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Flood, March 1998




Chair and Commissioners

Re: Issues for Rancho Canada Village from County Service Area 50 (CSA 50) whose
mission is to find flood control solutions for Mission Fields, Arroyo Carmel,
Riverwood, and the Crossroads.

As the CSA50 June 22 meeting the following motion was unanimously passed:
CSA50 endorses the 130-Unit Alternative of Rancho Canada Village subdivision
project as presented because it has positive impacts on flood control and
drainage in CSAS0.

CSAS50 Chair, Larry Levine, submitted the following June 28 2016 letter to the
County in support of the 130-Unit Alternative. Please take time to read this letter.
It is in your packet. Ed Ballman'’s, Balance Hydrologics, letters of 11/19/2015 and
5/10/2016 are also in your packet. Both explain cost savings provided by the 130
unit project.

The cover picture shows the scope of the March 1998 flood. The Carmel River
spreads out from Riverwood to the Crossroads to Mission Fields. This was not a
one-time event. The Chart prepared by Monterey County Water Resources
Agency shows flood frequency. The only 100-years floods occurred in 1911 an
1914 - not very much to damage. The 1998 and 1995 floods were not even a 50-
year event.

This is what Mission Fields looked like up close and personal. Here’s the January
clean-up. It has to be repeated in March.

The DEIR comments spent most of the time discussing traffic and water rights.
Important issues but neither outweighs the benefits provided by flood protection.
This is an issue that must be fully explored.
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from the Rancho Cariada Village 2008
Draft Environmental Impact Report (p.3.2-7):

Major flood events have occurred in
Monterey County during

1911, 1914, 1922,1926, 1931, 1937, 1938,
1941, 1943, 1945, 1952, 1955, 1956, 1958,
1962, 1966,1969, 1973, 1978, 1983, 1995,

1911 and 1914 were actual 100-year floods with

and 1998. . SWIR |
flood waters from base of hill to base of hill. 1998
was not even a 50 year flood.

(Monterey County Water Resources Agency [MCWRA] 2003)
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1995 - Mission Fields



Bob Bogardus
26597 Fisher Drive
Carmel, CA 93923

BobBogardus@bunnyvdidit.com

County of Monterey Planning Commission 09/14/2016
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Rancho Canada Village Project Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR), # PLN040061

Good morning,

My name is Bob Bogardus and [ am here to speak in support of the Rancho Canada Village Project because it is a benefit
to flood control for CSA 50. You have letters from CSA 50 and Balance Hydrologics in your packet, and I'd like to bring
out some background.

I have been a resident of Mission Fields since 1992 and the Carmel River flooded our home twice in 1995. 1 was a
founding member of the Mission Fields Neighborhood Association, created in 1995, to work toward greatly reducing the
flood threat to our neighborhood. With the County's assistance, we expanded an existing very small County Service Area,
CSA 50, to include homes and businesses affected by the floods at the mouth of river. We morphed our association into
the CSA 50 Advisory Committee and most of us have been members ever since.

By 1998, under emergency conditions and with the efforts of many County agencies and the help of Mr. Eastwood and
other groups, a tie back levee was created at the East end of Rio Road and the embankment on the South side of the river
was notched at its East end. If this work had not been completed, we would have once again been flooded in 1998. I stood
with county staff at the edge of the Rio Road tieback levee where the floodwaters rose within 6 inches of breaching the
new tie back levee.

CSA 50 had hopes of creating a bond and raising our annual assessment to pay for the additional work required to protect
our homes and businesses. However, with the passage of Proposition 286, this was no longer an option. CSA50
assessments currently only bring in around $122k per year, far too little to cover the millions required to prepare planning
documents to bring a bond to a ballot measure. The county advised that our only hope was to apply for grants and work
with other groups for common goals. In the 20 years since the flood, a few grants have been received, but nowhere near
the 10's of millions needed for the flood protection we require.

There are basically 4 areas of need. The biggest by far is ably covered by the Carmel FREE project — building a causeway
for Highway 1, creating a floodway on the south side of the river, and broadening and deepening the notch in the south
embankment. I understand that this project has hopes of securing its funding soon.

On the north side, we need a much-improved levee on the east side of CSAS50, improvements to the north embankment
along the length of CSA50, and drainage protection from heavy rainfall in the hills above CSAS50. These 3 areas are
estimated to cost $11M. which CSAS50 is unable to cover at its current assessment. The County has so far been unable to
secure grants for the majority of this work.

Part of the role of our CSA50 advisory committee meetings is to review projects that could potentially impact our flood
posture at the mouth of the river. Typically, we nervously review projects whose impact is marginally negative. By
contrast, the Rancho Canada Village Project has a major benefit to CSA50. It solves the east side levee issue and a
significant portion of hillside drainage. This protects not only CSASO, but also the few properties that lie between the tie
back levee and the Rancho Canada property. It replaces the need to raise Val Verde road by 3-5 feet.

I greatly appreciate that Rancho Canada has offered this design solution that will significantly reduce the flood posture of
CSA50 and hope the Planning Commission will approve this project.

Sincerely.
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1995 Floods
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in Mission Fields:
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lood in CSA50

Bob Bogardus
26597 Fisher Drive
Carmel, CA 93923
Supporting Rancho Canada Village Project
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Chair and Commissioners,
Ref: 130- unit Alternative to Rancho Canada Village
Issues: Traffic, Flooding, Affordable/Inclusionary Housing

| serve on the Carmel Valley Road Committee, the Carmel Valley
Association Board of Directors, and the Housing Advisory Committee.
Along with attending meetings for these groups, | also attend many
more meeting focused on the Carmel River, traffic and land use in
Carmel Valley. My comments today are those of a private citizen who
lives at the mouth of the Valley in the flood plain.

Since the vast majority of comments from the Carmel Valley
Association about this alternative focused on traffic, let’s start there

When | bought my unit in 1980, | was told, there would be more traffic
on Rio Road due to an easement. | later learned that this was the Rio
Road Extension. As a condition of approval of the 130-unit project, | am
asking that the plan line for the Rio Rod Extension be removed.( See my
2-page 8/30/16 e-mail to planner Connolly—it’s in your packet.)

When | moved here in 1982 (working as a Real Estate Broker for Herma
Curtis Smith) | could see that Rio Road was clogged every afternoon. |
quit showing units for sale at the mouth of the valley between 2:30 and
3:30. This was when “taxi-mom” traffic hit the road. | would say, “sorry
| have to pick up my daughter from school.”

Over the years, the traffic increased. The picking up from school excuse
was not longer viable or even honest. As these traffic photos show, we
had gridlock at the Mouth of the Valley on each weekday from 1:30 to
6:30. We all learned to live with this—not happily. No homes burned



because fire trucks were stuck in traffic and no one died waiting in an
ambulance reach CHOMP. This gridlock ended when the Climbing Lane
from CV road to Morse Drive was completed.

The completion of the right-hand turn lane from Rio Road to Carmel
Valley Road may take care of any new traffic caused by the 130-unit
project. If not, | can live with a little more traffic because of the flood
benefit offered. (Due to the Carmel Valley Association settlement with
the County on the new 190 unit residential cap | am going tohave to
live with a total of 190 units.)

After the passage of 286, we can no longer go to bond to raise money
for flood control improvements. Now we must rely on grants and
working with other groups like Rancho Canada Village to help us with
flood control. (Note: The County has never paid for one penny of flood
control. They even charge CSA50 for preparing our financial statments!)

In the winter of 1993, a couple of real estate brokers came back from
showing a unit at Arroyo Carmel. “Hey, your tennis courts are under
two feet of water.” | asked where the water had come from. Carmel
River was the answer. | had no idea | lived next to the Carmel River or
that is flooded.

In 1995, | learned exactly what the Carmel River could do and why my
lender insisted that | have flood insurance. This was taken mid-
afternoon— 22 inches of flood water in my carport and outside my
unit. The water is an inch from rolling into my dining room . | am
shouting “don’t make waves” at the zodiac crew.

The County told us a flood was coming. We moved our cars to up
behind Albersons.



| walked up and down Rio Road several times that morning and
watched flood waters go over the golf course and then start down Rio
Road. Since | was president of the HOA, | knew we had 2 units with
people oxygen. | was on Rio Road directing traffic so people who
needed to get out could. Earlier | had walked down Rio Road and
watched flood water flow over the golf course and start down Rio Road.

As president of the HOA | knew we had people on oxygen who needed
to get to CHOMP. | directed our traffic onto Rio Road.( The County was
totally disorganized —sheriff deputies milled about in front of the post
office.) By the time | had helped everyone who wanted to get out go,
the flood waters were so deep and the velocity so high that | could not
get across Rio Road. So Mike and | waded in ankle deep water back to
our unit. (that’s when the picture was taken.)

| knew who had stayed. Called them and asked them to keep in contact
with me. After dark, | got a phone call from a lady who said someone
was trying to break into the unit next to her. | immediately called the
sheriff’'s department. The voice on the phone said “we have no idea
who is supposed to be in Arroyo so, you are on your own.” Fortunately
a very burly tenant got out his golf clubs and chased the would-be
robber off Arroyo property. March 1995 was hell. The county has
gotten more organized. But the flood threat is still here.

Just a quick word about inclusionary housing and in lieu fees: Robbins 1
gives a breakdown of the affordable units operating in Carmel Valley.
Most did not come under the Inclusionary Ordinance so they did not
have to follow the guidelines of 6%. 6% and 8%. The left side shows
what the ordinance would have required. The right side shows what is
now operating.



We have many more low income units than needed, slightly few very
low than needed and only 18 moderate units. The Ordinance would
have required 104 more moderate units-- Units for our teachers, fire
fighters and such.

The Housing Advisory Committee has used in lieu fees to buy down
existing rental units to make them available to the very low income
families. So the fees have been used wisely.

Thank you,

Margaret Robbins .
ﬂéfﬁw _ Qlelgory
3850 Rio Road @26

Carmel. CA 93923
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Kobbins |

Carmel Valley, according to County records, has 350 units
rented at Inclusionary rates (affordable units). 350 is 20% of
1,750. 1,750 is the number of units in subdivisions that would
have triggered the Inclusionary Ordinance , thus providing 350
affordable units.

Here is the breakdown of the three different types of units.
Very Low= 105 units. (6 percent) CV existing units = 72

Low = 105 units. (6 percent) CV existing units = 260

Moderate = 140. (8 percent)  CV existing units = 18



: Rio Road Traffic Gridlock. Photo taken August 1999.
- Note the stoplight at Rio and Carmel Center is green
but the traffic is not moving.







Chair and Commissioners,
Ref: 130-Unit Rancho Canada Village Alternative
Issues: Personal Flooding; Carmel Valley’s 190 unit residential cap

Dick Stott is out of town and cannot present his comments in person. Please read
his letter carefully and Margaret Robbins will be prepared to answer any
questions you may have relating to his letter. September 7, 2016



Teri and | have lived at Riverwood, 4000 Rio Rd. #3, Carmel 93923 since 1988. When we purchased our
unit, we were falsely told that the Riverwood complex had been elevated a foot above the 100 year
flood plain.

During the second flood in the mid-nineties, | was returning from my teaching job in Monterey and
found Rio Roads flooded and impassable by auto. I parked on the hillside on the north side of Carmel
Valley Road, walked down to Rio Road and waded from the service station on the corner of Highway
One (about half a mile up to Riverwood). Water was almost waist high on the sidewalk and running
swiftly. | was warned not to proceed, but continued as | was very concerned out our home.

When [ reached Riverwood, | saw our two small neighbor children playing on the hillside next to the
swiftly running water on Rio Road. They had apparently left their unit with their mother’s knowledge.
Fortunately, as | spoke with them their mother appeared, panicked that her children might have been
swept away, and took them back home.

When | got to our unit, | found that the river was not only running on Rio Road to our north, but on the
access road bordering our unit on the south side. It was several feet deep and about 18 inches below
our back patio.

We were told to evacuate by the authorities, but decided to stay. We watched our neighbor family,
mother, father, and two small children being ferried out on a rubber raft by the coast guard.

My understanding is that the floods in the '90's, which threatened our lives and property and caused
terrible damage downstream from us, were less than 100 year events. It is vitally that the County
recognizes that every possible step must be taken to protect the people and families who live in the

Carmzl River flood plain.

Dick Stott

HAYY Gk fopines, 2 Quyy sesrt
Gl



June 12, 2016

Mr. Luke Connolly .
“Monterey County Resource Management Agency
168 W. Alisal Street
2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

RE: Rancho Canada DEIR May 2106

I'd like to express my personal support for the 130 unit alternative project. The original 280 unit project
exceeded the master plan’s 130 unit cap and was incompatible with Carmel Valley’s rural character.
Although I'd personally like to see no more development within the master plan area, it is unrealistic not
to expect build out to the cap in the not distant future. The 130 unit alternative is superior to other
possible developments for the following reasons:

4.
5.
6.

It is on already developed land (a golf course).

It’s not in the Carmel Valley Road viewshed.

Access is on the four lane section of Carmel Valley Road and close to schools, shopping, and
Highway One. Although already overburdened Highway One will be affected, traffic impact on
the two lane sections of Carmel Valley Road will be minimal.

The existing golf course that the development will replace is already a heavy water user.

The development dedicates 39 acres to parkland along Carmel River.

The development adds additional flood control for those of us in the floodplain.

In summary, compared to other developments that might occur under the 190 unit cap, the 130 unit
alternative creates less impact on traffic, water, and open space and adds flooding protection.

Sincerely,
Richard Stott

4000 Rio Rd. #3
Carmel, CA39223
8312395521
rhstott@comcast.net
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Chair and Commissioners, L

. _ . MONTEREY COUNTY
Ref: Rancho Canada Village 130-Unit Alterative L_ELANNING DEPARTMENT

I am attaching over 400 signatures on a petition urging your approval of the 130-
Unit Alternative for Rancho Canada Village. Who created and signed this petition:
People who live in the 100-year floodplain at the mouth of Carmel Valley and
Mission Fields. People who work and shop at the Crossroads. People who live in
the hills at the Mouth of the Valley because they know first responders and
ambulances are slowed down when the streets are flooded.

It has been 20 years since any new flood control structure has been built. Each
year everyone in County Service Area50 (CSA50) pays money into the CSA. Each
year people who live in the floodplain must carry flood insurance if they have a
mortgage. Each year the cost of that insurance increases but the maximum
amount of flood insurance anyone can buy remains at $250,000. And that’s not
enough to replace a home in Carmel Valley.

The cover photo shows the Crossroads in 1995. What did Arroyo Carmel learn
from this flood? SAFE DEPOSIT BOXES ARE NOT WATERPROOF. In the clean-up,
removing inches of sludge, we forgot to check on the safe deposit box. About two
weeks after the flood, we were called by our bank. By then, the papers has fused
and were lost. Memo to self: get new safe deposit box above 5 feet from the floor
level.

The people who live and own property in the flood plain like the 130-Unit
Alternative because it provides some flood control . These people assumed they
could fund flood control improvements through a bond or by raising CSA fees.
When Proposition 286 those options died.. Now the only way to raise money is
through grants or work with other groups to meet the common goals of flood
relief.

The people, who support the 130-Unit Alternative, point out that is it not in the
Carmel Valley Road view shed. It is on developed land and that preserves the rural
character of Carmel Valley. Access is on the 4-lane section of the road and close to
schools, shops and Highway one so the traffic impact on the 2-lane sections of



Carmel Valley Road will be minimal. Speaking of traffic ,which has been analyzed
and scrutinized to death. In my opinion, a car covers the same amount of space
on a road no matter what way is it counted. The Carmel Valley Association in the
settlement agreement agreed to a reduction to 190 new units from 266. If the
CVA accepted this new cap on September 24, 2012 how can they get so upset
when a unit using 130 of those 190 is proposed? (See attached 3 pages from
Carmel Valley Association, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors, et al.)

The people who support the 130-Unit Alternative feel they are saving you from
having 130 new units in your back yard. Enjoy! And please have some
understanding for the almost 400 homeowner and100 business owners who are
in the 100-year flood plain.

Thank you,
Charles R. Hayes |
3850 Rio Road , Carmel., CA 93923
Ao ed Tty llgir /3
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CV-1.6 New residential subdivision in Carmel Valley shall be limited t¢ creation of 266 B
C 190 new units as follows: ) o

a. There shall be preference to projects including at least 50% affordable
housing units.

b. Lots developed with affordable housing under the Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance or an Affordable Housing Overlay (Policy LU-2.12) may have
more than one unit per lot. Each unit counts as part of the total unit cap.

c. Existing lots with five (5) acres or more may have the first single family
dwelling plus one auxiliary unit. Units added on qualifying existing lots
shall not count as part of the total unit cap. New auxiliary units shall be
prohibited on lots with less than five (5) acres, except that this provision
shall not apply to projects that have already been approved, environmental
review for auxiliary units has already been conducted, and in which traffic
mitigation fees have been paid for such auxiliary units prior to adoption of
this Carmel Valley Master Plan.

d. New lots shall be limited to the first single family dwelling. Auxiliary

ibited.

e. Of the 266 190 new units, 24 are reserved for consideration of the Delfino

— property (30 acres consisting of APN: 187-521-014-000, 187-521-015-
000, 187-512-016-000, 187-512-017-000, 187-512-018-000, and 187-502-
001-000) in Carmel Valley Village (former Carmel Valley Airport site) to
enable subdivision of the property into 18 single family residential lots
and one lot dedicated for six affordable/inclusionary units, provided the
design of the subdivision includes at least 14 acres available for
community open space use subject to also being used for subdivision
related water, wastewater, and other infrastructure facilities.

f. New units or lots shall be debited from the unit count when an entitlement
is granted or a building permit is issued, whichever occurs first.
g. At five year intervals, the County shall also examine any other factors that

might warrant a downward adjustment to the residential unit cap.
The County shall develop a tracking system and shall present, before the Planning
Commission, an annual report of units remaining-befere-the-Planning

Commission.
Amend CV-2.17
CV-2.17 To implement traffic standards to provide adequate streets and highways in

Carmel Valley, the County shall conduct and implement the following:

a) Twice yearly monitoring by Public Works (in June and October) of peak
hour traffic volumes and daily traffic volumes at the following six (6)
locations indicated in bold (at least one of the yearly monitoring periods
will occur when local schools are in session) in-the-fellowing-listneted-in

bold-type:

Page 1 of §



SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

Carmel Valley Association, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors, et al.
(Monterey County Case No. M109442)
Page 12 of 12

Dated: September.o |, 2012 Dated: September ___, 2012
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CARMEL VALLEY ASSOCIATION, INC.
COUNTY OF MONTEREY, ET AL.
L By
By , t (gt taaAaten Mibs McCarthy
Dave Potter, Chair President
APPROVED AS TO FORM APPROVED AS TO FORM

CHARLES J. MCKEE, cOu?cQuns.e!_,__

j / \ » { Ron DeHoff, Esq.

Leslie): “Glrgl‘d s
Chief Assistant County Counsel

Settiement Agreement Signature (1700x2338x16M Jpeg)

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
Carme! Vallev dssociation. Ine. v. Board of Supercisurs, et al.
(Monmerey County Case No, M109442)
Page 12 9 12

Dated: Septerber ___, 20i2 Dated: Semember& 2012
BOARD QF SUPERVISORS OF THE CARMEL YALLEY ASSOCIATION. INC,
COUNTY OF MONTEREY, ET AL. <
s»-_m_;m
By Mibs McCarth
Dave Potter, Chair President
APPROVED AS 10 FORM APPROYED AS TO FOR

CHARLES §. MCKEE, County Counsel

By_.

Leslie J. Girard
Chief Assistant County Coungel



EXHIBIT A: Over 400 signatures asking for your

approval of the 130 unit alternative for Rancho
Canada Village.



Mission Fields Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Mission Fields strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Callet's Signature Date
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Petltioner s Statement
{ . swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed above, each whom authorized me to list their names hereto.
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- Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village
. The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for
: the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:

Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1 600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

. We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

: that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
 also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
- Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

_' ], M@gﬂveﬂ that | have personally spoken to the people

listed above, each of whom authorized me to list their names hereto.

 Crdrecrz R UHaves Date:  July zo Z6/C

. (Printed name of Petitioner) ' Page: 2



Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel wﬂlﬂﬁ&f"

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Hi’s ‘ﬁgt Rancho Canada Village - Petition
mit
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~  Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

. The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

' That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600 000 for flood control

: infrastructure paid by the developer.

' We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

' that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

. also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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i . Petitioner's Statement
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130 Unrit Rancho Canadr Village - Petition
Tha 223 Unit proposal by Ranchs Carmal iiﬁ age is 8 Monster!
That's i wn strongly suppor the 150 unit & alternetive for the project,
Compared to 282 units, the 130 unkt altemative means:
Fewer paopks, less water ussgs, loss traffis, s notse, less
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e whe Hve, work end shop &t the mouth of Carmat Yaliey believe
that the 130 unit project protects sur health, walfare and safety angd
aigo s under the 180 unit cep previously nagttinted by the Carma|
Yalley Association through litigation. We Urge YOuT spgraval,
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

i, U G-U}W /08T swear that | have personally spoken to the people

listed above and state that they have each their names hereto.
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(Printed name of Petitioner) / Page:__ A
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valiey.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

i, M /}‘1 Wi L) 0ia [/ swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed above and staté that they have each freely signed their names hereto,

iRy /1/%’) {2 ouyr Date: davjie
(Printéd name of Petitioner) ' Page:_ !
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valiey.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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%’etitioner‘s Statement

f j/ Z pot /& swear that | have personally spoken to the people

Iisted above and state that they have each freely signed thelr, /na es hereto.
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o
3




130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer. "
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

- Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

I, M fy N M) Puwe  swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto,
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- Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

. The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

| That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for
. the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:

Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of Sl 600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

. We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

. that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
: also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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' Petitioner's Statement

g”%@@ L )g i’é%ﬁ\war that | have personally spoken to the people
: Ilsted above, each of whom authorized me to list thelr names hereto.
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for ficod control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

i, k PM |l W L8y y i swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto,

by S hp @oul, Date: J//DI ,///. -
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valiey.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

' swear that | have personally spoken to the people
Iis}ted above and state'that they have each freely signed thelr names hereto.
Ltz 2 _HAayves Date: éz‘ 54 43 2006
(Printed name of Petitioner) : Page: /




130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.

Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control

infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

i, /5 K}vl L\/ﬂl 7 iYUu” swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed sbove and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.

My W1 LDRour Date: 23 fie }
(Printed name of Petitioner) ' S Page: (/2




130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition WC&W
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer peaple, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for. ﬂood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit céip previously negdtiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement d-\

i, M [ Wpyge ow swear that | have personally spoken to the people
fisted above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

! Printed Name Slgnature Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name __Signature ) Date
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Petitioner's Statement Z

iy M) Li) Qo IO swear that | have personaily spoken to the people
listed above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.

Mdy Whgegw Date: 3’//93//(, =
(Printed name of Petitioner) ' Page:_V//




Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:

Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project Includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date

DONDW%N Leney 40 ‘éé;Q(/\_/ %35 7/3 /2‘9%9

Q/%//WZ%L Mm ////7’<//ﬂ//3// /% A /or d0lé

L et R BMechl Y 70

MM/MJ BLeme pn 747@&%%;@%@4/5 3 7/’5/’4

ducﬁﬁewe[ o S Gn e
?/M/,l\{% Leliney e, S, B 7//0/5@7/5
77}2[‘ J¢n Qa/(imsﬁn (\(W\ (j,()@,,_d% &7 7/@//[»

/M%\f\%@@ﬁf\s@h /f? %@zs@—ﬁd&@ //é

N Vi1/i

. V\J(’/mf{‘j I\!sH\mfms/)m ﬁﬂ/«j @///,m'ﬂm 7//0//(a %
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1, /M (‘/M //7/ r.wear that | have personally spoken to the peaple
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Riverwood Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Riverwood strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

i24d g swear that | have personally spoken to the people
Ilsted above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

i, 4 0*1 S W eoy 4 swear that | have personaily spoken to the people
listed above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer,
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

3 =" b
I, _éé(’um:f”/g?@r@o/ < swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed above and stag/e that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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Riverwood Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Riverwood strongly supports the 130 unit aiternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.
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Petitioner's Statement

|, idegier’ { Atzsindc swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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- Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

- The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

' That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control

: infrastructure paid by the developer. '

. We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

. that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

. also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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. Petitioner's Statement

%" \/an@ld &M@ swear that | have personally spoken to the people

: Iiste above, each pf who authorized me to list their names hereto.
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

7 i
l, %a’ (@Oﬁﬂj X__swear that | have personally spoken to the people

listed above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Riverwood Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Riverwood strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for
the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:

Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less

excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control

infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.
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Petitioner's Statement

W
\N‘Q) : I, LWﬂA M udlw/w swear that | have personally spoken to the people

listed above and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
I ‘l!fg-ﬁ Mulli ne Date: B4 \e

(Printed name of Petitioner) Page:



- Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

. The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

. That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for
* the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:

Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1 600,000 for flood control |
infrastructure paid by the developer.

. We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

: that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
- also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
. Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

 Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
2 | christine d0lve ey el FELty v/30 )
C’z clnskine dlelee /’Wzl’;duwc/" b bpenss /30 / ¥
T gé’éucéa Tarainhing /Hzlam,;é}\ by,  lsol il
) éﬁ-i'gﬂ} leeﬂ bﬂuﬂ# /. ;Zd éz/ww Hdtbe, @/30/14
j Ka‘f@ Rayne /W%émz/f /%778 (! 30/)¢

ngs ;L'J“‘%W sz;}a/a/ Fobth EV/Y

T Stephagy e ) hafzbwo., %&ga/&/ Uit b/ 30 )iy

: FQ kh vedtin_ flipu ssavi mwu (B8t 78/ /%

4r g

Jy

Mo Falre ddin l/%&%w /4’%’@ //5”/6

m? Loy [e et engaer ﬂéw%{&/zu 7550, e, [ o
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R ﬂm‘l et waswear that | have personally spoken to the people
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(Printed name of Petitioner) Page: ?2



Mission Fields Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Mission Fields strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed above, each of whom authorized me to list their names hereto.
obert . Bpgarws I Date: $/23/201/
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- Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

. The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

' That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for
the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:

Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1 600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

. We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

: that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
- also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
- Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

_Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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! petitioner's Statement

I3 i - A swearthat | have personally spoken to the people
- listed above, each of whom authorized me to list theilr names hereto.
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less hoise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valiey.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition =
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster|
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less hoise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less nolse, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flaod control
infrastructure pald by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley belleve

that the 130 unit project protects our heaith, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Assoclation through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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(Pﬂnted o o Bty ) “lzoli Page:_2




Mission Fields Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Mission Fields strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

. Printed Name Signature Date
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- Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

. The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

! That's why Arroyo Carmel stron gly supports the 130 unit alternative for

. the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1, ,000 for flood control

: infrastructure paid by the developer.

. We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

: that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

. also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

i Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

i j Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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Riverwood Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Riverwood strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.
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Petitioner's Statement

1, mwm swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed a 2 and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
Linda Mullins Datee ¥.24 |k

(Printed name of Petitioner) Page:




130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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listed above'and sta? that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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Petitioner's Statement

I, swear that | have personally spoken to the people
listed 3bove and state that they have each freely signed their names hereto.
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(Printed name of Petitioner) Page:
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/ﬁ Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

i The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

' That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

! the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:

E Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control

; infrastructure pald by the developer.

{ We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

 that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

: also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

: Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Caller's Signature Date
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Arroyo Carmel Petition Re: Rancho Canada Village

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!

That's why Arroyo Carmel strongly supports the 130 unit alternative for

the project. Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.

We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe

that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and

also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel

Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada viiiage - retition

The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.

Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valiey.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for fiood control
infrastructure paid by the developer. '
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature, |, 1 Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.

Printed Name Signature Date
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130 Unit Rancho Canada Village - Petition
The 281 Unit proposal by Rancho Carmel Village is a Monster!
That's why we strongly support the 130 unit alternative for the project.
Compared to 281 units, the 130 unit alternative means:
Fewer people, less water usage, less traffic, less noise, less
excavation and less impact on the rural nature of Carmel Valley.
Plus the project includes a minimum of $1,600,000 for flood control
infrastructure paid by the developer.
We who live, work and shop at the mouth of Carmel Valley believe
that the 130 unit project protects our health, welfare and safety and
also fits under the 190 unit cap previously negotiated by the Carmel
Valley Association through litigation. We urge your approval.
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From: Connolly, Luke T. x5173

To: Nickerson. Jacquelyn x5240
Subject: FW: Rancho Canada Village
Date: Wednesday, September 7, 2016 2:44:32 PM

Final message for PC workshop packet.

Luke Connolly, AICP

Management Specialist

County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency-Planning
T: 831.755.5173

E: connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us

From: Jacqueline Zischke [mailto:jzischkelaw@charter.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2016 11:56 AM

To: Connolly, Luke T. x5173

Cc: Holm, Carl P. x5103; Ford, John H. x5158; Strimling, Wendy
Subject: Rancho Canada Village

| understand that the Carmel Valley Association is continuing in their efforts to delay the processing
of the Rancho Canada Village project, this time with a request to continue the Planning Commission

workshop currently scheduled for September 14" On behalf of the project applicant, we formally
object to any continuance of the Planning Commission workshop, and respectfully request that the
County proceed as scheduled.

Sincerely,

Jacqueline Zischke

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL -- ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGE -- ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT

The information contained in this electronic transmission is legally privileged and confidential, and it is intended
for the sole use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, please
take notice that any form of dissemination, distribution or photocopying of this electronic transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please immediately contact Jacqueline M.
Zischke, Attorney at Law, A professional Corporation at 831-761-8714 or at jzischkelaw@charter.net and
immediately delete this transmission.

Jacqueline M. Zischke, Attorney at law
A Professional Corporation

PO Box 1115

Salinas, Ca 93902

Phone: 831-761-8714

Fax: 1-888-385-9198

jzischkelaw@charter.net
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From: Connolly, Luke T. x5173

To: Nickerson. Jacquelyn x5240
Subject: FW: Rancho Canada Workshop
Date: Wednesday, September 7, 2016 2:43:15 PM

Message for PC workshop packet.

Luke Connolly, AICP

Management Specialist

County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency-Planning
T: 831.755.5173

E: connollylt@co.monterey.ca.us

From: Priscilla Walton [mailto:priswalton@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2016 5:27 PM

To: Ford, John H. x5158; Holm, Carl P. x5103; Mendez, Jose; ambrizal@co.monterey.ca.us; Padilla,
Cosme; Rochester, Don; Getzelman, Paul C.; duflockl@co.monterey.ca.us;
amyroberts@co.monterey.ca.us; Hert, Luther; kvandervere@co.monterey.ca.us;
mvdiehl@co.monterey.ca.us

Cc: Connolly, Luke T. x5173

Subject: Re: Rancho Canada Workshop

Dear John:

| appreciate your quick response. | apologize for the flurry of the many copies you
received of our email. For some reason they kept coming back as undeliverable so |
thought you were not receiving them. | am happy to know that you have received
them.

In spite of your clarification, it still does not make sense to do this workshop now. It
would have when or before the draft EIR was released. The public would have had an
opportunity to ask questions at that time. The problem is that if CVA learns new
information it is too late to make DEIR comments.

The purposes of the workshop would have been much more productive and met
better if the workshop had been held (1) BEFORE the RDEIR was released, or (2)
AFTER THE FEIR IS RELEASED. Right now is a very odd time to have a workshop,
when the process is in limbo, awaiting responses to the RDEIR comments.

| also noted that the workshop was not noted on the RCV website. CVA believes that
the workshop should not proceed given these circumstances. We would request that
it be delayed until the FDEIR is released. This would serve the involvement of the
public review process better. We hope that you will consider this.

Thank you,

Pris Walton, President, Carmel Valley Association
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On Tuesday, September 6, 2016 3:12 PM, "Ford, John H. x5158" <EordJH@co.monterey.ca.us> wrote:

Hi Pris:

We have received CVA’s various emails and letters requesting the County not hold the
currently scheduled September 14, 2016 workshop on the Rancho Canada Village project
until the release of the FEIR. CVA expresses concern related to what the Workshop will
entail. First, a workshop is not a public hearing and does not take the place of the future
public hearings on the project. No action on any element of the project will be taken at the
workshop. A workshop is informational. It is an opportunity for staff to present the project
and identify areas of controversy, and an opportunity for the Commission to learn about the
proposed project and ask questions. The public will have the opportunity to speak. The
workshop will be run by the Chair of the Planning Commission. | would anticipate that there
will be an overview of the project provided by staff, the applicant will be given the
opportunity to present information, the public will have the opportunity to speak, and the
Commission may have questions and then staff will be able to respond to questions.

In addition, the letters and emails state that CVA was not noticed of the Workshop.
Perhaps our notices have passed in route. On Thursday, September 1, 2016, an email
was sent to the CVA Attorney, Molly Erickson, advising of the workshop, and on Friday
September 2, 2016 CVA was mailed a notice of the Workshop at PO BOX 157, CARMEL
VALLEY CA 93924. The County mailed 720 notices to interested parties, including to
property owners in Community Services Area 50 boundaries, the applicant posted the site
and the County placed a notice in the Monterey County Weekly. Even though the
workshop is not a public hearing, we are endeavoring to make sure all interested parties
are notified, so the public can participate. These courtesy notices went out more than 10
days in advance of the workshop.

We also recognize CVA has concerns with the EIR. No action is being taken on the EIR on
September 14. We are currently in process of preparing the FEIR, and do not believe it
premature to hold a workshop because the focus of the workshop is to provide the public
and Commission with an understanding of the project prior to being asked to weigh the
merits of the project. The workshop will include identifying some of the types of comments
received.

We believe the Workshop is an important step in beginning the public review process. It
will familiarize the public and the Commission with what is proposed so they are better
prepared for the public hearing to begin.

If you have any additional questions, please contact me.

John
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From: Priscilla Walton [mailto:priswalton@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 6, 2016 8:31 AM

To: Holm, Carl P. x5103; Ford, John H. x5158; Mendez, Jose; ambrizal@co.monterey.ca.us; Padilla,
Cosme; Rochester, Don; Getzelman, Paul C.; duflockl@co.monterey.ca.us;

amyroberts@co.monterey.ca.us; Hert, Luther; kvandervere@co.monterey.ca.us;

mvdiehl@co.monterey.ca.us
Subject: Rancho Canada Workshop

September 6, 2016

Carl Holm
John Ford
Chair, Martha Diehl, Commissioners

Subject:Rancho Canada Workshop, Planning Commission September 14, 2016

The Carmel Valley Association requests that the Planning Commission not hold
the "Workshop" proposed for September 14 the Rancho Canada Village
subdivision. Instead, the County should postpone it until the County has
released the Final EIR for.

No County notice sent to Carmel Valley Association: It is now Tuesday,

September 6. The County did not send CVA a notice of the September 14
meeting. We found out about it second hand. It is less than ten days before the

workshop’s scheduled date. The County has known of CVA'’s close attention to
this project for ten years. |, as CVA president, met with John Ford and have had
numerous email exchanges with John Ford in the last few weeks. Molly Ericson,
CVA attorney in this matter, as also had numerous email exchanges and
conversations with John Ford and Luke Connelly. At no time did the County staff
mention a Planning Commission workshop, much less have a workshop before
the Final EIR was released. There is no excuse for the failure to inform CVA
about the workshop, and for the failure to notify CVA at least ten days before the
Workshop.

Problems with EIRs for this project: As you may recall, the County issued a Draft
EIR in 2008 that was later withdrawn after the County saw the public comments
from CVA and others.

Then it took the County nearly 8 years to issue the Recirculated Draft EIR. The
Recirculated Draft EIR was extraordinarily long: more than three reams of
paper. On top of the sheer volume of pages was the unorthodox manner in
which the Recirculated DEIR it was put together — two different projects,
analyzed under two different General Plans (1982 and 2010) and two different
Master Plans in two different periods of time extending over nearly 10 years.
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The Recirculated Draft had many of the same problems as the Draft EIR.

We believe it is likely that given the considerable number of serious and complex
guestions posed on the Recirculated DEIR by the Carmel Valley Association,
Land Watch, other local agencies and others members of the public, another
draft EIR should be required. It is premature to have a workshop before then.
Critical issues of water and traffic are still unanswered. The Final EIR should
have information the Planning Commission needs — and the public needs to see
the responses to the public’'s comments before making meaningful input to the
Commission on the project. Not having the Final EIR would severely limit the
meaningful public input, and may require it all to be redone in the future after the
Final EIR has been released. It would be a waste of the Planning Commission’s
time and the public’s time, and staff resources would be better spent on other
things. The workshop should be continued.

Questions about the proposed “Workshop™: The Carmel Valley Association asks

the following questions:

¢ What's the difference between a Workshop and a Hearing before the
Planning Commission? We need a precise delineation between what occurs in
each, and what outcome of each is intended.

e What is the purpose of this particular proposed workshop? Why is it being
held before the Final EIR has been released?

e Why is it being held? On whose initiative? “The initiative of the Commission”
is not an acceptable answer; please point us to any public discussion of the
Commission as to a workshop for this project. What events or conversations
with what specific parties stimulated the decision to hold the workshop?

e What is the agenda for the proposed workshop? What issues are to be under
consideration? Are any matters to be excluded? What is the format? Who
moderates or facilitates the workshop? Who are scheduled speakers or panels?
How long is it scheduled for?

These are questions to which the public should be given firm answers by the
Planning Commission well ahead of any workshop.

Conclusion: In the interest of good government and the practice of democracy
by inclusion of the public in what is supposed to be a "Public Process," the
Planning Commission workshop should be continued until after the Final Rancho
Canada EIR is released.

Please respond promptly. Our Board and our membership deserve to know why
the County staff is pushing so hard to force this project through the County
approval process.



Sincerely.
Pris Walton, President, Carmel Valley Association

Attachment: Carmel Valley Association comments on “Recirculated EIR Draft
Environmental Impact Report” for Rancho Canada Village subdivision application

submitted August 315t, 2016





