen). The project
would also be subject to County Ordinance No. 39321 regarding mandatory water conservation
regulations which governs design and development, as well as the operation and use of water.

Water conservation design measures to be implemented in conjunction with the proposed
project include the following conditions of approval:

=  Use of non-potable water for common area landscaping

= Use of xeriscape and low-water use landscaping to be utilized. The project shall use
vegetation that uses little to no water once established. No turf will be used.

= Water efficient fixtures:

@ Ultra-low-flow toilets (maximum 1.6 gallons)

o Shower heads (maximum 2.5 gallons/minute)

o Recirculating hot water systems where fixtures are more than 10-feet from source

= |mplementation of low impact development (LID) principles in hydrologic and water quality
design. Low impact development technigues enable water to infiltrate into the soil on-site,
rather than runoff. Benefits of LID include reducing stormwater runoff, erosion, and
downstream impacts of flooding and/or water pollution, recharge of water into the
groundwater, filter of pollutants from water prior to metered release. Project development

11997 Monterey County Water Resources Agency. Ordinance No. 3932 An Ordinance of the Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Amending Ordinances Nos. 3539 and 3596 and enacting mandatory water conservation regulations.
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will incorporate these methods to promote recharge, reduce runoff, and filter water to
emulate pre-development conditions.

In addition, the project would be required to comply with the operational provisions of
Ordinance No. 3932, including:

= |mmediately repair of water leaks including irrigation, pipes, faucets and fixtures

=  Wash vehicles at a commercial washing facility or equip hoses with automatic shutoff
nozzles or low volume/high pressure system

= Equip hoses used to clean exterior of structures with shut-off valves or low volume/high
pressure system

=  Prohibit use of potable water to clean sidewalks, driveways, roads, parking and other paved
or hard surfaces, except to protect public health or safety

=  Prohibit water to spill into streets, curbs, or gutters, which exceeds reasonable beneficial
use

= Post water-conservation oriented placards in appropriate locations (bathrooms, kitchens,
water faucets, etc.) to highlight conservation practices to residents, employees and visitors

=  Provide literature to residents and employees describing the water conservation
requirements of the facility

The project would also implement the following measures as conditions of approval during
construction:

= |f needed for dust suppression only recycled water would be used

= Soil shall be immediately stabilized following construction via erosion control measures and
establishing of drought tolerant vegetation

Project Wastewater

The region has seen an overall demand in wastewater as users seek alternatives to potable
water for irrigation of landscaping, golf courses, and other recreation facilities. Wastewater
from the project site would be collected and treated at Las Palmas Ranch Wastewater
Treatment Facility operated by California American Water Company. The wastewater would be
recycled and used for irrigation.

Response 3.4

The commenter states that the project should not rely on water fixture unit methodology provided
by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) for water demand analysis. The
commenter states that the Monterey County Planning Commission considers MPWMD demand
totals to provide low estimates of usage outside of the MPWMD boundary due to comprehensive
water conservation measures and rebate programs. The commenter does not recommend an
alternative methodology or data, merely referencing other data.

The proposed project would be new, and be designed, constructed, and operated with water
conservation in consideration at the outset. The project would utilize the most current water
efficient fixtures available, use minimal water for landscaping, and practice conservation in every
day operation, as detailed in Response 3.3 above. As a result, the project is fully expected to have
below average water use for a facility of its type. The methodology employed remains appropriate.
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In addition, it should be noted that even if water use was underestimated, a doubling of the water
used would still be considered less than significant. As indicated in the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0,
Water Supply, page 10-3), the average annual groundwater extraction for Zone 2C was
approximately 523,000 AFY from 1959 to 2013. At a doubling of the estimated water use, the
project would use 22.8 AFY, and would result in an increase of 0.0044%.

Although Zone 2C is currently in overdraft, actions taken by both California Water Service and
MCWRA, including conservation, system improvements, and future projects are projected to
continue to provide for a reliable water supply. Refer to Response 3.3 for additional information.

Response 3.5

The commenter states that the project could have a significant effect on stormwater runoff and
flood hazards and suggests that the Draft SEIR should include a preliminary flood and storm water
control plan. The commenter provides specific items to be included in said plan.

Please refer to Topical Response E. As indicated therein, a Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan was
prepared for the project by Gateway Engineering, Inc. and has been developed for the project as
part of the preliminary design to address stormwater management for the project site in
conformance with County and State regulatory requirements. The site drainage is specifically
designed to meet County and regulatory requirements, and emulate pre-development conditions,
resulting in the water volume, rate and quality of stormwater leaving the site would be similar to
current conditions. As a result, there would be no project-related downstream or off-site impacts
related to flood hazards or stormwater quality related to project operation.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 27, 2018.

March 27, 2018

Joseph (Joe) Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County Resource Management Agency — Planning
1441 Schilling Place, 2nd Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us

Subject: River View Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Draft Subsequent EIR

Dear Mr. Sidor:

LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(Draft SEIR) for the project that is a facility on an undeveloped 15.64-acre parcel located within
the Toro Area Plan and the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. The proposed project includes a
Specific Plan amendment, use permit, and design approval for the construction and operation of
an approximately 120,000 square-foot senior assisted living facility consisting of multiple
structures and associated site improvements. The facility would provide assisted living facilities
for seniors requiring varying levels of assistance. LandWatch comments follow.

Project Description

The Draft SEIR does not identify or evaluate the Specific Plan amendment that is required for
project approval.

Consistency with Applicable Plans

The Environmental Setting section references Table 3-1 Policy Consistency Review (Las
Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, Monterey County 2010 General Plan, Toro Area Plan). However,
this table is not included in the Draft SEIR. Specifically, is the project consistent with the
residential unit cap of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan?

Aesthetics
The Draft SEIR finds:

The proposed project would be within the existing view shed of public areas, including from
areas that offer views of scenic vistas and from viewpoints on designated and proposed
scenic roadways (State Route 68, River Road and Reservation Road). The proposed project
would also alter the existing, natural visual character of the project site. Although the LPRSP
FEIR concluded that visual impacts on Highway 68 would be less than significant with full

4.1

4.2

4.3

v



buildout of the specific plan area, including the project site, potential visual impacts of the
proposed project are considered a significant adverse environmental impact....” (p. 5-30)

T-3.1 of the Toro Area Plan provides:

Within areas designated as “visually sensitive” on the Toro Scenic Highway Corridors and
Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 16), landscaping or new development may be permitted if the
development is located and designed (building design, exterior lighting, and siting) in such a
manner that will enhance the scenic value of the area.

Please describe how the development will “enhance the scenic value of the area”.

Mitigation Measures reducing impacts to less that significant are proposed. Mitigation measures
include:

The site shall be landscaped and screened from view from State Route 68, River Road and
Las Palmas to the extent feasible. (Emphasis added) (p. 5-29)

The EIR should identify feasible landscaping to determine if the impact to the view shed is
reduced to less than significant.

Parking

The Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, Policy 3, requires that adequate off-street parking be
provided as a means of reducing road congestion, particularly in areas where reduced road
right-of-way is proposed. The Transportation and Traffic section does not address off-street
parking.

Water Supply

The Draft SEIR finds that the 11.376 acre-feet per year required for the proposed project when
completed, comprises approximately .05 percent of the California Water Service Salinas
District’'s demand by 2020 and approximately .04 percent of the projected year 2040 demand.
Because the project demand is a small percentage of overall water use from the Salinas Valley
Groundwater Basin, the Draft SEIR finds that the project’s water demand is not cumulatively
considerable.

The use of a de minis percentage of water demand is not an applicable threshold of significance
for a groundwater basin that is in severe overdraft now and for the foreseeable future. CEQA
Guidelines §15130(a).J. finds:

A project's incremental impact may be individually limited but cumulatively considerable
when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable
future projects.

Along with the project’s significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on Highway 68 traffic, the
project should also be found to have a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on water

supply.
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Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft SEIR.

Regards,

ML

Michael DelLapa
Executive Director
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Letter 4

COMMENTER: Michael Delapa, Executive Director, LandWatch Monterey County
DATE: March 27, 2018

Response 4.1

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not identify or evaluate the Specific Plan
amendment required for project approval.

Section 4.0, Project Description (page 4-18), describes the need for a Specific Plan amendment and
provides the full text of the proposed amendment. As noted therein, the project falls under the
County’s general definition of an assisted living facility, which is an allowed use for the project site in
the General Plan and the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan (LPRSP). The Specific Plan amendment
would serve to clarify the distinction between an assisted living facility and a residence; the
distinction is noted in order to confirm that the project would not be subject to the residential limit
within the Specific Plan Area. Because the project is already in conformance with the general plan
and LPRSP land use designations, the Specific Plan amendment will not create any impacts and
therefore does not need to be evaluated within the Draft SEIR.

Response 4.2

The commenter notes that the Draft SEIR references a table on policy consistency review, but does
not include the table. The commenter asks if the project is consistent with the residential unit cap of
the LPRSP.

The policy consistency table was erroneously excluded from Draft SEIR Section 3.0, Environmental
Setting. The table has been added to Section 3.0 and is included in its entirety in Section 4,
Amendments to the Draft SEIR, of this Final SEIR.

Regarding the residential unit cap of the LPRSP, refer to Topical Response C. As noted therein, the
proposed project is not a residential use under the County code or LPRSP; as such, the residential
unit limitation of 1,031 does not apply to the project.

Response 4.3

The commenter discusses the visual impacts of the project. The commenter states that the Toro
Area Plan requires that new development in visually sensitive areas be located and designed to
enhance the scenic value of the area. The commenter questions how the proposed project would do
so. The commenter also states that the Draft SEIR should identify what landscaping would be
required in order to mitigate visual impacts.

As summarized in Draft SEIR in Section 5.0, Aesthetics, the Toro Area Plan identifies the project site
as located within an area designated as visually sensitive. The Toro Area Plan includes two policies
regarding aesthetics and visual quality that are applicable to the project, as follows:

= Toro Area Plan Policy T-3.1 states that within areas designated as “visually sensitive” on the
Toro Scenic Highway Corridors and Visual Sensitivity Map, landscaping or new development may
be permitted if the development is located and designed (building design, exterior lighting, and
siting) in such a manner that will enhance the scenic value of the area. Architectural design
consistent with the rural nature of the Plan area shall be encouraged.
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= Toro Area Plan Policy T-3.2. states that land use, architectural, and landscaping controls shall be
applied, and sensitive site design encouraged, to preserve Toro’s visually sensitive areas and
scenic entrance: River Road/Highway 68 Intersection. See response to Toro Area Policy T-3.1
above.

Consistency of the proposed project with the above policies is presented in Table 3-1, which is
incorporated into this Final SEIR (refer to Topical Response C and Section 4, Amendments to the
Draft SEIR). As noted therein, the project site is located within an area designated “sensitive
viewshed.” The Aesthetics section of the Draft SEIR included visual simulations from SR 68 and from
Reservation Road. The simulations show that although the project would be visible from these
locations, the project is not located on steeper slopes and will not constitute ridgeline development.
Mitigation measures ensuring the adverse impact is less than significant are: 1) requiring a
landscape plan to screen the project site from State Route 68, Reservation Road, and River Road, as
well as from the adjacent neighborhood and trail; 2) building colors and materials to be earth toned
to blend with the existing vicinity landscape; and 3) requiring all new utility and distribution lines on
the project site to be underground. Further, landscaping for the proposed project includes mostly
native plants designed to preserve and enhance the natural landscape of the project site. Non-
native plants included in the Landscape Plan are: magnolia tree, source magnolia, Japanese maple,
western red bud, European white birch, pheasant tail grass, silver grass, Australian fuchsia, bunny
tail grass, and Pacific coast iris.

For further discussion of visual impacts, refer to Topical Response F.

Response 4.4
The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not address off-street parking.

As summarized in the Draft SEIR, Section 9.0, Transportation & Traffic, LPRSP Policy 3 requires
adequate off-street parking to be provided as a means of reducing road congestion, particularly in
areas where reduced road right-of-way is proposed. The project plans calculate the parking
requirement as two stalls per unit for Casitas units, and one stall per three beds for the assisted
living and memory care facilities, totaling 86 required parking spaces. The project includes a total of
106 parking spaces, thereby exceeding this requirement. These spaces are all off-street parking
spaces. For more detail regarding parking, refer to the Project Description, which lists the proposed
parking per facility, under the heading Project Facilities.

Response 4.5

The commenter states that the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on water
supply because the area’s groundwater basin is in severe overdraft.

Both the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, page 10-3) and the applicable Urban Water
Management Plan acknowledge that the basin is in overdraft. However, MCWRA is a regional leader
in the area for groundwater management efforts to reduce overdraft and increase the reliability of
the water supply. Cal Water is supportive of these efforts and prepared to work with MCWRA and
make necessary investments to augment future basin recharge. Cal Water is also taking actions to
improve water reliability in the basin, including practicing and promoting conservation,
implementing demand management measures to provide water reliability, and reducing water loss
by system improvements. As a result, California Water Service indicated in its Urban Water
Management Plan that with these and other collective efforts Cal Water is projecting that, under all
hydrologic conditions, its groundwater supply for the Salinas District will fully meet future demands
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projected through 2040. California Water Service has issued a “can and will-serve” letter for the
project indicating it has the water supplies available to serve the project. Refer to Response 3.3 for
additional information.

Based on these considerations, there is sufficient water to serve the project and impacts to water
supply would be less than significant.
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Letter 5

COMMENTER: Ed Mercurio, Biological Consultant on behalf of the Las Palmas No. 1
Homeowners Association (LPHOA)

DATE: April 12, 2018

Response 5.1

The commenter questions the depth and timing of the biological survey work done for the proposed
project. The commenter notes that 2017 surveys are mentioned in the Draft SEIR, and requests
public access to the cited documents.

The exclusion of the Botanical Survey reports prepared by Regan Biological and Horticultural
Consulting in 2017 was an oversight; the report is attached to this Final SEIR as Appendix H.

The reconnaissance level survey performed by EMC biologists was intended to identify and map
vegetation communities and document general existing conditions on-site to inform the discussion
in the Draft SEIR; however, the information was provided only in the Draft SEIR (i.e. no stand-alone
report was prepared). The results of the reconnaissance survey are presented in Section 7.1 (page 7-
1) of the Draft SEIR.

Because the findings of the survey were presented in the Draft SEIR, inclusion of the botanical
survey results as Appendix H to the Final SEIR does not represent significant new information;
rather, the survey report merely clarifies the source of information presented in the Draft SEIR.

Response 5.2

The commenter states that further survey work should be performed investigating the presence of
special status amphibian species (California tiger salamander [CTS] and California red-legged frog
[CRLF]) on the project site. The commenter provides habitat descriptions that support this opinion.
The commenter notes a reported California tiger salamander on the project site in 2005. The
incidental observation of a CTS by a private citizen is undocumented and cannot be verified;
however, for clarification, the following information is provided to support the assessment of CTS
and CRLF habitat at the project site. The analysis presented below is based on a desktop review of
current and historical aerial photographs of the site (Google Earth 2018), CDFW Biogeographic
Information and Observation System (BIOS; CDFW 2019), the technical reports provided in the Draft
SEIR, and other available background information. Biologists also conducted a reconnaissance site
visit on June 14, 2019, to confirm existing conditions.

California Tiger Salamander

The following revisions have been made on page 7-11, Table 7.2 Special-Status Wildlife Species with
Potential to Occur in Vicinity, column 4 (Potential to Occur on Project Site), row 7 California tiger
salamander of the Draft SEIR:

Not-expected—No-suitable-habitatfound-on-the-sitesLow. High quality, but mostly isolated

habitat is present on site, and suitable breeding habitat is present within 1.24 miles of project
site.
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The following text replaces the first paragraph on page 7-15 of the Draft SEIR:

The site is located approximately two miles from the closest known California Natural Diversity

Database (CNDDB) occurrence of CTS at Toro Regional Park. The site is also within 1.24 miles
(i.e., the known CTS dispersal distance) of stock ponds, detention basins, the Salinas River, and
other wetlands visible on aerial imagery that represent areas with suitable breeding habitat.
Based on a site visit and review of aerial imagery, the habitat on-site does not include suitable
breeding habitat but may provide upland habitat in ground squirrel and small mammal burrows.
Connectivity for movement between known populations and potential breeding habitat in the
area and the project site itself is feasible where natural habitat or landscaped areas allow for
undisrupted movement. A potentially suitable stock pond was located approximately 0.33 mile
west of the site but was converted to agriculture between late 2017 and early 2018. This pond
was evaluated for the adjacent Ferrini Ranch Project and was determined not to provide
suitable breeding habitat due to an insufficient hydro-period and shallow basin (PMC 2014).
However, the assessment in the Ferrini Ranch Subdivision EIR was made during a period of
regional drought. A review of Google Earth imagery from 2016 showed that the pond held water
through April 2016, indicating a sufficient hydro-period to support breeding. Higher quality and
more easily accessible habitat is present outside of the project site. CTS cannot be completely
excluded from having a potential to occur at the project site; however, the site is bordered by
development and agriculture on three sides, and the potential for CTS to occur on site is low.

California Red-legged Frog

The conclusion of the Draft SEIR that CRLF are not expected to occur is correct; however, for clarity
the following language replaces the third paragraph on page 7-15:

The closest reported occurrence of CRLF is approximately 5.1 miles to the south of the site, on

the south side of Toro Regional Park. This occurrence was reported from a stock pond along
Corral Del Cielo Road. Other occurrences in the vicinity are similarly from stock ponds. No creeks
provide connectivity between the project site and any known occupied habitat. As such, it is
unlikely that CRLF would disperse to the site from known stock pond occurrences in the south,
and protocol level surveys of Toro Creek to the south performed for the Ferrini Ranch project
were negative. CRLF have also been reported from the Salinas River approximately 8.6 miles
downstream of the site, where adults and juveniles were observed. American bullfrog and non-
native predatory fish are also known to occur in the Salinas River and reduce the habitat
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suitability in that water body for CRLF. Agricultural fields and busy roads lay between the river
and the site posing significant biogeographic barriers and reducing the likelihood for dispersal

from distant known occurrences to the project site. Therefore, CRLF are not expected to occur
on-site.

The following language is added to the Draft SEIR on page 7-28 as follows:

IMPACT Potential Loss or Disturbance of California Tiger Salamander

If California tiger salamander is present on the project site, construction activities could result in
the loss or disturbance of individual animals. This would be a significant adverse environmental
impact. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the potential impact
to a less than significant level.

BIO-6 California Tiger Salamander Surveys, Avoidance and Minimization

Prior to the start of construction, a qualified CTS biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey
for CTS. The survey shall include a transect survey over the entire project disturbance footprint
(including access and staging areas), and scoping of burrows for CTS occupancy. If CTS are
documented on the surface or in burrows, no work can be conducted until the individuals leave
the site of their own accord. If no CTS are found, the biologist shall collapse all small mammal
burrows onsite within the disturbance footprint. After all burrows have been collapsed, a silt
fence shall immediately be installed around the edges of the work area to the existing road. This
fencing shall be buried to at least three inches. No equipment or disturbance shall be allowed
outside of the silt fence, and fencing shall remain in place until the project is complete. If a
California tiger salamander is observed at any time during burrow excavation or construction, all
work shall cease, and the applicant shall contact the USFWS for guidance before commencing
project activities.

The above text clarifies the potential for California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog
to occur on site and be affected by the proposed project. With Mitigation Measure BIO-6, a measure
consistent the other measures to protect biological resources (i.e., pre-activity surveys and
subsequent avoidance and protections), the project would avoid impacts to CTS. Therefore, the
information provided here does not significantly change the conclusions of the Draft SEIR or
represent substantial new information.

Response 5.3

The commenter requests public access to the plant community and wildlife habitat surveys
performed for the project. The commenter notes that surveys were performed by consultants not
listed on the County Planning Department’s List of Approved Consultants, and requests information
regarding their credentials.

The biologists that performed the reconnaissance field survey described in Section 7.0, Biological
Resources, are EMC Planning Group staff. EMC Planning Group is included on the County Planning
Department’s list of approved biology consultants.
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April 16, 2018

Joseph (Joe) Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County Resource Management Agency — Planning
1441 Schilling Place, 2nd Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us

Subject: River View Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Draft Subsequent EIR

Dear Mr. Sidor:
The following comments supplement LandWatch’s March 27, 2018 comments.

The project is inconsistent with General Plan policies that require a Development
Evaluation System (DES).

The project is subject to the DES that applies to projects of five subdivisions or more, or projects
with equivalent impacts (2010 Monterey County General Plan, LU 2-19). In earlier drafts of the
DES, county staff defined “equivalency:”

“Equivalency” is when a project generates one or more of the following, based on multiplying
standard outputs generated from a single family residence by 5:

* Water: 1.55 AF/year

*  Wastewater: 1.55 AF/year

* Traffic: 49.5 daily trips or 18,067.5 trips per year

The project exceeds the water trigger at 11.36 AFY and the wastewater trigger at 13.53 AFY
(12,070 gpd) and is therefore subject to the DES. Consistency with the DES should be
addressed in the FEIR.

The County has not yet implemented General Plan Policy LU 1.19, which mandates preparation
of a Development Evaluation System (“DES”) “to provide a systematic, consistent, predictable,
and quantitative method for decision-makers 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 this Project because it is not within a Community Area, Rural Center, of Affordable
Housing Overlay district.

General Plan Policy LU 1.19 mandates that the County establish the DES “within 12 months of
adopting this General Plan,” i.e., by October 26, 2011. The DES is now seven years overdue.
Planning staff did not bring the first workshop proposal for the DES to the Planning Commission
until July 31, 2013. The Planning Commission did not review the proposal in detail. Instead,
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based on a discussion led by Commissioners Diehl, Vandevere, and Brown, the Commission
provided direction to staff to return with specific comments to staff regarding the scope and
content of the DES.

The DES is a mandatory requirement of the General Plan and a critical constraint on sprawl
development. Projects subject to the DES cannot be approved until the County establishes the
objective, systematic scoring system that Policy LU 1.19 requires. Accordingly, the County
should not approve this Project until it implements its General Plan by establishing the DES and
evaluating this Project with the DES.

Relevant provisions of the DES

The DES must be an objective and predictable scoring system to determine which projects may
be approved. Thus, it must be “a pass-fail system and shall include a mechanism to
quantitatively evaluate development in light of the policies of the General Plan and the
implementing regulations, resources and infrastructure, and the overall quality of the
development.”

The DES is required to include evaluation criteria, including but not limited to the following:

a. Site Suitability

b. Infrastructure

c. Resource Management

d. Proximity to a City, Community Area, or Rural Center

e. Mix/Balance of uses including Affordable Housing consistent with the County
Affordable/Workforce Housing Incentive Program adopted pursuant to the Monterey County
Housing Element

f. Environmental Impacts and Potential Mitigation

g. Proximity to multiple modes of transportation

h. Jobs-Housing balance within the community and between the community and
surrounding areas

i. Minimum passing score

Since the DES must be objective, quantitative, and predictable, and must create a pass-fail
system with a minimum score, the County must devise a scoring system that implements at
least the criteria enumerated in LU Policy 1.19.

The purpose of the DES is to avoid sprawl development and encourage development that
meets General Plan aspirational goals.

LU 1.19 is an important form of mitigation to avoid impacts associated with sprawl development.
The announced purpose of LU 1.19 was also to ensure that the Community Areas and Rural
Centers remain the priority areas for growth and that only 20% of future growth occurs outside
these designated growth areas. See, e.g., 2010 General Plan FEIR, Master Response 2.1.2.

When the Planning Commission reviewed and rejected staff’s initial version of the DES, they
provided essential guidance that illuminated the purpose of the DES.

River View Draft EIR Page 2
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* The DES is not a device for determining whether a project is consistent with the
General Plan. If a project is not consistent with the General Plan, it should not even
be reviewed under the DES.

* The DES must be designed to screen out all but the exceptional projects that justify
departing from the goal of focusing growth in Community Areas and Rural Centers.

* The DES must be designed to implement the General Plan goal to limit growth
outside these areas 20% of overall growth.

* The DES must provide a pass/fail system, with a minimum passing score.

* The DES must provide objective criteria.

* Projects should be rewarded for meeting the General Plan’s aspirational goals and
exceeding its minimum standards.

The County should move to establish the DES promptly, and it should not deem applications
complete or approve projects subject to the DES until it establishes the DES.

The County has a mandatory duty to establish a DES, and to do so timely, since LU Policy 1.19
states that it “shall be established within 12 months.” Accordingly LandWatch asks that the
County ensure that implementation of LU 1.19 be made a priority.

LU Policy 1.19 provides that the development projects subject to its provisions must meet the
minimum passing score of a DES. Approval of such projects without scoring them through a
DES, which must be established as a “systematic, consistent, predictable, and quantitative
method for decision-makers to evaluate developments,” would be inconsistent with the General
Plan.

In short, establishment of the DES is an essential prerequisite to approving projects subject to
LU Policy 1.19. Until the County establishes a DES, approving a residential project of five or
more units, or a development of equivalent traffic, water or wastewater intensity, outside a
Community Area, Rural Center, or Affordable Housing overlay would be ultra vires because the
County is powerless to issue permits that are inconsistent with the General Plan.

Until the DES is established, LandWatch asks that the County refrain from deeming any
development application for a project subject to LU 1.19 complete or from approving any such
project.

Regards,

ML)

Michael DelLapa
Executive Director

River View Draft EIR Page 3
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County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility

Letter 6

COMMENTER:

DATE: April 16, 2018

Response 6.1

Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Michael Delapa, Executive Director, LandWatch Monterey County

The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy LU-1.19 that requires
a Development Evaluation System (DES). The commenter states that until the DES is established
Land Watch asks the County to refrain from deeming any development application for a project
subject to LU-1.19 complete or from approving any such project. The commenter states that the
County has not yet implemented General Plan Policy LU 1.19, which mandates preparation of a DES
for certain projects. The commenter states that the County is obligated to establish a DES and
should refrain from approving projects that would be subject to a DES until it is established.

The County has utilized an interim system for several recent projects. Utilizing this approach, the
following discussion has been added to Table 3-1, Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, of the Draft
SEIR. Refer also to Topical Response C for a discussion of Table 3-1 and Section 4, Amendments to

the Draft SEIR, for the full table.

Monterey County General Plan Policy

Consistency Discussion

Land Use Element

LU-1.19: Community Areas, Rural Centers and
Affordable Housing Overlay districts are the top priority

Consistent. The project site is not within a
Community Area, Rural Center, or Affordable

for development in the unincorporated areas of the
County. Outside of those areas, a Development
Evaluation System shall be established to provide a
systematic, consistent, predictable, and quantitative
method for decision-makers to evaluate developments of

Housing Overlay District. Thus, the project should
be analyzed pursuant to the Development
Evaluation System (DES) required by this policy.
Pending adoption of a detailed program
implementing the DES, the County has been

five or more lots or units and developments of equivalent

implementing the DES through application of the

or greater traffic, water, or wastewater intensity. The

criteria in LU-1.19. Accordingly, an interim

system shall be a pass-fail system and shall include a

analysis has been completed for this project

mechanism to quantitatively evaluate development in

based on the Policy LU 1.19 criteria. The objective

light of the policies of the General Plan and the
implementing requlations, resources and infrastructure,

of the DES is to strongly discourage or avoid “leap
frog” development not proximate to urbanized or

and the overall quality of the development. Evaluation

community areas where public services and

criteria shall include but are not limited to:

a. Site Suitability
b. Infrastructure

c. Resource Management

d. Proximity to a City, Community Area, or Rural

facilities exist. The project meets this objective of
the DES.

This proposed project is infill in nature and is the
last developable site in the LPRSP area, near
existing communities, major roadways, and

Center
e. Mix/Balance of uses including Affordable Housing

services. The proposed project is consistent with
the majority of the specified DES criteria, if the

consistent with the County Affordable/Workforce

criteria are deemed to apply to an infill location

Housing Incentive Program adopted pursuant to

such as the subject site. The affordable housing

the Monterey County Housing Element
f.  Environmental Impacts and Potential Mitigation

and jobs-housing balance criteria do not apply
because the proposed project is not residential.

g. Proximity to multiple modes of transportation

h. Jobs-Housing balance within the community and
between the community and surrounding areas

i.  Minimum passing score

Residential development shall incorporate the following
minimum requirements for developments in Rural
Centers prior to the preparation of an Infrastructure and

” o

In terms of “site suitability,” “proximity to cities and
communities,” and “multiple modes of
transportation,” the project’s location near an
existing residential development makes the site
suitable for the assisted living use proposed. The
proposed site is less than 2 miles from the River
Road Rural Center. The site’s location provides
efficient access to SR 68 via River Road, the
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Monterey County General Plan Policy

Consistency Discussion

Financing Study, or outside of a Community Area or

major transportation corridor to the west of the

Rural Center:

1) 35% affordable/Workforce housing (25%

inclusionary; 10% Workforce) for projects of five

or more units to be considered.
2) If the project is designed with at least 15%

farmworker inclusionary housing, the minimum

requirement may be reduced to 30% total.

This Development Evaluation System shall be

established within 12 months of adopting this General

Plan.

site. Residents of the proposed project are not
expected to need significant services outside of
those provided at the assisted care facility, but the
nearby Monterey Peninsula communities of
Spreckels, Creekside, and Salinas are within short
travel distance of the site and offer a wide range
of commercial and personal services and medical
care facilities if desired. The project will also
include walking paths, and the applicants have
proposed shuttle services for residents to access
areas on the Monterey Peninsula and Salinas,
including regular shuttle service for employees to
transportation hubs nearby, as not all residents
would have access to personal vehicles.

Regarding “infrastructure and services,” the site
has received a “can and will serve” letter from Cal
Water and, as discussed above in the LPRSP
analysis above under “Public Facilities and
Services — Water”, total water use at Las Palmas
is expected to be about 193.4 AFY, significantly
less than the 599 AFY that was allowed by the
adopted specific plan. Additional infrastructure is
existing or will be built concurrently with the
project so the project site would be adequately
served.

Finally, regarding “resource management” and
“environmental impacts and potential mitigations,”
the project would result in significant but
mitigatable impacts on special status animal
species. Construction of the proposed project
could directly impact American badger, Monterey
dusky-footed woodrat, western red bat, burrowing
owl or nesting birds. This impact is also
considered significant but mitigatable.

In summary, when considered in relation to the
DES criteria specified in General Plan Policy LU-
1.19, the project is, overall, consistent with LU-
1.19.
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Letter 7

COMMENTER: Chris D. Kinzel, P.E., Vice President, TIKM Transportation Consultants
DATE: April 23,2018

Response 7.1

The commenter notes that portions of State Route 68 operate at Level of Service F, and states that
the County has recently approved projects by establishing overriding considerations.

The Draft SEIR acknowledges that vehicle trips generated by the project would contribute to existing
LOS F conditions on the segment of State Route 68 from Toro Park to State Route 218. As shown in
Figure 9-2 in Draft SEIR Section 9.0, Transportation & Traffic, it is estimated that the project would
add less than five peak-hour trips to this segment of State Route 68. Although this contribution to
traffic on State Route 68 would be minimal relative to existing traffic conditions, the Draft SEIR
notes that Caltrans conditions a single additional peak-hour trip on highways with existing LOS F
conditions to be a significant impact. Based on this conservative threshold, the Draft SEIR finds that
the project would have a significant impact on traffic conditions on State Route 68. The applicant
would be required to pay a regional traffic impact fee toward future improvements to State Route
68. However, because the applicant would not directly implement any improvements to this
highway to offset the project’s contribution to LOS F conditions, and it is unknown if future
improvements using regional traffic impact fees would improve the level of service, this impact
would be significant and unavoidable.

Pursuant to Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency may provide a statement
of overriding considerations for approval of a project that would have a significant and unavoidable
impact, determining the project’s benefits would outweigh its environmental impacts. Consistent
with the CEQA Guidelines, the County would include a statement of overriding considerations in its
CEQA Findings for approval of the project. This statement would acknowledge the project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts while determining that they are outweighed by its overall
benefits.

Response 7.2

The commenter asserts that the trip generation rates used in the Draft SEIR’s traffic analysis do not
adequately account for the use of cars by residents of the proposed casitas, visitor travel, caregiver
trips, emergency medical trips, and commercial operations. The commenter requests more
information supporting the traffic analysis.

As shown in Figure 9-2 in Draft SEIR Section 9.0, Transportation & Traffic, the traffic analysis applies
the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) trip generation rates for the following land uses:
Senior Housing — Detached (ITE land use code 251), Senior Housing — Attached (ITE 252), Assisted
Living (ITE 254), and Nursing Home (ITE 620). The ITE land use codes applied to the project are
representative of the full range of land uses associated with the proposed senior assisted living
facility. This includes the semi-independent casitas units, the assisted living facility, and the memory
care facility. For this reason, Hatch Mott MacDonald’s Riverview at Las Palmas Trip Generation Study
(December 2013) found that these ITE land use codes were appropriate for the project, because
they were most representative of the activity levels at the project’s facilities, including medical-
related traffic and car use associated with the semi-independent living at the casitas units.
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In general, the ITE’s trip generation rates for individual land use codes are based on traffic studies
performed by qualified transportation engineers of representative examples of each land use. These
traffic studies count any vehicle trips associated with the studied land uses, including trips that are
ancillary to the land use. The trip generation rates applied to the project therefore incorporate
ancillary trips that are typical of senior assisted living facilities, such as resident trips, visitor travel,
truck trips to supply food service and commercial operations, and medical trips. This would include
trips generated by the proposed casitas, where semi-independent residents could have their own
cars. The commenter has not provided specific evidence that the ITE land use codes applied to the
project exclude such vehicle trips. Therefore, the trip generation rates used in the Draft SEIR’s traffic
analysis are appropriate.

Response 7.3

The commenter asserts that the Draft SEIR lacks an adequate analysis of queuing of vehicles at the
entrance gate to the Las Palmas Ranch Phase #1 Subdivision (Subdivision). Security guards do not
currently check inbound vehicles at the gate during peak hours, the commenter states, in order to
minimize queuing. The commenter contends that most inbound vehicles are driven by homeowners,
which enables this relaxation of normal security protocol. However, the commenter states that the
project would generate vehicle trips that require stricter screening, such as visitors and deliveries,
resulting in the need for an additional westbound entrance lane at the gate. The commenter asserts
that an extended entrance to the gate would obstruct vehicles from turning left onto Winding Creek
Road.

Please refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of queuing concerns at the Subdivision’s entry
gate. As noted therein, the project would increase inbound traffic at the gate by an estimated 16
percent. However, this increase in traffic would not substantially increase queuing. An additional
westbound entrance lane at the gate would not be needed, and queuing vehicles would not
obstruct vehicles from turning left onto Winding Creek Road. Therefore, the project would have a
less than significant impact on traffic circulation related to queuing.

Response 7.4

The commenter requests additional information on the Woodridge Court access point to the project
site, including the steepness of grade.

Please refer to Topical Response D. As noted therein, the proposed project would involve extending
Woodridge Court at a grade of approximately 15 percent to provide vehicular access to the project
site. This grade is within the County’s requirements for the LPRSP and for the County in general.

Response 7.5

The commenter notes that Woodridge Court is the only access point to the project site. The
commenter notes that a secondary or emergency access point is a standard requirement in all
developments, and that the population served by an assisted living senior facility would present
special challenges in the event of an emergency evacuation.

Please refer to Topical Response D. As noted therein, secondary access between River Road and the
project site during emergency evacuations would be available through the lawn area between
Country Park Road and Woodridge Court. However, secondary access would not be provided on
Woodridge Court between Country Park Road and the first internal parking lot aisle. Mitigation
Measure T-2 would be required to install improvements that improve access to the lawn area and
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Woodridge Court. With implementation of this measure, the project would have a less than
significant impact on emergency access.

Response 7.6

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not address emergency vehicle trips to the site,
including noise disturbances.

The traffic analysis utilizes ITE trip generation rates applicable to the project type, which projects
traffic based on the type and size of the proposed facilities. In addition, as noted in Topical
Response H, sirens from emergency vehicles would result in a short-term spike in ambient noise
levels at nearby residences. However, there is an agreement in place that the Subdivision is a “no-
siren zone.” Additionally , the County Code exempts “emergency vehicles being operated by
authorized personnel” from noise regulation. Therefore, emergency vehicles would have a less than
significant impact on ambient noise.

Response 7.7

The commenter states that construction truck traffic for the project is likely to damage the area’s
private streets, including hand-placed concrete bricks at three intersections on the route to the
project site. The commenter asserts that the Draft SEIR should address repair or replacement of
damaged roads.

Please refer to Topical Response D. As noted therein, truck trips routed through the Subdivision
during construction could contribute to deterioration of private residential streets maintained
through homeowners association fees. However, as a standard grading and building permit
condition, the County would require that the project applicant be responsible for repairing any
damage to existing infrastructure during the temporary construction activities. Adherence to this
condition of approval would prevent long-term deterioration of the circulation system from
construction activity.

Response 7.8

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not address cumulative traffic impacts and
mitigation measures. The commenter requests more information on cumulative traffic impacts,
mitigation measures, and fees.

Page 9-24 of Draft SEIR Section 9.0, Transportation & Traffic, has been amended as follows in the
Final SEIR to summarize the cumulative traffic impacts and applicable mitigation that were already
described in the traffic study (Appendix D to the Draft SEIR):

As shown in Figure 9-4, the Cumulative + Project traffic scenario would degrade traffic
conditions at two signalized intersections to below the County’s threshold of LOS C. In this
traffic scenario, the Reservation Road/State Route 68 westbound ramps intersection would
operate at LOS D during PM peak hours, as would the River Road/State Route 68 eastbound
ramps during AM peak hours. Under existing conditions, these intersections operate at
acceptable LOS C conditions. To offset a contribution to unacceptable cumulative traffic
conditions at these intersections, the applicant would be required to pay impact fees toward
future traffic improvements.

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) and its member jurisdictions have
adopted a county-wide, regional development impact fee to cover the costs for studies and
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construction of many roadway improvements throughout Monterey County. This impact fee,
which went into effect on August 27, 2008, is applied to new development within Monterey
County. The governing document for the fee is the Regional Impact Fee Nexus Study Update
(March 26, 2008) prepared by Kimley-Horn Associates, Inc. The Regional Impact Fee Nexus
Study Update was updated in October 2018 by Wood Rodgers. Payment of the TAMC fee would
satisfy the project’s fair-share contribution to cumulative impact mitigation throughout the
regional highway system, even for locations where an improvement has not been included in
the fee program. In addition, the applicant would be required to pay a County fee for traffic
impacts, which could include a pro-rata share of improvements at the River Road-Reservation
Road /Highway 68 ramps intersections.

By paving required TAMC and County traffic impact fees, the project would not considerably
contribute to a significant cumulative traffic impact.

Response 7.9

The commenter notes that the project applicant proposes off-peak employee shifts and the use of
shuttle buses as means to reduce traffic impacts. The commenter states that these measures would
result in increased early morning or late-night travel, including shuttle bus trips, through the Las
Palmas neighborhood, and that the Draft SEIR should address these impacts.

Early morning or late-night trips to and from the project site would occur outside of peak hours and
therefore would not result in traffic congestion on neighborhood streets or at the entrance gate to
the Las Palmas neighborhood. For further discussion of impacts from traffic noise, please refer to
Topical Response H.
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Letter 8
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L B E-MAIL CKEMP@NHEH.COM
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 831-424-1414 EXT. 271
OUR FILE NO. 19873.010
April 24,2018

BY HAND DELIVERY

Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County Resource Agency — Planning
1441 Schilling Place, 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Comments on Draft EIR for RiverView at Las Palmas Assisted Living
Senior Facility

Dear Mr. Sidor:

I am writing on behalf of the Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 1 (“LPHOA”)
to provide comments on the Draft EIR (DEIR) for the RiverView at Las Palmas
Assisted Living Senior Facility (Project).

The property, commonly referred to as Parcel Q, on which the Project is proposed, is
part of the Amended Map of the Las Palmas Ranch Corey House Area/Unit 1 Tract 8.1
Map recorded on June 15, 1989 at Vol. 16 C &T Pg. 70, Official Records of Monterey
County (“Parcel Q” or the “Property”).

The Property is not part of the LPHOA, but rather adjacent to that portion of the Las
Palmas Ranch No. 1 Subdivision’ which is governed by, and included within, the
LPHOA (“Subdivision”).

The Project’s sole means of access is through the Subdivision (over Las Palmas Road,
River Run and Woodridge Court), which roads are all privately owned and maintained
by the LPHOA.

8.2

The Project will create significant unmitigated traffic impacts to the Subdivision roads.
The three proposed traffic mitigations do not adequately address the impacts to the
Subdivision roads which will occur with this Project.

The Project is inconsistent with the rural residential nature of the Subdivision and the

overall Specific Plan for the Las Palmas project, which Specific Plan sought to cluster 8.3

~

' The Las Palmas Ranch No. 1 Subdivision is the first phase of the entire Las Palmas project buildout.
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Page 2

the residential units in specific locations with low visual impacts and retain the
remainder of the Las Palmas planning area, including the frontal slopes and ridgelines
in open space. Introducing a large senior residential care facility on this visually
prominent site was never contemplated in the Las Palmas Specific Plan, which Plan has
now been built out, and should be followed.

The Project will create significant visual and aesthetic impacts when viewed from the
Subdivision, River Road, and Highway 68. At 90,000 — 110,500 sq. ft., with large 2-
story and 3-story elements, and sitting on a prominent ridge above the Subdivision,
River Road and Highway 68, a State Scenic Highway, the Project will be visible.
“Landscape Screening” cannot adequately mitigate the significant visual impacts that
will occur with the Project. The large tall buildings will be there, and they will be
visible.

The Project will create a significant night light impact to the Subdivision, and the entire
surrounding area, with the Project perched on the ridge above the Subdivision. A
“Lighting Plan” cannot adequately mitigate the significant impact and disruption to the

night light that will occur with the Project. The light will be there, and it will be visible.

The Project has the potential to create significant erosion and drainage issues for the
Subdivision, with erosion already occurring on the uphill slope adjacent to the Country
Park Road area of the Subdivision.

2.0 Project Summary
The Project Summary mischaracterizes the Project and is inaccurate.

Page 2-1 — The Project is not consistent with the Las Palmas Specific Plan (LPSP). The
Las Palmas Specific Plan did not allocate housing or development for the project site.
Figure D in the LP Specific Plan does not include Parcel Q in the developable parcels,
nor is Parcel Q shown as a developable area on the LPSP Figure H. The maximum
build out of Las Palmas planned community is 1031 homes as shown on Figures D and
E. (See LPSP Policy 5, Page 11-4).

Page 2-2 — The Project site was not given a residential land use designation in the LP
Specific Plan. It was shown as an undevelopable parcel. (See LPSP Figure H). The LP
Specific Plan expressly “prohibited building” in the areas as delineated on Figures H
and K, in which the Project is located. (See LPSP Policy 2, Page 1I-12).
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The Las Palmas Specific Plan required higher density housing to be clustered behind
natural land forms, and at lower ¢ :vations, and not on slopes or ridgelines to preserve
the semi-rural character of the area and mitigate adverse impacts on significant
viewshed areas. (See LPSP Policy 7, Page 1I-4). The LP Specific Plan expressly
“prohibited building” in the areas as delineated on Figures H and K in which the Project
is located. (See LPSP Policy 2, Page 1I-12).

The Las Palmas Specific Plan focused on keeping the area’s frontal slopes undeveloped
to protect the area’s scenic quality. The Project site is within the area that was intended
to remain undeveloped for this very reason (See LPSP Figure H and LPSP Policy 2,
Page 11-12).

Landscape screening cannot “screen” such a large and tall project, nor will it “enhance”
the scenic value of the area. Additionally, landscaping will be inconsistent with the
natural beauty of the area.

Light and Glare — There will be substantial and significant light and glare impacts to
both the traveling public and the adjacent Subdivision.

This is a large, tall project. At 90,000 — 110,500 sq. ft., with large 2-story and 3-story
elements, and sitting on a prominent ridge above the Subdivision, River Road and
Highway 68, a State Scenic Highway, light from the Project will be visible.

The facility will have to be well lit for its operation. Lights will need to remain on all
night. This is a substantial change from the natural darkness of the site, as it exists. A
Lighting Plan does not adequately address the significant impact.

5.4 Environmental Analysis — The Las Palmas Specific Plan sought to protect this site
from development as shown on LP{  Figure H and LPSP Policy 2, Page II-12.

The Project is described as either 90,000 sq. ft. or 110,500 sq. ft.* with a major portion
of it two and three stories high.

*Inconsistency in the project description
Page 4-6:

Casitas - 41,341 sf.

Assisted Living- 27,052 sf.

Memory Care — 21,613 sf.

Total 90,000 sf.

Page 5-24:

Casitas — 28,000 sf.
Assisted living — 43,500,000 sf (assuming that is meant to be 43,500 sf.) — Two stories
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Additionally, portions of the Subdivision are located at the foot of hills and collects
drainage from adjacent canyons, which runoff already increases system flows in the
rainy season.

What is the Applicants legal right to connect to the existing Las Palmas drainage
system? What is the capacity of the existing drainage system to handle this run off?
This information needs to be included in the DEIR now and addressed up front. Not
deferred.

While the Project is out of flooding danger, the Subdivision has had historic flooding
issues. There is no analysis as to the impact the Project would have on potential
flooding within the Subdivision. This issue needs to be addressed.

11.8 Noise — DEIR mentions only noise from construction and employee trips to the
Project. There will be much more traffic and noise generated from the Project than this.
The Project will require large delivery trucks to bring supplies to the facility, there will
be emergency vehicles going to the site (which are loud even without sirens), as well as
the resident and visitor traffic, in addition to the employee traffic. This issue needs to
be addressed.

11.9 Public Services — The DEIR acknowledges that the Project will impact the
Subdivision’s current private security operations. The Project will require increased
private security operations. The LPHOA has no provision for sharing its private
security operations with the Project. This is an issue of major concern to the LPHOA.
Not only does the Project cause increased security issues, it causes significant internal
traffic issues which have not been addressed (See April 23, 2018 TJKM Traffic
Consultant letter).

13.0 Cumulative Impacts

Traffic - Monterey County recently approved the “Corral de Tierra Neighborhood
Retail Village” shopping center (County Resolution No. 12-240) at the corner of Corral
de Tierra Road and Highway 68, as well as, the “Ferrini Ranch” residential subdivision
(County Resolution No. 14-371) along Highway 68 east of the Project, both of which
add traffic to Highway 68 which operates at LOS F.

There are areas within Toro Area Plan (Toro Plan Policy T-1.7 and B-8 zoning) where
homeowners cannot build even one additional unit in the Toro Area, because of traffic
considerations, yet for a large Project like this, there is no prohibition. There is no

rational basis for, or compelling public benefit from, this Project that would warrant a

186431010\801929.3:42418

A

8.29

8.30

8.31

8.32

8.33

\/



Joseph Sidor

Monterey County Planning
April 24,2018

Page 9

finding of Overriding Considerations in this situation to allow a known substantial
significant impact to Highway 68 traffic to become further degraded and exacerbated.

14.0 Growth Inducing

The Project is growth inducing. There are significant growth inducing impacts that
have not been addressed.

14.4 Population Growth Inducing — The DEIR continues to claim that Project is not
growth inducing because of the zoning. The Las Palmas Specific Plan allowed only
1031 units, and all, but for two, have been constructed.

The Project Applicant acknowledges he needs a Las Palmas Specific Plan Amendment
to build this Project at this site. The Project is clearly growth inducing beyond what
was approved and anticipated in the Las Palmas Specific Plan. It is placing increased
growth in an area inconsistent with the Las Palmas Specific Plan. The growth inducing
impacts associated with building this Project in a rural residential setting need to be
addressed.

15.0 Significant Unavoidable Impacts

Traffic and Circulation — The DEIR acknowledges there will be significant and
unavoidable impacts to traffic and circulation, Highway 68 currently operating at a LOS
F. One additional single peak hour trip is a significant impact to Highway 68. The
DEIR also acknowledges there are no mitigation measures to reduce the Project level
impacts to less than significant.

There are areas within Toro Area Plan (Toro Plan Policy T-1.7 and B-8 zoning) where
homeowners cannot build even one additional unit, because of traffic considerations,
yet for a large project like this, there is no prohibition.

There is no rational basis for, or compelling public benefit from, this Project that would

warrant a finding of Overriding Considerations in this situation to allow a known
substantial significant impact to Highway 68 to become further exacerbated.

18643\010\801929.3:42418

8.34

8.35







County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 8

COMMENTER: Christine G. Kemp, Noland, Hamerly, Etienne & Hoss Attorneys at Law, on
behalf of the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners Association

DATE: April 24, 2018

Response 8.1

The commenter provides background information regarding the location and jurisdiction of the
project site. The comment is noted.

Response 8.2

The commenter notes that the project site is not part of the LPHOA, but that its sole means of
access is though the Subdivision. The commenter states the opinion that the project will create
significant unmitigated traffic impacts to the Subdivision roads, and that the proposed traffic
mitigations do not adequately address traffic impacts to these roads.

Refer to Topical Response D. As noted therein, with the addition of vehicle trips generated by the
project, traffic volumes on residential streets in the Subdivision would remain at acceptable levels
based on County thresholds. Therefore, as determined in the Draft SEIR, the project would have a
less than significant impact on traffic conditions in the Subdivision. No mitigation is necessary to
reduce traffic volumes on Subdivision streets.

Response 8.3

The commenter states the opinion that the project is inconsistent with the rural residential nature
of the Subdivision and the LPRSP, which sought to preserve open space, cluster residential units,
and minimize visual impacts. The commenter states that the LPRSP did not include a senior
residential care facility at this location, and that the Plan has been built out.

Regarding impacts to the rural residential nature of the Subdivision, refer to pages 5-30 to 5-50 of
the Draft SEIR, which includes an analysis of the project’s potential to impact existing visual
character. Refer to Topical Response F for additional discussion of visual impacts.

Regarding consistency with the LPRSP, refer to Topical Response C. As noted therein, the project
would be consistent with LPRSP policies and the residential unit cap for the LPRSP Plan Area is not
applicable to the proposed project because the project is not residential.

Response 8.4

The commenter describes potential visual and aesthetic impacts of the project, including the
project’s visibility from the Subdivision, River Road, and SR 68, a State Scenic Highway. The
commenter states that the project does not include sufficient mitigation for the visual impacts of
large buildings. The commenter states that the project would cause a night light impact to the
Subdivision and surrounding area, and that the impact is not sufficiently mitigated.

Please refer to Topical Response F. As described therein, the project would be visible from local
roads and would also be visible from Subdivision residences. However, the project plans incorporate
visual screening, and mitigation measures further reduce aesthetic impacts, including night sky light
pollution, to a less than significant level.
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Response 8.5

The commenter states that the project could cause significant erosion and drainage issues for the
Subdivision.

Refer to Topical Response E. As noted therein, compliance with recommendations in the
geotechnical report, which would be required as a condition of project approval, and compliance
with applicable County code requirement would ensure there would be no significant impacts
associated with erosion or drainage.

Response 8.6

The commenter states the opinion that Project Summary mischaracterizes the project and is
inaccurate. The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the LPRSP, which did not
allocate housing or development for the project site. The commenter notes that the LPRSP
prohibited building in areas delineated on Figures H and K of the Specific Plan, in which the project
is located.

The project site is designated Medium Density Residential on Figure E of the LPRSP. Figure H
identifies areas with frontal slopes/ridgelines visible from designated scenic corridors, and Figure K
is a conceptual cross-section depicting suggested screening for future development and is not
related to land use designations. According to LPRSP Policy 2, buildings should be prohibited on
these ridgelines. The project site is not identified in Figures H and K as a frontal slope or ridgeline;
therefore, the project is not subject to this policy. Additionally, the project site’s land use
designation of Medium Density Residential inherently allows development on the site. For
additional discussion on land use consistency, refer to Topical Response C.

Response 8.7

The commenter states the opinion that the description of the project’s Environmental Setting
mischaracterizes the project setting and is inaccurate.

Refer to Responses 8.6 above and 8.9 below.

Response 8.8
The commenter states that the project site was not proposed for development in the LPRSP.

Refer to Response 8.6 above.

Response 8.9

The commenter states that Table 3-1 of the Draft SEIR is blank and that the Draft SEIR does not
include a consistency review. The commenter states that the project is not consistent with the
LPRSP and that a consistency analysis was not done for an amendment to the LPRSP.

Refer to Topical Response C. As noted therein, Table 3-1 was erroneously omitted from the Draft
SEIR. The table has been included; refer to Topical Response D and Section 4, Amendments to the
Draft SEIR, for the full text of this table. As shown therein, the project is consistent with the LPRSP.

The inclusion of Table 3-1 in the Final SEIR does not represent significant new information because
the content of the table either summarizes analysis included elsewhere in the Draft SEIR, or merely
clarifies or amplifies such analysis.
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Response 8.10

The commenter states that the Project Description is inaccurate. Detailed comments about the
Project Description are provided in comments 8.11 through 8.15. Refer to Responses 8.11 through
8.15 below.

Response 8.11

The commenter states the opinion that the project does not meet the project objectives because it
is not in a location that is in need of a senior care facility. The commenter states that in order to
meet the project’s objective, the project should be placed closer to medical services and community
amenities.

The project objective referred to in Draft SEIR Section 4.0, Project Description, states, “to provide
such a facility in a geographic location where the need for such a facility is clearly needed and where
adequate facilities currently existing or can be readily provided.” The assisted living facility is
designed specifically for seniors who may need a full range of assistance to meet their living needs.
The facility would provide a full range of services including meals, medical assistance,
transportation, cleaning and laundry service is available for each resident.

The subject property was selected for development of a senior assisted living community because of
the tranquility of its natural setting, its location among the established communities of Las Palmas
Ranch 1 and 2, Pine Canyon, Toro Park and Serra Village, and its ready access to public sewer and
water systems. With approximately 15.7 acres, it was believed to be ideal for incorporating
comfortable indoor amenities while also providing sufficient safe, outdoor spaces for walking and
exercise, imperatives to healthy living.

Market research and analysis of the subject plot was issued in September 2013 by Senior Living
Valuation Services, Inc. (appraisers and consultants to the senior housing industry) to determine
suitability and viability of the property for a senior assisted living facility. In August 2015, after the
original concept evolved and had been refined, a feasibility study was commissioned and issued by
ALPDC, LLC.

Senior Living Valuation Services, Inc. confirmed, “Based on our analyses of the local senior housing
market and considering the characteristics of the subject development as proposed, it is our opinion
that the highest and best use of the site as vacant is as a senior retirement community, assuming
entitlements can be obtained”. The latter, Assisted Living Planning and Development Consultants,
concluded “... we have utilized conservative methods in establishing market strength in the Salinas
area. It is our estimate that with this data outlined herein there is a good market for Assisted Living
and Alzheimer’s/dementia care in Salinas within the target market and income we’ve
recommended.”

Section 11.9, Public Services, has been revised to include information about existing public services
and facilities in the vicinity of the project site which may be utilized by project residents and
employees, such as the Buena Vista Branch Library operated by the Monterey County Free Libraries
and the Salinas Valley Memorial Hospital which is the nearest public hospital to the project site. The
Monterey County Regional Fire District and Sheriff’s Office provide fire and police protection
services, respectively, to the project site and vicinity. The project would not impact that level of
service experienced by current residents.
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Response 8.12

The commenter disputes the Draft SEIR’s statement that the project will provide seniors with a
sense of connection to the local community. The commenter states that the seniors served by the
project would not have the right to spend time in the Subdivision other than for ingress and egress.
The commenter notes that the project’s only access is through Subdivision roads that are privately
owned and maintained by the LPHOA, and that the project applicants do not have the right to use
LPHOA property other than for ingress and egress over portions of Las Palmas Road, River Run Road,
and Woodridge Court.

Please refer to Topical Response A and Topical Response D for a discussion of the project’s impacts
related to traffic and safety. As described therein, the project would not substantially increase
traffic within the Subdivision. As a residential Subdivision with motor vehicle traffic, traffic safety
risks are an existing condition. Given the nominal addition of trips through the Subdivision, the
project would not substantially exacerbate such risks.

Please refer to Topical Response A. As noted therein, the proposed project would participate
proportionately in the cost of the Subdivision’s security service. To clarify the proposed cost-sharing
arrangement, the Draft SEIR has been amended to clarify that a written agreement between the
project applicants and the LPHOA would be required in order to clarify cost-sharing associated with
use of the streets, drainage facilities, and security operations.

Please also refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of a separate entry for the project. As noted
therein, a separate entry is not available for the project applicant, nor is it necessary to avoid traffic
impacts.

Further, it should be noted that the project site is within the Specific Plan Area and adjacent to
development, which is consistent with the project objective to provide such a facility in and near an
established community so that residents in the facility can feel a sense of connection with local
residents and where in turn local residents as they age or their circumstances change can relocate
to an assisted living facility without the need to move from their community or far away from their
families (refer to Section 4.1 of the Draft SEIR).

Response 8.13

The commenter expresses the opinion that meeting project objectives would require placing the
project in town where residents would have all the medical services and community amenities they
need.

Refer to Response 8.11. As noted therein, future residents of the proposed project would be
adequately served by emergency, medical, and other public services.

Response 8.14

The commenter states that the project’s sole means of access is through the Subdivision, that the
applicants are not members of the LPHOA, and have no right to use any Subdivision property, roads,
drainage facilities, or other amenities but for ingress and egress access over portions of three
private Subdivision roads.

Page 4-17 of the Draft SEIR states that the project applicants are members of the LPHOA, have paid
dues to the association, and would pay a proportionate share for the use of the roads and the
drainage system. As noted in Topical Response |, page 4-6 of the Draft SEIR has been revised to
clarify that an agreement would be required between the LPHOA and the project applicants, who
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own the project site, to clarify cost-sharing associated with use of the streets, stormwater drainage
facilities, and security operations .

Response 8.15

The commenter states that the total housing number allowed by the LPRSP is 1,031 homes, and that
the housing proposed by the project is inconsistent with the concept and approved plan for the
area.

Refer to Topical Response C. As noted therein, the proposed project is not a residential use, and the
LPRSP residential unit limitation of 1,031 does not apply to this project. In addition, the project is
consistent with the LPRSP and other relevant planning plans and policies.

Response 8.16

The commenter states that the aesthetics analysis underestimates and minimizes its description of
impacts and inconsistencies with local plans.

Please refer to Topical Response F for a discussion of visual impacts. Refer to Topical Response C for
a discussion of consistency with local plans and policies.

Response 8.17

The commenter states the project will be highly visible from State Route 68, which is a State
designated scenic corridor and visually sensitive area, with special protection under the Toro Area
Plan.

Refer to Response 4.3 above for a summary of impacts to designated and proposed scenic
roadways, including SR 68. Impacts to visual character are assessed utilizing the CEQA Appendix G
checklist questions, which include consideration of whether a project would have “a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista” or “substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings.” Mere visibility does not constitute a significant environmental effect
under CEQA.

Response 8.18

The commenter states that the project site is within an area in which the LPRSP prohibits
development. The commenter states that the landscaping would not be able to screen the project
and would be inconsistent with the area’s natural beauty.

The project site is not on Figures H or K; therefore, the prohibited building area is not applicable.
Further, the project area was planned for development, in contrast to the commenter’s claim.

The existing conditions of the project site are characterized by a largely flat plateau dominated by
non-native grasses and non-native eucalyptus trees. This would be altered to 13 single-story
structures, with a total of approximately 80 eucalyptus trees removed as part of the project.
Landscape screening as mitigation is not intended to entirely block the buildings, but rather soften
the views of the proposed buildings. New landscaping would not be inconsistent with the
surrounding areas, considering that the project site is adjacent to the Subdivision and its existing
landscaping.

Please refer to Topical Response C for a discussion of land use compatibility. As described therein,
the project would be consistent with the site’s zoning and land use requirements.
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Response 8.19

The commenter states that the project will create significant light and glare impacts to the traveling
public and the Subdivision, as the project is large and will need to be lit overnight. The commenter
states that the project’s lighting will be a substantial change from the existing natural darkness, and
that a lighting plan does not adequately address this impact.

Refer to Topical Response F for a summary of light and glare impacts. Impacts to light and glare are
assessed utilizing the CEQA Appendix G checklist questions, which include consideration of whether
a project would “create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area.” Mere visibility does not constitute a significant environmental effect
under CEQA.

The required lighting plan would include the location, type, and wattage of all light fixtures,
including catalog sheets for each fixture. The review of the lighting plan by the RMA Chief of
Planning during the permit approval process would ensure that lighting is compliant with current
lighting standards. Therefore, the provision of a lighting plan would reduce impacts to less than
significant. Please refer to Page 5-29 of the Draft SEIR for additional information on the lighting plan.

Response 8.20
The commenter states that the LPRSP sought to protect the project site from development.

Refer to Response 8.6 above. As stated therein, the project site is planned for development under
the LPRSP.

Response 8.21

The commenter states that there are inconsistencies in the Draft SEIR regarding the project’s square
footage, which is alternately listed as 90,000 or 110,500 square feet.

The Casitas units would be single-story structures, while the assisted living facility and memory care
facility would be two- and three-story structures, respectively. Therefore, in relation to the Casitas,
the assisted living facility and memory care facility would have a greater square footage to site
coverage ratio.

The tally of 110,000 square feet (sf) is the sum of the square footage of the project’s structures. The
tally of 90,000 square feet is the sum of the total site coverage for the three types of facilities.

As noted in Section 4.0, Project Description, the total site coverage for the project would be
approximately 190,000 square feet (including roads/driveways/parking) and the total floor area
would be approximately 110,085 square feet. The precise floor area tally is broken down as follows:
27,993 sf (Casitas) + 43,384 sf (assisted living facility) + 38,708 sf (memory care facility) = 110,085 sf.

Response 8.22

The commenter states that the project will be larger than the size of an average Walmart store
(105,000 sf), and that landscaping and a lighting plan cannot mitigate the project’s aesthetic
impacts.

Please refer to Topical Response F for a discussion of the project’s aesthetic impacts. It should also
be clarified that the project would not be composed of a single-story “big box” building with little
variation in roofline, massing, or fenestration. As noted in Response 8.21, the building coverage
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would be 90,000 sf, including 15 separate structures. Therefore, comparison to a Walmart store is
misleading.

Response 8.23

The commenter states that the project would have significant biological impacts, as described in a
separate letter from biologist Ed Mercurio.

The referenced letter is included herein as Letter 5. Please refer to Responses 5.1 through 5.3.

Response 8.24

The commenter states that the project would have significant transportation impacts to the
Subdivision, as described in a separate letter from Chris Kinzel of TIKM Transportation Consultants.

The referenced letter is included herein as Letter 7. Please refer to Responses 7.1 through 7.9.

Response 8.25

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should discuss the 2017 report on seawater intrusion by
the Monterey County Water Resources Agency, and the Agency’s recommendations on
implementation of the report.

The commenter may be referring to MCWRA’s Recommendations to Address the Expansion of
Seawater Intrusion in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (2017).

In response to this comment, the following revision has been made to Section 10.0, Water Supply,
of the Draft SEIR, page 10-13:

The MCWRA’s Recommendations to Address the Expansion of Seawater Intrusion in the Salinas
Valley Groundwater Basin (2017) provides a discussion of the current knowledge and related
background information surrounding seawater intrusion pathways and potential impacts
thereof on the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Six specific recommendations are included in
the report with the objective of having the strongest potential to ensure success in slowing or
halting father seawater intrusion when implemented simultaneously. The report also indicates
each recommendation can be implemented on its own.

The recommendations from the report are as follows:

1. Animmediate moratorium on groundwater extractions from new wells2 in the Pressure
400-Foot Aquifer3 within an identified Area of Impact?, except for the following use

categories:

a. Wells operating under the auspices of the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project; and,

b. Monitoring wells owned and maintained by the Agency or other water management
agencies.

2 «New well” is not intended to include (a) any well for which a construction permit has been issued by the Monterey County Health
Department or (b) any well for which drilling or construction activities have commenced in accordance with a well construction permit
issued by the Monterey County Health Department.

3 Aquifer means: a water-bearing or saturated formation that is capable of serving as a groundwater reservoir supplying enough water to
satisfy a particular demand, as in a body of rock that is sufficiently permeable to conduct groundwater and to yield economically
significant quantities of water to wells and springs (Poehls and Smith, 2009).

4 see Section 1.5 of the report for a description of the Area of Impact. The Area of Impact is also depicted in Figure 4.
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2. Enhancement and expansion of the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project (CSIP) Service
Area. The expansion should include, at a minimum, lands served by wells currently
extracting groundwater within the Area of Impact.

3. Following expansion of the CSIP Service Area, termination of all pumping from existing wells
Pressure 180-Foot or Pressure 400-Foot Aquifer wells within the Area of Impact, except for
the following use categories:

a.  Municipal water supply wells;

b. Wells operating under the auspices of the Castroville Seawater Intrusion Project; and,

c. _Monitoring wells owned and maintained by the Agency or other water management
agencies.

4. Initiate and diligently proceed with destruction of wells in Agency Zone 2B, in accordance
with Agency Ordinance No. 3790, to protect the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin against
further seawater intrusion.

5. Animmediate moratorium on groundwater extractions from new wells within the entirety

of the Deep Aquifers of the 180/400 Foot Aquifer and Monterey Subbasins until such time
as an investigation of the Deep Aquifers is completed and data pertaining to the hydraulic
properties and long-term viability of the Deep Aquifers are available for knowledge-based
water resource planning and decision making.

a.  Monitoring wells, public agency wells, municipal water supply wells, wells for which a
construction permit has already been issued, and well repairs should be considered for
exemption from this recommendation.

b. The moratorium should include a prohibition of:

i. Replacement wells, unless it can be demonstrated that the installation of such a
well will not result in further expansion of the seawater intrusion front; and,

ii. Deepening of wells from overlying aquifers into the Deep Aquifers, deepening of
wells within the Deep Aquifers, and other activities that would expand the length,
depth, or capacity of an existing well.

6. Initiate and diligently proceed with an investigation to determine the hydraulic
properties and long-term viability of the Deep Aquifers.

Implementation of any of the above recommendations would serve to further guard the aquifer(s)
against seawater intrusion and contribute to the long-term sustainability of the groundwater supply
for the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin that would provide water for the project. Also see
Response 3.3 regarding groundwater management and conservation.

Response 8.26

The commenter states that the volume of wastewater produced by existing Specific Plan area users
does not provide an accurate estimate for water use, because the figure ignores consumptive use
such as irrigation and swimming pools. The commenter states that estimation of water demand for
outdoor use does not equate to actual water used.

The volume of wastewater produced by the existing Specific Plan area uses was not used to
estimate water use/demand for the project. Outdoor use is already a component of the water
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demand factors used and is not generated separately. In addition, because the project would use
low-water use landscaping water demand from irrigation is expected to be very low.

Response 8.27

The commenter states that the overall availability and long-term source of recycled water should be
discussed, because landscaping would use potable water if demand was not met by recycled water.
The commenter notes that the existing Las Palmas treatment plant may close in the future,
eliminating the source of recycled water.

The project would use recycled water from the Las Palmas treatment plant. The potential for the
treatment plant to close is speculative. Nonetheless, the water demand calculations include
irrigation, and thus, the Draft SEIR (Section 10.0, Water Supply, page 10-12) analysis does not
assume the use of recycled water. Impacts to water supply would be still be less than significant,
with or without the availability of recycled water.

Response 8.28

The commenter requests analysis of how the project’s impacts on stormwater drainage would affect
existing erosion on the southern hillside of the project site. The commenter states that the applicant
has not provided proof of legal authority to tie in to existing Subdivision drainage improvements,
and that diverting water from the project site would strain the Las Palmas drainage system.

Please refer to Topical Response E. As indicated therein, a Conceptual Stormwater Control Plan was
prepared for the project by Gateway Engineering, Inc. and has been developed for the project as
part of the preliminary design to address stormwater management for the project site in
conformance with County and State regulatory requirements. The site drainage is specifically
designed to meet County and regulatory requirements, and emulate pre-development conditions,
resulting in the water volume, rate and quality of stormwater leaving the site being similar to
current conditions. As a result, there would be no project-related downstream or off-site impacts
related to flood hazards or stormwater quality related to project operation.

Response 8.29
The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not analyze impacts on flooding in the Subdivision.

Please refer to Topical Response E for a discussion of potential off-site flooding impacts. As noted
therein, the project includes on-site stormwater control measures designed to achieve zero net
increase in the rate of stormwater discharge relative to pre-project conditions. This would reduce
the potential for runoff from new development to exceed the capacity of storm drainage facilities
and contribute to off-site flood hazards.

Response 8.30
The commenter states that the Draft SEIR does not analyze operational noise impacts of the project.

Please refer to Topical Response H for a detailed assessment of operational noise impacts.

Response 8.31

The commenter states that the project would impact the Subdivision’s private security operations,
and that the LPHOA has no provision for sharing its private security operations with the project.
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Please refer to Topical Response A. As noted therein, the proposed project would participate
proportionately in the cost of the Subdivision’s security service. To clarify the proposed cost-sharing
arrangement, the Draft SEIR has been amended to clarify that a written agreement between the
project applicants and the LPHOA would be required in order to clarify cost-sharing associated with
use of the streets, drainage facilities, and security operations .

Response 8.32

The commenter states that the project would cause internal traffic issues, as described in the
separate letter from Chris Kinzel of TIKM Transportation Consultants.

The referenced letter is included herein as Letter 7. Please refer to Responses 7.1 through 7.9.

Response 8.33

The commenter expresses concern over cumulative traffic impacts, and states the opinion that
there is no public benefit that would warrant a statement of overriding considerations for significant
cumulative traffic impacts.

Refer to Response 7.8 for a discussion of cumulative traffic impacts. The commenter’s opinion
regarding the lack of public benefit is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision makers
for consideration.

Response 8.34

The commenter states that the project’s growth-inducing impacts are not addressed in the Draft
SEIR and suggests that the project would result in significant population growth.

The Draft SEIR addresses growth-inducing impacts in Section 14.0, Growth Inducing. As stated
therein, the proposed project is not a residential use under the Monterey County Code or the
specific plan and the project does not provide dwelling units that operate or function as
independent units; therefore, the project would not result in a direct population increase. This
section also addresses economic growth inducement and the potential for the project to remove
impediments to growth, consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines.

Response 8.35

The commenter states the opinion that there is no public benefit that would warrant a statement of
overriding considerations for significant cumulative traffic impacts.

Refer to Response 8.33 above.
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Mr. Joe Sidor
Monterey County RMA
1441 Schilling Place
Salinas, CA 93901

RE: River View at Las Palmas/DSEIR Comments
Dear Joe:

We have reviewed the draft subsequent environmental impact report (DSEIR) for the River View
at Las Palmas project. We think that as a whole the DSEIR accurately and adequately describes 9.1
the project, its potential impacts and provides more than adequate mitigation for those impacts,
We do have a few specific comments:

COVER:

9.2
It is undoubtedly unusual for there to be comments on the cover of a DSEIR. In this case though

it would be appropriate for the cover to be amended to show from the very beginning that this
document was prepared by Monterey County based on an administrative draft level document
prepared by EMC Planning Group and that it does represent the independent judgment of
Monterey County. We recognize that this issue is discussed on page 1.1 but we do believe it is
important to be clear from the very start that this ts Monterey County’s document.

SUMMARY

Page 2-1: The project description should be expanded to more fully describe the project. We 9.3
recognize that there is a much more detailed project description later in the DSEIR. For
consistency in the document and to avoid potential confusion over the project description this
portion should describe the number of buildings, their uses, parking and similar points to assure
the reader has a full scope of the project early on in their review of the document.

Page 2-2: Traffic is identified as a significant unavoidable impact which cannot be mitigated to
an insignificant level. We recognize that this determination is based on Caltrans’ standard of
finding one additional trip on a highway that currently operates at level D or less to be 9.4
significant. However, we believe, based on the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan approvals,
subsequent development and full mitigation of the Las Palmas Ranch traffic impacts, tratfic from
River View at Las Palmas is not a significant impact. We will address this more fully in our
comments on traffic, but it should be clearly noted early in the document, that the Las Palmas
Ranch Specific Plan and EIR projected a substantially higher number of tratfic movements than
currently exist or will exist with the addition of this project. The required mitigations, which
were fully implemented, were based on an even higher traffic estimate. have been completed.
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The document should also discuss and analyze the positive impacts of the anticipated
improvements to Highway 68 that will be funded by Measure X taxes and the traffic mitigation
fees the developer will be required to pay.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Page 3-2: The document states “While not the CEQA baseline to determine the potential
environmental impacts of this project. individual and cumulative impacts should also be viewed
in the context of the level of development and associated impacts of the specific plan.” We
believe it is appropriate to also recognize the individual and cumulative impacts this project
would have in light of the more substantial impacts which were anticipated in the LPRSP and its
EIR. This will show that the cumulative effect of this project will still be significantly less than
the impacts that were projected for Las Palmas and for which there were specific and full
mitigation.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Page 4-6: The DSEIR states ““The total floor area. including casitas units, is approximately
110,085 square feet.” This should be corrected to read that the total floor arca is approximately
90,000 {1.”.

Page 4-18: It should be noted that as an assisted living facility River View at Las Palmas will be
licensed by the State of California and will be subject to routine State inspections.

Page 4-20: 1t should be noted that although the maximum capacity of Riverview at Las Palmas
is 142 beds the occupancy rate will generally be about 90%.

AESTHETICS

Page 5-1: The significant views that are mentioned in the DSEIR in the location of the project
and the Las Palmas One are generally to the east and the south and away from the project site.
The view of Las Palmas One from River Road is primarily that of a suburban subdivision. The
view of the project site from River Road in the vicinity of Las Palmas is limited due to
topography and vegetation.

Page 5-2: Embedded in the discussion on public views is mention of private views from inside
the Las Palmas One subdivision. It should be clearly stated that neither the 2010 General Plan,
the 2010 Toro Area Plan, or the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan protect private views.

Page 5-22: The DSEIR should include that the LPRSP FEIR (pp 56-59) recognized that the
development of Las Palmas Ranch would *... be expected to change from the existing open
land/agriculture to a more urban setting softened by landscaping, entry way treatment and
architectural control [and] given the distance from the highway (3/4 mile) and the level of
development envisioned by the Toro Vista development [now Ferrini Ranch] visual impacts on
Highway 68 are insignificant.” The FEIR goes on to prescribe mitigations measures for the Las

9.6

9.7

9.8

9.9

9.10

9.11

9.12
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Palmas Ranch development. Those same mitigations are incorporated into the design of River
View at Las Palmas.

AIR QUALITY

Page 6-18: The DSEIR should note that the Monterey County 2010 General Plan, various area
plans, and Coastal Land Use Plans include policies which will significantly limit future
development, particularly new residential subdivisions. Examples would be the Carmel Valley
Master Plan limit on new units, Greater Salinas Area Plan policy GS-1.13, North County Area
Plan policy C-1.5 and Toro area plan policy T-1.7.

BIOLOGY

Page 7-22: The DSEIR states that the eucalyptus trees that are proposed to be removed are not
native and are not a protected species in Monterey County. The DSEIR should also state that the
eucalyptus trees represent a significant fire hazard in the removal of those trees is supported by

9.13

9.14

the local fire district.

GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

No comments.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Page 9-7: The DSEIR states $50,000,000 of the TAMC Measure X revenues are carmarked for
improvements to Highway 68. During the course of the campaign for Measure X TAMC
representatives stated at different times that the passage of Measure X would elevate Monterey
County to a “self-help County™ and would put the County in the better position to compete for
matching funds and grants for road improvements. The DSEIR should estimate what $50 million
of tax revenue could mean in real doliars for improvement projects on Highway 68.

Page 9-12: The DSEIR should also note that the traffic impact analysis prepared for this project
states that the impact of the added traffic from this project on Highway 68 would be

9.15

9.16

“imperceptible.”

Page 9-23: The DSEIR does a good job in discussing the history of traffic mitigations that were
required and subsequently fully implemented by the developers of Las Palmas Ranch. The
DSEIR also explains that the current and cumulative traffic will be significantly below the traftic
estimates upon which those mitigations were based. The DSEIR shouid make it very clear that
the mitigations required by the Board of Supervisors were a mitigation for the entirety of the
development of Las Palmas Ranch and were based on much higher traffic estimates.

Page 9-24: The DSEIR concludes, based solely on the Caltrans standard, that the impact ot the
additional trips on Highway 68 is significant and unavoidable. It is our belief the traffic impacts
from River View at Las Palmas, given the history of the development of Las Palmas Ranch, have
already been fully mitigated. As previously discussed, the entire anticipated traffic impact of Las

9.17

\/
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Palmas Ranch was fully mitigated. All of the mitigations which were required were
implemented and were based on substantially higher traffic numbers than currently exist or will
exist when this project is completed.

The DSEIR should also discuss how traffic fees are mitigation for project impacts. The courts
determined in the September Ranch case that payment of traffic mitigation fees are sufficient
when there are specific projects anticipated to which those fees will be applied. Prior to Measure
X there were not projects “on the board.” There is now a substantial number of Highway 68
projects planned and a source of funding for those projects has been identified. Payment of
traffic fees for this project should be directed toward the Highway 68 projects and be considered,
combined with historic mitigation, to be adequate mitigation for this projects “imperceptible
(Higgins report)” impacts.

WATER SUPPLY

No comments.

EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT

No comments.
ENERGY
No comments.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Page 13-7: The DSEIR concludes, based solely on the Caltrans standard, that the impact of the
additional trips on Highway 68 is significant and unavoidable. It is our belief that these impacts,
given the specific circumstances of the development of Las Palmas Ranch, have been fully
mitigated. As previously discussed, the higher estimated traffic impact of a larger Las Palmas
Ranch development was fully mitigated. All of the mitigations which were required were
implemented. The current and cumulative traffic levels are well below the original projections.

GROWTH INDUCING

No comments.

SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Page 15-1: As has previously been noted, the DSEIR concludes that the traffic impact of the
Riverview project on Highway 68 is significant and unavoidable and cannot be mitigated. This
is based on the Caltrans standard that the addition of one traffic movement to an impacted
highway is significant and unavoidable. The traffic impact analysis concluded that the traffic
from this project will be “imperceptible” on Highway 68. Additionally Las Paimas Ranch
implemented a range of mitigations and paid fees based on a substantially higher traffic estimate
than what currently exists or will cumulatively exist with the addition of the Riverview project.

9.18

9.19

9.20
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Also the River View project will pay both Monterey County and TMC traffic impact fees. Those [9.21
fees can be directed to plan improvements on Highway 68 and will provide additional mitigation.

The conclusion that, in this specific circumstance, traffic presents a significant and unavoidable

impact is incorrect.

[RREVERSIBLE IMPACTS

No comments.

ALTERNATIVES

No comments.

We hope you find our comments helpful. We look forward to continuing to work with you on
this project.

Sincerely,

et TH

Dale Ellis
DE/al

cc: Brandon Swanson, Planning Services Manager
Clients
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Letter 9

COMMENTER: Dale Ellis, Anthony Lombardo & Associates
DATE: April 24, 2018

Response 9.1

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR adequately describes the project and its impacts, and
provides adequate mitigation, but notes they have some specific comments.

The commenter’s individual concerns are addressed below.

Response 9.2

The commenter states that the cover page of the Draft SEIR should indicate that the document was
prepared by Monterey County based on a document prepared by EMC Planning Group and that it
represents the independent judgment of Monterey County.

The Introduction section of the Draft SEIR includes a description of the authorship of the Draft SEIR.
In addition, the cover of this Final SEIR indicates that the document was prepared by Monterey
County.

Response 9.3

The commenter states that the project summary in Section 2.0, Summary, of the Draft SEIR should
be expanded to more fully describe the project.

In response to this comment, the following revisions have been made to the top of page 2-2 in
Section 2.1:

River View at Las Palmas Senior Living Community (the proposed project) is designed to provide
a range of assisted care to seniors over the age of 55 and to persons with diminishing mental
capacity due to Alzheimer’s, dementia, or similar causes. The entire facility would be licensed by
the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly. The senior community would
be comprised of three levels of residence, each with their own level of assistance: Casitas,
Assisted Living Facility, and Memory Care Facility. There are 13 Casitas structures providing 26
separate units (referred to as A, B or C units) with a total of 42 beds. The assisted living facility is
a two-level structure approximately 28 feet in height and will cover about 27,000 square feet.
The assisted living facility includes 40 living units ranging from 360 to 587 square feet and a total
of 52 beds. The memory care facility is a three-level structure approximately 30 feet in height
and will cover about 21,600 square feet. The memory care facility includes 39 living units
ranging from 313 to 453 square feet and a total of 48 beds. Total site coverage is approximately
190,000 square feet (27.8 percent of the project site). River Road provides the northern
boundary of the property. There is no direct access from River Road and none is proposed.
Access to the site is from the signalized intersection at River Road and Las Palmas Road to River
Run Road, then Woodridge Court. River Road is a public road maintained by the County of
Monterey. Additional details are provided in Section 4.0, Project Description.
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Response 9.4

The commenter states that the project’s traffic impacts should be considered less than significant,
based on LPRSP traffic projections and mitigations. The commenter notes that they provide more
detail on this issue in subsequent comments.

Although the increase in traffic volumes would be minimal, due to LOS F operations on SR 68, even
one more trip added to SR 68 is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. The fact that the
LPRSP EIR assumed a higher volume of traffic is noted. However, due to the relevant threshold for
SR 68, project-level impacts remain significant and unavoidable.

Please refer below to Responses 9.15 through 9.18, which address the commenter’s more detailed
comments regarding traffic.

Response 9.5

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should discuss the positive impacts of SR 68
improvements that the fees for this project would support.

Please refer to Response 9.15 below, which responds to the commenter’s more detailed comments
regarding SR 68 improvements.

Response 9.6

The commenter states the opinion that the Draft SEIR should consider the environmental impacts
anticipated by the LPRSP and its Draft SEIR, to show that the project’s impacts would be less than
the overall impacts anticipated by the LPRSP.

The commenter’s opinion is noted. However, the Draft SEIR appropriately utilizes an existing
baseline. No revisions to the Draft SEIR are warranted.
Response 9.7

The commenter states that page 4-6 should correct the floor area square footage from 110,085 to
90,000.

Please refer to Response 8.21.

Response 9.8

The commenter states that page 4-18 should note that the senior assisted living facility would be
licensed by the state of California and routinely inspected.

In response to this comment, Page 4-18 of the Draft SEIR has been revised as follows:
Conditional Use Permit and Design Review

The proposed project will require approval of a Conditional Use Permit from the County of
Monterey. The proposed project would also be licensed by the State of California and subject to
routine State inspections.

Specifically, the proposed project would require the granting of a Combined Development
Permit consisting of: 1) Use Permit and Design Approval to allow the construction and operation
of an approximately 90,000 square foot assisted senior living facility consisting of multiple
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structures and associated site improvements on an approximately 15.74-acre site; and 2) Use
Permit to allow development on slopes exceeding 25 percent.

Response 9.9

The commenter states page 4-20 should note that the senior assisted living facility would generally
have an occupancy rate of about 90 percent, below the maximum capacity of 142 beds.

The comment is noted. The Draft SEIR does specify that 142 is a maximum bed count. The maximum
count is listed as the accommodated population for the purpose of conservative estimation.

Response 9.10

The commenter states that the views of the project site are limited due to topography and
vegetation, and that the scenic views described in the Draft SEIR are generally away from the
project site.

The comment is noted. The comment is correct in noting that the project site is minimally visible
from River Road due to topography and vegetation.

Response 9.11

The commenter states that although the Draft SEIR discusses views of the project site from private
residences, private views are not a protected resource under the Monterey County General Plan or
the applicable local plans. The commenter recommends that this distinction be noted in the Draft
SEIR.

Please refer to Topical Response F regarding views of the site. As stated therein, impacts to scenic
resources and private views would be mitigated to less than significant by landscape screening,
earth-toned building colors, underground of utility and distribution lines, and unobtrusive lighting.

Response 9.12

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should specify that the LPRSP EIR recognized that
development of the Plan Area would make the area more urban, but that visual impacts from SR 68
would not be significant. The commenter notes that the LPRSP EIR prescribed mitigation measures
that are now incorporated into the River View project.

The passage of the LPRSP EIR that the commenter refers to is cited in the Draft SEIR on pages 5-23
and 5-24 of Section 5.0, Aesthetics.

Response 9.13

The commenter states that page 6-18 of the Draft SEIR should note that the Monterey County
General Plan and other applicable plans include policies that significantly limit future development,
especially new residential subdivisions.

Several policies in the Land Use Element, including Policies LU-1.4 through LU-1.8, LU-1.9, and LU-
1.20, limit development through a variety of methods such as evaluating land suitability,
concurrency requirements, and preservation of agricultural and open space land.
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Response 9.14

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should state that the eucalyptus trees that the project
would remove are not native, not protected, and are currently a fire hazard.

In response to this comment, page 7-23 of the Draft SEIR, under the subheading “Tree Removal” is
revised as follows:

The proposed project does not include the removal of trees protected by the Monterey County
Municipal Code, Chapter 16.60 — Preservation of Oak Trees and Other Protected Trees within
the Toro Plan area. Eucalyptus trees proposed for removal on the project site are not native and
therefore, are not protected by the county. Additionally, eucalyptus trees represent a significant
fire hazard, and the removal of such trees is supported by the local fire district.

Response 9.15

The commenter states that funds have been earmarked for SR 68 improvements. The commenter
states that the Draft SEIR should discuss the impact that improvement projects would have on SR
68.

The comment pertains to TAMC Measure X revenues and does not address the adequacy of the
Draft SEIR or CEQA process. Therefore, no further response is required.

Response 9.16

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should include a statement that the impact of added
traffic on SR 68 would be imperceptible.

As discussed therein, page 9-24 in the Draft SEIR states that the project would add an estimated one
AM peak hour trip and four PM peak hour trips to the two-lane section of SR 68 immediately west of
the Toro Park interchange. Although the increase in traffic volumes on SR 68 would be minimal, it
would contribute to existing unacceptable traffic conditions on the highway.

Response 9.17

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should make clear that mitigation required by the County
for the entire Las Palmas Ranch development was based on much higher traffic estimates than the
existing and cumulative traffic volumes estimated in the Draft SEIR. The commenter asserts that
even after project completion, traffic would be less than originally anticipated and mitigated for.

As stated previously, the Draft SEIR appropriately utilizes an existing baseline. No revisions to the
Draft SEIR are warranted.

Response 9.18

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR should discuss traffic fees as mitigation for traffic impacts.
The commenter expresses disagreement that traffic is a significant and unavoidable impact.

The Draft SEIR applies the Caltrans threshold that adding even a single trip to existing LOS F
conditions on a State highway is a significant impact. Based on this State threshold, even if prior
traffic mitigation for the LPRSP was already implemented at SR 68, the addition of new trips to
existing unacceptable traffic conditions on this highway would amount to a significant and
unavoidable impact. Page 9-24 of the Draft SEIR notes that the payment of regional traffic fees
would mitigate this impact to an extent. However, “the project would not be directly implementing
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any improvements to offset its impacts and will, therefore, have an unmitigated significant impact
on SR 68.” Page 9-24 in the Draft SEIR has been amended to discuss the effect of traffic fees on the
project’s contribution to cumulative traffic impacts on SR 68. By paying required TAMC and County
traffic impact fees that would help pay for future improvements to traffic flow on SR 68, the project
would not considerably contribute to a significant cumulative traffic impact. Please refer to
Response 7.8 for further discussion.

Response 9.19

The commenter asserts that the project’s contribution to a cumulative traffic impact on SR 68 was
already fully mitigated as part of implementation of the larger Las Palmas Ranch development.

Please refer to Response 9.18 for discussion of the effect of prior mitigation on the project’s
contribution to a cumulative traffic impact on SR 68.

Response 9.20

The commenter reiterates that the prior implementation of traffic mitigation and payment of traffic
impact fees as part of development under the LPRSP would reduce the project’s traffic impacts on
SR 68.

Please refer to Response 9.18 for discussion of the effect of prior mitigation on the project’s traffic
impacts on SR 68.

Response 9.21

The commenter disputes the Draft SEIR’s finding that the project would have a significant and
unavoidable impact to traffic conditions on SR 68 because the payment of County and TAMC impact
fees would fully mitigate this impact.

Please refer to Response 9.18 for discussion of the effect of traffic impact fees on the significant and
unavoidable impact to traffic conditions on SR 68.
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not been built although the Official Plan Lines remain, and the County owns some
propetty in its alignment, paid for with taxpayer dollars.
Our question is: Regarding the 10.66% of the estimated cost contribution to the

Bypass, where did the developer’s money go? 10.4

The Las Palmas Ranch subdivision was one of the Monterey County subdivisions

chosen for an Annual Status Report required by the Settlement Agreement in Case
M47847 (PD010050) “Save our Peninsula v. County of Monterey” regarding audit
of outstanding compliance issues.

10.5

For example: Condition 39. “A Homeowner’s association shall be formed for the
maintenance of roads, drainage facilities and open spaces. The document for
formation of association shall be approved by the Director of Public Works,
Director of Planning and Building Inspection, and the Flood Control District, prior
to going a final map. CC&R’s shall include provisions for a yearly report by a
registered civil engineer monitoring impacts of drainage and maintenance of
drainage facilities, to be approved by the Flood Control District, In addition, the
Planning and Building Inspection Department will review the CC&R’s and
Homeowner association by-laws to be sure that they include wildlife corridor and
open space maintenance to be paid for from the Homeowner Association fees,”

Regarding this Compliance Issue, we ask, where are the annual drainage reports?
Looking on Accela under PC05623-Phase I and PC07242-Phase II, there are no
records found. Where are the wildlife corridors? Where are the records they are
being maintained? Where are the records on Open Space maintenance?

As far as traffic impacts of this commercial proposal, it would introduce delivery
trucks, staff arriving and leaving 24/7, visitors, medical, ambulances, and more... |06
all going through the narrow streets of a residential subdivision, Las Palmas I.
Levels of Service for every segment of Highway 68 from Toro Park to Highway 1
is LOS “F”, and was designated as “F” in 1997 by the Transportation Agency for
Monterey County. Even one more trip added to this is a significant impact. Don’t
you agree?

TWOK}{M ¢ opportunity to comment.
M.

fike Weaver,
Chair, The Highway 68 Coalition
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Letter 10

COMMENTER: Mike Weaver, Chair, Highway 68 Coalition
DATE: April 12, 2018

Responses 10.1

The commenter provides background information regarding the location and jurisdiction of the
project site, and ridgeline development restrictions incorporated into the LPRSP conditions of
approval.

The comment is noted but does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR or CEQA process.
Therefore, no further response is required.

Response 10.2

The commenter states that the project should be denied because it would be visible from SR 68 and
River Road.

Please refer to Topical Response F. As described therein, the project would be visible from local
roads and would also be visible from Subdivision residences. However, the project plans incorporate
visual screening, and mitigation measures further reduce aesthetic impacts, including night sky light
pollution, to a less than significant level.

Response 10.3

The commenter provides background on previous development proposed for LPRSP Parcel Q, and
notes that the LPRSP traffic mitigation included payment of approximately 1 percent of a planned
Corral de Tierra Bypass, which has not been built.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR or CEQA process. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response 10.4

The commenter asks about the status of a developer fee that was paid as mitigation for the LPRSP
toward the Corral de Tierra Bypass.

The comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR or CEQA process. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response 10.5

The commenter states that the LPHOA is required to submit various reports to the County
demonstrating compliance with regulations for stormwater drainage and wildlife corridor/open
space maintenance. The commenter states that these reports are not available on the County’s
public database.

The comment refers to prior construction of the Subdivision, rather than the proposed project. The
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR or CEQA process. Therefore, no further
response is required.
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Response 10.6

The commenter states that the project would increase traffic in the Subdivision. The commenter
states that even one additional trip on SR 68 is a significant impact.

The commenter’s statement is correct. Please refer to Topical Response D for additional discussion
regarding traffic.
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From: Michael Weaver

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: CEQA Comments , Riverview at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility DSEIR PLN150372
Date: Wednesday, April 25, 2018 3:18:38 PM

Hello Mr. Sidor,

Please add the following to the previous three pages of comments | faxed to your attention
earlier this afternoon.
Any questions, please call.

Thank you,
Mike Weaver
831-484-2243

County of Monterey RMA

c/o Joseph Sidor, RMA Associate Planner

Via Fax: 831-757-9516

Re: CEQA Comments , Riverview at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility DSEIR
PLN150372

SCH#2017031025

April 25, 2018 Dear Mr. Sidor,

The attached is from earlier work on Las Palmas Ranch subdivision resulting from the
Settlement Agreement: Save our Peninsula v. County of Monterey

Many of the conditions of project approval may have been completed, however | cannot
find information on the public access Accela. Please have someone confirm the
following are in compliance and the necessary forms with evidence of compliance have
been done, with dates, and uploaded to Accela.

Re: Riverview at Las Palmas
Las Palmas Ongoing Conditions
ALL CONDITIONS THAT REQUIRE ANNUAL REPORTS FOR THIS PROJECT

Condition #98.

(Ongoing. Annual report required prior to June 30 each year.)

Subdivider or homeowners’ Association shall prepare a yearly status report which is to be submitted
to the Monterey County Department of Planning and Building Inspection, and is due June 30 of each
calendar year. This report shall indicate the ongoing maintenance and condition of all ongoing
mitigation measures imposed as Conditions 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 21, 31, 37, 38, 39, 80, 99, and 102,
107 and 109, for each unit of the final Map filed prior to June 30 of that calendar year.

Condition #s 7 - 11, 22, 31, 34, 39, 66 & 67. (Ongoing for each new phase.)

Condition #69.



mailto:michaelrweaver@mac.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=4ba2c8ece55d455aa581fc0fd0914416-Sidor, Joe

Condition #70.

(Ongoing as needed.)

The subdivider shall be responsible for all changes and additions to treatment plant and disposal
facilities necessary to meet the California Regional Water Quality Control Board prior to final
acceptance.

(Ongoing as needed.)

-12-

The developer or Homeowner’s Association will maintain all drainage easements in the subdivision.
The CSA 72 will maintain all facilities and easements outside the subdivision that are dedicated for
disposal of drainage.

Thank you,

Mike Weaver
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Letter 11

COMMENTER: Mike Weaver, Chair, Highway 68 Coalition
DATE: April 25, 2018

Response 11.1

The commenter refers to the conditions of approval for the LPRSP. The commenter requests
documentation that the conditions are being met.

The comment regards prior construction of the Subdivision, rather than the proposed project.
Because the comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Draft SEIR or CEQA process, no
further response is required.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE

2718 OCEAN PARK BLVD., SUITE 3006
SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90405-5207
PHONE (310) 3964514
FAX (310) 389-0062

April 25, 2018

Mir. Joseph Sidor

Monterey County Resource Management Agency — Planning
1441 Schilling Place, 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Via Email to ceqacomments@co.monterey.ca.us and sidori@co.monterey.ca.us

Via Facsimile to {831) 757-9516
Re: Draft SEIR for River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility (PLN 150372)
Dear M. Sidor,

Our company is the owner of the Ferrini Ranch property, which is adjacent to the proposed River View
project. We always strive to be good neighbors and work cooperatively with owners of adjacent or
proximate properties. Having said that, we do want to ensure that, in approving the River Project, the
County takes the following into consideration: A} the current and imminent uses of the “mesa” portion
of our site {PLN 040758}, which involve both grazing and farming operations, including, without
limitation, the cultivation of strawberry crops, lettuce, broccoli and other row crops; and B) the future
residential and visitor center facilities that have been approved for that area. The potential impacts
from our approved subdivision are fully described in the EIR and related approval documents for the
Ferrini Ranch Project. The typical conditions, impacts and potential nuisances that can be associated
with agricultural operations may incfude, but are not limited to, noise, odors, dust, light, insects, the
ground or aerial application of fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides, and the operation of pumps and
machinery. These agricultural practices may occur at any time. Individual sensitivities to those practices
can vary from person to person.

12.1

Due to the fact that the mesa is located just to the northeast of the proposed River View project, we ask
that the County, in approving that project, impose measures or conditions of approval that ensure that
the project will not result in any adverse effects on either the agricultural uses described above or the 12.2
future residential and visitor-serving uses that have been approved for the Ferrini Property. Such
conditions might, for example, require the project applicant to record an acknowledgement that
agricultural activities are permitted by law on our property, that such activities may sometimes generate
odors, dust, or chemical drift that can make their way onto the River View project site, and that such
conditions do not rise to the level of enjoinable nuisances but rather must be accepted as a part of life in
an agricultural region. We are anxious to avoid a scenario in which new residents on the River View




property object to our current agricultural activities and seek to get us to modify them. The same
would hold true for any potential future uses approved under the Ferrini Ranch Project.

Provided that the County imposes measures or conditions on the River View project that are satisfactory
to us, we would not have any opposition to the proposed project.

Please feel free to contact us with any guestions or comments at the address shown below.
Sincerely,

DOMAIN CORPORATICN

//../f
Y
By: g//f}/ /4"%
Map)%ealtorf/

Vice President

Contact information:

Domain Corporation

Attn: Mark Kelton

2716 Ocean Park Blvd., Suite 3006
Santa Monica, CA 90405

Email: markandray@ferriniranch.com
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Letter 12

COMMENTER: Mark Kelton, Domain Corporation
DATE: April 25, 2018

Response 12.1

The commenter states that the Domain Corporation owns property adjacent to the project site. The
commenter asks the County to consider the current agricultural uses of their property. The
commenter notes that agriculture can cause impacts and nuisances such as odor and noise that
some people may be sensitive to.

The Draft SEIR discusses impacts related to agriculture in Section 11.0, Effects Not Found to be
Significant. As noted therein, the project site is not designated as farmland and would not impact
existing or adjoining agricultural uses. However, page 11-1 of the Draft SEIR is revised as shown
below to provide additional analysis related to the commenter’s concerns.

The project site is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance, or timberland. The Monterey County General Plan identifies the
property as Grazing Land. The project site has been lightly grazed over the years, but only as
part of a much larger grazing operation on adjoining properties. The project site is not of a
sufficient size to be considered a viable agricultural unit for anything other than grazing. Fhe

The nearest crops to the project site are at a distance of approximately 330 feet, across River
Road. Property adjacent to the west is used for cattle grazing. Development adjacent to
farmland can create conflicts with agricultural operations in adjacent areas. The increase in the
number of residents in the area would increase public access near existing agricultural areas,
increasing the potential for conflicts, such as vandalism to farm equipment or fencing, and theft
of crops. These effects can result in direct economic impacts to agricultural operations,
potentially impacting the overall economic viability of continued agricultural operations. In
addition, residents living adjacent to agricultural operations commonly cite odor nuisance
impacts, noise from farm equipment, dust, and pesticide spraying as typical sources of conflict.

The distance and landscaping buffer between the project site and the adjacent agricultural
operations would minimize conflicts between the land uses. Specifically, mature trees would
remain along River Road to buffer the project site against the effects of nearby agriculture such
as pesticides and odors. Landscape buffering and topography would also minimize potential
conflicts between the project and the surrounding grazing land. In addition, the County ensures
a “right to farm” through Chapter 16.40, Protection of Agricultural Activities, of the Monterey
County Municipal Code. Therein, an agricultural operation that is considered to be “properly
operated” is inherently defined as a non-nuisance, and any transfer of real property within the
County includes a “right to farm” notice provided to the purchaser. Therefore, the proposed
project would not infringe on the farming rights of nearby agricultural operations, nor result in
conversion or loss of farmland. The project would have a less than significant impact on
agricultural or forest resources.
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It should be noted that while the commenter states that their property includes cultivation of
strawberry crops, lettuce, broccoli, and other row crops, there are no such activities in the vicinity of
the project site.

Response 12.2

The commenter asks that their property’s agricultural use is considered and protected by the
County in the project’s conditions of approval.

As noted in Response 12.1 above, the proposed project would not result in conflicts with adjacent
agricultural operations. As such, no conditions of approval related to the Domain Corporation
property are warranted.
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Monterey County RMA-Planning Second Floor
1441 Schilling Place, Salinas CA 93501

A 209
RE: River View at Las Palmas %ﬁn l f(; /,P ab\
Comments

Proposal for Senor Housing
I am a resident of Las Palmas 1. | have been steadfast in support of senior housing. | approve of
development for senior housing on “Parcel Q”, (i.e. River View at Las Palmas)

The need for senior housing in Monterey County increases year by year, as more people come to the
area to retire. The need is democratic and the need cuts across all financial levels. The need is great;
the supply is limited.

Re. Transportation

Environmental impact Reviews under CEQA must include proposed mitigation. Previously CEQA used
LOS (Level of Service) (which commuters dubbed LOS-Loss of Speed) but that changed in 2013. Passage
of SB743 mandated a change for developers to meet VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled) rather than LOS.
New standards for traffic evaluation were released in 2017 by CA Office of Planning and Research.

Because River View has limited parking onsite and a high number of employees, it seems necessary to
utilize the VMY.

The LPR 1 HOA CC&Rs and HOA Board limit all parking for guests (of LPR residents) and the area
West/NW of Las Palmas Road is and due to narrow roads, has always been no street parking. It isand
has been so posted for many years.

The county needs to require that the developer solve {mitigate) this disparity by creative means, utilizing
VMT. Bus, small van, bicycle, carpool use of UBER/LYFT, other means for transport of both employees
AND special holiday visitors need consideration. Two current changes locally may prove helpful.

1. The two year and expensive project by CALTRAN to provide safe bicycle transport over the Salinas
River (East and West) needs consideration and inclusion.

2. The recent closure of McShane Nursery (by nursery owner McShane) (and property owner Don
Chapin) leaves a welcome amount of unused local parking space. (For use by bicycle and/or van, other
means of commuting.)

Re: Transportation within LPR 1
“parcel Q” is and has been a separate parcel, not part of the LPR 1 HOA. But ingress and egress are
entitled to the parcel.

However, the developer will affect the residential area and residents. Specifically the short stretch of
River Run Road and the two intersections of same. Small, low signs utilizing arrows are needed; both
into, but also out from River View, which are most needed by new or occasional visitors. A stop sign at
the intersection of Woodridge Court to River Run Road is necessary. Concern for pedestrians and bicycle
riders are likewise needed. “The purpose of the VMT is to promote travel by... bicycle and walking.”

And to do so safely.

Nancy lversen
21091 Old Ranch Ct.
Salinas CA 93908-1409

(o’

13.1

13.2

13.3

13.4
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Letter 13

COMMENTER: Nancy Iversen
DATE: March 10, 2018

Response 13.1

The commenter states support for the project and notes that there is a great need for senior
housing. The comment is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision makers for their
consideration.

Response 13.2

The commenter states that Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) should be included in the project’s traffic
analysis.

The Draft SEIR analysis of the project’s potential traffic impacts is based on existing standards for
the local roadway system, which utilize level of service (LOS) standards. For an explanation of why
VMT analysis is not included, refer to Topical Response D.

Response 13.3

The commenter describes parking limitations in the vicinity of the project site and recommends
utilization of shared transportation for staff and visitors to the project site. The commenter makes
note of two recent local changes that could improve the project’s parking and transportation
options: a Caltrans bicycle route project over the Salinas River, and the closure of McShane Nursery
that leaves unused parking spaces.

As noted in Response 4.4, the project includes 106 parking spaces, which exceeds the required
allotment. The Project Description lists the proposed parking spaces per facility, under the heading
Project Facilities. The Draft SEIR does not include further discussion of parking because the project
would provide a sufficient number of parking spaces, and parking is not a physical environmental
impact requiring analysis or mitigation under CEQA. However, the information provided by the
commenter regarding parking and transportation is herewith shared with County decision makers
for their consideration.

Response 13.4

The commenter states that Parcel Q is not part of the Subdivision, but that ingress and egress are
allowed through the Subdivision. The commenter states that River Run Road should have signage
directing traffic and a stop sign at the intersection of Woodridge Court and River Run Road.

The comment’s recommendation regarding signage is noted and herewith shared with the County’s
decision makers for their consideration. For a discussion of traffic impacts within the Subdivision,
refer to Topical Response D. As noted therein, the project would not result in a substantial increase
in traffic within the Subdivision.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 14, 2018.

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Marc Rosen <mrosen831@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2018 9:14 AM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Comment on Draft EIR for Parcel Q development above Las Palmas ranch
TO: Joseph Sidor

RE: Plan # PLN15037

FROM: Marc Rosen 21036 Country Park Rd.

DATE: March 14, 2018

Greetings. We have been residents of Las Palmas Ranch for the past 28 years. Our home is located on the hillside below the

proposed senior multiple housing development on Parcel Q. We are very concerned about the incompatibility of the proposed

development for several reasons:

1) Lighting—Due to required 24 hour care, there is a likelihood that multiple lights will be on all night long. These
lights will be visible to all of the homes below the development on Country Park Rd. and surrounding streets. This
presents an unpleasant view shed and distraction for our neighborhood at night.

2) Truck Noise—Noise from constant traffic, including truck deliveries which have to access the proposed development
from the end of Country Park Rd. will be a noisy disruption from our normally serene environment. This type of senior
development is incompatible with our purely single family residential community.

3) Congestion—Because all traffic must enter Las Palmas Ranch and the Parcel Q development from River Rd., through
our neighborhood, there is a likelihood that the additional traffic created by a senior housing facility could create
congestion and delays in entering and leaving our neighborhood. Safety concerns for children playing on the adjacent
field and in the streets are a serious issue. This type of development necessitates the employment of numerous people,
visitors, deliveries, etc.

4) Wildlife Sanctuary—The hill above our neighborhood upon which the senior housing will be located is home to owls,
hawks, deer, bobcats and other animals, all of which we see and hear frequently. This development, along with the
lighting, traffic, noise, and congestion will disturb the wildlife.

5) Sirens—Senior developments often involve numerous medical emergencies which require ambulances and
sirens. This kind of development is not compatible with a family oriented residential community.

6) Home Values—Due to the negative factors outlined above and others, our properties may become less
desirable. As a result, values could decline. This is unfair to the neighborhood residents, for whom their homes are their
largest investment.

This senior housing multi-residence development proposed for Parcel Q is incompatible with our family oriented quiet residential

community for all of the reasons presented above. It should be opposed by the Planning and Building Department. If it has to be

developed, it could be subdivided into three or four large building lots for single family homes. This would be a use which is

compatible with the neighborhood and one that would minimize the issues outlined above.

14.1

14.2

14.3

14.4

14.5

14.6

14.7

14.8



Thank you,

Marc and Irene Rosen
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Letter 14

COMMENTER: Mark and Irene Rosen
DATE: March 14, 2018

Response 14.1
The commenters express the opinion that the project is not compatible with surrounding land use.

Please refer to Topical Response C for a discussion of land use compatibility. As described therein,
the project would be consistent with the site’s zoning and land use requirements.

Response 14.2
The commenters state that overnight lighting will impact the surrounding viewshed.

Please refer to Topical Response F, which discusses impacts of the project’s lighting on night sky
views. As described therein, mitigation is required to reduce lighting impacts to a less than
significant level.

Response 14.3
The commenters state that noise from truck traffic will be disruptive to the Subdivision.

Please refer to Topical Response H, which includes a discussion of the specific noise sources
mentioned in the comment. As described therein, traffic noise impacts would be less than
significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Response 14.4

The commenters state that the project would result in traffic congestion and traffic-related safety
impacts. Subdivision streets would all operate well within acceptable traffic volumes for residential
streets, based on generally accepted level of service and traffic calming thresholds. The project
would have a less than significant impact on traffic conditions in the Subdivision, and no mitigation
would be required.

For a detailed discussion of these topics, please refer to Topical Response A and Topical Response D.

Response 14.5

The commenters state that the project site is home to wildlife that would be disturbed by the
project.

Please refer to Topical Response G. As described therein, the project’s impacts related to wildlife
would be limited due to the size and placement of the project site. To reduce potential impacts to
special status wildlife species, the Final SEIR includes mitigation measures, as listed in Section 4,
Amendments to the Draft SEIR.

Response 14.6
The commenters state that noise from ambulance sirens will be disruptive to the Subdivision.

Please refer to Topical Response H, which includes a discussion of the specific noise sources
mentioned in the comment. As described therein, traffic noise impacts would be less than

Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 3-49



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Sirens from emergency vehicles
would result in a short-term spike in ambient noise levels at nearby residences. However, there is an
agreement in place that the Subdivision is a “no-siren zone.” Additionally, the County Code exempts
“emergency vehicles being operated by authorized personnel” from noise regulation. Therefore,
emergency vehicles would have a less than significant impact on ambient noise.

Response 14.7

The commenters state that the project will decrease home values in the Subdivision.

Please refer to Topical Response C. As described therein, property value is not an environmental
impact and therefore is not analyzed in the Draft SEIR.

Response 14.8

The commenters express the opinion that the project is not compatible with surrounding land use.

Please refer to Topical Response C for a discussion of land use compatibility. As described therein,
the project would be consistent with the site’s zoning and land use requirements.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 19, 2018.

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: JAKE OROZCO <orozcos8283@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 18, 2018 10:44 AM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: River View at Las Palmas: Assisted Living Senior Facility (PLN150372)
Mr. Sidor,

| am writing to notify you that | OPPOSE the construction of the senior care facility atop
the hillside of the Las Palmas 1 Community. Although there are many, many reasons 15.1
why | am in opposition, | will limit it to three: Noise, traffic, and roads.

One of the reasons why | moved into this community is the tranquility that living out of
town provides. Construction crews building this facility will definitely disrupt the quiet,
tranquil setting this area provides. Moreover, the oncoming shift workers, emergency |15.2
vehicles, delivery trucks, and visitors that will be entering the facility once the facility is
constructed will also cause disruption and increase noise to my neighborhood. A lot of
traffic means a not-so-smooth entry into my neighborhood from River Road.

The increased traffic flow will cause jams/ bottleneck from River Road into Las
Palmas. The security guard at the entrance works diligently to ensure only those 15.3
authorized gain entry into Las Palmas. He will be overwhelmed checking-in every single
unidentified person heading into that facility as well as into our neighborhoods. Also,
why should our guard, whom we pay for with our HOA fees, have to work extra to
admit, or deny, people that will not pay for his presence? Along with the problems of
admittance and traffic flow, this facility will be intruding on families with children who
use the roads for walks, bike riding, and other recreational activities. The park, where
all the facility traffic will be passing, is a major hub for said families and pets. This will
increase the risk of automobile-versus-person accidents. Aside from the regular flow of
traffic from residents, the roads - some of which have no sidewalks- are used by children
riding bikes, pulling wagons, or skateboarding. Such activities that living in the suburbs
provides will be taken away because of the increased traffic flow the facility will
produce. Increased traffic flow leads to road damage.

G o (154
The care facility will cause deterioration in our (Las Palmas) roads. These roads are paid
for and maintained by the residents through our HOA fees. The care facility, from initial
planning, has always intended to use our entrance and roads as THEIR entrance into
THEIR facility. From what I've heard already, they will not pay into HOA for road
maintenance, nor will they pay extra for the magnitude of cars our security guard will
have to check in on a daily basis. Nowhere did | agree to share my roads and my
security with this facility, especially at our expense.

In summation, | strongly urge that you take into consideration the residents that this
facility will be disrupting. Our concerns are uniform and we do not wish to sacrifice our |15.5
remoteness, tranquility, and our roads - especially our entrance - with this facility. It's a
great vision, but it needs to be envisioned far away from our community.




Sincerely,

Jacob Orozco
17555 Sugarmill Road

Sent from my iPhone
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Letter 15

COMMENTER: Jacob Orozco
DATE: March 18, 2018

Response 15.1

The commenter states that they are opposed to the project. This comment does not conflict with or
challenge the analysis and conclusions of the Draft SEIR. However, the comment is herewith shared
with the County’s decision makers for their consideration.

Response 15.2
The commenter states that the project will result in increased noise and traffic.

Please refer to Topical Response D and Topical Response H, which summarize the project’s traffic
and noise impacts. As described therein, traffic and noise impacts would be less than significant or
less than significant with mitigation incorporated, with the exception of traffic impacts to SR 68,
which would be significant and unavoidable.

Response 15.3

The commenter states that traffic caused by the project would overwhelm the Subdivision’s private
security gate operations. The commenter states that increased traffic would cause child safety risks
and automobile accident risks.

Please refer to Topical Response A and Topical Response D for a discussion of the project’s impacts
related to traffic and safety. As described therein, the project would not substantially increase
traffic within the Subdivision. As a residential Subdivision with motor vehicle traffic, traffic safety
risks are an existing condition. Given the nominal addition of trips through the Subdivision, the
project would not substantially exacerbate such risks.

Response 15.4

The commenter states that increased traffic caused by the project would lead to deterioration of
Subdivision roads, and that the roads are privately paid for and maintained.

Please refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of impacts to road surfaces.

Response 15.5
The commenter reiterates their concerns and states that the project should be relocated.

This commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration.

As stated in Section 17.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, an alternative site was considered, but
rejected from further consideration. The site is considered to be an appropriate location for the
proposed project based upon the specific plan land use designation, County zoning classifications ,
and the space available to allow the creation of a tranquil, park-like setting while also being located
in a neighborhood setting. The proposed location also offers nearby amenities including hospitals
and doctors on Romie Lane in south Salinas, shopping, and regional roadway access.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 20, 2018.

From: Paul and Rebecca Clifton Date: 3/19/2018
Address: 21180 Old Ranch Court

To: Sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us,

Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County RMA-Planning Second Floor
1441 Schilling Place, Salinas, CA 93901

(831) 755-5262

Cc: Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager, swansonb@co.monterey.ca.us

roygobets@aol.com , Roy Gobets 21056 Country Park Road, Salinas, CA, 93908

Subject: RVPL Draft SEIR for proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372)
Hello Joe,

We write regarding the above development. We have examined the planned area and know the site 6.1

well. We wish to strongly object to the development of the proposed facility.

We feel that the proposed facility will have a negative impact on Las Palmas 1 overwhelming it with
traffic, noise, run off, and safety/security issues. In addition, our view is that this project does not give
respect to the locals that live here, the beauty of the environment, or the wildlife habitat that surrounds |16.2
us.

There are many other more suitable and less impactful properties within Monterey County for such a

development. We strongly urge the developer to find an alternative area for this proposed facility.

As you are the decision makers, we hope you can help the locals of Las Palmas 1 towards a favorable
outcome.

Respectfully,

Paul and Rebecca Clifton



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 16

COMMENTER: Paul and Rebecca Clifton
DATE: March 19, 2018

Response 16.1
The commenters state that they object to the project.

This commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration.

Response 16.2

The commenters state that the project will have impacts related to traffic, noise, hydrology, safety,
aesthetics, and wildlife. The commenter states that the project is disrespectful to the neighboring
residents and recommends that it be relocated.

As stated in Section 17.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, an alternative site was considered, but
rejected from further consideration. The site is considered to be an appropriate location for the
proposed project based upon the specific plan land use designation, County zoning classifications ,
and the space available to allow the creation of a tranquil, park-like setting while also being located
in a neighborhood setting. The proposed location also offers nearby amenities including hospitals
and doctors on Romie Lane in south Salinas, shopping, and regional roadway access.

For a discussion of the other issues mentioned in the comment, refer to Topical Responses A, D, E,
G, and H. As described therein, the project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on
traffic conditions on SR 68. All other impacts would be less than significant or less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.
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David and Céline M. Dalby
21024 Country Park Road
Salinas, CA 93908

March 19, 2018

Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County RMA - Planning Second Floor
1441 Schilling Place, Salinas, CA 93901
Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager

Monterey Planning Commission

Messrs. Sidor and Swanson

RE: RVPL Draft SEIR River View at Las Palmas (PLN# 150372)

We wish to firmly oppose the above proposed commercial project for
several important planning reasons. However we generally support senior
and health support businesses.

I. Wrong Access Location

It clashes with the original Las Palmas I family residential community.
The road easement to this residentially zoned parcel will be overburdened
by heavy construction equipment for a business project of that magnitude.
The 329 resident households use the same access out and in each day for
work, school, ~~1ern Is to the city.

II. Traffic

Afterwards, we will lose our quiet, peaceful neighborhood to a 24/7
business enterprise, requiring our access for all visitors, employees,
service providers and suppliers. The Las Palmas I community has put a lot
of effort and expense in being pro active in adhering to the original family
subdivision Plan, maintaining our common roads, parks , landscaping etc.
as per our bylaws. This business is not part of our HOA and has not been
co-operative with land use issues relating to Parcel Q.

17.1

17.2

17.3

1of2




III. Security and Safety

Due to our community’s remote access for local law enforcement,
we took the initiative to enhance personal and property security with
limited vehicular access for 8 hours and random mobile security off peak
hours. We also have an active Neighborhood Watch Chapter - these efforts
would be nullified. Ss you may be aware for this area of Salinas, there is a
shortage of manpower for law enforcement, the Sheriff department can
attest to our low call outs to our neighborhood compared to other nearby
areas due to our security diligence. There would be no guarantee to our
community security and family environment values would be severely
compromised. In an emergency situation of fire or flooding, slides and as
we know the terrain and recent events in our nearby locations the
evacuation of our community - adding the residents and patients of the
Assisted Living complex would be problematic at best.

IV. Zoning

The above project is non-residential and requires services that are
available closer to a local hospital with professional help and medical
services already in place.

We request that you carefully address these issues as we feel this

project does not comply with this residential community as per the County

Plan bearing in mind that other locations are available and more suitable

for the developer’s requirements. We wish for you to consider and reply to

all the above items.

Sincerely,

O W, Ml

David and Céline M. Dalby

17.4

17.5

20f2




County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 17

COMMENTER: David and Céline M. Dalby
DATE: March 19, 2018

Response 17.1
The commenters state that they are opposed to the proposed project.

This commenters’ opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration.

Response 17.2

The commenters state that the access roads would be overburdened by the project construction
traffic.

Please refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of traffic generated by the project’s construction
phase. As described therein, mitigation is required to reduce impacts to road surfaces to a less than
significant level. Traffic impacts to Subdivision roads are less than significant or less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.

Response 17.3

The commenters state that the project would impact the quiet and peaceful neighborhood of the
Las Palmas community due to increased traffic caused by the project.

As described in Topical Response C, neighborhood fit and quality of life are not environmental
impacts and are not directly analyzed in the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR does include analysis of traffic
and noise impacts. All impacts were determined to be less than significant or less than significant
with mitigation incorporated, with the exception of traffic impacts to SR 68, which would be
significant and unavoidable.

Response 17.4

The commenters state that the project would compromise the Subdivision’s security and emergency
preparedness.

Please refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of the project’s impacts on security operations,
and Topical Response D for a discussion of impacts on emergency evacuation. The project would not
result in a significant impact on police service or emergency preparedness within the Subdivision.
Regarding the Subdivision’s private security operations, an agreement would be required between
the applicant and the LPHOA regarding shared costs and responsibilities, as discussed in Topical
Response .

Response 17.5
The commenters state that the project should be developed closer to a hospital.

The proposed location offers nearby amenities including hospitals and doctors on Romie Lane in
south Salinas, shopping, and regional roadway access. Salinas Valley Memorial Healthcare, the
nearest hospital to the project site, is approximately five miles from the project site. For further
discussion of the project’s siting and land use compatibility, refer to Topical Response C.
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Received by RMA-Planning

Letter 18 on March 20, 2018.
Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
From: adam kirk <kirkadam@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, March 19, 2018 6:04 PM
To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
Subject: RVPL draft PLN#150372

Hi Joe,

I'm very upset that there is a possibility of 300+ vehicles traveling in and out of Las Palmas|18-1
1 daily, putting my family and I in danger.

I wish the Developer could find a more suitable entrance, possible down near the Highway
68 exit, also , when I bought here I was told only 3 residential housing units could be put |18.2
in that lot (any truth to that?)

Thanks for your help,
Adam & Takako Kirk.



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 18

COMMENTER: Adam and Takako Kirk
DATE: March 19, 2018

Response 18.1

The commenters state that they are concerned about traffic caused by the project and resulting
safety issues. The commenters state that a different entry point to the project site should be
established.

Please refer to Topical Response A for discussion of safety and security and to Topical Response D
for a discussion of traffic impacts. As described therein, the project would not result in significant
traffic or traffic safety impacts to Subdivision roads.

Response 18.2
The commenters ask if the project site has a development limit of three residential housing units.

The LPRSP, Toro Area Plan, and Monterey County General Plan designate the site as Medium
Density Residential (MDR). The MDR zoning allows for certain uses, such as the proposed project,
that are not classified as residential, and are therefore not subject to limitations that specifically
apply to housing units. For a full discussion of this issue, refer to Topical Response C.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 19, 2018.

Rendell Requiro and Francoise Mc Avinchey March 19, 2018
17563 Winding Creek Road
Salinas, CA 93908

To: (Sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us ),

Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County RMA-Planning Second Floor
1441 Schilling Place, Salinas, CA 93901

(831) 755-5262

Cc: Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager, swansonb@co.monterey.ca.us

roygobets@aol.com , Roy Gobets 21056 Country Park Road, Salinas, CA, 93908

Subject: RVPL Draft SEIR for proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372)
Hello Joe,

| am very concerned about the proposed project. Its proposed use of Las Palmas 1 roads will pose
unacceptable traffic, safety and security problems in our peaceful neighborhood. Further, the large 19.1
number of housing units proposed for this development, coupled with its clear commercial use, are
inconsistent with the residential atmosphere that Las Palmas residents chose when they located here in
the first place.

| strongly urge the developer to find alternate venue and access for his proposed facility. 19.2

Please respond to the issues | listed above in writing.

Respectfully,

Rendell and Francoise Mc Avinchey



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 19

COMMENTER: Rendell Requiro and Francoise Mc Avinchey
DATE: March 19, 2018

Response 19.1

The commenters state that they are opposed to the proposed project due to concerns about traffic,
safety, and land use incompatibility.

This commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration. Refer to Topical Responses A, C, and D for discussion of the issues
mentioned in the comment.

Response 19.2
The commenters urge the developer to find an alternate location for the project.

As stated in Section 17.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, an alternative site was considered, but
rejected from further consideration. The site is considered to be an appropriate location for the
proposed project based upon the specific plan land use designation, County zoning designations,
and the space available to allow the creation of a tranquil, park-like setting while also being located
in a neighborhood setting. The proposed location also offers nearby amenities including hospitals
and doctors on Romie Lane in south Salinas, shopping, and regional roadway access.
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From: Russell Schwanz Date: 3/19/2018

Address: 21045 Country Park RD
Salinas, CA 93908
831-455-9172
russellschwanz@att.net

To:  (Sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us ),
Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner
Monterey County RMA-Planning Second Floor
1441 Schilling Place, Salinas, CA 93901
(831) 755-5262

Cc:  Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager, swansonb@co.monterey.ca.us

Subject: RVPL Draft SEIR for proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372)
Dear Sir

I am deeply concerned about the proposed project and recommend relocating it. 20.1
Please consider the following:

1. The current Las Palmas 1 neighborhood frequently has strong winds. I view the proposed site from
my front yard. I notice strong winds there frequently. This happens in all seasons, including summer |5, 5
and fall. :
2. The area between Country Park Rd, Sugarmill Rd, Old Ranch Ct, and Woodridge Ct lie basically in a
canyon. With the exceptions of the houses themselves, this area has an abundance of dry vegetation in

summer and has very steep hills. The proposed building site lies on a ridge adjacent to this area. The
proposed site is completely surrounded by dry vegetation.

3. The proposed site has very limited road access. Even under ideal emergency conditions the
proposed project would be difficult to evacuate. 20.3

4. If a wildfire were to start, the residents of the proposed site could be completely cut off. Being
located on the top of a ridge with steep sides a fire’s heat could be directed at this site. The results
could be a significant loss of life.

5. Further complicating the situation, Woodridge Rd is a constriction point. All current residents, plus
any from the proposed project and any emergency vehicles coming in would all be funneled though a
single intersection. Given an emergency evacuation, the existence of this project could also put current
residents (in the area described in item 2 above) at greater risk. Evacuation would be significantly Y
slowed.




6. This area of Monterey County is very vulnerable to wildfires.

This is a very important time for this project. Letting the project proceed at this location could result in
a significant loss of life in the future. We need to thoughtfully and respectfully prevent a significant
loss of life.

Please respond to the issues above in writing.

Respectfully,

X(goc 224 ,A’ A 4;2 [T :qu‘ -



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 20

COMMENTER: Russell Schwanz
DATE: March 19, 2018

Response 20.1
The commenter states that they are concerned about the project and recommend relocating it.

The commenter’s concern is noted. As stated in Section 17.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, an
alternative site was considered, but rejected from further consideration. The site is considered to be
an appropriate location for the proposed project based upon the specific plan land use designation,
County zoning designations, and the space available to allow the creation of a tranquil, park-like
setting while also being located in a neighborhood setting. The proposed location also offers nearby
amenities including hospitals and doctors on Romie Lane in south Salinas, shopping, and regional
roadway access.

Response 20.2

The commenter describes details related to the climate and vegetation in the vicinity of the project
site.

This comment does not conflict with or challenge the analysis and conclusions of the Draft SEIR.
However, refer to Topical Response F for a discussion of visual impacts, and Topical Response B for a
discussion of wildfire hazards.

Response 20.3

The commenter states that the project site has limited road access and that an emergency
evacuation would be difficult, as all traffic would be funneled through a single intersection. The
commenter states that Monterey County is vulnerable to wildfires, and that the project could result
in loss of life.

For discussion of emergency evacuation, please refer to Topical Response D. As noted therein,
mitigation is required to reduce impacts related to emergency evacuation to a less than significant
level.

For a discussion of wildfire impacts, please refer to Topical Response B, which includes analysis
added to the Final SEIR addressing wildfire hazards. Impacts related to wildfire and fire protection
would be less than significant.
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County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 21

COMMENTER: Christian and Mihoko Dreyer
DATE: March 20, 2018

Response 21.1

The commenters state that they are concerned about traffic, noise, and quality of life impacts
resulting from the project.

For discussion of the concerns mentioned in the comment, refer to Topical Response C, Topical
Response D, and Topical Response H. As noted in Topical Response D, the project would not result
in a substantial increase in traffic within the Subdivision. As described in Topical Response H, traffic
noise impacts would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated,
with the exception of traffic impacts to SR 68, which would be significant and unavoidable.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 20, 2018.

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Scott Porter <srporter@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 3:59 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Cc: Swanson, Brandon xx5334

Subject: Proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372) RVPL Draft SEIR
(Corrected)

Please Note; This email contains some very slight corrections and supersedes the email sent earlier
today. Please disregard earlier email.

Thank you. Scott Porter

March 20, 2018

Mr. Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner
Mr. Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager
Monterey County Planning Comission

Messrs. Sidor and Mr. Swanson;

| write as a resident of Las Palmas |. | am opposed to the Proposed Development of Riverview at Las
Palmas (PLN#150372)

22.1
| generally favor development of residential care and nursing facilities as part of a

community. However this large proposed non-residential development is inconsistent with the
peaceful rural residential nature of the Las Palmas community.

. Traffic

Traffic is a particular problem. The proposed non-residential development would bring commercial
vehicles -- food deliveries, medical waste, trash, linen, etc, -- and numerous employee vehicles
through a narrow street originally designed for residential traffic. This constant and increased traffic [22.2
would irrevocably alter the peaceful nature of the community. Las Palmas is a quiet community --
children playing, people walking dogs, and residents generally enjoying the peaceful nature of the
rural neighborhood. There is no compatible way for this development and attendant traffic to use the
existing entrance to our neighborhood and not destroy the peaceful nature of the neighborhood.

Il. Security

Security of the neighborhood would be compromised by permanently opening the neighborhood to  |22.3
this non-residential development. As a community we have taken steps to preserve the security of
the neighborhood including installing gates and employing security guards to check all incoming
traffic. Residents are secure in knowing who comes into our community. This proposed large non-
residential development would open the neighborhood to incessant traffic, coming and going

1



throughout the daytime and evening. There is no way to regulate this traffic and guarantee the
security of the neighborhood. This is a real concern.

lll. The Proposed Non Residential Development is Inconsistent with the Existing Residential
Community

Under The Las Palmas Plan and Monterey County Plan, Las Palmas Community was approved and
developed as a rural residential neighborhood. Residents purchased their homes and built their lives
and their community in reliance on Plans that provided an opportunity to live in and enjoy a rural
residential neighborhood.

This parcel is zoned "medium density residential," at 2.61 units per acre. Under the Las Palmas Plan
this parcel was specifically approved for 8 units total. The developer nhow seeks a "conditional
use permit” to allow development of a non-residential facility with a total of 105 units. This is
inconsistent with The Las Palmas and Monterey County Plans.

The developer seeks to circumvent these plans by requesting an amendment for a non-residential
use. Specifically, the developer asks you approve an amendment with the following language;

Assisted living facilities are not considered residential units ..... (and should not
be).... subjectto the. ... residential limitation of the (Las Palmas) Plan. An assisted
living facility is . ... not a residential use, because it does not operate or function in a

manner like independent residential units.

Very simply, the developer is asking for approval of non-residential use in a planned
residential community.

Las Palmas is a highly desirable residential community. Residents have invested here based on
the rural nature of this community under the approved Las Palmas Plan. Residents have relied on
the approved Las Palmas Plan and its resulting development. The proposed development is a non-
residential use. The proposed Assisted Living Facility does not operate or function in a manner
consistent with the Las Palmas Plan, nor the rural nature of the community.

To approve this amendment to the Las Palmas Plan and to allow development of a non-residential
Assisted Living Facility with 105 units, and all the commercial traffic, deliveries, medical waste,
employees, visitors, and resulting security and safety concerns would unalterably destroy the rural
residential nature of our community.

| request you please carefully consider these issues when considering this proposed
development. This proposed non-residential development is inconsistent with the existing residential
community, and should not be approved.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted.

s/

Scott Porter
21440 Riverview Ct.

22.4



Salinas CA 93908
(831) 214-0686



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 22

COMMENTER: Scott Porter
DATE: March 20, 2018

Response 22.1

The commenter states that they are opposed to the project and that it is inconsistent with the Las
Palmas community.

This commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration. For discussion of land use compatibility, refer to Topical Response C.

Response 22.2

The commenter states that the project would increase traffic in the Subdivision, diminishing the
existing peace and quiet.

For a discussion of traffic impacts, refer to Topical Response D. As described therein, the project
would not result in a significant impact to traffic within the Subdivision. For discussion of quality of
life impacts refer to Topical Response C. For a discussion of noise impacts, refer to Topical Response
H. As described therein, traffic noise impacts would be less than significant or less than significant
with mitigation incorporated.

Response 22.3

The commenter states that the project would compromise the Subdivision’s security by increasing
traffic and visitors through the Subdivision.

Please refer to Topical Response A. As noted therein, the Draft SEIR has been revised to clarify the
project applicant’s responsibilities related to the Subdivision’s private security operations.

Response 22.4

The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with the existing residential community. The
commenter discusses zoning and states that the developer is seeking approval for non-residential
development in a residential community. The commenter states that the project would destroy the
rural residential nature of the existing community.

The project is a senior assisted living facility. The project site is zoned Medium Density Residential
(MDR). The Draft SEIR notes that a senior assisted living facility is similar to a rest home, which is an
allowed MDR use. The Draft SEIR requires an amendment to the LPRSP to clarify that an assisted
living facility is an allowed use. For more detail, refer to Topical Response C.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 20, 2018.

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Gayle Todd <gayletodd@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 4:38 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; swansonb@monterey.ca.us

Subject: Proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372) RVPL Draft SEIR

March 20, 2018

Mr. Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner
Mr. Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager
Monterey County Planning Comission

Messrs. Sidor and Mr. Swanson; We write as residents of Las Palmas | for 25 years. We am opposed to
the Proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372)

We generally favor development of residential care and nursing facilities as part of a community.
However this large proposed non-residential development is inconsistent with the peaceful rural
residential nature of the Las Palmas community. | am surprised this wasn’t proposed to be built on Ft
Ord land.

l. Traffic

Traffic is a particular problem. The proposed non-residential development would bring commercial vehicles --
food deliveries, medical waste, trash, linen, etc, -- and numerous employee vehicles through a narrow street
originally designed for residential traffic. This constant and increased traffic would irrevocably alter the peaceful
nature of the community. Las Palmas is a quiet community -- children playing, people walking dogs, and
residents generally enjoying the peaceful nature of the rural neighborhood. There is no compatible way for this
development and attendant traffic to use the existing entrance to our neighborhood and not destroy the
peaceful nature of the neighborhood. If it were approved the entry and exit must be on River Road!

Il. Security

Security of the neighborhood would be compromised by permanently opening the neighborhood to this non-
residential development. As a community we implemented a very successful security plan. We have installed
gates and employisecurity guards to check all incoming traffic. Residents are secure in knowing who comes
into our community. This proposed large non-residential development would open the neighborhood to
incessant traffic, coming and goi g 24 hours a day. There is no way to regulate this traffic and guarantee the
security of the neighborhood. This is a real concern. Residents pay for this security and it should NOT be
compromised!

lll. The Proposed Development is Non Residential and Inconsistent with the Existing
Residential Community

Under The Las Palmas Plan and Monterey County Plan, Las Palmas Community was approved and developed
as a rural residential neighborhood. Residents purchased their homes and built their lives and their community
in reliance on Plans that provided an opportunity to live in and enjoy a rural residential neighborhood.

This parcel is zoned "medium density residential," at 2.61 units per acre. Under the Las Palmas Plan this
parcel was specifically approved for * units total. The developer now seeks a "conditional use permit" to allow
development of a non-residential facility with a total of 105 units. This is inconsistent with The Las Palmas
and Monterey County Plans.

23.1
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The developer seeks to circumvent these plans by requesting an amendment for a non-residential
use. Specifically, the developer asks you to approve an amendment with the following language; A

. . . Assisted living facilities are not considered residential units . . . .. (and should not
be) . ... subject to the.... residential limitation of the (Las Palmas) Plan. An assisted
living facility is . . . . not a residential use, because it does not operate or function in a
manner like independent residential units.

Very simply, the developer is asking for approval of non-residential use in a planned
residential community.

Las Palmas is a highly desirable residential community. Residents have invested here based on the
rural nature of this community under the approved Las Palmas Plan. Residents have relied on the
approved Las Palmas Plan and its resulting development. The proposed development is a non-
residential use. The proposed Assisted Living Facility does not operate or function in a manner
consistent with the Las Palmas Plan, nor the rural nature of the community.

To approve this amendment to the Las Palmas Plan and to allow development of a non-residential
Assisted Living Facility with 105 units, and all the commercial traffic, deliveries, medical waste,
employees, visitors, and resulting security and safety concerns would unalterably destroy the rural
residential nature of our community.

We request you please carefully consider these issues when considering this proposed development.
The developer purchased this land for pennies on the dollar and now his greed is rearing it’s ugly
head with no consideration of those who live here. This proposed non-residential development is
inconsistent with the existing residential community, and should not be approved.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted.

Robert Scranton & Gayle Todd

Sent from Gmail Mobile



County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 23

COMMENTER: Robert Scranton and Gayle Todd
DATE: March 20, 2018

Response 23.1

The content of this letter is the same as the content of Letter 22. Please refer to Responses 22.1
through 22.4 above.
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Date: March 21, 2018

To: Jospeh Sidor, Associate Planner
Monterey County RMA-Planning, Second Floor
1441 Schilting Place, Salinas, CA 93901

Cc: Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager

Roy Gobets 21056 Country Park Road, Salinas, CA 93908

Subject: RVLP Draft SEIR for proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372)

Hello Mr Sidor,

My name is Julianne Harris. | am a home owner currently living in Las Palmas Phase 1 in Salinas, California. |
am writing this letter because | have concerns about the new proposed development in Las Palmas known as
Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#50372).

With this senior housing development plan, there will be an increase of noise and traffic due to on-going
medical professionals, emergency responders, deliveries, friends and families having to care and provide for
these seniors 24 hours 7 days a week. Therefore it should be required to have its own entrance and gate
guard, separate from Las Palmas. This will ensure that our established community parks, the environment and
our roads will not be affected in any way by this commercial development.

Las Palmas was established as a family neighborhood — a safe place to raise children, grow and make life time
memories, a home for a life time. This commercial project, if allowed to use our community in any way, will
greatly change our family homes and lifestyle.

Lastly, the impact of the lighting this commercial business will require will have a negative effect on the
neighborhood and the environment.

Sincerely,

—_—

A A

>
Juli e Harris

17663 Riverbend Rd

Salinas, CA 93908

24.1




County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 24

COMMENTER: Julianne Harris
DATE: March 21, 2018

Response 24.1

The commenter states that they are concerned about the project’s impacts on noise, traffic, quality
of life, and environmental impacts of lighting. The commenter requests the project have a separate
entry from Las Palmas.

Please refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of a separate entry for the project. As noted
therein, a separate entry is not available for the project applicant, nor is it necessary to avoid traffic
impacts.

Please refer to Topical Response A and Topical Response D for a discussion of the project’s impacts
related to traffic and safety. As described therein, the project would not substantially increase
traffic within the Subdivision. As a residential Subdivision with motor vehicle traffic, traffic safety
risks are an existing condition. Given the nominal addition of trips through the Subdivision, the
project would not substantially exacerbate such risks.

Please refer to Topical Response F, which discusses impacts of the project’s lighting on night sky
views. As described therein, mitigation is required to reduce lighting impacts to a less than
significant level.

Please refer to Topical Response C. As described therein, quality of life is not an environmental
impact under CEQA. However, the Draft SEIR includes analysis of various impact areas such as noise
and traffic that relate to quality of life.

The Draft SEIR includes an analysis of noise impacts, which were determined to be less than
significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. For a discussion of noise, refer to
Topical Response H.
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Received by RMA-Planning
on March 21, 2018.

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Stephen Hurst <sfhurst@outlook.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 4:01 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Cc: Swanson, Brandon xx5334; roygobets@aol.com

Subject: River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Subsequent Environmental Impact

Report (SEIR) (PLN#150372)

March 21, 2018

Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County RMA — Planning Second Floor
1441 Schilling Place

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Mr Sidor

We are residents of the Las Palmas 1 sub-division. We recently received a copy of the River View at Las
Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Having reviewed
the Report we view with concern the scope of the project, its impact on my quality of life and the value of our
property. Our specific comments regarding the Report are:

Page 2 of Overview

No link to LIB150361 Traffic Report
No Link to LIB160001 Traffic Report

Section 3, Environmental Settings

A review of the site plan would seem to indicate the only entrance to, and exit from, the facility would
be through Las Palmas 1 via Las Palmas Road, River Run Road and Woodbridge Court. There are no alternate
routes in and out of the facility indicate on the site plan. Any number of environmental catastrophes, like an
earthquake or forest fire, could block the main entrance through Las Palmas 1. An alternative route for
emergency vehicles to reach trapped residents and patients would seem to be an absolutely essential part of
the project plan.

Of particular concern is the admitted (Section 8.1) concern with the increased likelihood of future
flooding. The developer dismisses this concern in Section 11.6 by stating, “The project site is elevated
substantially above River Road and is not located within the 100-year flood plain. Thus, there
would be no impacts related to flood hazards.” That may very well be true for the facility itself, but not for the
only route designated for entrance and exit. As late as 1990 Las Palmas Road, River Run Road and
Woodbridge Court were all completely covered with enough water to block all vehicular traffic in and out of
Las Palmas 1

Section 9, Transportation & Traffic

25.1

25.2

25.3
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The report contains a detailed analysis of the possible impact of increased traffic on Highway
68, Reservation Road and River Road, but there is no mention anywhere in the study of an analysis of the
traffic impact on the streets of Las Palmas 1. Visitors, medical supply delivery and ambulance calls will
dramatically increase traffic and noise in the housing area surrounding the development. It is anticipated
there will backups at the single entry to Las Palmas 1 that will block access to our property.

The security point is manned from 8:00a — 4:00p. Prior to the development of Parcel Q this was
sufficient to keep out unwanted persons and vehicles during the period when homes may be unoccupied and
most vulnerable to theft. Increased crime during this period was the reason a security guard was added at the
main entrance. Once Parcel Q is developed it would be anticipated that visitor traffic and the associated noise
will increase dramatically after 4:00p, and with it unwanted persons and vehicles in Las Palmas 1.

Section 14.4, Growth Inducing

At the bottom of the second paragraph of this section it states, “The proposed project is not a
residential use under the County codes or the specific plan and the project does not provide dwelling units
that will operate or function as independent units.” This is a complete contradiction to developer’s stated
plan to build 13 casitas designed for couples requiring moderate service, like meals and transportation. They
are, in fact, single family homes with parking for each residence.

Sec 17, Alternatives

Again, the traffic impact discussed in Alternative 2 only addresses the impact on Highway 68 and River
Road. There is no mention of the impact on the existing streets of Las Palmas 1.

In general, the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) dismisses without comment or fails to
address any environmental impact on the residents of Las Palmas 1. Given the concerns detailed above we
strongly urge the developer to seek and alternative location for this project.

Respectfully submitted,

Stephen and Susan Hurst
17543 Sugarmill Road
Salinas, CA 93908
831.917.9296
sfhurst@outlook.com

25.5
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County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 25

COMMENTER: Stephen and Susan Hurst
DATE: March 21, 2018

Response 25.1
The commenters state that they are concerned about the project.

The commenters’ specific concerns are addressed below.

Response 25.2
The commenters state that links to traffic reports were not provided.

The traffic analysis prepared for the proposed is included as Appendix D of the Draft SEIR. For
additional traffic analysis prepared for the Final SEIR, refer to Topical Response D.

Response 25.3

The commenters state that they are concerned about the project having only one entrance, and no
alternative route for emergency vehicles. The commenters voice concern about environmental
catastrophes that would necessitate an emergency evacuation.

Please refer to Topical Response D for a discussion of emergency evacuation routes. As described
therein, mitigation is required to improve emergency access and evacuation to and from the site.
For a discussion of fire safety, refer to Topical Response B. For a discussion of geologic hazards, refer
to Topical Response E. As described therein, the project would not result in significant impacts
related to natural disasters.

Response 25.4
The commenter states that the project could contribute to flooding of its entrance road.

Please refer to Topical Response E for a discussion of stormwater drainage. As noted therein, the
project would not result in significant impacts related to flooding. Stormwater drainage of the
project site would prevent flooding of the site’s entrance. For a discussion of land use rights related
to the project’s potential connection to the Subdivision’s drainage system, refer to Topical
Response I.

Response 25.5

The commenter states that project would increase traffic in the Subdivision. The commenter
describes security concerns associated with increased traffic and visitors in the Subdivision.

Topical Response D for a discussion of traffic impacts. As described therein, impacts related to traffic
would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated, with the
exception of impacts to SR 68, which would be significant and unavoidable. For a discussion of
safety and security issues, refer to Topical Response A. For a discussion of the project applicant’s
responsibilities regarding private security service, refer to Topical Response I.
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Response 25.6

The commenter states that the proposed project is residential, and that the Draft SEIR inaccurately
describes it otherwise.

The project is a senior assisted living facility. The project site is zoned Medium Density Residential
(MDR). The Draft SEIR notes that a senior assisted living facility is similar to a rest home, which is an
allowed MDR use. The Draft SEIR requires an amendment to the LPRSP to clarify that an assisted
living facility is an allowed use. For more detail, refer to Topical Response C.

Response 25.7

The commenter states that the Draft SEIR Alternatives Section does not address traffic impacts on
the Subdivision.

The Draft SEIR states that Alternative 2: No Project/Minimum Use would result in a lesser increase
in traffic compared to the proposed project. For discussion of the proposed project’s traffic impacts,
refer to Topical Response D.
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County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 26

COMMENTER: Wilbur and Cordelia Lee
DATE: March 21, 2018

Response 26.1

The commenter states that they are concerned about the project and urge the developer to find an
alternate site. The commenter expresses concerns related to traffic, safety, and land use
incompatibility.

As stated in Section 17.0, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, an alternative site was considered, but
rejected from further consideration. The site is considered to be an appropriate location for the
proposed project based upon the specific plan land use designation, County zoning designations,
and the space available to allow the creation of a tranquil, park-like setting while also being located
in a neighborhood setting. The proposed location also offers nearby amenities including hospitals
and doctors on Romie Lane in south Salinas, shopping, and regional roadway access.

Please refer to Topical Response A and Topical Response D for a discussion of the project’s impacts
related to traffic and safety. As described therein, the project would not substantially increase
traffic within the Subdivision. As a residential Subdivision with motor vehicle traffic, traffic safety
risks are an existing condition. Given the nominal addition of trips through the Subdivision, the
project would not substantially exacerbate such risks.

Please refer to Topical Response C for a discussion of land use compatibility. As described therein,
the project would be consistent with the site’s zoning and land use requirements.
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17585 River Run Road
Salinas, CA 93908
March 20, 2018

Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Monterey County RMA-Planning/Second Floor
1441 Schilling F 1ce

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Mr. Sidor,

I am a new homeowner in the Las Palmas One residential development. It has been
brought to my attention that there is a proposed development, referenced by the title
Riverview, that will soon be presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors for
approval. This proposal is noted as PLN #150372.

Riverview, in my opinion, will negatively impact the quiet quality of life treasured by the 271
those who live in Las Palmas One. '

If this proposed development is able to proceed the traffic in Las Palmas One will
increase, the number of residential units will increase, and the precedent of continued |[27.2
commercial development will increase. These three factors will undermine the quiet
environment in which Las Palmas One currently offers its residents and it may
eventually and sadly downgrade the value of their homes.

| further understand that most of the residents in Las Palmas One were unaware that
the zoning in the ' s Palmas One area would be--or could be--changed when they 27.3
purchased their hwines. (1 certainly was.)

I am know you will note both the positive and negative impacts the proposed Riverview
development may have on Las Palmas One as you prepare information needed to
address any questions the Board of Supervisors may have about this development‘«

The objective of my letter is to make you aware that many residents in Las Palmas One
are wary of the impact the Riverview development will have upon their neighborhood.

| would appreciate a written response to the issues | have noted above.
Sincerely,

Susan Paoli




County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 27

COMMENTER: Susan Paoli
DATE: March 23, 2018

Response 27.1

The commenter states that the proposed project would impact the quality of life of nearby
residents.

Please refer to Topical Response C. As described therein, quality of life is not an environmental
impact under CEQA. However, the Draft SEIR includes analysis of various impact areas such as noise
and traffic that relate to quality of life.

Response 27.2

The commenter states that the proposed project would cause impacts on traffic and property
values, and would increase commercial development in the area.

As noted in Topical Response C, property value is not analyzed in the Draft SEIR because it is not an
environmental impact under CEQA.

Regarding traffic impacts, refer to Topical Response D. As described therein, impacts related to
traffic would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated, with the
exception of impacts to SR 68, which would be significant and unavoidable.

The comment regarding commercial development is noted. For related discussion, refer to Section
14.0, Growth Inducing, of the Draft SEIR. As noted therein, the project would not result in a direct
population increase.

Response 27.3

The commenter states that residents of the Subdivision were unaware that nearby zoning could
change to allow for new projects.

The project site is zoned Medium Density Residential. While the proposed project would not change
this zoning, the project does include an amendment to the LPRSP to clarify that an assisted living
facility is an allowed use. For further discussion of this issue, refer to Topical Response. C.
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Letter 28
March 25, 2018

Mr. Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner
Mr. Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager
Monterey County Planning Commission

Dear Sirs,

We are original owners of our home (28 years) at Las Palmas 1. My husband worked for
the Department of Environmental Health in Santa Cruz and I was an Analyst for the
Monterey County Health Department before becoming a consultant and instructor at
Hartnell Community College and CSUMB. We are both strongly opposed to the
Proposed Development of Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372). The proposed
development is totally inconsistent with our rural, residential community for the
following reasons:

1. Safety and Security

Our community has taken steps to preserve our neighborhood security by employing
security guards to check all incoming traffic, installing gates, and implementing a
Neighborhood Watch program. There are many "new" families who have moved in with
little children, feeling secure that our neighborhood is safe. We are very concerned that
the proposed development would allow constant traffic throughout the day and evening
with no way to regulate the security of our neighborhood. Currently, there are many
families with young children who feel free to ride their bicycles and play without fear of
outside visitors or unauthorized persons driving through the area.

In addition, with the proposed number of units and staff, it is highly probably that traffic
would be backed up onto River Road which is a safety hazard. People tend to speed along
this road and there have already been fatalities as a result.

2. Emergency evacuation

We are all too aware of the recent tragic fires and floods throughout California which
cau d folks to evacuate with little notice. There was huge property loss and loss of life.
In the terrible ev 1t of earthq <e. © @01 7 od, it would be very challenging to evacuate
not only our residents but those up on the hill with only one road out. When we first
moved here, we did have to evacuate due to flood warnings and there was no way to get
in and out of LPR1 for three days.

3. Inappropriate fit with our residential community

LPR1was approved and developed as a rural residential neighborhood. This was a large
reason that we bought our home here in the first place. We were assured that any
development on the "hill" would be minimal and consistent with the Las Palmas Specific
Plan and Monterey County Plan. The parcel is zoned "medium density residential" and
was specifically approved for a total of 8 units. Assisted living facilities are not
considered residential units. Las Palmas is essentially built out now, 1028 between LPR]
and LPR2 against a limit of 1031.

PLNISOS V-
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In addition, we went through a similar process in 2006/7 with the Corey House proposal.
The vast majority of homeowners in Las Palmas did not support the changes at the Corey
House which entailed making a parking lot in front of our home out of a park like setting
(removing all the trees and grass area) as well a destroying some historical property
inside the home. The Planning Department approved the proposal and ultimately, the
owners declared bankruptcy and the Corey House remained vacant for several years.

There are numerous other issues regarding the above proposal which are not addressed in
the draft EIR. There is little mention of the impact this development would have on our
community. We urge you to deny this proposed development in view of the above
concerns. Thank you.

Sincerely,

W <£0/“/ [/\
Anne and Rafael Sanchez

17540 Woodridge Ct.
Salinas, CA 93908

A




County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 28

COMMENTER: Anne and Rafael Sanchez
DATE: March 25, 2018

Response 28.1
The commenters state that they are opposed to the project.

This commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration.

Response 28.2
The commenter describes concerns about traffic and safety.

Please refer to Topical Response A and Topical Response D for a discussion of the project’s impacts
related to traffic and safety. As described therein, the project would not substantially increase
traffic within the Subdivision. As a residential Subdivision with motor vehicle traffic, traffic safety
risks are an existing condition. Given the nominal addition of trips through the Subdivision, the
project would not substantially exacerbate such risks.

Response 28.3
The commenter describes concerns about emergency evacuation.

The discussion pertaining to emergency access to the project site is discussed in Section 9.0,
Transportation & Traffic, of the Draft SEIR. The analysis therein concludes that implementation of
the project would not result in inadequate emergency access to the project site or to residences in
the Las Palmas Ranch neighborhood, based on vehicle trip generation associated with the project.
Also refer to Topical Response B for a discussion of emergency response access and fire safety.

Response 28.4

The commenter states that the project is not an appropriate fit with the neighboring residential
area. The commenter states that the residential limit for Las Palmas is already nearly met.

Please refer to Topical Response C for a discussion of land use compatibility, including a discussion
of the residential limit for the LPRSP Plan Area. As noted therein, the residential limit is not
applicable to the proposed project, which is not a residential project.
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Jerry L. Crawford
21109 Country Park Rd.
Salinas, Ca 93908
831-455-8545
eastofeden222@yahoo.com
March 27, 2018

Mr. Joseph Sidor, Associate Planner

Mr. Brandon Swanson, Planning Manager

Mr. Carl Holm, Planning Director,

Monterey County RMA-Planning Second Floor
1441 Schilling Place, Salinas, CA 93901

(831) 755-5262

Gentlemen:

| am resident of Las Palmas and strongly opposed to the Proposed Development of
Riverview at Las Palmas (PLN#150372). This community was chosen by the residents asa [29.1
quiet, safe and relatively dark haven from the Salinas proper area.

| proposed visiting your office with a sizable mob wielding pitch-forks and flaming
torches but was voted down by the board ... just kidding.

However, this large proposed non-residential development is inconsistent with the Las Paimas
community.

I. Traffic:

¢ River Road Traffic: The stop light at LP1 entrance has seen 20 accidents over the last
few years. One 4-year old child has already died by a texting drunk ~-‘ver. | personally
observed one accident. Additional traffic for the “Pa~~~l Q" will aggravate this situation.
Currently, the curve blocking the visual to the LP1 lignt, allows only 4-5 seconds
(¢ " at 1 mph) before reaching the intersection. This short distance is suspected
g 1se of several inattentive drivers causing accidents at this point. If the proposal |29.2
Geww «wdgh, any celebrations with family members ... holidays and family events at
“Parcel Q" will increase the traffic load and potential for blood shed.

¢ Security Stops: Traffic already backs up into the River Road exit lane at peak times
due to our security check point. Adding 50+ cars and construction vehicles a day will
increase the potential for further traffic congestion and accidents.

¢ Emergency Situations: God forbid, the potential for a conflagration erupting on the
south end of the canyon would necessitate immediate evacuation of all members of the
community. A wind driven fire could spread exponentially in these closely packed
houses as seen in recent fires in northern and southern California. There are 2 exits to
get out for over 300+ homes!

¢ Construction Traffic: The traffic generated by the construction phase will be extremely
problematic. This quiet valley is nestled between two large hill sides. Any construc®-n
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e Moreover, these eucalyptus trees are home to several generations of Red Tailed Hawks
and Great Horned Owls. Last year we had an overabundance of Vols (large field mice)
which were running around even in daylight. These essential predators were active in
Vol reductions. Watching these great birds soar and perform aerial ballets over our
hillsides is unmatched in Salinas proper.

e Bobcats and deer live up on the hillsides and area in question. Last year one female
bobcat brought her 3 cubs out into our common area multiple times. This was a delight
of all who caught this rare event. One mother deer has birthed 5-6 pairs of babies over
the last few years and we have watched them grow into adulthood.

e Destabilization of the steep hillsides in question is a serious threat to mudslides. We
have experienced similar events even without any development activity.

e There is a sense of fear in LP1 that is unparalleled in my 15 years in the community.
¢ Would you want this development to go forward next door to your home?

e Light Pollution: We currently are able to view changing of the planets and star
constellations due to our unpolluted dark areas. This will stop under the PLN#1500372.

¢ Noise: A friend who worked to help develop a similar nursing home in Hollister indicated
the potential of “Screamers” being heard in the night is real. She later regretted helping
this proposal from just this perspective.

e Smells: As this proposed facility will generate substantial numbers of meals, we will not
enjoy sharing their menus due to prevailing winds.

To approve this amendment to the Las Palmas Plan and to allow development of a non-
residential Assisted Living Facility with 105 units, and all the commercial traffic, deliveries,
medical waste, employees, visitors, and resulting security and safety concerns would
unalterably destroy the rural residential nature of our community.

Irequ Lyou pleas carefully consic t wt r1cor ¢ ing this proposed
development. This proposed non-residential development is inconsistent with the existing
residential community and should not be approved.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

Jerry L. Lrawrora

A
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County of Monterey
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIR

Letter 29

COMMENTER: Jerry L. Crawford
DATE: March 27, 2018

Response 29.1
The commenter states that they are opposed to the proposed project.

This commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration.

Response 29.2
The commenter describes concerns about traffic, safety, noise, and emergency evacuation.

Please refer to Topical Responses A, B, D, and H. As described therein, impacts related to the issues
mentioned in the comment would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation
incorporated, with the exception of a significant and unavoidable traffic impact to SR 68.

Response 29.3
The commenter states that the project would compromise security in the Subdivision.

Please refer to Topical Response A for a discussion of safety and security. As noted therein, the
project would not result in a significant impact on police protection within the Subdivision.
Regarding the Subdivision’s private security service, refer to Topical Response |, which discusses the
project applicant’s responsibility to share in the LPHOA’s security costs.

Response 29.4

The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with the site’s designated land use. The
commenter states that the project would impact neighboring property values.

The project is a senior assisted living facility. The project site is zoned Medium Density Residential
(MDR). The Draft SEIR notes that a senior assisted living facility is similar to a rest home, which is an
allowed MDR use. The Draft SEIR requires an amendment to the LPRSP to clarify that an assisted
living facility is an allowed use. For more detail, refer to Topical Response C.

Response 29.5
The commenter describes impacts to trees and wildlife.

Please refer to Topical Response G. As described therein, the project’s impacts related to wildlife
would be limited due to the size and placement of the project site. To reduce potential impacts to
special status wildlife species, the Final SEIR includes mitigation measures, as listed in Section 4,
Amendments to the Draft SEIR.

Response 29.6

The commenter expresses concern about mudslides/slope stability.
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Please refer to Topical Response E. As described therein, a geotechnical report was prepared for the
project, with recommendations to be included in the project plans. The project would not result in
significant impacts related to geologic hazards.

Response 29.7
The commenter states that the neighboring community is concerned about the project.

This comment does not conflict with or challenge the analysis and conclusions of the Draft SEIR.
However, the comment is herewith shared with the County’s decision makers for their
consideration.

Response 29.8
The commenter expresses concerns about light pollution.

Please refer to Topical Response F for a discussion of light pollution. As noted therein, mitigation is
required to reduce lighting impacts to a less than significant level.

Response 29.9
The commenter expresses concerns about noise.

Please refer to Topical Response H for a discussion of the project’s operational noise impacts. As
described therein, the project’s noise impacts would be less than significant.

Response 29.10
The commenter expresses concern about odors from meals.

Odor is discussed in the Draft SEIR in Section 6.0, Air Quality, of the Draft SEIR, and again in Topical
Response C. Odors released outdoors from meal preparation would be intermittent and unlikely to
be objectionable to the extent of causing a public nuisance.

Response 29.11

The commenter reiterates their concerns and opposition to the project.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and herewith shared with the County’s decision
makers for their consideration.
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Concerning the River View at
Las Palmas Assisted Living
Senior Facility

(PLN 150372; SCH # 2017031025)

Hello, Joe

Please find enclosed my comments and concerns about the afore
mentioned project currently before the Monterey County Resource
Management Agency. I've added my thoughts in RED for clarity.

My name is Michael j. Kulow and reside at 21096 CountryPark Rd.
in the Las Palmas | subdivision.

Cell, 760-996-2975, e-mail mike@mjkmgmt.com

Cc: Brandon Swanson
Cc: Carl Holm

Regards, Mike........
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lll. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air pollution control district may be relied 306
upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: '

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or pro-
jected air quality violation?

Possibly. The particulate monitoring station is 6 miles southwest of the

| dject site at Laurel and Constitution measuring an urban environment.
We need accurate measurements locally to characterize conditions. This
area is windy (trees are permanently bent as they grow) and excessive
particulate matter from the adjacent fields such as pesticides, fertilizer
and alleraens are likelv to adverselv affect the intended facilitv’s vulnerable

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Yes. This is an institutional facility with a large number of people both re- [30.7
siding there plus support staff, visitors, etc. Meals will be prepared and
served on site. Institutional cooking odors would waft across the adjacent
Las Palmas | neighborhood, especially the most adjacent homes.




VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 30.8

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Yes. The recent (November 2017) 4.2 grade local earthquake rocked the
area and the raised location of the proposed development would put heavy
buildings and roads right above the Phase 1 homes adding risk for serious
seismic related failures.

lii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Yes. Civil engineers have assessed Parcel Q land as unconsolidated silt,
sand and aravel and warned the developer of the unstable nature of sec-

iv) Landslides?

Yes. Las Palmas | has experienced landslides historically on its perimeter
below the proposed site. As recently as February 2017, there was a severe
landslide near Country Park Road in the 20100 to 21056 region. Several
homes were nearly flooded and only emergency efforts by neighbors and 30.9
Salinas Fire Department personnel averted serious home damage. This
slide was only recently repaired by the developer. The slide location was
not unique as slopes near the proposed building site are uniformly steep.
We can expect more...........

it is to be noted that this slide occurred naturally. Imagine the conse-
quences of construction on the site with heavy equipment, coupled with the
eradication of 80 large Eucalyptus trees..........
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Further, the easement with Parcel Q is in the context of MDR, not com-
mercial or institutional use. Using the easement along Winding Creek
would thus overburden it.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Notarized statement from Susan Hearst is available re her observation of a
protected salamander

Xll. NC 5E -- Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or 2neration of noise levels in excess of stan-
dards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applica-
ble standards of other agencies?

Yes. Due to the elev ion of the proposed site vehicles arriving and
leaving 24/7 will increase substantially the ambient noise. The topog-
raphy of the hills coupled with the canyon below will amplify this ob-
jectionable road noise. There are many shift workers among the LPI
homeowners and their rest time would be adversely affected by this
increase in noise.

Yes. The elimination of 80 Eucalyptus trees and brush will reduce

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration
or ground borne noise levels?

30.12
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Yes. Additional development generated traffic will subject LPI residents ad-
jacent to Country Park Road, Winding Creek and River Run to excessive
noise.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

Absolutely. Las Palmas | currently is a peaceful and tranquil neighbor-
hood. Ambient noise introduced by this proposed development will perma-
nently disrupt our quiet and peaceful residential neighborhood.

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
proiect vicinitv above levels existina without the project?

Yes. If this project proceeds the easement will be used by heavy equip-
ment over the span of its construction. We had a taste of this during the re-
cent slope repairs and it was quite disruptive and damaging. It would be
difficult to imagine it lasting months.............

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

a)

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives
for any of the public services:

Unclear at this time.

We do not sufficiently understand the impacts on resources for Fire protec-
tion, Police protection, Parks.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC —

Would the project:

a)

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including,
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures,
or other standards established by the county congestion management
agency for designated roads or highways?

30.14
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Unknown, but hopefully addressed by expert report commissioned
by Christine Kemp

b) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp ‘
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equip-
ment)?

Yes. Additional traffic will queue as the entry into Las Palmas Road clogs
up due to security kiosk monitoring access. This in turn will fill up the de-
celeration lane on River Road that was not designed for that traffic load.
The consequence is higher probability of collision as people come around
the bend at River Road in a Southerly direction.

Additionally, both intersections — River Road at Las Palmas Road and Riv-
er Road at Riverview Court have experienced mulitiple traffic accidents:

River Road at Riverview Court - 4 collisions 1998 — spring 2017

c) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Yes. In ca<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>