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Suggested Mitigation: & Preliminary geological report has been
completed in order to bPrecisely locate the areas of slope insta-
bility; further investigation is recommended to evaluate appropriate
setbacks from these areas, Site specific investigations required
for areas of possible ligquefaction. Furthermore, project shoulgd
conform with structural earthquake regulations and the County
Seismic Safety Elements.

EROSION AND RUNOFF

Potential Impact: Removal of vegetation, grading activity, and the
addition of impervious materials to the site
will result in increased runoff and erosion.
Project would increase stormwater runoff from
the site and would increase concentrations of
urban contaminants and sediments in the runoff.

Parts of the Proposed Office park development
are located in a flood prone area.

Significance: Moderate

Stream drainage facilities, depending upon specific detention basin
design (not yet available),

BIOLOGY -
Potential Impact: Impact due to damage to the natural vegetative

comnunities through road construction, home and
office site designation.

Significant damage could occur to a valuable
area of oak woodland community due to the con-
Struction of the office park development.

Significance: Moderate

Suggested Mitigation: Dedicate to the County those areas of the

property over 30% slope to scenic easement. Vegetation should be
cleared only as reguired. Cleared areas should be replanted as
Soon as possible with fire retardant vegetation to assist in ero-
sion control. Once construction on a lot ig complete, a landscape
concept including planting of Young ocaks of the same species as
those existing should be instituted.




S ELITECTE OIS0 AU DB r; 1 AARBE PN ] Yoy ks

B L SRR LR I R 177 DT SR I FRTNEY

VIEWSHED

Potential Impact: The project may alter some of the natural, rural
character of the State Route 68 scenic corridor.

The Office Park development would be partially
visible from the State Route 68 corridor.

Significance: Moderate

Suggested Mitigation: Specific site design recommendations are
suggested, including preservation of open space, protection and
preservation of existing trees and a visual barrier along Route 68.

" TRAFFIC
Potential Impact: The project would generate between 2,500 and
3,900 vehicle trips per day.
Significance: Minor

Suggested Mitigation: A phasing of improvements to Highway 68 as
development of the project progresses. Specific improvements are
detailed in the mitigation measures, to include recommendations for
channelization, coordination of Office Park entrance intersection
with Ryan Ranch entrance, traffic signals, fair share funding for
State Route 68 improvements, and public transit service.

NOISE

Potential Impacts: The Office Park development will be subject to
noise levels above the “normally acceptable"

range.

Significance: Minor

Suggested Mitigation: Preparation of a detailed acoustical analysis
should be required for any residential or professional use to be

located within 400 feet of Highway 68, with the assistance of an

acoustical technician when design plans are developed. ©Noise in-
sulation measures also are required. '

AIR QUALITY

Potential Impact: A cumulative impact upon the decreasing air
quality in North Central Air Basin. An increase
in air pollutants due to vehicle use.
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10.

11.

Significance: Moderate

Suggested Mitigation: Request the regional transit systems serve
the site. Design of pProject should encourage fuel conservation,
walking and use of transit systems.

WATER AND SEWAGE SERVICE

Potential Impact: The Office Park development would regquire a
new sewage system. The Project proposes a
wastewater reclamation Bystem whose suitability

has yet to be approved by the County Health
Department.

Significance: Major

Suggested Mitigation: The proposed sewage reclamation system is

POLICE, FIRE, SCHOOLS

Potential Impact: The Office Park development will have a minimal

ilmpact on police and fire services and no impact
on school services provided through the County
of Monterey. -

Significance: Regligible

Suggested Mitigation: None.

ENERGY

Potential Impact: The proposed development of the bProject would
result in construction, operational ang trans-
portation energy consumption. Of these three
categories, operational and transportation re-
lated énergy consumption would be the most sig-
nificant, since they would extend over the life
of the project.

Siggificance: Moderate

™



12.

13.

Suggested Mitigation: The developer should review solar design

options and incorporate them into building designs. Other energy
conservation measures should .be considersd. Public transit use
and encouragement of car pooling would aid in minimizing energy use.

PUBLIC SERVICES

Potential Impacts: The Office Park development would add to the

cumulative impact of providing services to the
area.

Significance: Moderate

Suggested Mitigation: A plan for providing services to include

details of funding, timing and implementation is needed. The plan
should be coordinated with other agencies currently providing ser-
vices to the area as well as with the County of Monterey.

FISCAL

Potential Impacts: The proposed project will generate more revenues

to the County of Monterey than the costs in-
curred to the County of Monterey. This is
primarily as a result of the creation of prop-
erty tax revenues without the commensurate cost
in public services. The reduction in public
service expenses to the County of Monterey is
primarily because the developer assumes, Or
passes on, many of the public service costs
through entities other than the County of

" Monterey. The development will also add jobs to
the local economy.

Significance: Positive

Suggested Mitigation: None
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1.2

1.2.1

INTRODUCTION
peibd AL 0]

"significant effectsgn being defined as "

pact(s) on the environment, " Therefore, this report identifies ang
discusses in detail those subjects considered +to be significant,
The initial study, included as Appendix A

substantial adverse im-

detail in the body of this Report.

This EIR is being prepared on the broposed General Plan amendment
to allow a 54 acre office park development in the Laguna Seca Ranch.

The County of Monterey is the leaq agency in brocessing this En-
vironmental Impact Report.

~

An environmental impact report may not be used as an instrument to
rationalize approval of a broject, nor do indications of adverse
impacts necessarily require that a project be disapproved.

Project Description

Site Location ang Description

The project site, Laguna Seca Office Park,
located along Highway 68 adjacent to the
within the jurisdiction of the County of

+ .
is a 54~ acre parcel
City of Monterey and
Monterey.

The proposed Office Park

is adjacent to the Laguna Seca Ranch.
The regional lo

cation is illustrated in Figure 1.

The Office Park site extends from York Road (the bresent Monterey
City Limits) eastward for a distance of .5 miles. The site is
bound by the existing Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 1 and the
Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 2 on the east, by York School on

the north, by York Road and the Ryan Ranch Industrial Park Develop-
ment (located in the City of Monterey) on the west,and by Highway
68 on the south. The area to the south, along Highway 68, has

been dedicateq as an easement for future road construction to the
Proposed take line. The site is Tecognizable by the 8 foot high

red picket fence with a white top which eéxtends along the entire
Highway 68 frontage.
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1.2.3

Backgzound

The proposed Office Park is owned by the Bishop, McIntosh and
McIntosh partnership. A golf course adjacent to the Park is also
owned by the partnership, but is under lease to Nick Lombardo.

The school, 20 acres in the northwest corner, is owned by York
School. Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 1, 46 lots on 39 acres near
the southwest corner, is owned by 46 individuals or families, with
appurtenant open space owned by a Home Owners Association. Laguna
Seca Ranch Estates No. 2 (49 lots on 135 acres) was developed in
1980. Some lots in Unit 2 have been sold and several homes are
under construction, however norie have been occupied or completed
as of August 1, 1982. The Laguna Seca Ranch was acquired by Frank
Bishop in 1953; the subdivision was created in 1962, the York
School in 1964, and the golf course in 196%9. York Road, a 1500
foot long, 70 foot wide strip, is owned by the U.S. Government and
is a part of Fort Ord.

Proposed Project Development '

The proposed development consists of 260,000 square feet of office
space located on 54 acres at the south westerly section of the
Laguna Seca Ranch. The professional offices will include finan-
cial institutions and business offices to be developed on 19 lots
ranging from .6 to 2.6 acres. The lots will be sold or leased for
the construction of custom designed buildings. The Tentative
Subdivision Map for this office park development is included as
Figure 2.

The development also proposes two single family lots (20 and
21) to be located adjacent to the existing Ranch Estates No. 1.
The probable gross office space (260,000 square feet) was
calculated at an average of 20% ground coverage, with 10%
designated as two story. Table 1 details the uses at the site.

Icts 1 through 19 are proposed for office and professional uses
and two lots (20 and 21) for single family uses adjacent to the
existing Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 1. The average size of
the office park lots is 1.46 acres, the smallest of these lots

" being .66 acres. Lot 20 is proposed for .82 acres and Lot 21

for 1.08 acres for single family homes.

The site is accessed along the existing York Road to the proposed
Blue Larkspur Lane. The area south of this roadway will remain as
open space until such time as area for expansion of Highway 68 is
needed. The highway entrance to Laguna Seca Ranch Estates will be
closed upon construction of Blue Larkspur Lane from Ydrk Road.
(Refer to Figure 2.)
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Table 1
Use Proposed for Office Park Development

Use Net Acres Percent

Roads 4.45 8.2
Common Drives : 0.25 0.5
Freeway Take 8.85 16.1
Open Space 11.66 21.2
R-3 Lots (0Office) 27.80 50.6
R-1 Lots (Single Family Homes) 1.40 3.5
TOTAL 54.91 100.0

Neighboring ang Vicinity Land Use

The land in the vicinity of the project site, with its pastoral,
semi-rural setting and attendant qualities (grassy meadows, oak
groves, steep chaparral-covered‘slopes and pine forest), is a
contrast to the urban city of Monterey. The &rea always has
been a source of visual enjoyment for those passing.by it on
Highway 68, which was declared a Scenic Highway by the State of
California in 1969.

The properties surrounding Laguna Seca Office Park are varied
in their type ang intensity of use. Generally, much of the
land currently is undeveloped and/or in limited residential and
agricultural use. However, there has been much planning ac-
tivity on the part of landowners of the area, and there is
evidence that substantial development could occur in the
future.

The project site is within the former Monterey II Planning
Area, located along the Highway 68 corridor. In March of 1976,
the City of Monterey adopted its Monterey II Plan for this
area. Based upon this plan a number of development proposals
were prepared for almost 85% of the 8,300 acre Monterey II area
over the last two decades. These proposals covered all of the
5 major land holdings in this area (Work Ranch, Lit Ng, Hidden
Hills, Laguna Seca Ranch and Pebble Beach Corporation Proper-
ies). However, in November 1981 the people of the City of
Monterey repealed the Monterey II Plan. Therefore, the future
development of the surroﬁnding area is unknown. Development
can occur within the County as designated by the County's
General Plan. No high intensity urban development can take

" 10
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place within the County at the present. The land holdings and
neighborhood vicinity are illustrated in Figure 3 and are dis-
cussed below in Section 3, Cumulative Impacts of this Report.

Also within the project site vicinity is the Monterey Peninsula g
Airport, located approximately 2 miles west of Laguna Seca Ranch. -

1.3 Land Use and Planning

1.3.1 Planning Process, County of Monterey

Planning documents in Monterey County become more specific as the
size of the area covered decreases. Within the overall Monterey
County General Plan (November, 1968) encompassing 2,127,360
acres, there is the Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (July, 1966)
which encompasses about 160,000 acres including, as urban areas,
the cities of Carmel, Monterey, Marina, Seaside, Del Rey Oaks,
Pacific Grove, and Sand City. Within both of these plans is the
Rancho Laguna Seca Plan, the 1005-acre Ranch Plan for(Laguna Seca
adopted in May, 1967 as the detailed land use plan for the Ranch
within the Monterey Peninsula Area Plan within the overall County

General Plan.
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The planning process that would allow development of the proposed
Office Park would require a General Plan amendment to the Rancho
Laguna Seca General Plan to change the "suburban Residential 2-4
units/acre” designation to a nprofessional Office" designation.
Redesignating the Rancho Laguna Seca General Plan will require
amendment of the sectional plan and overall Monterey County
General Plan which encompass it. The sectional plan is the Mon-
terey Peninsula Area Plan (The Peninsula Tomorrow) and the desig-
nation would change from "Rural Residential--one unit per acre” to
"aAdministrative—-—Employment Center", a map change with no text
revision required (see the Plan text, page 46). The Monterey
County General Plan would change from "Rural Residential”™ to
nyrban" with no text change necessary.

Following these plan amendments the required zoning change, to
permit the Office Park uses, would be legal under California
Planning Law, subject te approval of the Board of Supervisors.
Individual lot owners would be required, under proposed zoning to
apply for a Use Permit for the specific office use. A proposal by
the developer includes an Office Park Owners' Association for
control and maintenance of common lands, easements, and design
standards.

County of Monterey, Applicable Plans and Policies

The Monterey County General Plan was adopted by the Board of
Supervisors in October 1968, and is currently undergoing a major
revision. Having been written more than a decade ago, the General
Plan is outdated. Many of the policies and objectives established
in years past are still being used. However, most of the State- .
mandated General Plan Elements have been completed since the time
the original plan was written and, thus, policies contained in the
elements are more current than the original land plan.

To assure a well-balanced County, the primary objective of the
General plan is: "To assure orderly and beneficial development cf
the County and to protect the character and the physical, economic
and social stability of land use in Monterey County." The on-
going General Plan update will make current the County's land use
policies. The County also will be faced with the task of coordi-
nating existing technical reports and elements into a single
comprehensive document.

The County has completed various State-mandated General Plan Ele-
ments since the time their original plan was adopted. These

County Elements are as follows:

a) Conservation/Open Space Element, March 1974
b) Scenic Highway Element, June 1974

14
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c) Safety Element, October 1975
4) Noise Element, Novemberﬁ1975
e) Seismic safety Element,mDecember 1875
f) Housing Element (not adopted)

The current County General Plan Revisions will review and update
these documents where needed.

cussed below.

Historical Element. The Monterey County General Plan Historical
Element was adopted in August of 1974. The objective of this ele-
ment is to retain the romance, culture ang heritage of Monterey
County by encouraging the restoration and Preservation of his-
torical building sites and other historical components. Although
a8 primary historical site is noted on Page 8 in the Corral de
Tierra area, no historic sites are located on this property. 1In

addition, no archaeological sites were noted during a field review
of the property.

Circulation Element. The Circulation Element of the Monterey
County General Plan was adopted in 1968. The objective of the
element is to plan a circulation Bystem which will provide safe,
efficient and economic movement of people and goods, while at the
same time recognizing, incorporating and retaining the natural
beauty of the County. For more detail, refer +o "Principles ang
Standards of the Circulation Element,” number 5-10 on Page 7 of
the Monterey County General Plan, and Section 2.7, Traffic angd
Circulation, of this Report.

Scenic Highway Element. This plan is the result of the concern of
residents within Monterey County for the bPreservation of scenic

values. Objectives of the Scenic Highway Element are given on
Page 13 of that Element.

Condensed objectives tha: relate to tkis
project are:

-

T, To maintain and enhance the scenic route as an integral part of
the setting through which it passes, without imposing undue
Testriction on private pProperty.

2. To recognize scenic routes in Monterey County as part of g3
chain for scenic Toutes in California.

The nearest designated scenic roadways are: Laureles Grade Roai,
& Scenic County Road; and Highway 68, a designated State Scenic
Highway. The Proposed project gite is located within the scenic
corridor of that roadway. The Scenic Highway Element pProvides
that, within a scenic corridor, all utilities should be placed
underground and architectural and landscape control should be
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exercised; and use of natural vegetation and sensitive site selec-
tion are encouraged. A detailed discussion of viewshed is pre-
sented in Section 2.6 of this Report.

Noise Element The five basic noise-related goals of Monterey
County are d:scussed on pages 24 and 25 of the Noise Element.

The proposed project is in an area of special concern, accord-
ing to the Monterey County Noise Element. An area of special
concern is an area having noise sensitive characteristics,
which also is impacted by noise sources to varying degrees.
Therefore, these areas are recommended to be given special
concern in evaluating their land use activity.

The noise environment at the project site consists of traffic
noise from Highway 68 and both general aviation and commercial
jet aircraft flyovers. The site lies outside the adopted Zone
of Influence of the Airport Land Use Commission, which ends at
York Road west of the project area. Aircraft-related noilse
levels may be an occasional nuisance in vicinity of the project.
site. For a more detailed discussion of Noise Impacts, refer:
to Section 2.9, Noise and Airport Safety, of this report.

Conservation/Open Space Element. This element is-designed to
assure that adeguate open space is provided for all urban and
yural areas in Monterey County. -The general open space poli-
cies of Monterey County that apply to the project are as.
follows:

4. To encourage the incorporation of open space in all types
of development.

5. To help retain the rural atmosphere of the County through
the use of open spaces. N

8. To encourage open space through the clustering of develop-
ment, with passive and active recreational areas.

10. To establish open space patterns which will complement
the locations of future developments.

These policies were established as a means of preserving and
protecting open 5pace. Further details of each environmental
concern will be covered in the "Environmental Setting” section
of this Report.

Recreational Trails Plan. The Recreational Trails Plan for
Monterey County was adopted in 1971. It should be.noted that
the Conservation/Open Space Element incorporates, in a more
general way, the specific items mentioned below. Plans recom-
mended by the Recreational Trails Coordinating Committee which
are pertinent to the proposed development are as follows:

16




e dintnd

Mber fintan 0 a e e

i
i
i
i

1. Riding Trails Along Shoulders of Public Rights-of-Way.

2. Bicyclinglstrips Along Shoulders of Public Road Rights-of
Way.

3. Riding and Hiking Trail Reservations Within Scenic Easement
Conveyances to the County.

Safety Element. The Safety Element of the Monterey County Gen-
eral Plan dictates guidelines for the protection of the community
in the event of fires, earthquakes,; flooding and other civil
emergencies. The following principle is central to the develop-
ment and implementation of the Safety Element:

Monterey County should actively develop, implement,
and support measures which are desirable Or necessary
to minimize risk from natural hazards to persons,
broperty, public services, and resocurces.

Three basic hazards have been identified by the Element:
Wildland Fire Hazards, Geologic Hazards and Flood Hazards.

Discussion of these hazards are included with the Environmental
Setting, Section 2 of this document.

Seismic Safety Element. The general goal of this element is to

reduce loss of life, injuries, damage to property, and economic
and social dislocations resulting from earthquakes. The seismic
hazards associated with the Laguna Seca area are shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Geotechnical Hazards
Identified at the Laguna Seca Office Park Site

-+
Hazard Type Hazard Severity

Faulting ,
Subsidence and Uplift Moderats to Major

Ground Shaking

Vibration Damage Major
Ground Failure Major
Liquefaction Major
Lurch Cracking Minor to Major
Lateral Spreading Minor to Major
Slope Stability Minor to Major -

+ . -
Hazards occur locally. Further investigation is

needed to identify whether the hazard is severe on
the project site.
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1.3.3

1.3.4

Further discussion of these hazards and their relation to the pro-
posed development is included in Section 2.2, Geology, of this Re-

port.

General Development Plan for Laguna Seca Ranch

In 1959 a General Development Plan for Laguna Seca Ranch was ap-
proved by the County of Monterey. The plan proposed a range of
1445~1580 units, neighborhood commercial, a golf course, ele-
mentary school, and a riding stable. In 1961 a final map was
filed with the County for 46 lots. A tentative subdivision map
was filed in 1964 for 48 more lots, but later expired. The 1959
plan was amended in 1967 to provide a range in total residential
units from 1218 to 2452. A tentative map for 60 lots was filed
on this amended plan:in 1968, but it too expired for failure to
act within the specified: time period. :

There are no specific development plans at present for the re-
mainder of Laguna Seca Ranch.

Other Applicable Plans and Policies

The project may affect the Cities of Seaside and Del Rey Oaks,
particularly in regard to traffic, runnoff and water supply.
Policies pertaining to these topics in the General Plans of the
Cities of Seaside and Del Rey Oaks were reviewed to determine
possible conflicts with the project. Conflicts and issues per-
taining to the project are discussed below.

o Increased erosion hazard, water runoff, siltation and
construction of storm drainage facilities on Canyon Del
Rey watershed would be impacted.

o Seaside seeks to improve and protect the water guality in
Laguna Grande and Roberts Lake. The project would con-
tribute runoff containing contaminants and sediments to
these lakes.

o Coordination among local jurisdictions in preventing
channel erosion and siltation in Canyon Del Rey due to
increased runoff from development in upland areas will be
necessary.

o Increased traffic problems along Highway 218 may result
from project development, including (1) stacking of
traffic on State Route 218 due to left turns onto Fremont
Avenue; (2) increased traffic on State Route 278 and re-
lated noise effects.

18



The Monterey Peninsula Airport District operates the Monterey
Peninsula airport, which serves the Peninsula and those areas
immediately surrounding. The Monterey Peninsula Airport Master
Plan presents the types and schedules of developments recommended
for the airport for the 20 year period from 1975 to 1995. Both
the Airport District and the Airport Master Plan encourage co-
ordination with adjacent communities in order to establish com-
patible land uses in the airport environs and to accommodate the
projected growth in all phases of commercial and aviation demand
for the region served by the airport. The developer has coord:-
nated with the Airport Commission and has indicated that he will
sign agreements with that Commission.

The Monterey County Transportation Plan, a regional transporta-
tion plan, is a systems plan addressing transportation needs from
1978 to 1985. The plan was adopted on October 4, 1978, by the
Monterey County Transportation Commission Advisory Committee in
an effort to coordinate comprehensive transportation planning to
meet future regional needs.

The Monterey County Economic Development Policies. In January,
1982 the County Board of Supervisors adopted a number of economic
development policy statements which are applicable to this pro-
posed General Plan change and Office Park development. According
to these policies the County shall:

a. Support the retention and expansion of the viable and
attractive tourist, retail trade, consumer and business
establishments, and existing businesses.

b. Promote the continued growth of compatible industry on sites
designated for industry and commerce and incorporate this
policy in its General Plan.

c. Encourage positive governmental procedures which do not
inhibit expansion and/or initiation of economic growth.

According to the Monterey County Economic Adjustment Strateco.,
brepared for the Monterey County Board of Supervisors by the
Title IX Sudden and Severe Economic Dislocation Comm-ttee (Augusz,
981}, there have not been a sufficient number of jobs produce3l
to match increases in the labor force. This labor force expan-~
sion is mainly due to an increasing number of Monterey County
residents entering the labor market rather than in-migration.
According to this report, one way to increase jobs that will
benefit the labor force will be to encourage small businesses.,

The Office Park would accomplish that objective.

Y

!
/

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) is involved
in continued planning, research and technical assistance to the
area's governments, and has published numerous reports in an-
effort to develop cooperative regional land use planning.
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1.3.5

1.4

Zoning

The site proposed for the Office Park development is currently
zoned "K-B-4-D-V" (Agricultural Residential) 500 feet deep along
Highway 68, and "T-V-B-4" (Transitional) beyond. After General
plan amendments have been approved new zoning designation to
allow Professional Office can be requested. '

Project Economics

1.5

The fiscal impact of the proposed office park will be positive,
because the revenues generated by the project will exceed the costs
to Monterey County for supporting the project for an annual surplus
of $B80,000. This is primarily a function of commercial land de-
velopment which does not, in and of itself, create a population-
based demand for services.

Low costs will be generated by the project, since the developer
plans to provide most of the urban services through private utili-
ties or some form of assessment district, thereby relieving the
County of the responsibility for providing such services. There
will be some degree of cost associated with the use of County (as
well as City of Monterey) streets for commute purposes to the pro-
posed project. These costs cannot be projected, but they are off-
set to some degree by general government and "sther costs" which
were considered.

While cost of the sewage treatment improvements will fall on the
developer, the Regional Water Quality Control Board will only
approve "private" systems if a governmental agency agrees to moni-
tor and accept responsibility for management. In this instance a
County Sanitation District would need to be formed, and managed by
Monterey County Department of Public Works. Fees could be charged
to allay costs.

Revenues will be generated by the project in several ways, the mos:
important of which will be via the property tax. In acaltlion,
there are sales tax subventions and cther taxes attriputed tc the
business unsers of the project which will accrue to the benefit of
the County of Honterey, and the total of these revenues will out-
welgh the projected costs to the County.

Economic Impact Upon the Monterey Area

mhe Office Park development has the potential of creating 1,000-1,20¢

new jobs. This estimate may vary, depending upon the type and s:ze
of office activities. .
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Regional Setting

Laguna Seca Office Park lies along the north side of Highway 68,
about two miles east of the Monterey Airport and 2.5 miles southeast
of the City of Seaside. The York School abuts the northerly line of
the property. The Laguna Seca County Park is approximately 4 niles
to the east. The intermittent stream of Canyon del Rey lies along
the southerly edge near Highway 68. This stream has an incised
channel about 20 feet deep which contains the flood waters and
prevents flooding of the valley floor. The property rises in eleva-
tion from the floor of Canyon del Ray toward the north.

South of Highway 68 the hills rise abruptly to a height of 880 feet

and are covered heavily with brush. This vegetative cover serves
to control runoff into Canyon del -Rey from this long ridge. Figure
illustrates the topography of the project site.

Regional Geology

The Monterey Peninsula is located on_ the northern end of the Santa
Lucia Mountain Range within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province of
California. This province is a linear system of more or less par-
allel and discontinuous mountain ranges and intervening valleys
trending northwest/southeast and extending from the Klamath Moun-
tains in the north to the Traverse Ranges in the south. The geo-
logic structure of the Coastal Ranges is highly complex. The rock
masses have been closely folded, substantially eroded, and broken
into fault blocks.

The project site is located south of geologically young continental
deposits between Salinas and Monterey. These poorly indurated sedi-
ments of Pliocene through Recent age overlie much older marine sed:-
mentary rocks of Miocene age at various depths throughout much of
this area. Thin bedded marine shales and siltstones of the Middle
M:ocene Monterey Formation are exposed at the surface throughout
most of the ridge area to the south between Canyon Del Rey and Car-
mel Valley. These older rocks have been uplifted along the north-
west trending Chupines Fault, which cuts through the Canyon Del Rey
area.

In common with the remainder of California, the site is within a
region of high seismic activity. The Coast Ranges include numerous
northwest trending faults. The San Andreas Fault, which is the most
notable, extends for more than 600 miles. The San Andreas Fault
passes through the area between Salinas and Hollister about 25 miles
from the project area.
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Regional Faulting

The two largest faults in the County are the active San Andreas
fault, along the eastern edge of the county, and the. Palo Colorado-
San Gregorio fault zone, which lies along the coast.

Between these two boundary faults lies a network of many parallel
faults of different lehgths and types. Some lie wholly within crys-
talline rocks, some in the sedimentary and some cut in both. Some
are buried beneath the valley alluvium.

Information pertaining to regional faulting which threatens property
and human life is summarized in Table 3 (Jennings et al., 1975;
Green, 1977). Figure 7 illustrates the regional faulting.

Local Faulting. Many small, inactive faults lie wholly within Mio-
cene shales and form a secondary network of faults whose orienta-
tion is nearly at right angles to the northwest/southeast trend of
the larger faults. Figure 6 illustrates the local area faulting.

Table 3
Regional Faulting

Maximum Susceptibility

Faults and Least Miles Richter to Property
Fault Zones Prom Project Magnitude Damade

San Andreas System** i 23.1 : 7+ Extreme
Vergeles 22.3 . 6 Extreme
Sargent ' ) 24.4 5 to 6 Extreme
Xonterey Bay 8.4 5 to 6 Extreme

Fzlo Colorado 13.8 6 to 7 Extreme

=tTncludes the Hayward and Calveras Faults.

“n the general Hidden Hills area, Clark and Dibblee (1974) mapped ¢©
uwlts between Cypress Point and the northern limit of the City of
side, a.l of which they considered to be potentially active. Tre
1+s identified by Clark and Dibblee include the Cypress Point,
Berwick Canyon, Chupines, Seaside and Ord Terrace faults.

B

oty [y th
w0
oW

o
<
g

1

23

TRt biic i sast o xius i res]




ke o -

A]

Lo oy |

Scale in Miles

. \ . .. .
\Gz / 2.
N / ., At 900 hg1.
-] 5 e

‘e © aTpalaticn acy
\ L Q k , D, . /pra:zl:u Ly 5.
o\ . S
+/\%\. AN . >
\ : . u
. & o fo
A \ ) *
Vel & v, - .
. ? .. C
® - 3 A
\ \ . .ot
g \ . . .
“Z \ \\ ABout Ju0 meturs ot Yertical sepata- . :(""r
"% . Tion according tu grav, Ly prefiles ..
V= Y, by Siech (1904,
. . . N
D - \ ’ \ \\.
. ' -
) <
. -~ ERP
-, s
.\.
AL, ,
T 155
:’::a:d“‘g terg
“c4 227 Sray,, Yer ic, .
oy . 2V Se 4 «“10{41
t 0
f{‘“": © s o: °f V..-“ b
" ogg - Lyey
uty "Jd.’ ey, siq, T .
' “Pthp o o
- A t 0
, , ) \
t; ' TN
I
, - \ ./
i/
<4 - .t
. .o, .
5 \ g
it
&
b :
: LAGCUNAE CEr A SErg = ot Ve
ﬁné*ﬁh%ui‘-‘g}@a S“LCH Roed | § ;C& PARE’\
i

Local Faulring
FIGURE s

k tdod:tied alter Greens CGnd others (1973)




Lkt -

iy

Al agr ey,

IR

o e

RETT

0

L0

“eterey Boy and Vicinily

~ N\ \ °
\\ \\\ ANUNNGY \7-_; \
~ AN ¢ \r
AN Lepes Pr N . "
122 30 I?,n

alzrks el ol 1G78 f

-

AGUNA SECA OFFICE PARK

FIGURE 7

Souice Richard R Thorp Consuling Geologist

R TN 12T RN AT P 3 gy




B, bodaid

Linad,

i

e T O P T o

T T b b bttt it e wiihe

strata againstvthe older Miocene shales. 1t begins in the mountainsg
northeast of Carmel Valley, cuts through Hidden Hills a short dis-

tance south of Highway €8, follows along Canyon del Rey Boulevard
and into Monterey Bay.

Site Geolo
—== =fology

Three geologic units Occur within the general project area. 1In
order, fronm oldest to Youngest, these are- nNon-marine sediments of
Plio~Pleistocene age (equivalent to the Paso Robles Formation ang
the Aromss Sand); alluvial terrace deposits of Pleistocene ang Re-~
cent age; ang Recent soij materials, predominantly tributary Canyon
and stream channel alluvium. Figures 8 ang 9 illustrate the geo-
logical setting at the site, :

clayey to fairly clean sand ang clayey to sandy silt, The sand is
generally fine to mediunm grained, but jig locally coarse grained ang
bebbly. The Predominant materiz] type present is a2 fairly homo-
geneous, moderately friable, fine grained, slightly clayey silty
sand. Bedding within the deposits is Sub~horizontal with dips of 1g
to 15 degrees Present locally. Very friable silty and cleanp sands
dominate within certaip Sections in the UPPEr areas of the Property
and preferentia]l €rosion of theése dominant Y sandy deposits hasg
broduced the badlands canyons which exist in this area.

time exist at various elevationg above the existing stream channel,
Within the Property limits, these terrace surfaces exist principally
as small isolated Te€mnants, although a few larger areas exist. The
deposits consist principally of poorly sortegd sands and gravels.

The gravalg zra Tade ur almost wholly of weil rounded fragmentg of

Monterey ghajle and siltstone of pebble and cobble Size. The sands

Vary from fine to Coarse grained ang pebbly and are silty to fairly
clean. 1In many areas the deposits are thin or have been removed

éntirely by erosion, leaving only a bench cut in the underlying
Plio—Pleistocene deposits.
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medium grained silty to fairly clean sand. A layer of gray-brown
silty sand topsoil 1 to 2 feet thick exists throughout most of the
area; and locally, surface deposits of white, loose, clean sand
washed down from the higher areas exist in some of the canyons.
Below these surface soils, the alluvium consists of horizontally
bedded light brown medium dense sand with a few gravel interbeds.

The alluvial plain is about 1,000 feet wide at the easterly edge of
the property and narrows to about 300 feet at the westerly edge.
The alluvial sediments grade from sand to sandy clay and clay from
east to west. These deposits are 30 to 40 feet thick.

A shallow water table lies at about 30 feet below the surface within
the alluvium. This source of water feeds the lush vegetation in
the alluvial plain.

A branch of the Chupines Fault lies along the south side of Highway
68. The most recent evidence from field mapping (Bowen, 1980) in
the project area indicates that there is no fault trace on Laguna
Seca Ranch. In the USGS Map MF-~577 (1974), the fault is shown as
lying parallel to and south of Highway 68, with no trace north of
the highwaye.

Seismic Hazards and Earthcuake Potential. The Chupines Fault has
produced several earthquake epicenters which appear on a number of
published fault epicenter maps. Hence, it must be presumed to be
active even though no major earthquake can be attributed to it. The
fault does not appear to have caused surface rupture in historic
time. An investigation was performed by Oliver E. Bowen in August
1980 in order to precisely locate the Chupines Fault. The report
indicates that the fault has been located to the south of the project
site across Highway 68.

The Tularcitos Fault, which lies along the south side of Carmel
w21l 3z en active fault capable of generating strong motion

21 W oo tazen ground ToTEUTS in the
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ner to the southeast in 3

e ¥ing City Fault, which lies along the base of the Sierra de
- g
b 221 in historic time

Lag prodooe emzll mrgnitudes epicenter

<
and surface rupture in the Greenfield-Chualar area within the last
few hundreds of years.

By far, the fault most likely to generate ground rupture and to
cause an earthquake of magnitude of 7 or B on the Richter scale is :
+he San Andreas fault, which passes along the eastern edge of the
San Juan Bautista and northwest through Logan on the eastern edge
of Watsonville.
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The proposed subdivision is located within earthquake intensity
20nes VI-VII on the Rossi~Forel scale. (Refer to Appendix B.) The
zones are bPlotted, from historical ground failure, on USGS Map MF-~
223 (McCrory et al., 1977) and are illustrateg in Figure 10.

Slope Stabilitvy. The most critical soils Problem in the Project
area is their high erodability. The problem will be aggravated by
the proposeqd development. ¥No active or inactive landslides of
mappable size occur on the Property.

ImEact

Based on existing data ang a geological field investigation per-
formed on the broject site, the following geologic hazards may pose

Faults and Seismicity. 1In the event of a major seismic eévent on any
one of the active or potentially active faults in the Monterey Bay
region, the site could be subjected to severe ground shaking. This
ground shaking could cause extensive damage to buildings, roadways
and utility lines, barticularly if they are not designed to with-
stand horizontal accelerations bProduced during earthquakes. Severe
ground shaking also could trigger landslides, barticularly on graded

The Chupines Fault, which lies on the south side of Highway 68, is
considered botentially active, No surface Tupture should occur on
the project. However, active faults, such as the San Andreas, Mon-
terey Bay Fault Zone and the Sur—Nacimiento, are all close by ang
€an cause severe shaking ang bossible lurch cracking.

surface ruptures should be expected. However, Strong shaking
from an earthquake of 8.¢ intensity brobably will be experienced
during the lifetime of the Site. Possirle furch

oSl - + O I

Slops Stabilitwy. The Zounty Standards do not e2llow develcpmen: +o
be located op #- i C0 -SNEr. Lhiorolore the develcpment
of the Complex would have to conform to these standards.
No Cevelopment as shown on Figure 3, Office Park Development, ex-
ceeds slopes of 30%.

IZrosion by g at 11

face where th Protective natural topsoil ang vegetation is removed.
The materialg underlying the hillside slopes are predominantly gran-
ular ang Poorly indurateg and are therefore Susceptible to erosjon.
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A "surface skin" has developed on natural badlands exposures through
the deposition of dissolvegd minerals. These natural exposures have
developed over long periods of time, 'and the bresent rate of erosion
is very slow. Cut slopes in these sandy materials do not have this

HEAT O WA R Symeb ats ey amnts N v

The bedrock of the broperty, for the most bart, consists of a series
of sands, clays, sandy clays ang gravels of the Paso Robles forma-
tion. They generally are buff to gray in color angd contain pebbly
zones of Monterey shale debris. They are mostly soft to moderately
indurated. Seven percolation test holes, located in the hilly area
in Laguna Seca Ranch No. 2, recorgd from 2 to 3 feet of "peat muck,"
an unstable, wet, black, mushy type of deposit.. There may be other
sites where this muck occurs. .

Parts of the alluvial area contain loose sand in the upper few feet
which, under unusual conditions of a heavy winter and strong shock,
may possibly be subject to liquefaction. Tests should be made to
determine the liquefaction potential,

Mitigation Measures

1. Care must be exercised to control erosion in excavated areas
and along Arroyo del Rey. Vegetation snould be left as is, or
scraped areas should be brotected by the replanting of a vege-
tative cover. Soung €ngineering practices in Planning for
building sites will be necessary, ang s0il tests should be
performed where deemed advisable.

tude of earthquake locateq on that portion of the San” Andreas
Fault nearest the project. This magnitude can be considered
as the maximum probable and maximum possible for this location.

accordance with Chapters 23 and 25 of the latest adopted edi-
tion of the Uniform Building Code. The use of properly fas-
tened plywood sheathing on either the interior or exterior of
the structures, gypsum boargd sheathing on the interiors, or
wood steel strap diagonal bracing, could be implemented to re-
duce risgk on single family wood frame structures.

IV WG gh
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3. The project must comply with the Seismic Safety Element of the
Monterey County General Plan. This would include a detailed
geotechnical and soils investigation and report which would be
performed to provide grading, foundation and construction
recommendations prior to submittal of the Tentative Map.

4. To insure a stable design and construction procedure for the
cut slopes and fill areas, the final grading plans should be
reviewed by a soils engineer and engineering geologist prior to
construction.

5. Grading in hillside areas should be minimized. Required grading
should be finished to match or blend with the countours of the
natural terrain. Grading activities should be confined to the
summer, dry season, unless adeguate erosion control measures
are included within .project specifications to preclude irre-
parable damage to slopes and to prevent siltation of Canyon del
Rey Creek.

(b2}

. Grading of large building pads and excessive terracing should
not be permitted. Graded sections generally should be limited
to portions of the site to be covered by buildings and road-
ways.

« Vegetation removal should be minimized, particularly in major
drainage-ways, areas of steep slopes and highly erosive soils.

3. Building, roadways and utility lines should be designed accord-
ing to the specifications adopted by the State Unlform Building
Code (1976) for a seismically active area.

e locations and extent of the various soil types on the property
e plCth on Figure 11. The major soil type is Ebc, Elder fine

-"e Soil Conservation Service rates EbC as "moderately erodable"

Historically, soils of the Laguna Seca area have been protected

rom erosion by a natural process of crusting through the depositing
of minerals in the surface soils over a very long period. This sur-
face crusting, together with vegetatlve cover, has tended to mini-
“1ze surface erosion (with notable exceptions in the gullies where
the surface crust has been broken and surface water runoff has been
allowed to make serious intrusion). : -

The soils at or near the Site are classified into the following
categories according to the Soil Survey of Monterey County.
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ShE Santa Ynez fine sandy loam is a hilly soil on dissected ter-
' races, with slopes of 15% to 30%., FRunoff is rapid and the
erosion hazard high.

*EbC Elder fine sandy loam, is a well drained soil appearing on
gently sloping areas in narrow valleys. Permeability of this
soil is moderate, runoff slow and the erosion hazard is mod-
erate.

*Site soils.

Impact

The construction of the Office Park development and the implementa-
tion of the proposed development will result in grading activity,
the removal of vegetation, and the addition of impervious materials
to the site, thus resulting in an increased runoff and erosion po-
tential. A grading plan has not yet been prepared for the Office
Park development.

Grading operations associated with development and road construction
could expose areas of moderately erodable soil to erosive forces.

Further significant impacts will occur as the soils are disturbed
to provide for the placement of building pads, utility lines and ex-
tensive site preparations. These could include the following im-

pacts.

o Removal of existing vegetative groundcover and ex-
posure of unstable soils. ’

o Removal and/or compaction of organically rich and
valuable top soil.

o Trenching for utility lines could further disturb
extensive areas.

o Exposure of cut slopes along the drainage courses of
the site could pose an erosion problem depending upon
the drainage plan for the site. Without proper
design, storm drainage could flow down the face of
cut slopes causing erosion with resulting sediment
deposition in Canyon del Rey. :

o Exposure and susceptibility of slopes to various forms of
erosion would be a problem, during and shortly after
construction and grading, due to the lack of vegetative

covering.
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Mitigation Measures

9. County design review procedures

On on slope stability, erosion
Potential and drainage features and should establish setback

ment and the final grading plans shoulg be reviewed by a soils
t prior to construction.

10.. Future grading on the project area should be confined to a
limited area of the site and be required to be engineered for
a2 minimum of cut ang fill. Care should be taken to reduce
impacts through proper building placement, particularly in the
areas which Presently are being impacteg by erosion. an

be prepared tg ensure development

rol these hazards associated with
the project site. Roadways and driveways should be located so
as to minimize cutting and filling. Contouring of roads should
be done wherever possible. Cut and £ill should be balanced on
site (i.e., the amount of cut should be used as fill). To
reduce the erosive velocity of runoff water, the length ang

the angle of graded slopes should be minimized.

11. Each site should be Tevegetated as soon as possible after
grading is finisheg On any part of the sgite with regard to
soil scarification, hydro-muching and vegetative cover Planting

to control erosion and maintain slope stability after grading
is completed.

szrologz

Surface Hydrolggz -

r which
y along Highway
68 and Highway 218, through Laguna Grande and Roberts Lakes and into

Monterey Bay. The entire watershed contains a total area of 16.8
Bguare miles.

The Laguna Seca Office Par
Rey Watershed. This water
Plan in June of 1977,

-+ .
kX makes up 54- acres within the Canyon del
shed was the subject of a Master Drainage

In addition to the special basin drainage study, a Water alit
Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region was prepared by AMBAG,
This project was fungeqd through a grant under Section 208 of the
Federal water Pollution Control Act, and expressed specific cop-
cerns over the potentia] impact of development on Laguna Grande andg

Roberts Lakes. These two coastal lakes are located on the border
between Seaside and Monterey.
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The Master Drainage Report shows an annual precipitation of 13
inches at the northeast corner of the Laguna Seca Office Park. Mean
annual precipitation within the entire drainage area varies from 12
to 16.5 inches. Incident rainfall generally does not produce large
quantities of runoff. During large infrequent storms or when there
has been substantial antecedent precipitation, the surface soils
become saturated and a much larger proportion of the precipitation
runs off as stream flow. (MCFC & WCD, 1977).

The extent of the 100 year flood in Canyon del Rey is also shown

in Figure 12. The 100 year flood is the flood magnitude which has

a probability of occurring on the average of once every 100 years or
a 1% probability of occurring in any given year.

The 100 year flood has been established by the Federal Insurance
Administration as the basis for flocd hazard evaluation and the de-
termination of flood insurance rates. As shown in Figure 12, there
is a flood prone area proposed for office park development mainly
located on Lot #1. Flood waters are generally confined to the
channel, except where there is ponding in low areas behind cul-
verts which are inadequate to convey the flow. The Canyon del Rey
watershed is identified as an area of low flood hazard in the En-
viromnmental Hazards Element of the Monterey General Plan.

According to the Developer, on-site drainage facilities within each
portion of the Ranch development will consist of street gutters,
catch basins, stormdrain pipes, and the aforementioned siltation/
detention ponds. These are proposed to be designed to remove the
peak runoff from a 10 year storm without street flooding. They also
are to include supplementary facilities to allow surface flow in
more intense storms without inundating any buildings. No drainage
plan for the Office Park development has been prepared at this

time.

Impacts

Certain low lying areas along Canyon del Rey Creek a
inundation by floodwaters in intense sStorms. De
to be set back from the creek, with one lot in the 0Of

having actual creek frontage.. Lot 1 of
located within the 100 year flood plain of Canyon del Rey Creek.

subject to
is

rlanned

The flood hazard to the facilities and flow characteristics of the
floodwaters would depend on the elevations of the buildings and
future channel improvements in Canyon del Rey Creek. No other por-
tion of the site proposed for development is within the 100 year
flood plain, as shown in Figure 12. .

The project development plan states that Lot 1 of the Office Park
will require flood proofing in the form of minor channel enlargement
and.fill in actual building area. If implemented properly, these
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features coulgd successfully mitigate danger from future flood ha-
zard. However, improper or inadequately implemented flood hazard
control measures included within project specifications would result
in loss or damage to bproperty in the event of a flood.

In order to prevent greater peak flood flows in Canyon del Rey

Creek after project development, a system of on site retention
basins will be needed. The purpose of retention basins would be to
delay certain runoff components produced on the site entering Canyon
del Rey Creek during peak flood discharges, until the channel has
cleared sufficiently to accommodate the additional flow. Drainage
design plans, including»size and locationg of basins, have not yet
been established at thig preliminary stage of development. The
project developer would bear the costs of constructing any drainage

facilities in Canyon del Rey.

The project will alter the hydrologic characte:istics of the site
by covering an estimated 15% of the site with impervious surfaces,
including roadways, parking lots and buildings. Without proper
mitigation, this increase in impervious surfaces could produce 3
potentially significant effects:

1) increase in the amount and rate of stormwater flow
drainage from the site during and immediately after a
rainstorm;

2) an increase in the volume of sediment erosion on

site; and

3) reduction in the amount of groundwater recharge. (Refer
to "Groundwater," in Section 2.3 of this Report. )

Mitigation Measures

12. The Project Engineer should design and submit for approval a
complete drainage plan, including enginearing studies and cal-
culzations, future runoff courses, and present and future volume
of runoff and silt load. The location of the 100 year flood
plain should be identified clearly on the tentative map. De-

velopment should be set back from the Canyon del Rey Creek.

12.  2s proposed by the developers, the project should contribute to

a pro-rata share to any neccessary improvements of downstream
structures, as idéntified in the Canyon del Rey Drainage Re-
port, prior to any langd improvements, the broportionate share
to be determined by the Monterey County Flood Control and water
Conservation District.

14. All natural drainage swales should be designated on the final
map by easements labelled "natural drainage easements.”
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New drainage culverts should be identified as such on the final
map, consistent with the preliminary map.

15.

The subdivider should pay for all maintenance and operation of
storm drainage from the time of installation until acceptance
of the improvements for the subdivision by the Board of Super-
visors and until an agency, with legal authorization to collect
fees sufficient to support the service, be formed to assume

responsibility for the service.

16.

17. The project plans should give precise location of the area
within the flood hazard zone prior to the filing of the final
map. Shounld any development be within the flood prone area, it
shall be subject to conditions of the Monterey County Flood

Control District.

A regular street maintenance program should be implemented to

i8.
reduce urban runoff contaminants from street and parking lots.

Groundwater

The groundwater of the Laguna Seca area was reviewed in a report
prepared by Richard R. Thorup in 1981 {See Appendix C). The
purpose of the report was to furnish a summary report updated from
a previous study by the same author on the groundwater of the
Laguna Seca watershed and Laguna Seca Ranch and the long term
relationship between resources, yield, and population growth to the
vear 2,000. This study included a Fall 1980 Water Table Map on the
Toro-Laguna Seca—-Seaside area, updated from a previous map prepared

by that report’s author in 1974.

Many facets of groundwater were reviewed within this report, in-
cluding a review of the amount of water present on the ranch, the
past history of water use, what effects the future development will

have on the water table of the overall area, and how the future
ater resources will affect the croundwater of

P FES S

developnment of the v
the Ranch's neighbors, including the City of Seaside.

o

4
discussion of the geoclogy of the ranch, including soil types, is

ncluded in an edited version in trhe following text.

2z
A
i

Croundwater Report

The Laguna Seca Office Park lies in an east-west sedimentary trough
containing several hundred feet of saturated fresh water sands and
uravels and extending for nine miles from the Harper fault (near

San Benancio Canyon) on the east, to Canyon del Rey, one mile west
of the Ranch. The south flank of this trough is bordered by a steep
line of hills, abruptly rising to the south, approximately along

the lines of the Chupines Fault.
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Margarita produces most of the water in. Laquna Seca, Hidden Hills
and, locally, in Corral de Tierra. It is not uncommon for wells to
broduce from both aquifers. wWell Capacities in the thickest Aromas-
Paso Robles produce up to 500 gpm of generally acceptable water,
whereas many wells, where these sediments are thin or poorly de-
veloped, produce but a few gallons per minute. The Santa Margarita
is about 230 feet thick in the center of the basin and yields up to
650 gpm of water which Tanges from 850 to 1050 pPpm TDS.

Less extensive, but locally important aquifers, are located in the
upper few hundred feet Of-exposed;Monterey Shale and the underlying
basal Monterey sands near the outcrop areas. Fresh water has largely
displaced the marine waters in these areas. The resulting quality
has been found to be locally acceptable. One recent well in upper
San Benancio Canyon was test bumped at 100 gpm of 900 pPrm TDS water
from a basal Miocene sand underlying the Monterey shale. This well,
though fairly deep (900 feet) suggests that other wells in nearby
areas can be completed Ssuccessfully in thisg aquifer. An artesian
well in the area drilled in 1974, appears to be producing from the
same zone.

Groundwater in Storage

In 1973, Thorup stated that the total amount of groundwater in
storage in the Laguna Seca Watershed (3830 acres) is 82,300 acre-
feet (36,500 acre-feet in the Aromas-Paso Robles, and 45,500 in the
Santa Margarita). The Laguna Seca Ranch, which comprises roughly
one quarter of the watershed, was estimated to contain approximately
22,000 acre-feet of groundwater.

Muir lists a total of 730,000 acre-~feet of total water stored in his
study area. Area 1, which covers the easterly half pf Ford Ord andg
the Laguna Seca Ranch, contains 410,000 acre feet of groundwater in
storage from an average saturated thickness of 550 feet in an area
of ‘6200 acres. On this basis, Laguna Seca Ranch, which comprises
roughly 1/6 of Area 1, would appear to contain 68,000 acre-feet of
storage. However, it does not appear to the groundwater consultant
that the saturateq thickness of the entire ranch averages 550 feet
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and is more likely to be 250-300 feet. Therefore, the total storage
is estimated to be 37,000 acre-feet.

Table 4
Groundwater in Storage in Laguna Seca Water Shed

Weighted

Average . Average

Saturated Surface Specific Storage

Thickness Area Volume Yield Capacity
Aquifer (Ac Ft) (Acres) (Ac Ft) (%) (Ac Ft)
LAGUNA SECA RANCH
Aromas—Paso Robles 150 800 120,000 12 14,400
Santa Margarita 150 1000 150,000 15 22,500
TOTAL . 36,900
LAGUNA SECA SUBWATERSHED
Aromas-Paso Robles 300 2000 600,000 12 : 72,000
Santa Margarita 200 2000 400,000 12 - 48,000
TOTAL © 120,000

Water Level Measurements

Figure 13 is a revised water table map for Fall 13980. Covering the
area from San Benancio Canyon to Seaside, the map gives well water
measurements. Sources for well measurements are as follow:

1. Flood Control measurements in San Benancio, Corral de Tierra,
Calera Canyon and Laguna Seca comprise 40 of their regularly
measured wells and 53 additional wells from which measurements
were obtained in 1977, 1979 and 1980. The purpose in obtaining
these latter measurements was to allow a more precise determina-
tion of the water table, particularly in the vicinity of Corral
de Tierra Road and Calera Canyon, to ascertain whether ground-
water from Calera Canyon is migrating into the Laguna Seca
area, as stated by Thorup.

2. California American Water Company and the City of Seaside pro-
vided measurements in the Seaside area. R

3. Fort Ord supplied measurements on several of their wells.
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4. The Monterey area wag not included in the Flood Control in-
vestigation, Scattered measurements for the more recently
drilled wells have been obtained from the contractors.

5. Wallace Holm provided heasurements for Monterra and Ryan Ranch.

6. Hidden Hills supplied measurements for two wells.

7 A few scattereq measurements were obtained from contractors and
land owners.

Water Table Map: Fall 1981

Figure 13 illustrates the Water Table for Fall 1980. The contour
lines are derived from the water surface elevations, which are shown
plotted at the well locations. A summary of the groundwater flow is
discussed below.

At the easterly edge, groundwater in the San Benancio area is shown
to flow downst:eam dlong San Benancio Creek, thence northerly toward
the Salinas River. Upper Corral de Tierra and Calera Canyon ground-
water flows down the water Courses, and down the regional dip of the
strata into ‘the Hidden Hills-Laguna Seca area. Some of this ground-
water may transfer into the older sediments, such as the Aromas-
Paso Robles Santa Margarita Sandstone, and the Monterey Shale.

Lower Corral de Tierra measurements show the groundwater percolating
downstream northerly into Toro Creek.

The steep southerly flank of the water table begins at the Santa
Margarita-Monterey Shale contact. Three measurements in the shale
wells show a Steep rise in the water level elevations, Probably
caused by a sharp reduction in permeability in the shale as com-
pared to the Aromas-Paso Robles and the Santa Margarita. Along the
southeasterly border of the map, on the south side of Calera Creek,
the steep contours begin at the sedimentary-granitic contact.

Recharge and safe Yield

The amount of safe Yield relates to the Thorup report of 1977 ang
the current Muir Iéport. In the former, the conclusion was made
that, in the opinion of the writer, 2000 acre-feet of groundwater
originating in Calera Canyon, migrates on an annual average down the
gradient into the Laguna Seca trough. The water table map, and the
volume of groundwater generated in Calera Canyon, were used as
evidence for the conclusion. The California Department of Water
Resources (Fresno Office) supported the conclusion on the direction

45



RIS UM AT U AACTE A S e A ke )

R

L kLR AR AR T Her g

2] At A Db inx o i

PR T R Y SR E A Y

of groundwater flow, but stated they thought that the amount of 2000

acre-feet was too high. They did not indicate what they thought the

actual amount was. The groundwater consultant believes the amount
to be in the 2000 acre-foot range, particularly because the present
water table map shows groundwater also entering the trough from the
Watson Creek Watershed in upper Corral de Tierra, as well as from
Calera Canyon. . _ : : :

According to Muir, pumping data in the coastal portion of Seaside
demonstrates a safe yvield of 2600 acre-feet. Inflow, or recharge,
into the area is estimated at 3000 acre-feet. It appears, according
to Muir, that groundwater flow into the ocean of 400 acre-feet per
year is required to prevent salt water intrusion.

Muir states that, in his opinion, 95% of the recharge comes from
annual rainfall, which is made possible by the porous soils and low
relief of the hills east of Seaside, and the fact that the ground-
water passes directly from the old sand dunes into the underlying
Aromas-Paso Robles sands and gravels. He does not believe the Santa
Margarita contributes any water to the Seaside wells.

wWater Use

The average annual recharge for the Laguna Seca watershed, as stated
by Thorup (Table 4), was 2737 acre-feet as of 1975. Water use

for that year was estimated at 791 acre-feet. This yearly amount
has increased modestly since then. About 100 new wells have been
drilled in the Toro-Laguna Seca area since the 1977 report, evenly
scattered in distribution throughout the entire basin. At a con-
sumptive rate per well of 0.366 acre-feet per year for single

family dwellings, about 40 acre-feet per year additional water
throughout the entire area is now being produced, some of which is
returning back into the soil. Buildups within existing subdivisions
have increased the water use somewhat. Total present consumptive
use in the Laguna Seca watershed is probably not over 900 acre-feet
per year in 1980, as compared with 791 acre-feet in 1975. For
instance, Laguna Seca Ranch production has remained essentially
stable at 500 acre-feet per year through 1980, including the golf
course. This amount will, of course, rise steadily as future
demands are met.

The actual water use for the Professional Offices will be approxi-
mately 22,000 gallons per day. {.084 gallons per day per sguare
foot) plus another 27,000 gallons per day for irrigation.

The latest water quality reports from the three operational wells
show that in two of the wells perforated in the Santa Margarita
formation, the TDS and chloride are slightly higher than the Public
Health Drinking Water Limits. The third well, Paddock No. 4, was
perforated in the Aromas-Paso Robles, and falls well within the
limits for both. Only the Main Gate No. 2 is too high in irom, and
none are too high in manganese.
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Paddock No. 4 is the shallowest of the wells and is developed solely
in the Aromas-Paso Robles formation. The water quality in this well
is superior in every category. If an additional supply of better
water is needed, it can be developed from this shallower aguifer.
The pump test indicates that this well does not have the output of
the other wells and cannot be expected to produce as much volume
per well. Copies of the most recent analyses of the three wells are
included in the Appendix.

A 1975 Report on the Laguna Seca County Park water well (16S/1E/5G)
lists the TDS at 693 ppm at 270 feet, and 735 ppm at 350 feet.
Chloride is 140 ppm. Iron and manganese are both slightly high.
This well is perforated only in the Santa Margarita Sandstone. This
suggests that better quality water might be found on Laguna Seca
Ranch in the Santa Margarita sandstone.

Cross sections A-A' and B-B' (Refer to Figure 9, Section 2.2,
Geology) depict quite clearly the close relationship between the
shale outcrops, the alluvium and the Santa Margarita sandstone. It
is probable that groundwater originating in the shale is being fed
into the Santa Margarita. This suggests that wells drilled closer

to the axis of the syncline might provide a better quality of ground-
water. '

Effect of Increased Pumping on Contiguous Parcels

Laguna Seca Office Park is fortunate in being in a geologic and geo-
graphic position of having ample gfoundwater reserves and pumping
capacity and, at the same time, being located in a position where
pumping the groundwater has little or no effect on its neighbors.

Muir has demonstrated through his cross sections and tests that Sea-
side does not pump its groundwater from the Santa Margarita forma-
tion, which is the primary aquifer on Laguna Seca Ranch. Further-
more, the recharge for Seaside is generated within its own local
area.

Laguna Seca County Park produces from the Santa Margarita. It is
3500 feet from the nearest Laguna Seca Ranch well pumping from the
same aguifer. When the well first was test pumped on 6/24/75, the
water level was 168 feet from the surface. On 10/7/80, the level
was 179.6. The last measurement, taken 3.5 months later in the
season, would most likely have been 2 to 3 feet higher in June. The
actual probable drop is, therefore, about 10 feet in 5 years. This
is a normal drop for a comparatively new well in this area.

Hidden Hills wells intercept groundwater before it reaches Laguna

Seca. The other neighbors to the east pump from the Aromas-Paso
Robles, not the Santa Margarita.
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An artesian well of unacceptable quality and modest yield, perforated

-in the Miocene, similar to the Monterra artesian well, was completed

on the Lt Ng parcel. There is no possibility of production from
either the Santa Margarita or Aromas-Paso Robles on this parcel.

The Ryan Ranch wells are 900 feet downstream from the Main Gate well
and 6000 feet from the new Laguna Seca Golf Course well. John Logan
states that the water levels in the Ryan Ranch wells are unaffected
by Laguna Seca pumping [oral communication]. These low—-producing
wells are in close proximity to structurally high Monterey shale and
near the depositional edge of the Santa Margarita sandstone. The
combination of these geoclogic factors has no doubt resulted in the

low productivity of the sand.

The Monterra project lacks Santa Margarita sandstone and is unaffec-
ted by Laguna Seca pumping.

Conclusions

The Laguna Seca Office Park has adequate groundwater resources and
projected pumping capacity to sustain this and future developments.

Projected pumping requirements on the property will not cause the
deterioration of the groundwater capabilities of the adjoining prop-
erties nor those of the City of Seaside.

Groundwater quality appears to be degrading slightly with time in
the Santa Margarita aguifer in the Main Gate No. 2 and Paddock No. 1
wells. However, considerably higher quality water is being pumped
from the Aromas-Paso Robles aguifer in the Paddock No. 4 well.
Groundwater quality can be improved, when necessary, by increased
use of this aguifer and/or a blending of the waters from the two

aquifers. -

Safe yield has not as yet been reached in this area. Eventually, ex-
orbitant pumping costs and/or poor guality water will be the de-
termining factor. Yearly annual recharge for the Laguna Seca sub-
watershed appears to be around 3000 acre-feet per year.

The 19807 Pall Water Table Map (Figure 13) contains approximately
150 measured water levels covering the entire sedimentary trough
from San Benancio Canyon to Seaside and Fort Ord. This map shows
that Upper Corral de Tierra and Calera Canyon water is percolating
into the Laguna Seca-Hidden Hills area. The consulting groundwater
geologist feels that the 1980 data, which includes additional wells
located east of, but in proximity to, the Divide, confirms his in-
terpretation of the direction of flow of the groundwater into this

area.
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Groundwater storage within the confines of Laguna Seca Ranch area
appears to be arcund 37,000 acre-feet of groundwater. The Laguna
Seca subwatershed contains some 120,000 acre-feet. Both of these
estimates are made by using Muir's formula, as outlined in his study
of Seaside. These amounts are an increase over the figures cited

in the writer's earlier reports, which cited 22,000 acre-feet and
85,000 acre-feet, respectively.

Muir's Report on the Seaside coastal area shows conclusively that,
by cutting down yearly production from 5090 acre-feet in 1976 to
2577 acre-feet in 1979, the water table has risen to a safe eleva-
tion above séa level, and the threat of sea water intrusion along
the coast is ended. He also states that Seaside receives 400 acre-
feet in excess of the safe yield along the coast. Muir considers
production on Laguna Seca Ranch, most of which is developed within
the Santa Margarita Sandstone, does not interfere with the Seaside
wells. '

Mitigation Measures

19. As production is increased by the drilling of new wells, the
wells should be carefully located to spread the production out
along the lease, so as to prevent the concentration of pumping
in one small area.

20. The water from the wells should be periodically checked by
Bishop Water Company, at least twice a year, for chemical
content. If the TDS and chloride continue to rise, serious
consideration should be given to drilling a new well and
cutting back the yield of the existing well. ‘

21, Water conservation practices should be considered and imple-
mented where at all possible. This will contribute to the
longevity of the well pumpage and may become very important
in the years to come. There may be a potential for reclamation
of on-site generated wastewater. (Refer to Section 2.10,
Public Services and Utilities.)

Biological Resources

Vegetation

Canyon del Rey and the surrounding Santa Lucia Mountains are com-
‘prised of largely undeveloped land in a natural state. There is
some development along State Route 68 (including office buildings,
residences, a golf course and schools) that has locally displaced
natural habitat in these areas. The local ecology also has been
altered, but to a lesser degree than the aforementioned development,
by cattle grazing. Despite these disturbances, most of the region
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east of State Route 1 and along State Route 68 is considered to be
‘wildlands that contain areas of productive wildlife habitat and
culturally valuable native vegetation. Vegetation along the State
Route 68 corridor contains elements of the following plant communi-
ties: annual grassland, chaparral, oak woodland, and Monterey pine
woodland.

Applicable Plans and Policies. The Conservation and Open Space
Element of the County of Monterey General Plan was reviewed to iden-
tify the planning policies relevant to the project area's ecology.
The County's Conservation and Open Space Element supports the con-
servation of natural habitat and preservation of all species of
wildlife. It also encourages the preservation of forests and wooded
areas for scenic, recreational and economic purposes.

Fire Hazard. Vegetation type, weather and slope influence the fire
hazard of an area. The project vicinity consists of moderate and
high fire hazard areas. Dry brush and grasses in this area are
flammable, particularly on steep slopes where preheating can cause
fires to spread rapidly. Grasses tend to burn faster than brush,
but provide less fire fuel. Fires in brush areas and in upper tree
foliage tend to burn hottest and are more difficult to control,
thereby posing a greater hazard to residences in the area.

Site Description

An Ecological Survey of the entire Laguna Seca Ranch was conducted
by Dr. Richard H. Robinson, Professional Biologist, in January of
1981. The primary purpose of the survey was.to identify those
ecologically sensitive areas that are planned for development in
the future. '

Vegetation. In surveying what remains of- this original biota, it

is apparent that, prior to the Spanish Era, there were 4 distinct
communities within the boundaries of the present ranch. The Foot-
hill Woodland was well represented in the patches and in protected
valleys at lower elevations, with large areas of the Valley Grassland
interspersed. The steeper slopes nearby where characterized by the
Coast Sagebrush Scrub while the higher slopes and mesas above were
dominated by the coastal phase of the Chaparral.

Most of the western end has been developed. Included there are
Laguna Seca Estates No. 1, Laguna Seca Estates No. 2 and York
School. Most of this area was a mixture of the Foothill Woodland,
Valley Grassland and Coast Sagebrush Scrub. Little remains of the
original types. The extreme southwestern portion, however, remains
relatively undisturbed and includes a superb example of the Foothill
Woodland on the flood plain of Del Rey Creek.
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In the course of this development, there is one major area of vege-
tative community that is of significant concern: The Foothill Wood-
land in the southwestern section. This area is illustrated in
Figure 14, and is considered in more detail below.

Foothill Woodland Community: The most evident example of this com-
munity lies along Del Rey Creek in the southwestern section and is
identified as Business and Office Park in the development plan. It
houses an almost continuous canopy of healthy old coast live oaks,
along with the typically associated species of plants and animals.
There are riparian species associated with Del Rey Creek but, be-
cause it is intermittent, confined to a gully and flowing rapidly,
the diversity is rather limited. No Rare or Endangered or Rare
Species were observed and none are expected to be present.

Wildlife

The project site supports stable wildlife populations due to its
relatively undisturbed state. No RARE and ENDANGERED or RARE animal
species were observed during the field survey conducted by the
consulting biologist. Golden eagles, redtailed hawks and white-
tailed kites have been observed foraging locally, however. A species
list identifying the typical species present at the project site is
included as Appendix D of this Report.

Impacts

The Foothill Woodland could be impacted seriously. The area of
primary concern is the Business and Office Park. Almost any plan

of construction on the flood plain, by Del Rey Creek, will severely
alter this community. A complex of the type as proposed on the
tentative map for the Office Park development with its roadways and
parking lots, could mean significantly impact the Foothill Woodland
community. However, over 1/3 of the total area of woodland is indi-
cated as freeway easement which presents a different problem, which
is not associated with this particular development.

The proposed project would be subject to the high fire hazard of
remaining adjacent natural areas. Historically, the statistical
incidence of fire occurrence increases proportionately with popula-
tion growth in or near wildland areas. The final project plans would
need to incorporate measures to reduce this hazargd, including fuel-
breaks, fire flow and road design standards of the County, fire
resistant constructicn materials, building separations, and unim-
reded access for fire fighting'equipment{ The proposed project
plans will be reviewed by the County of Monterey Subdivision Com-
mittee and Salinas Rural Fire District to assure that adequate
access, water and building, road and landscaping design are provided
for fire safety purposes.
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No detailed landscaping plan is available yet to assess the extent
of needed tree removal; hence, there is a major potential for con-
flict with tree preservation .objectives of the County's Conserva-
tion/Open Space Element, especially in the area of the proposed
Office Park development. The development itself could accommodate
the Woodlands community with proper planning, i.e., it can be
planned with and around the Woodlands.

Mitigation Measures

The patches of Foothill Woodland included within the two residential
building sites can be protected in part by Deed restriction on tree
removal and by careful Plot Plan review. The impacts to the most
extensive area of this community, at the Business and Office Park
cannot be mitigated by Deed restrictions. To preserve the park-like
woodland in the flats along Del Rey Creek, the entrance road could
be designed to follow the dirt trail already in existence and thus
prevent further impact. Construction of any major business or
office buildings must be carefully monitored to retain any signifi-
cant part of this site. If the anticipated construction is confined
to the low rolling hills north of the creek, that aim can be accom-

plished. That band of forest will shield the development from the

it freeway.

i T r.-mnmmw.la&mmwwmmmmmmﬂmmmmmmmnmmuuwr
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22. Preserve the existing mature and healthy coast live ocak and
Monterey pine trees on the site thru the use of a detailed
landscape plan to be submitted on a site by site basis. In-
clude the planting of young oaks within the landscape plan as
replacement for those that are removed because of construction.

23, Use drought resistant plants for landscaping on individual de-
velopment parcels. Native plants are generally more valuable
as wildlife food sources and require less irrigation, ferti
izers and pesticides than exotic species. When planted near
oaks, drought resistant plants help mitigate the hazards of
excess water at the root zone of these trees. Species that
are fire resistant should be used around buildings.

=
g

P

24. Vegetation should be preserved along drainageways for wildlife
cover and shelter.

25. A vegetation corridor to screen Highway 68 from development and
vice versa should be established. :

To reduce fire hazards to the proposed development the following
measures are recommended.

Follow recommendations of the California Department of Forestry.

26.
These recommendations address fuelbreak design, as well as
other site design features. :

5>7. Prior to the filing of the final map, a landscape plan should

be prepared detailing the removal and replantings proposed.
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28. Homesite designation on lots should be required and coordinated
with the presentation of existing vegetation.

Viewshed

The project site is located within the Highway 68 corridor of the
Monterey Peninsula.

State Route 68, a designated state scenic highway, winds through
Canyon del Rey, from the City of Monterey to the Salinas Valley.

The road is bordered by pastoral, semi-rural lang consisting of open
rolling grassland, oak and pine. woodlands and prominent wooded
ridges. :

State Highway 68 was officially designatéd as a Morterey County
Scenic Route in 1969. The entire project site lies within the
scenic corridor of Highway 68, actording to the Monterey County
Scenic Highway Element.

A computer-assisted visual analysis of the project site prepared for
the developer in 1975 by Whisler-Patri shows that the site is of

low to moderate visibility when viewed from the area of Highway 68
bordering the project site. Another, more recent visual survey
(1980) was conducted on site by Hall, Goodhue, Haisley and Barker.
They indicated that fully 85-90% of the site has low visibility from
Highway 68.

The border along the project site is visible to persons driving
along State Route 68 for approximately 1 minute, assuming a driving
speed of 45 miles an hour. From the roadway, the trees along the
roadway in the foreground are the most apparent. Most of the im-
mediate view along the nértheastérn portions of the development are
blocked by these existing oak trees.

Development along State Route 68 should blend into the natural. ter-
rain. Innovative site design should be used to minimize grading
and vegetation removal.

Impact

The discussion of impacts of development of the proposed project is
limited by the existing general levsl of project design. The final,
more detailed site design will be subject to review by the County's
flanning Department and compliance to applicable County policies.

Removal of vegetation, grading and office construction will cause
some visual impacts, especially in the areas of moderate visibility.
Since the Patri computer model was based on topography, structures
built above ground level could increase visibility of developed
areas as viewed from Highway 68. Areas proposed for two story
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development may increase the impact resulting from development of
the area. However, the on site visual survey conducted by Hall,
Goodhue indicates this impact may be minor.

The rural project site setting would be partially replaced by more
highly developed environment, i.e, the Office Park Development.
Detailed architectural and grading plans are not yet available for
analysis at this preliminary stage of development. It is important
that the final site plan reflects the stated design standards and
policies of the County of Monterey and is responsive to the visual
sensitivity of the area. The rroject should maintain a 100 foot
setback from the future plan lines of Highway 68. More detailed
site planning will be necessary to determine conformance for the
rest of the site. )

Mitigation Measures

29. As proposed by project developers, development in areas viewed
from State Route 68 should be inconspicuous in order to main-
tain the natural rural character along this scenic corridor.

Applicable plans and policies suggest that no development take
place along the State Route 68 corridor which would compromise
the natural scenic resources. The development should be set
back an appropriate distance from the Creek and down from the
slopes of the hillsides in order that it not be visible from
Highway 68. Particular attention should be given to Lot 1.

30. Site placement should take into consideration existing vege-
tation which can be utilized as a screen to limit visual im-
pacts.

Additional planting of vegetation will aid in reducing visual
problems. ‘

31. The minimum building setback from future four lane Highway 68
should follew the suggested City of Monterey standard of 140
feet. This setback should be landscaped with natural vegeta-
tion. '

Design Criteria. The following design criteria are presented as
guidelines for use by the County of Monterey's Planning Department
when evaluating the final detailed site development plans.

These criteria are general in nature because overly prescriptive
standards of design, given the current preliminary planning stage
of the project plan, could be deterimental to the ultimate success

of the project.

Site Design

32. Development should be designed to blend with the natural ter-
rain, by using innovative site design, grading techniques,

- building types and spacing of buildings, particularly along the
Highway 68 corridor.
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33.

34,

35.

Architectural Characteristics.

Removal of native vegetation, particularly trees, should be

minimized.
Grading in hillside areas should be minimized to the portion of
the site covered by the Structure. Required grading should be
finished to blend with the natural contours by avoiding abrupt
changes in grade and by rounding off sharp angles along the
sides of cut and fill slopes. The mass grading of large build-
ing pads and excessive terracing should be avoided. (No
grading plan has been submitted to date, so full extent of
grading is not known at this time.)

Roadways should be designed to reflect the natural topography
in order to minimize grading of hillsides.

The following, more detailed gquide-

lines,

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

could be incorporated into the final site design.

at blend, rather than contrast,
getative cover should be used.
olors should be avoided.

Exterior colors and materials th
with the surrounding soil and ve
Highly reflective surfaces and c

Structures should not greatly exceed the height of the tree

Canopy.

External lighting should be of low profile design, unobtrusive
and compatible with the rural character of the project area.
Consider using warm tone lights on Dark Standards.

Roofs of buildings at lower elevations should be attractively
designed to enhance views of these buildings from-adjacent
hillside residential areas. In general, sloping, gabled or
vaulted roofs constructed of wood shingles, wood shakes or

tiles are preferred over flat, gravel type roofs. Mechanical
equipment on roofs should be screened so that it is not apparent

from the hillside areas.

s the loading/

Parking and service areas for office uses such a
prooably wit!

unloading areas, should be screened from view,
fences ang landscaping.

Architectural detail should consider the appearance of buildings
as seen from the hillsige areas, as well as from on grade with
the building. Awnings, balconies and planters could be useg

to add interest when viewed from above.

Edges between the office area and adjacent private residential’
areas should be defined by landscaping. :

Utility lines serving the project should be placed underground.
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44. Signage should be minimized, particularly along Highway 68, and
complement the adjacent natural areas. There should be a
comprehensive sign motif which isg compatible with the building
design and surrounding natural setting.

45. Natural landscaping should be provided around buildings to
screen- them from internal roadways and from surrounding areas,

especially Highway 68,

46. Roadway guard rails and fences should blend into the landscape
as much as possible.

Project Proponents' Design Control Standards

The developer has suggested that the following design control mea-
sures will be incorporated into deed restrictions and the CC and
‘R's:

all roads, paths, buildings, etc., will be planned to preserve the
natural character of the site. Excessive exposed earth cuts and
large land fills will not be permitted. Care should be taken during
planning and construction to preserve healthy trees.

All signs shall conform to an overall sign concept coordinated
throughout the entire development. This overall sign design concept
will control color, shape, size and content of all signs. Symbols
rather than words shall be used wherever possible. The overall sign
design concept plan shall be submitted to and approved by the Plan-
ning Commission priocr to any sign construction.

Additionally, design control standards are proposed by the developer
to be subject to approval of Laguna Seca Ranch Architectural Review
Board.” The Board will review all proposals for conformity with the
intent and requirements of the Design Control Standards.

On public and private roads, curbs are to be minimized to retain a
rural character and to avoid a “"hargd edge definition." All roaagd
surfacing shall be coarse aggregate asphaltic concrete with color
and texture uniform throughout the Ranch Development.

The dssagn of landscaping shall be guided by the concept of the
natural oak woodland penetrating developed areas. The selection and
placement of plant materials shall be in aesthetic and herti
sympathy with the natural plant materials of the forest pr

areas which adjoin developed areas.

cultural

m rt

Fences shall be vertical and painted white or stained a natural
color. Fencing along the boundaries of the development, if needes,
shall be rural in character.
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Street furniture, such as lamp posts, benches, litter containers,
hydrants, plant containers, et cetera, shall be of a design com-
patible with the architecture and the character of the 1and and
shall be consistent throughout the development. )

211 signs shall conform to an overall sign design concept coordi-
nated through the entire development. This overall sign design
concept will control color, shape, size and content of all signs.
Symbols rather than words shall be used wherever possible.

Shingle roofs and/or tile stucco and natural wood siding exterior
walls, arranged with particular attention to human size, shall domi-
nate the architectural design of all buildings. Building complexes
shall be designed to follow the existing slope of the land and be
planned to minimize exposed earth cuts and fills and to preserve
existing trees. In all cases, the forest shall take aesthetic prec-
edence over structures and shall penetrate building complexes.
Colors shall be selected from a recommended color palette. Color
accents, in general, will be in doorways, windows, and on selected
wall areas. ’

Exposed mechanical devices, such as radio and TV antennas, blowers,
air conditioning devices, et cetera, will be minimized and blended.
All utilities are to be underground.

Traffic Volumes

The following discussion is taken from traffic reports prepared for
the area by William Dryden, Consulting Engineers and George W.
Nickelson, P. E., Traffic Engineer.

access to the project vicinity is. provided by State Highway 68
(Monterey~Salinas Highway), which is a two-lane rural highway which
runs in an east/west direction. It is the main traffic corridor
between Salinas and Monterey. CQurrent daily traffic volumes near
the project site on Highway 68 average about 12,700 with peak hour
volumes of approximately 1,250, based upon recent CalTrans counts
summarized in Table 5 and illustrated in Figure 16. The peak hour
level of service (L.0.S.) is D, with a volume to capacity (v/c)
ratio of .67.° -

Additional access to the project vicinity is provided by State High-
way 218 (Canyon del Rey Boulevard), which is a two-lane rural high-
way, in the vicinity of its intersection with Highway 68 =-- approxi-
mately a half mile west of the Office Park. It provides service to
State Highway 1 in Seaside via Del Rey Oaks. Average daily traffic
(ADT) on Hichway 218 is presently about 4800 near the junction of
Highway 68. ) :
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Access to the on-site street network is presently provided from
Highway 68 by Blue Larkspur Lane and York Road. Blue Larkspur Lane
provides a two-lane temporary access to Laguna Seca Estates No. 1, :
with an estimated average dailty traffic (ADT) of about 450. ;
Evening peak hour turning volumes at this intersection are illus-
trated in Figure 16. This is a temporary access that will be closed
upon completion of the street network to the Office Park, located
between Blue Larkspur Lane and York Road. York Road is a two-lane
facility presently providing access to the golf course, York School
and Fort Ord Military Reservation.

The north-south portion of York Road at the west end of the Ranch ?
lies within a 70 foot wide strip owned in fee by Fort Ord. The :
owners of the Laguna Seca Ranch hold a license for use of this road.
The owners of the Ranch have reserved a 60 foot roadway easement
paralleling York Road so that a new road could be built along this
westerly quarter mile should it ever become necessary that the Army
revoke the existing license.

The intersection of Highway 68/York Road presently provides a 200
foot left turn lane for the eastbound Highway 68 traffic entering
York Road. According to the Monterey County Planning Department,
existing average daily traffic (ADT) on York Road is 550.

Public Transit Service

Existing public transit service is provided by the Monterey Peninsula
Transit District Route 21. This route operates between Monterey and :
Salinas at a one hour headway from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. on weekdays and '
Saturdays. Sunday service also is provided between 10 a.m. and

7 p.m. Ridership presently has an insignificant impact on vehicular
traffic volumes. !

Projected Future Traffic Volumes
0fZf-Site Sources 2 number of larcge developments on
e prozect vicinity arz correnzly in various gTayes
f T construction. These include the Garden Road Office
Parkx, th¢ wWay Station motel and restaurant, the Trade Center, Mon-
terra Fznch, the Rirport Industrial Park, Fyan Ranch and Tarpey
Flats, all
sze

located to the west of the project; and Hidden Hills.

e CUmENTE 2re expected to ks completed over the next 23 to
30 years. At that time, total daily external traffic generated
from the projects to the west of Laguna Seca are expected to be
approximately 84,500, based upon a traffic study for Monterra, Ryan
Ranch and Tarpey Flats by TJKM Transportation Consultants. Approxi-
mately 25,000 (30%) of these trips are expected to be distributed
to the east of their points of generation, and to pass the entrance
to Laguna Seca Office Park on Highway 68. Approximately 8724 trip
ends (10% of the-ADT) are expected during the evening peak hour,
with 3571 inbound and 5154 outbound. The resulting peak hour

Ay

62




volumes past Laguna Seca Office Park from these off-site develop-
ments are 2620 vehicles per hour, with a directional split of 1070
westbound and 1550 eastbound. Hidden Hills is expected to generate
about 600 trips per day with about ten percent in the peak hour.
This results in an additional 30 vehicle trips past the Office Park
entrance during the peak hour, based upon the directional splits of
other off-site projects.

Additional traffic growth on Highway 68 is expected to occur, due
to regional growth, at a rate of two percent per annum. The re-
sulting traffic volumes near the Office Park, excluding its future
traffic, are shown in Figure 17.

George W. Nickelson, Traffic Engineer, has pointed out in his
Traffic Analysis of Laguna Seca Ranch (1981), that the magnitude of
added development as projected by the TJKM Transportation Study may
be grossly overstated. He indicated that the projected developments
would represent a major increase in the employment and population
characteristics of the entire County. Over 20,000 new jobs would
need to be created along the Highway 68 corridor, as well as 3,400
new residential units (which, in themselves, could not balance the
employment demand) in order to arrive at the 8,724 p.m. trip ends.

Furthermore, the projected developments in the TJKM study no longer
exist because of the recent rejection of Monterey II. He concludes
that the TJKM analysis is tenuous because the actual development
along the Highway 68 corridor may be significantly less than proj-
ects currently proposed.

e e

B

Freeway Plan Lines Plan Lines for future freeway construction have
been adopted for the entire route between Monterey (Highway 1) and
the end of freeway at River Road near Salinas. However, funding
currently is unavailable and no specific forecast exists of the
timing for conversion. A portion of the future right of way within
the plan lines was granted as an easement to Monterey County by the
owners of Laguna Seca Ranch at the recordation of the Laguna Seca

R L pc i vt

PR

Tanch ezrlv in 1980.

The preliminary plans for the freeway include an interchangs

serve the Dffice Park development. This intersection at York Road,
alsc will service Ryan Ranch and the east end of Monterra. The
preliminary development plans include cooperation with the devel-
opers of Ryan Ranch in any necessary improvements to the present
York Road/Highway 68 intersection.
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Project Traffic Generation and Distribution

On-site access to the project site will be provided by York Road
which is an existing entrance to the property. Blue Larkspur Lane
will be closed to through traffic after development occurs.

According to both Traffic Engineers, Dryden and Nickelson, expected
project-generated traffic is 3,120 trips per day and 3,900 average
trips per day (ADT). :

It has been pointed out by Carl Hooper, Project Engineer for Laguna
Seca Office Park, that with a small change in transportation mode,

the average trips per day could be reduced by 30% to approximately

2,500 average trips per day. He suggests that 20% of the employees
would car pool, 10% would use buses and the remaining 70% use indi-
vidual cars. Also included in the 2,500 ADT would be 400 customer

trips per day. The breakdown would be as follows:

70% in individual cars = 700 employees X 2.5 trips = 1,750
20% in car pools = 200 employees X 2.0 trips = 400
10% in buses = 100 employees X 0 trips = 0
200 customers X 2.0 trips = 400

TOTAL TRIPS = 2,550

Impacts

Traffic increases external to the project could include 85,120
vehicle trips added over the next 25 to. 30 years from various de-
velopments near Laguna Seca Office Park plus about a two percent per
annum increase due to regional growth.

The profgssidnal Office Park development will produce between 2,500
to 3900 average daily trips (ADT).

According to the TKJIM Report, near the proposed Office Park Highway
68 presently operates at a D L.0.8., with a v/c ratio of .67. The
expected level of service in the year 2000 on a proposed six-lane
expressway will be F with a v/c ratio of 1.01 without project
traffic.

Traffic signals will be warranted at the project entrance. Addi-
tional study of the necessary signal control and intersection geo-
metrics will be required when the type of Highway 68 facility to be
constructed is determined.

Additional examination of traffic control will be necessary at York
Road/Blue Larkspur Road intersection at the time of development.
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Mitigation Measures

47. Traffic signalization should be provided. Additional study is
necessary for the intersection of York Road and Highway 68.
Determination of signal phasing, location, timing and inter-

section geometrics will be required. It has been determined by

Public Works that Larkspur Road will be closed.

48. Care should be taken to provide adegquate sight distances at
all on-site intersections.

49, Additional study by the County Public Works Department should
be made of the usage of Ryan Ranch roads as access routes to
Highway 218 from York Road.

50. Additional bus transit service should be provided to and from
Monterey.

51. The Office Park business organizations should cooperate with
one another to provide flexible or staggered business hours
and to assist in the formation of carpools or vanpools.

ir Quality

The northern portion of the Salinas Valley, to which this area is
connected, is considered a part of the same air basin as all of the
coastal areas of Monterey County. It is identified as the North
Central Coast Air Basin. Motor vehicles are the largest source of
gaseous pollutants in the North Coastal basins. Carbon monoxide,
nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons comprise the basic category of air
pollutants emitted from automobiles. Though the emissions from a
particular car do not seem exorbitant, it is the volume which
accounts for the pollution potential.

+

the Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration Program

Under t©
(PSD), areas which are maintaining federal air guality standards
urrently are being classified. Monterey County presently fails to

meet standards designated as Non-Attainment Areas, and is required
to prepare a Non-Attainment Plan. A Non-Attainment Plan has

been prepared by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
(AMBAG); it proposes general measures regarding traffic flow and
transit services which should enable this district to meet federal
standards by 1982. 1In addition, general policies pertaining to
mobile-source and land-use controls are suggested. Although there
are no specific policies for North Monterey County, the plan recom-
mends that all large residential developments be reviewed'by AMBRAG
according to the A95 review process.
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The North Central Coast Air Basin as been designated as non-attain-
ment for one of five "criteriag" pollutants -- that of oxidants.
Hourly averages of oxidant levels measured between 1973 angd 1877 in
Salinas showed a total of twelve days and 19 hours when the levels
exceeded the national Ambient Air Quality Standards. However, at
this time the federal standard was 0.08 parts per million (ppm) .
Since that time it has been relaxed to «12 ppm. A 50% reduction of
total allowable emissions is the goal for 1982.

Impact

The proposed project will contribute to the following potential
impacts:

o Cumulative increase in existing levels of air pollutants.

o Incremental degradation of air quality in the northern
Salinas Valley and its surrounding vicinity.

Because the Salinas Valley is susceptible to air quality degrada-
tion, the proposead project would contribute to a cumulative increase
in existing levels of air pollutants resulting mainly from auto-
mobile emissions.

Project pollutant levels in conjunction with existing and future
development in the North County Area will result in an incremen+al
degradation of air quality, at least in the short term. 1In the
long term, automotive emission controls devices will result in an
overall reduction of emission per automobile, as shown in Table 6.
Cumulative increases in traffic volumes could result in a continued
or increased frequency of air quality maintenance standards being
exceeded (unless technology improves substantially within the next
10 years).

National energy policy may result locally in a shift to more mass
transit with a reduction in the overall vehicle miles travelsd anz

@ beneficial impact on overall air quality.

Mitigation Measures

52. As specified in the aAir Quality Maintenance Plan, project
plans should be reviewed by AMBAG. Project design feasibly
could provide mitigation for reducing energy usage by incor-
porating measures that reduce traffic trips and trip lengths.
Project design should be evaluated by appropriate agencies to
determine whether optimal design criteria to reduced fuel con-
sumption and air quality degradation has been met in this
development.
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k. DAILY TRAFFIC........ 12700 POLLUTANT : HYDROCARBONS
¢ LENGTH...eveveeennn. 2.5 EMISSION FACTORS IN GRAMS/MILE
« TRAFFIC. i vieiiannnn 1250 AT AVERAGE LINK SPEED. 1.36
....................... 4:30-5:30 AT 10.00 MPH..... 5.67
S 8500
....................... NOON-8PM EMISSION RATES : MICROGRAMS/METER-SECOND
:FIC - 6-%am  ......en.n 2540
A0 0 1 U 18955 HOURLY EMISSION RATE...... 1226
D LINK SPEED...cceuen. 45 8-HOUR EMISSION RATE...... 254
OF UTILIZATION....... 1983 24-HOUR EMISSION RATE..... 121
TOTAL DAILY EMISSIONS..... 43180
i+ HOUR VOLUME CAPACITY
%3TIO-SLOW DIRECTION. 0.67
. TANT : CARBON MONOXIDE POLLUTANT : NITROGEN OXIDES
> I1UN FACTORS IN GRAMS/MILE EMISSION FACTORS IN GRAMS/MILE
*1 AVERAGE LINK SPEED. 14.23 AT AVERAGE LINK SPEED. 4 .87
AT 10.00 MPH..... 65.16 AT 10.00 MPH..... 3.01
ATIE ¢ MICROGEAMS/METER-SECOND EMISSION RATES : MICROGRAMS/METER-ZZCCNT
1 MISSION RATE...... 14091 HOURLY EMISSION RATE...... 651
: EMISSION RATE...... 2661 8-HOUR EMISSION RATE...... 911
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- DATLY EZ4ISSIONS..... 451803 ~TOTAL. DAILY EMISSIONS..... 154623
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HOURLY EMISSION RATE...... 513
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DOIMITIION BATE.. ... 19 24-HOUR EMISSION RATE..... 212
JATLY EMISSIONS. .. 6668 TOTAL DAILY EMISSIONS..... 73505
f“AD~TDE 20 CONCENTRATIONS IN MICROGRAMS PER CURIC METER: 7327
*ADSIDE CO CONCENTRATIONS IN MICROGRAMS PER CUBIC METER: 692 °



53. The use of public transit as a substitute for private auto-
mobile trips is the only practical means of mitigating a proj-
ect in a decentralized area such as the Highway 68 corridor
area, where few commercial services are available, to reduce
vehicle miles traveled. A bus stop exists along Highway 68
and York Road, although the project site is not presently ser-
viced by other public transit. Services could be extended
into the site at the time of project implementation. Service
extension and project design should be coordinated with the
Monterey Peninsula Transit Service to facilitate the provision
of transit service to the project site.

54. Encourage carpooling for commuters (particularly office workers)
by providing local informational and coordinating centers with
an open file of employee destinations. A portion of the most
conveniently situated office parking spaces should be reserved
for carpool participants.

Noise and Airport Safety

The primary noise generators in the project vicinity are aircraft
operations at the Monterey Peninsula Airport and traffic on Highway
68. Occasional military operations at Ford Ord and car racing at
Laguna Seca Raceway also contribute to the areawide noise environ-
ment. The following is a discussion of these noise sources and
their effects.

Environmental Management Consultants, Monterey, California conduc-
ted a noise survey on the entire Laguna Seca Ranch property on
January 24, 25 and 26, 1981, to determine on-site noise decibel
levels. A sound level meter, calibrated at 114 decibels {dbA) was
used. Noise decibel levels were taken at peak traffic hours and
were measured at 23 points on the property, including various build-
ing sites, elevations and proximity to Highway 68 and the Airport.
The readings were measured at 15 second intervals at all locations.
Table 7 summarizes the decibel measuramsnt results for those areas

zround the (GIlics Tar . Z Tizurse 2% illustrazes the noise contours
of the Laguna Seca Oif:ce Park property. Appendix E provides a
noise reading locaticn map.

The average noise level was 57.1 decibels (dbA). The minimum read-

ing was 43 dbA, which was taken in an area with vegetative screening
and at a significant distance from any noise source. The maximum
reading was 80, which occurred near Highway 68.
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Table 7
Office Park Noise dbA Readings

Range

Reading Average Minimum Maximum

Site Number dba dba dbA
1 72 60 80

2 53 , 48 70

3 48 ) 43 65

10 53 49 70.

11 50 48 60

13 67 50 83

SEE APPENDIX FOR NOISE SITE READING LOCATIONS

Land use typesbcan be compared to noise compatibility levels to
provide standards for development and to determine whether or not
special noise attenuation measures should be provided in proposed
developments. Table 8 shows the compatibility of existing and
proposed land uses with present and projected noise levels.

Freguent operations of both air carrier and general aviation air-
craft are generated by Monterey Peninsula Airport. Both aircraft
noise and safety are of concern in the airport environs because of
the proximity to the airport of potentially developable and presently
developed lands.

Due to its proximity to the Monferey Peninsula Airport, the project:

area is vulnerable to aircraft noise, safety from falling aircraZiz,
and subject to provisions cf the llontersy County ABirvorT ADPriacniis
Ordinance #1856, These provisions generally pertain to height .iv.-
tations. '

Approximately 50% of all flights arriving or departing from Monterey
Peninsula Airport use the easterly flight path which passes directlw
over the project site. These aircraft overflights generate a great
deal of noise. For the purposes of this report the following re-
ports were consulted: The Proposed Master Plan for the Monterev
Peninsula Airport (1975) and the Whisler-Patri Environmental FRecor-
naissance, prepared by Buonaccorsi and Associates (1975). 1In beczh

reports, noise exposure is described in decibel (dbh) levels, uszinc
the CNEL system. The Whisler- Patri study depicts higher noise
levels on the project site than does the airport Master Plan, with
the 65 dbA CNEL countour .impacting a larger portion of the site.
Accordlngly, ‘+the- 60 CNEL contour in the Whisler-Patri report covers
a larger area of the site than it does in the Airport Master -Plan.
(Figure 22 depicts the future noise contours on the site, according
to the.study qondué;ed by Buonaccorsi and Associates.)
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Table 8

Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments

Outdoor Noise Levels

LAND USE CATEGORY

COMMUNITY NOISE EXPOSURE
Ldn OR CNEL,dB

Ss 60 65 0 75 BO

; s . ' . 1

RESIDENTIAL - LOW DENSITY
SINGLE FAMILY, DUPLEX,
MOBILE HOMES

! !

R,

RESIDENTIAL - MULTIL. FAMILY

{ ! |
U s 1sep 04

TRANSIENT LODGING -
MOTELS. HOTELS

SCHOOULS, LIBRARIES,
CHURCHES, HOSPITALS,
NURSING HOMES

AUDITORIIIMS CONCERT
HALLS, AMPIUTHEATRES

SPORTS ARENA OUTDOOR
SPECTATOR SPORTS

PLAYGROUNDS,
NEIGHBORHOQD PARKS

COLF COULRSLy, RiDING
STABLES WATER RECREATION,
CEMETERIES

OT FICE BUILDINGS, BUSINESS
COMMERCIAL AND
PROFESSIONAL

INDUSTRIAL MANUFACTURING
UTILITIES, AGRICULTURE

INTERPRETATION

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE

Specified land wse is satisfactory, based
upon the assumption that any buiidings
involved are of normal conventiondl
construction, without any special noise
insulation requirements.

CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE

New construction or deveropment shouid

be undertaken only after a detanicd 3nay s
of the notse reduction requirements 1s maade
and needed notse insulavion features .ncluced
in the design. Convennonal construction, but
with closed windows and fresh air sucoiy
systems of 2if conditioning wil normany

wifice

===

NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE

New construction or deveiopment shouid
generally be discouraged, If new construciion

or develepment does proceed, 3 detasied araiysis

of the noise reduction requirerenis must be
made and needed noise :nsuiation features
wncluded 10 the design,

| R

CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE

New construction or desciopment shcouid
genctally not be undertanen.

Source:
February 1976.

California State Department of "Health, Office of Noise Control,
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Several noise regulations and guidelines are applicable to Monterey
Peninsula Airport. California Administrative Code, Title 21 Sub-
chapter 6, Noise Standards, establishes limitations on airport noise
in residential communities. For Monterey Peninsula Airport, the
criterion CNEL is 70 dba until December 31, 1985, and 65 dbA there-

after.

A steering committee of the Monterey Peninsula Airport Board and sur-
rounding cities recently have completed an Airport Noise Control and
Land Use compatibility (ANCLUC) Study for Monterey Peninsula Air-
port. The ANCLUC Study analyzed six aircraft operational alterna-
tives and their noise impacts. The six alternatives were screened to
the two alternatives with the least noise impact (Cases DI and D2).
After further analysis, Case D2 was selected. Case D2 assumes 1)
runway 28L would be extended 1000 feet to the east; 2) a new runway
would be constructed parallel to runway 28L; and 3) runway 6-24
world be closed. Correspondingly, flight paths would be modified.
There also would be general aviation training. 'Figure 32 presents
the noise contours presented by the ANCLUC Study for Case D2.

The Laguna Seca area is contained in the planning area agreed upon
by the Airport Noise Control and Land Use Compatibility (ANCLUC)
Study's Steering Committee and adopted by ALUC Resolution 74-1.
This planning area started with the Airport Land Use Commission's
area of influence for the airport and was then expanded to include
all of Monterey, Pacific Grove, Seaside, Del Rey Oaks and an area
extending out to Corral de Tierra Road and bounded by parallels
5000 feet either side of the center line of Runway 10-28. This
area is substantially larger than the original Airport Area of In-
fluence about the Monterey Peninsula Airport.

The jet aircraft providing air carrier service to Monterey Peninsula
Airport are the primary contributors to moise levels in the airport

Presently, five commercial airliners serve Monterey, in-

vicinity.
Re-

cluding two major airlines and three smaller commuter alrlines.
cently, new CNEL contours for Monterey Peninsula Airport have been
developed as part of the ANCLUC Study (Perry, 1979). The contours
show that the airport vicinity is exposed to average aircraft noise
well above 55 CNEL in 5 dbA increments. These contours suggest
that airport CNEL moise levels have decreased by about 5 dbA or

more from 1974 levels.

In an attempt to reduce aircraft noise levels and nolse annoyance in
the vicinity of Monterey Peninsula ARirport, three ordinances have

. been adopted recently by the Monterey Peninsula Airport District.

These ordinances have been designed to limit the hours of opera-
tion of the airport, regulate traffic pattern altitudes .and the
altitude of aircraft making turns while departing from the pattern,
and regulate touch and go operations. Also, the chosen ANCLUC al-
ternative, Case D2, would allow no general aviation training acti-

vities at Monterey Peninsula Airport.
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Airport Safety

The Laguna Seca Office Perk development can be described as an area
of varying contour, lying outside the extended clear zone of Runway
10-28. The major concern would be the safety of people working in
the area, and the noise impact due to departing and approaching
planes. The ALUC has commented that a study of aircraft falling
near an airport would show that the large majority hit within 2
miles of the end of the runway, and in a fan shaped area either side
of the runway center line as these aircraft attempt to turn back or
are making turns in preparation for landing. The number of easterly
take-offs will increase from Monterey Peninsula Airport, and the

" number of landings from the east has increased since aircraft from

the south are coming in in greater number ‘over the hills from Carmel
Valley above the Corral de Tierra-Hidden Hills area. These aircraft
turn west near the Laguna Seca Golf: Ranch and follow Highway 68 to
Runway 10-28. L

Safety Requirements. The areas where safety is of greatest concern

is in the vicinity of the runway approaches to the airport. To
maintain compatible land uses in the airport influence area, the
Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission reviews proposed de-
velopments that:

a) have residential characteristics exceeding plan desicgna-
tions '

b) have high intensity

c) involve the use or storage of explosive, flammable, toxic,

corrosive or other hazardous materials
d) promote population concentration
invelwve utilities and services required for areawide

population, where disruption would have an unusually
large impact

1]

£) concentr 2 such as children, the elderly, the

ate pesopl
handicapped, etcetera
g) promote extended duration of population concentration
h) otherwise pose hazards to aircraft operations or to the

safety of persons or property on the ground.

The ANCLUC also has recently recommended specific areas where
safety is a concern with respect to Runway 28, for airport opera-
tional alternative D2. These areas are generally known as clear
zones and approach zones, according to the degree of hazard and

the type of facilities and uses that would be allowed. These clear
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and approach zones were developed in coordination with FAA; hence,
the FAA finds these designated areas to be generally acceptable.
The FAA concurrently prepared their own safety/land use compati-
bility guidelines for Runway 28 that are agreeable with the ANCLUC
designated areas. :

The project site is situated within the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion defined imaginary surface that affects the airport’s navigable
airspace. Consequently, Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77,
which establishes standards for determining if an object is an ob-
struction to air navigation, is applicable to the Project site. 2n
object is considered an obstruction if it exceeds certain height
limits, if it encroaches into specific imaginary surfaces, or if it
affects established minimum instrument height altitudes. GSection
77.24 of Part 77 defines imaginary surfaces for civil airports.
These include: horizontal, conical, primary, approach and transi-
tional surfaces.

Based on FAA regulations, Airport Approaches Zoning Ordinance Number
1856 was developed. Subsequently, an Airport Hazard Zoning Map was
prepared in 1975 for the Airport Master Plan. The new FAA/ANCLUC
clear and approach zones supersede other County hazard zones. The
developer has indicated he will inter into navigational easements in
order to minimize airport safety liability. The Office Park will
comply with Ordinance 1856.

Cther Noise Sources

Motor vehicle traffic on State Route 68 is another significant
source of noise in the project vicinity. ©Noise level readings were
taken along the State Route as well as in various representative
sites within the project site. The noise readings taken along the
Highway were often as high as 83 with the passing of large motor
vehicles being the major noise contributor. Presently, areas of the
project site within approximately 100 to 200 feet of the highway

are expeosed to noise levels above the County of Monterey's normzllw
acceptable guidelines for residential and commercial land use,

respectively.
Impacts

The project would increase local noise levels through increased
traffic and construction. It also would be affected by the noise
environment, particularly operations at the Monterey Peninsula
Airport. Noise impacts will be felt at various times and for short
periods due to the noise from aircraft overfly and Highway 68.

The site is within Monterey Peninsula Airport's Airport Area of In-
fluence, adopted by Airport Land Use Commission Resolution 74-1.
This area will be subject to land use planning as determined by the
Commission's Land Use Plan for the airport. This plan has not as
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yet been adopted; however, data from the ANCLUC Study can be con-
sulted. Projections of CNEL noise contours for years 1985 and 2000
recently have been developed as part of the ANCLUC study for the
selected aircraft operational alternative D2 (the extended runway 8
case), as shown on Figure 22.

Laguna Seca Office Park will be subjected to the increase in air-
craft noise, which will be in addition to the ambient noise level
caused by vehicular ground traffic. The project is accessed by
State Route 68, which tends to follow parallel to the airport
property. The area adjacent to Route 68 likely will become highly
impacted by increased vehicular traffic. This route, only a short
distance from the airport, will be impacted by airport noise, high
density, and an increase in probable injury to people in the event
of an aborted takeoff or landing in which the airc¢raft is unable to
make it to the runway.

The increase in noise levels at the project site during construc-
tion activities may result in a temporary impact upon York School
and nearby residences. Contractors at the site are subject to regu-
lations regarding noise, usually having the option of operating
noisy equipment one piece at a time if it is necessary. The types
of construction equipment that are identified as major noise sources
and their typical sound levels (dbA} at 50 feet are: dump trucks
(88), portable air compressors (81), truck concrete mixers (85),
jackhammers (88), scrapers (88), bulldozers (87), pavers (89),
generators (76), piledrivers (101), rock drills (98), pumps (76),
pneumatic tools (85) and backhoes (85). Therefore, the choice of
eguipment would be important to the level of impact experienced by
the adjacent land uses during construction. Heavy delivery and con-
struction vehicles would subject residences adjacent to the haul
routes to loud noise levels.
Noise levels at the proposed Office Park along Highway 68 fall
within the conditionally acceptable category, requiring that noise
insulation features as recommended by an accoustical analyst be
included in the design.

Off-site project and non-project traffic increases on Highway 68
would significantly increase motor vehicle noise levels above ex-

isting conditions.

Mitigation Measures

55. Muffle all construction vehicles and equipment to meet state
noise standards.

56, Limit construction activities to specific hours; schedule equip-
ment operations for the "noisiest" time of day relative to
surrounding noise levels; and utilize the quietest equipment
possible.
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57. Require that building plans be reviewed by the County Building
Inspector to insure adequate interior noise levels.

58. Consider noise barriers that utilize a combination of berms,
walls, fences and landscaping.

58. The developer shall agree to such conditions as are determined
appropriate by the Board of Supervisors of the County of
Monterey relative to aviation noise and safety, required prior
to the approval of any development upon the project site.

60. prepare an acoustical analysis for the proposed Office Park
development or residential units within 400 feet of Highway 68,
with the assistance of a qualified acoustical specialist, when
design level plans are developed.

61. Encourage Monterey Peninsula Transit to serve the office
development.

2. Hazards to pilots approaching the airport from project generated
light and glare can be reduced by using non-reflective surfaces

on rooftops.

63. Enter into navigational easements with the airport.

[SR R R o

Sanitary Sewer. The provision of sanitary sewer service is organ=-
ized at two levels in the Monterey area. Local cities and sanita-
tion districts are responsible for maintenance and extension of
sewer lines, whereas the Monterey Regional County Sanitation Dis-
trict (MRCSD) is responsible for development and operation of treat-
ment facilities.

Tz cznvsrey County Hegional
operating entity on July
soonsible for the operati
=#nt and disposal facilitie
side Coun+ty Sani : <

a —icn District bscame a formal

7 It took title to and is now re-

d maintenance of the wastewater treat-
I

~

Pacific Grove, Konterey &nd the Sea-
Member entities are now respon-
collection and not treatment and

1=
(L
n
Q

sible for only lc

disposal.

Lz the first stage of a regional wastewater management system, the

Pacific -Grovz and Monterey sewage systems became consclidated,
cerbining their treatment at an upgraded Monterey Plant. The plant
w25 expanded to treat an average dry-weather flow of 6 million

gallons per day (mgd). The Seaside Plant currently is at its capacity

of two million gallons per day (mgd).
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A §$100 million project, including a regional secondary treatment
plant, new interceptors and a land and a marine outfall, has been
proposed for construction. The location of the treatment plant has
not yet been decided (MRCSD, 1980). The older Monterey and Sea-
side plants would be phased out with the opening of the regional
plant. However, the Monterey Treatment Plant will remain in opera-
tion until the Regional Wastewater plant is constructed.

If the Regiohal System were operable, development in the general
vicinity of the proposed project would be served by the pump station
to be built at the present Seaside Wastewater Treatment Plant loca-
tion. However, until such time as the pump station is built and
the regional treatment plant also is built, or some interim capacity
increase is provided at the Seaside plant site, it would be im-
possible to accommodate any additional flows such as those from the
proposed development. The time schedule at this point for the

pump station to become operable is 1984, but . .the treatment plant it-
self currently is unscheduled with respect to grant funding pri-
orities. Therefore, no startup date presently can be projected.

The existing development on the ranch is all served by individual or
comminity septic tank systems. York School, the Golf Ranch Club-
house, the ranch offices and ranch area residences all are on indi-
vidual septic tanks. The 45 homes of Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No.
1 are served by a public sewage collection system and master septic
tanks and underground drainfields, owned and operated by County
Service Area #10. The 49 lots of Lacuna Seca Fanch Estates No. 2
are served by a collection system (dry lines) without a connection
to treatment facilities. All of the above septic tanks systems will
eventually be abéndoned when off-site trunk mains and treatment
facilities become available.

A sewer system project is anticipated with the approval of the pro-
posed Office Park development. This proposed system will serve the
95 lots of Ranch Estates No. 1 and No. 2, York School, and the Lacunsz
Seca Office Park. The proposed sewer project would include, ac-
cording to project plans:

a. Completion of collection system.
D. Construction of pump stations and force main.
c. Construction of 50,000 gpd secondary treatment plant, with

coagulation, filtration and chlorination.

d. Construction of storage ponds for up to 120 days wet weathe
storage of treated effluent. -

4
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e. Conversion of approximately 70% of golf course irrigation
system to accept blended effluent and well water.

f. Observation wells to monitor groundwater activity.

The system would require a formal application to the Board of Super-
visors to expand County Service Area #10. The proposed system is
detailed in Appendix F of this document and is illustrated in Figure
23.

The sewage treatment plant would include a booster pump and lift
station at the proposed Office Park development; the sewage from
the Office Park and the Ranch Estates would be pumped to the sec-
ondary treatment plant location shown on Figure 23. Sewage would
be treated; two storage ponds would be used to store wastewater;
and eventually the blended reclaimed wastewater would be irrigated
onto the existing golf course area, in the area shown on Figure 23,
which is comprised of Fairways 1 through 9 and 16 through 18.

The existing 20,000 gallon septic tanks and drainfields currently
serving the Estates are to remain as standby units. According to
the County Health Department, the facilities are continually sub-
ject to failure and have recently been updated.

According to project proponents, the proposed system would be owned
and t2d by CRS #10, built at developer's expense, and would be
cap later expansion to provide the following capakilities:

a. Treatment and disposal of sewage from early phases of expan-
sion, up to about 200,000 to 250,000 gallons per day.

b. Wastewater reclamation to' satisfy the irrigation needs of about
70% of the golf course and a tree farm. This will permit
reduction in peak hour flows, allowing use of smaller trunk
mains and more efficient use of off-site treatment facilities.

Impacts

ldout, the office project would generate an estimated 40,000

It is recognized that the proposed development be connected to a
sanitary sewer system at such time as one is available. The com-
munity septic tank system serving Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 1
subdivision has failed in the past, and improvements have been com-
pleted recently. Another community system in this area must. be
carefully reviewed for snvironmental constraints and hazards. The
proposed system could provide an interim or long range solution to
the recurring problems of failures in County Service Area 10 soil
absorption system serving Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 1.
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However, the plant design criteria and specific implementation mea-
sures will be subject to ultimate review by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, the County of Monterey Health Depart-

ment and the City of Monterey Public Works Department.

Possible ground water impacts may occur due to the proximity of the
proposed sewage treatment plant to the Canyon del Rey Creek.

Studies will have to be conducted to determine the exact depth to
groundwater at the project site. The consulting geologist has given
the depth to groundwater in the vicinity of the proposed treatment
plant as approximately 46 feet from the surface. This information
is deducted from well water measurements in the area; however, due
to the nature of wells, an upper level of water may be present be-
hind the well casing, giving a slightly shallower groundwater level.
The depth to groundwater east of the area is closer to 60 to 70
feet. The groundwater level is assumed to be below the level of
the ravine that is present at the treatment site (20 to 30 feet).

The County of Monterey Health Department has commented that the
agency conceptually agrees to the concept of the proposed wastewater
reclamation system. However, the Department would regquire greater
detailing and specifications for the system. The treatment system
would have to obtain a waste discharge permit from the California
Water Quality Regional Control Board.

Mi+tigation Measures

7

>

Monter
the site

64 . Specific sizts inspections should be administerasd %
County Health officials to Getermine adeguacy of

the proposed sewage system. Test holes at least 40 to 60 feet
deep (or until groundwater is reached) should be drilled at the
treatment facility site to determine exact depth to ground-
water. No irrigation of the golf course should occur within 25
feet of the existing homesites. The treatment plant is pro-
posed by the project engineers to be located within the Highway
63 expansion area. 2lternative sites should be selected in
case the site is unacceptable to County and State officials.

Q m
th

al

+he proposed sewage system for the develop-

L
(oo
r with the State of Cazlifornia Easin Plan
unty Ordinance 1836.
awey Sarvice

Lazguna S=ca Ranch domestic water supply is provided DY Bishop water
Company, & public utility Zishop Water presently serves the de-
veloped ares at the waest end of the FRanch, including L& 1a Seca
Fzncn Estates NC ¢ =nd YNo. 2, York Scnool, and the clubhouse at
the Golf Ranch. I+ also serves the ranch offices and residences
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Bishop Water Company was organized in 1962 and operates under the
rules and regulations of the California Public Utilitiesfcommission.
The Company owns and operates three wells with an aggregate capacity
of approximately 900 gallons per minute. Water is treated for re-
moval of iron and manganese, and the present plant is sized for

275 gallons per minute. Storage is provided in two zones. A 200,000
gallon tank at elevation 495 serves areas between elevation 200 angd
400. A new 100,000 gallon tank installed in 1980 at elevation 703
serves areas to elevation 600, Water mains in sizes from 6 inch to
12 inch have been sized to meet PUC requirements for domestic and
fire flow. According to developers, "additional wells will be
drilled as the need arises. Should water require treatment, a larger
treatment plant will be constructed. Additional storage will be
provided in each zone as the east end of the Ranch is developed.
Higher zone(s) will be established, including booster pumps and
storage tanks, as development proceeds above to 600 foot elevation."

Impact

At buildout of Laguna Seca Office Park, an estimated 35 acre-feet
per year would be used according to the project's engineer. (Refer
to "Groundwater," discussed in Section 2.3, for a complete discus-
sion of impacts related to water use on the proposed site.)

Mitigation Measures

€6, Provide certification that the Bishop Water Company can and
will supply sufiicient water flow, pressure, fire flow stan-
dards.

67, Submit plans for the proposed water system to the County Health
Department for its approval and construct the system according
to the approved plan.

68. Landscaping should be done with drought resistant plants when-
ever possible.

69. Water conserving fixtures should be installed as a means of
reducing the consumption of water.

70. As proposed by the developer, additional treatment facilities,
storage tanks and distribution mains will be constructed by
Bishop Water as required to serve the proposed development.
Funds for this expansion will be provided by the developer
under standard refund contractual agreements.

All improvements to the Bishop system will meet the regquire-
ments of the Public Utilities Commission, and the State Depart-
ment of Public Health. Fire flows, hydrant locations and
storage facilities will be subject to review and approval by
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the Salinas Rural Fire District. All additives to the system,
including services, will be subject to review and approval by
the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District.

Fire Protection

The project currently lies within the Salinas Rural Fire District
and is served from Station #3, located at 19900 Portola Drive,
Salinas. The response time from Station #3 to Laguna Seca Ranch
Estates is approximately 15 minutes.

Station #3 is manned full time by a 3-man shift, with one shift on
duty the entire 24-hour period. It is equipped with 3 wvehicles,
with access to a fourth vehicle when necessary. Vehicle descrip-
tions are as follow:

1. Engine Pumper 1,000 gallons/minute
2. Tanker 1,500 gallons/minute
3. Smaller Pumper 4 wheel drive, used for brush fires
4. O0.E.S5. #7114 Truck State Office of Emergency Services,

access during emergencies

Services provided by the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District are
fire prevention and suppression, rescue, first aid, resuscitation,
response inspections, public safety training and subdivision pre-
planning for fire safety. The District's Insurance Services Office
(I.8.0.) rating is 7.9 (on a scale of 1 to 9) and they presently
have three fire stations. The District also has mutual aid agree-
ments with the Castroville Fire District, the Pajaro Fire District,
and the California Department of Forestry. '

Impacts

Impacts would increase with the greater potential for wildlands of

vegetation fires within the project area. If this were to happen,
the responsibility for prcotecting this area would fall on the
Salinas Rural Fire District. It will be desirable for the wildlands
fire control capability in the area to be increased. If strict fire
prevention measures were practiced in the Office Park, the Salinas
Fural Fire and California Department of Forestry engine companies
would be able to handle the hazard, if they were eguipped for wild-
land fire-fighting.. An engine:.with both structural and wildland
capabilities could serve the needed purpose. Fire prevention con-
trol reguired would include street design, fire breaks, construction
materials, water supply and.facilities, structure clearance, build-
ing codes and possible'presppPression measures (controlled burns).
The Office Park development would .be. served by the Salinas Rural
Fire District.and the. ultlmate layout of the site would be subject

to their approval.
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Mitigation Measures

71l

72,

73.

74.

75.

76.

77

78.

The Office Park development would be subject to approval of
Salinas Rural Fire District and its fire protection require~

amendment to Section 10.31(d) of the 1979 Edition of the Uni-
form Fire Code. Parking shall be prohibited in turnaround
berths; signs so indicating shall be posted.

Emergency access boints shall be provided to all significant
public and private water supplies.

Water distribution and source facilities shall be required of
sufficient design to support the fire flows necessary for the
type of development Proposed.

A minimum water Supply meeting the criteria of the County of
Monterey shall be available before a building permit may be
issued.

Flammable ground cover chall be cleared in a 30-foot area
. S - -7 Wia rroperty line, and replaced
Witn & iow fire Srleac evercreen groundcover or other suitable

material approved by the Fire Chief and Planning Director.
Where the Property line is less than 30 feet from any struc-

non-combustible siding, exterior sprinkler or other methods of
brotection which will reduce the risk of fire spread.

Roof coverings for buildings shall be fire retardant, as de-
ined in the latest adopted edition of the Uniform Building
2

Buildings shall be spaced in such 2 manner as to minimize
the exposure risk from fire spreading from building to build-
ing.

breaks for the fire safety of buil<-up
#z5 for firefighting personnel and eguip
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81. Fire breaks shall be periodically cleared by owners of dead
wood and vegetation. :

82. When parking lanes are not provided, turnouts 8 feet wide and
15 feet long on each side of fire hydrants shall be provided
and posted "No Parking”.

83. Highly flammable underbrush shall be removed from within 20
feet of each side of all roadways. Individual or small .groups
of trees, ornamental shrubbery or similar plants of low com-
bustibility which are used as groundcover need not be removed.

84. All trees shall be kept trimmed to provide a minimum 15-foot
vertical clearance from finished roadway surfaces.

85. Hydrants shall be located so that any structure regquiring a
fire flow of less than 1,000 gpm shall be within 500 feet of a
hydrant; any structure requiring 1,000 gpm or more shall be
within 350 feet of a hydrant.

86. Fire flows for individual buildings shall be computed using
Insurance Services Office's "Guide for Determination of Re-

guired Fire Flow” and must meet County fire flow standards.

Police Protection

The Monterey County Sheriff's Department provides police protection
to unincorporated areas in the project vicinity, including the proj-
ect site. The response time from the County Sheriff's substation on
Aguajito Road to the project area is from three to ten minutes.

The project is located in Beat 6 of the Sheriff's Deﬁartment's ser-
vice areas. Beat 6 covers the north and south side of Highway 68 to
Laureles Grade Road, the Aguajito area, Asilomar, Pebble Beach and
Highway 1 to the proximity of Carmel.

Beat 6 is subdivided into 6-A and 6-B for statistical purposes. It
normally is considered by a double unit from midnight to daylight,
a single man unit during the day shift, and a double unit from four
to midnight (after dark). It is a densely populated beat area as
well as geographically extensive.

Highway 68 is under the jurisdiction of the California Highway
Patrol.

Impacts
If the Office Park development is approved, a minor impact relative

to increased service requests would be felt by the Monterey County
Sheriff's Department. '
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Mitigation Measures

87. The Crime Prevention Unit of the Sheriff's Department should
be consulted to provide input prior to final selection of
security systems .to be used in the development. :

88. The project access and parking should be of sufficient width
to allow access and turning of fire protection and emergency
vehicles. .

89. naddresses and locations should be clearly visible from the
street.

Public Utilities

The initial study provided by the County of Monterey has determined
that the impacts will be insignificant regarding public utilities.
Therefore, no discussion is included within this Report.

Energy Comnservation

The proposed project is at a conceptual level of development, so
that specific energy conservation measures have not yet been de-
veloped. However, the characteristics of the site may offer ex-
cellent solar access and, at this stage of project plans, some
passive solar design features (such a large south-facing windows)
should be. encouraged to be incorporated into eventual building de-
sign. Given both the favorable exposure of the site and climate of
the area, more aggressive measures are recommended for -energy con-
servation. Conservation of all eénergy resources is both a timely
and an economically favorable undertaking. S

The following measures are recommended for maximum energy conserva-
tion, and also are applicable to _the eventual residents of the
area: .

90. Incorporate passive solar heating in all buildings and utilize
solar heating for office hot water use where feasible.

91. Use local, low energy requiring materials.

S2. Use a close analysis of buildipg design needs to avoid the
overuse of materials.

93. Design for the multifunctional use of materials such as siding

for weather protection and insulation.

94, Match lighting, heating and ventilation use to area needs.
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95. Consider orientation, color, micro-climatic data, the physio-
graphy of the site, building form response, choice of materials,
construction practices and passive sources in site planning.

2.11. Archaeology

Archaeology was deemed an insignificant impact on the initial study
prepared for this project. 2 preliminary archaeological investiga-
+ion failed to locate any direct evidence of archaeological re-
sources on the parcel. Therefore, it is recommended that the pro-
posed project not be delayed for archaeological reasons.

Mitigation Measures

96. If cultural resources are located during construction, work
should be halted in the area of the finds and the County
Planning Department, the Regional Office of the California
Archaeological Site Survey (408/425-6294) or other appropriate
authorities should be notified.
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

Cumulative Impacts

The purpose of this cumulative impact analysis is to identify and
summarize major environmental impacts that are expected as a result
of planned development within the general area of the Laguna Seca
Office Park. Each project that is discussed in this section is
still in the planning stages, therefore is subject to continued
evaluation and plan modification. This is particularly true since
the Monterey II Plan which included many of the projects below was
recently subjected to an initiative vote by the people of the City
of Monterey. The Monterey II Plan was repealed as a result of
that vote and a new plan will need to be developed. Until then,
Monterra and Tarpey Flats remain as zoned and planned.

The following briefly discusses the developments:

1. Laguna Seca Park: Regional park with planned expansion of
facilities to include an amphitheater and day camping.

2. Laguna Seca Ranch: There is currently developed Laguna Seca
Ranch Estates No 1 (46 homes on 36 acres), and Ranch Estates
No. 2 (49 lots on 135 acres) plus York School. There is no
development currently proposed on the remaining 1000 acres+.

3. Monterra Development: This development was part of the Monterey

II Plan for the City of Monterey. This development is in limbo
and no development broposal is currently under discussion. It
is being reviewed by the City of Monterey for its development

potential. ’

4. Tarpey Flats: This County property is zoned agricultural. It
is also being reviewed by the City of Monterey for its futurs
development potential. No development proposal is currently
under discussion.

5. Ryan Ranch: Borders the north side of state Highway 68 be-
tween Canyon del Rey Boulevard on the North and York Road on
the southeast. The area is part of the Work Ranch, along with
the areas identified as Tarpey Flats and Monterra, the ranch
still being held in a single ownership. The property recently
has been rezoned to IR-X (industrial, administration and re-
search uses with development controls placed on the rezoning).
The developers have submitted the Ryan Ranch General Develop-
ment Plan to the City of Monterey; ;the plan proposes an indus-
trial park of 207 acres, partitioned into 20 sites, a city
community park of 75 acres and a 3.5 acre service commercial
area. Approximately 21 acres are to be in road rights-of-way.
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The Planning Department of the City of Monterey has indicated
that development could be initiated in 1982. Because the site
already is in the city limits, the project will move faster
than other proposed development in the Highway 68 corridor.
The developer has indicated that five tenants are_ waiting for
project approval, two committed and three with letters of
intent.

6. Hidden Hills: This area has been experiencing substantial
growth in the past decade and more recently a number of de-
velopment propeosals have been introduced for the Hidden Hills
area. A major portion of the land within the Hidden Hills
is developed, approved for development, or proposed for de-
velopment. Table 9 relates the status of these developments.

The County of Monterey has determined that the maximum amount
of building sites allowable under the present zoning would be
852. This applies specifically to the Hidden Hills North

area, across from the proposed subdivision under discussion
within this Report. The Lit Ng property (410 acres adjacent

to the Monterra project site) has no specific development plans
at this time, but the area warrants attention. Any develop-
ment on the property would increase the cumulative impacts

to the area..

7. Toro Area: A number of development proposals located in the
Toro Area of Monterey County will impact the Highway 68 cor-
ridor and its region. This includes development within the
Corral de Tierra and San Benancio areas of Monterey County.

8. Aguajito Area: Additionally, the Pebble Beach Corporation owns
' 900 acres within the Aguajito area; no development proposal is
pending.

In terms of cumulative impacts, the aforementioned developments
are closely tied by traffic circulation patterns, drainage boun-
daries, soils, geologic constraints and jurisdictional boundaries.
The cumulative impacts discussed within this section consider the
area as a whole.

Possible cumulative impacts that could result as a part of the
office park development proposal and the proposed area-wide develop-
ments are described as follows:

Loss of Open Space. The natural vegetation and wildlife of the
Higzhway 68 area is slowly disappearing as a result of subdivision
activity and urbanization. This loss of open space has a direct
correlation with several factors: :

a. Aesthetics
b. Wildlife Habitat
Ce. Watershed Area
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Table 9
Cumulative Impact Review
Hidden Hills Development

Description Environmental
Proposed Projects Lots Acres Status Review
Mesa Hills West 47 125.5 denied EIR prepared
Halcyon Hills 10 40.0° approved
Mesa Hills 12 40.0 approved EIR prepared
Shaffi 4 40.0 approved EIR used
M. Palmeri 10 . 40.0 approved EIR prepared
Mansfield 10 40.0 approved EIR prepared
Saunders 10 40.0 pending EIR prepared
Reordan 10 4.0 withdrawn EIR prepared
Hogan 4 34.0 denied Negative
declaration
Feldman (rezone to 1 lot, Negative
20 acre minimum) 1 20.0 i declaration
Standex (20 clustered units) 86 295.0 approved EIR in progress
Lotz _9 _40.0 approved EIR in progress
TOTAL PROPOSED 10 40.0 pending
142 555 approved
51 159 denied

Represents analysis of

772.5 acres

(65%) of Hidden Hills Area

Approved/Develcped

Baronet Estates 14
Mar Mac 20
Adjacent to Mesa Hills W. 4
Adjacent to Standex a7
TOTAL APPROVED/DEVELOPED 55

35.0

20.5
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A change in the viewshed area is a current result of increased
urbanization. The cumulative impact of numerous subdivision ap-
provals and their implementation results in the loss of native
flora, fauna and habitat area. This is accentuated by the continual
conversion of native vegetation and topography to housing struc-
tures, access routes and fence llnes. Particular impact will be
placed upon the Oak Woodland. t

Removal of vegetation for development purposes results in a loss of
valuable watershed and habitat area. This has direct correlation
with increased runoff and erosion in the Highway 68 corridor. With
the recent development in this area, the fauna is being threatened
increasingly as the terrain in which it competes for food is de-
creased. Upon urbanization, conflicts between animals and human resi-
dents also arise. Humans often bring domesticated aniamals, as well
as increased noise, which threaten faunal existence.

Land Use and Planning: The major projects, including Ryan Ranch,
Monterra and development within Tarpey Flats should be consis-
tent with the planning effort now being undertaken by the City of
Monterey.

Traffic and Circulation: The Office Park development will generate
betweeen 2,500 and 3,900 average trips per day which will be added

to Highway 68. The traffic increase to Highway 68 from all develop-
ments along this highway corridor will affect the highway's service
level. 2dditional turning movemen*s from York Road into Highwav &2

will incrzase the poten

1al fcr zccidents and will reguire improve-
ments along those roads.

The other developments, planned, pending or approved which will

use this transportation corridor will have a major impact that will
necessitate major regional improvements along the highway. Un-
fortunately, funding for these projects is currently unavailable.

rt
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Section 2.7 of this report addressed the proijected cumula=ive
fic volumes wnich took into account the developments previousiy dis-
cussed. Traffic increased external to the project may include an
additionzl B5,000 vehicle trips over the next 25 tc 30 vezrsz “ronm
] riows develcopments near the Lzwunz Seca Office ;

Torraerol LSl TL Lk LIETOLEE o @ xvlLlL DI service c¢f L. The eun-

pected levels of service in the year 2000 on the proposed six lane
expressway would be F with and withcut the Office Park project.

(
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Air Quality. A contribution to the cumulative air gquality degrada-
tion in the North Central Coast Rir Basin is inevitable with the
implementation of this project. The proposed subdivision as a lone
entity will create a moderate air guality problem. However, the cumu-
lative effect of additional traffic movements in the area will lead
to an eventual, significant decrease in air guality. In addition,
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grading and construction will increase the cumulative effect of
particulate matter in the air, thus contributing to the temporary
degradation of air quality.

The initial source of air pollution resulting from the broposed
projects would be construction. Carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide
emissions during construction would be short term and insignificant,
in terms of both the amount of local and regional emissions and air
quality. Large amounts of particulates would be generated during
soil distribution activities, but can be controlled to acceptable
levels.

Additional traffic generated by the projects would be the most
significant source of air pollution. The projected daily emissions
would consist of carbon monoxide, particulates, nitrogen oxides,
and reactive hyrdocarbons.

Viewshed: Viewshed from Highway 68 may be changed because of this
project. Proper site selection for office structures can partially
mitigate this impact.

_ Any proposed commercial, light industrial or residential land uses
would be partially apparent from Highway 68, a designated scenic
highway, and from parts of the City of Monterey, including the
Toyon residential area. Development within the Highway 68 view
corridor would include 1) the Laguna Seca office park development

s YA~ U
il Il

and ridgetops of Monterra which are visible from the roadway; 3)
any Tarpey Flats development along Highway 68; and 4) probably to a
lesser extent, the Ryan Ranch industrial buildings. The wooded
ridges would contribute, in combination with other urbanized areas
in the watershed, to degradation of the water guality in downstream
areas. Erosion rates can be expected to increase two to five

times above present levels, aggravating the existing sedimentation
troblems in Lacuna Grande and increasing the freguency and costs cof
mzintenance in some of the drainage Zacilities.

. snway €85; 2) residances on portions of north facing slc

Increased nolse to the area 21so is a significant cumula-
mpact that is difficult to mitigate.
“e-.lor stize levels ere expecisd to increase substantially on

Highway 68 and 218 with future development along Highway 68, west
of Clmsted Road and east of York Road, Ldn noise levels resulting
from the projects would increase noticeably by approximately 7 and
4 dbA, respectively, above existing levels. In combination with
expected nonproject traffic through 1899, Ldn noise levels would
increase above existing levels by 7 and 5 dbk, respectively. A
smaller increase in Ldn noise levels is expected on State Route
218.
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Noise modeling performed in the project vicinity suggests that the
60 Ldn noise contour would extend approximately 700 feet ‘from
Highway 68, west of Olmsted Road (compared to 350 feet from the
roadway without the projects). East of York Road, the respective
project and no project distances to the 60 Ldn level would be 550
and 400 feet, respectively. Noise sensitive uses should be
avoided in these areas and certain uses at Laguna Seca, Monterra
and Ryan Ranch should be carefully evaluated. The widening of
State Route 68 to a freeway facility could cause additional noise
sensitive uses to be exposed to noise levels in excess of the
generally accepted noise guidelines. There is also a possibility
of danger to the project vicinity from aborted aircraft landings.

Runoff: Cumulative increase in runoff, the result of a large
number of dwelling units in the Hidden Hills area will require
careful attention to the ‘provision of adequate drainage structures
and protection against erosion.

Several improvements have been proposed in a Master Drainage Plan
for the Canyon del Rey watershed. Depending on the detailed drain-
age plans that will be submitted for any future projects, the
Canyon del Rey Master Drainage Plan may have to be reviewed and
updated to assure that planned facilities are adequate to accommo-
date the ten year and 100 year floods. With adequate detention
facilities on the sites, peak flow impacts of the projects should
be mitigated successfully.

Runoff from the proposed development would carry minor amounts of
contaminants associated with higher density activities such as oil,
grease, lead particulates and litter into Canyon Del Rey Creek.

Energy. The proposed development of the projects would result in
construction, operational and transportation energy comsumption.
Of these three categories, operational and transitional related
energy consumption would be the most significant, since they would
extend over the life of the project.

Implementation of solar design options as well as energy conserva-
tion measures for the project would partially mitigate the impacts.
Additionally, implementation of public transit and the encourage-
ment of car pooling would aid in relieving the problem.

Sewage and Water: Table 10 lists the projected water use in the
year 2000 of the anticipated principal light groundwater producers/
consumers in the general area. ’ '
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Table 10
Projected Water Use: Laguna Seca Watershed / Year 2000

Agquifer Projected
Aromas- Santa Monterey Maximum
User Location Paso-Robles Margarita Shale Use AC/Ft
Toro Water Hwy 68 X 183
Laguna Seca
Heights Hwy 68 X 25
Laguna Seca :
County Park Hwy 68 X 100
Laguna Seca
Ranch Hwy 68 X 1/8 X 7/8 940
Hidden Hills Laureles X 1/6 X 5/6 238
Grade ‘
* Monterra Hwy 68 X 783
+ Ryan Ranch Hwy 68 X 180
2449

Note:

Note:

Groundwater reserves must be developed from Miocene shale for
project to become self-sufficient.

Plans for greatly increased expansion now being considered within
the planning process.

SFDU rated at .366 Ac/Ft per year per unit
MFDU rated at .313 Ac/Ft per year per unit

Ryan Ranch projects 3712 employees by year 2000. Logan projects
ultimate water use at 150 acre-feet per year, without allowance
made for landscaping. Above figure of 180 acre-feet provides
for 30 acre-feet per year landscaping.

The parcel owned by Lit Ng is omitted from the above calculations.
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Logan, the groundwater consultant for these properties, states
that wells 2, 4, 5 and 7 on Ryan Ranch have a combined pumping
capacity of 234 gpm. Long range effects of pumping on aquifer
will not be known for many years. '
Services: The population growth creates an increased need for

- - fire protection and crime prevention. These services will be sig-
nificantly impacted by this individual project. The lack of funds
to expand the services is the critical factor.

There is no specific funding, timing or implementation schedule to
as-sure the adequate financing and phasing of the necessary improve-
ments to the Highway 68 area. It is recommended that such a plan
for providing services be required to be coordinated through the
various agencies currently providing services, the City and County
of Monterey and the area developers.

Vegetation and Wildlife: Any development of areas known to support
rare and endangered plant species poses a threat to the limited
populations of those species.

Other impacts that will become increasingly significant as the area
developes include fire hazards, water consumption, erosion, runoff
and the sedimentation of streams and lakes in the vicinity.
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Imnlearante:

This proposed Office project will commit this property to a speci-

J T fic office use for a long period of time. Grading and the con-
4 ””‘i) struction of structures are virtually irreversible uses of the
property.

/Alikﬁrﬂﬁl The project will generate approximately 2,500 to 3,900 additional
/%; I vehicle trips per day to the Northern Monterey County Area. These
)J&‘I&*" additional trips, especially on Highway 68, will incresase traff:ic

; volume and accident potential.

. _ Lok ' The overall air gquality for the northern HMonterey County area will
%L /{u"" be decreased in proportion to the number of wehicle trips oenerziec

S . . S o

ffgn'fj [{Lﬂ«/'“ The proposed project will decrease groundwater I€SOUICes.

A TR '

;“Jtpdfth{; Increased runoff will result directly from the removal of vegeta-
:‘lbﬁj)pwvﬁfb) tion and the addition of impgrvious materials to the subject prop-

. erty.
! H
ASIE
5 A Trhe use of gas and elegtricity within the development and energy o
Vﬂﬁ;* ‘ travel is an irreversible consumption.

Temporary construction activities will disturb soil, animal, plant
and water cycles, and will create noise, dust and visual scars.
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3.3

The location of structures will significantly alter the aesthetic
value of this region, resulting in the loss of the natural land-
scape which now characterizes the area.

An increase in the number of persons exposed to potential noise and
safety hazards from Monterey Peninsula Airport operations will
occur as a result of the project.

An increased demand for public services and a corresponding in-
crease in county costs will occur. The Office Park development,
would reguire a new sewage system. A propesed treatment plant
project currently is being evaluated and therefore, no completion
date for this facility has been determined. The project would pay
for all costs reguired for sewer and stormdrain improvements.

~ Water supply for the project is proposed from on site wells to be

developed at the expense of the project applicants; the long term
reliability of the onsite aguifer has been determined adeguate by
the groundwater report prepared for this EIR. The project would
also demand additional fire protection, police protection, and
street maintenance. These costs would be paid by additiocnal tax
revenues from the Laguna Seca Office Park Project.

Alternatives

This alternative would retain the property in its present state and
would retain existing open space values. This alternative would
result in a non-productive investment for the applicant. Under
present County regulations, the applicant would be permitted a
single home site on each legal parcel without cbtaining a Use
Permit.

The no project alternative would create no adverse impacts on
traffic circulation, traffic related noise, energy consumption,
air pollutant emissions, native plant and wildlife habitats, water
supply, the guantity and guality of stormwater runcoff from the

¢, erosion ©f thes sii the need for public services, the rural

chway 68 scenic corridor and archaeoclogi-
cal resources. no project alternative would not increase
exposure of persons to seismic hazards and to noise annoyance from
occasional flyovers by aircraft associated with the Monterey
Peninsula Airport. :

The no project alternative would not provide needed commercial,

uses; it also would generate significantly less tax revenues than
the project and no jobs. ' ’
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All Residential Development

This alternative would allow development to occur at 2-4 units per
acre. This alternative could reduce the impacts on traffic, vege-
tation, and viewshed which would result from the proposed Office

project. It would, however, increase sewer and water consumption.

Fifty to 100 units could be constructed on site. The project would
remain in the jurisdiction of the County of Monterey and would be a
suburban type residential development,; as intended in the County
Rancho Laguna Seca General Plan. This alternative would be consis-
tent with the current County of Monterey General Plan.

The ‘advantages of this alternative relative to the proposed project
include its rediiced scale and a reduction in traffic generated;
significantly less energy consumption for associated traffic; less
air pollutant emissions; less runoff, urban contami-

nant loads in runoff and erosion rates. It would, however, consume
more water and produce more sevwage.

Higher Density Residential

An increase in densities over those proposed above will result in
more cuts and fill, greater impacts on vegetation and wildlife,

greater exposure of people to hazards from geological contraints
and proportional increases in traffic volumes, water consump:tior,

Il T T P-4 -~ ch = P - :
M 0 surzace Iran. oL feldimentacion. A

i
-H

2, air pollution,

+ uvnder this alternatave. N

[
o

<
num-er of housing units would be bu:z
long term jobs would be created.

The Relationship Between Local Short Term Uses of Man's Environment
and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long Term Productivity

Short term impacts of the project would result from construction
activities include increased trafiic, motor vehicls 2nc COonSTIUNC-
tion equipment noise, esnergy consumption, air pollutant emissions,
and incresed erosion rates on the site. Except for erosion rates,

: of impacts would be evazn greater for long Toym o ODperaTiln

Cmmem Ve i e

The project would have the following leng term effects:

o Increase jcb CpporfuniioiE-

o Increase County :gvenues.‘

o Increase County costs for public services.

o) Gerieration of between 2,500 to 3,900 vehicle trips per day.
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o Hazards to structures on the site due to seismically induced
ground shaking.

<] Increased stormwater runoff from the site. Increased concen-

trations of pollutants and sediments in this runoff.

(o) Increased erosion rates on the site. Increased sedimentation

in downstream areas, including the proposed retention ponds
and Laguna Grande Lake.

o Increased water demand.
o Removal of approximately 54 acres of open space. A corres-
ponding loss on the wildlife habitat value of the site and

adjacent area due to the loss of this open space.

o A decrease in the natural, rural character of the Highway 68
scenic corridor and other local view corridors. :

o Increased noise from traffic on Highway 68. Possible noise
annoyance to the proposed Office Park.

° Noise annoyance to employees on site from occasional private
and commercial aircraft overflights.

o Minor hazards to proposed uses from aircraft crashes.

o} Minor increase in the oxidant levels in the air basin attri-
butable to increased traffic.

o Increased energy consumption for operation of the proposed
facilities and project generated traffic.

Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Will be
Involved in the Proposed Action Should it be Implemented

The proposed development will commit the site to professional use
for a permanent period of time. Grading and the construction of
Structures would be irreversible uses of the land. The viewshed
the Highway 68 corridor would be altered and the forfeiture of
open space. Additionally, there would be a significant consump-
tion of energy during construction and operation of the project.
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Growth Inducing Impacts

The general area in which the project site is located has not been
developed intensively to date; development of the proposed project
may prompt other development proposals in the vicinity of Laguna
Seca. Development of the proposed Office Park would commit the
site to sustained, long range commercial use.

The development of an office park complex on the existing boundaries

of the City could set a precedent for higher intensity development
to be located in semi~rural areas.
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ENVIRONMENTAL RECOMMDATION AND INITIAL STUDY

MEETING: PLAalainis COMMISSIAl  OF APRILG, P8O
PROJECT: BIWAP, MCINTYSH € McIMTOSH  FILE No. gz - 3334

APPLICATION

TYPE : WM
LOCATION: LAGIRIA SECA MREA ., \OKTH SIOE OF DY (b

PRESENT: PLAL) DESIQ TS SUSULEAN 2-4 mu;&(gggg
PROPOSED: WWW

A U WU SpeDiusion) ol B% ACRES

PLAN: RANCHO LAGINA SECA GENELAL PAN

PLAN \
DESIGNATION: SUSLEEAY R-4 UNITS Aves
PROJECT CONSISTENCY STATUS: _ N.A.  CONSISTENT LA, INCOKSISTENT

L —— - T \\—""_"'—'—_——_"—"':,
) - Sec. 10-61

148" 4

WA Sl L.

3
THE @ PLANNING COMMISSIOR

THE FOLLOWING ENVIRONMENTAL RECOMMENDATION:

{7 HAS BEEN DETERMINED THAT TH!S PROJECT MAY Dum NOT HAVE A

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT(S) UPON THE ENVIRONHENT AND IT 1S RECOMAENDED THAT A

MAKES

FROM AN INITIAL STUDY (SEE REVERSE)

NEGATIVE DECLARATION, OR

_ NEGATIVE DECLARATION WITH HMITIGATION MEASURES {attached),
OR

b ENVIRONMENTAL [MPACT REPORT (EiR), BE PREPARED.

PREPARER _CATHY STEW - TITLE PLAMEL T DATE A | 1410

iF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE KEANING OF THIS INFORMATION PLEASE CONTACT
THE ENVIRONMENTAL SECTION OF THE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT PRIOR TO THE MEET-
ING DATE AT THE TOP OF THIS PAGE BY CALLING 422-3018.
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v j¥e) [V
Ce wE .o INITIAL STUDY FILE NO. PC- &3;{
—_—Q o w (VR ) ————————e—
=z g - =
w0 o z - vy o, [%2]
o Sz ZEX ¢ 2 BASIC ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONS
% x .3 1. Within a high seismic hazard zone? Zone: =g L
ha R b3 2. Development on slopes over 30%7 T
X | ox % 3. Potential erosion problem? _ e o
® .3 b k. Evidence of geologic instability? CHDPLWS EMYT , GROMIDSNALMK,
.8 X po 5. Soil constraints for development? e _ ] e
SALDY LOAM SONE | HIGH E£06IM) HZ0RD | SHEINK -SLOEL ATTETTal.
N . S * 6. Polential to degrade surface waler] Affected water (s) CAavoi) pEt R/
~a. Reduce water quality?
b. Reduce downstream availability?
X % |7- Potential to degrade groundwater?
a. Quality? .
b. tncrease overdraft?
b3 A X 8. Would increased project runoff be detrimental?
» L4 ® 9. Within a 100 year floodplain?
> pos X 10. Eliminate native vegetation? Type: CHRAPARREL
»* X, b3 Il. Rare or endangered spécies'? Species:mw_
®r k {12. Impact any unique or fragile biotic community?
F.8 » X 13. lm‘pacv.‘a wildlife use area? Type:’
” L S »® 14. Designated scenic area? LY &8
13 A | by 15, Any significant visual impact?, e _
o, < | 16. Obnoxiowus odors?’
% > »“ 17. Unacceptable noise? Pt /7 HL¥ ADES
»_ s - 18. Traffic impact?
» bR X 19. Conflict with any airport land use plan or land use? pATY ARAET
.4 % 120. Project access inadequate?
I w ¥ £ 21. Air qualily degradation on a
) tempurary basis oOmulL aTiU=S
permanenl basis
L X X 22. Sewaye dispusal problem?
- % [23. Water supply problem?
oy % |2k, Inadequate schoul facilities? District:
A p.3 25. Increased fire hazard?
X % |26. Inadequate access for fire trucks?
.S A 127. Extension of utilities 1/2 mile or more?
® . |28. inefficient use of energy?
% = 2 29. Archaeovlogical site?
: X # 130, Historical site?
p8 2 |31. Loss of prime row crop or irrigated farmland?
% [32. Loss of grazing land?
X '8 33. Inconsistent with Growth Managemert Policies?
i .
' ¥ % i3k, Conflicts with neighboring land use?
I on Y. 4 35. Generates the need for new housing?_
! |
[ A A X 36. Adversec cunulative effect? mMrTicATion MEARIEES WY £S Lo Y6 -TEZM
: haS v 137, Displace existing residents?
: ¥ A X |38, 1s growth inducing?
TO BE ANSWERED FOR SPECIFI{ OK GENERAL PLAN PROJECTS ONLY:
39, Short term benefits at expense of long-term benefits?
4o, irreversible commitment of land or irreplaceable resources?

NOTES:




Appendix B
Geology
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DISTRIBUTION OF HAZARDS*

Applies to: Map of Monterey
"Peninsula Cities (1:12,000)
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The triangles indicata that the potential geotecanical hazard is of cancarn
In less tan aboyr 10¢ of the zone so designated. The souares Tndicate shas
the potential hazard 1S of concern in Jess than about I0% oF tnat cne, whereas
the circles indicata that the potantial -hazard is of concern in more than acous
~ QT that one. A cross s ysed as a modifier to {ndicaze that a particylar
geotezinical hazard {5 a3 tocalized one as well as deing 3 potential protiem
throuch-out the zone.  The symzols, then, are intanced 10 indicate tha PoTentiz]
for distribution within a zone rather that t4e severity of the hazarg within
that zone. In the case of slope stability in Zcne IV, the saguencsz of symzols
1s reversad frem +hat in all other cases to empnasize that slope inszzzilicy
is a major potential hazard in sany parts of this zone.
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Checklist

FILE NO. _PC-233

Areas of Possible
Conflict:

1. Applicable Planw FAN
(a) Plan Desagnation R IR EBAN)

(b) Plan Density < )
(c) Is there any internal Plan inconsistency relative to the project? Yes

x No If “yes", give most restrictive Plan designation

(@) If no density is depicted on the Plan which covers the project gite, aive
the appropriate designation and densitv from the OPR Extension Letter

1s project consistent with this desiqnation : Yes Mo

2. Does the proposed project conform to the County Low and HModerate Incone llousinn

Ordinance? Yes x Mo N wmm

3. wWhat is the project areas wildland fire hazard ratina? MEDILIM
Has applicant submitted "adequacy of access" report? Yes  x 1o
4. Does project include frontage on lakes, beaches, rivers, or streams inventoried
in the Conservation/Open Space Flement or other portions of the General Plan?

Yes .I No 1If yes, has applicant delineated areas of existina anc/or po-
tential access to the resources? Yes, lio

5., 1Is the project located in close proximity to any of the following?
(a) highways and freeways. » = Yes. o
{(b) primary arterials and major local streets Yes X Ho
{c) passender and freight railroad syste'nis;_____‘les P MNo
(d) ground rapad transit systems Yes__w No

(e) airports__ % _Yes Ho
(f) industrial plants Yes g Mo
(g} other ground stationary sources Yes, A llo

I1f any of the above are checked "ves™, indicate daistance from noise sourcc
1f yes, has aprlicant submacted Community !loise l.auivalert Level (f‘_‘)_f—‘-l._)_?::-‘n—

tours__ves_a o WOWE TesTs DL BE PONS AT Tt OF £iL.

6. 1Is the project in close proximity to any of the followina?
(a) schools___w = Y€5__ No Yok, SCROR-~
(b} hospitals. Yes  ow Mo )

{c) resthomes Yes s HO
(d) long term medacal or mental care facilities Yes A No
(e) other noise sensitive areas? Yes X HNo
if yes, specify__ ) .
1f any of the above arc chockov "yes", indicatec distance to project sive
If any of the above are chechee “yest, lLas arplacant submitted resuite f
' on-site noise monitoring Yes x o
7. 1s tne proposed [rolect any ¢f the follouwing?
—
{a) school Yes X e
(L) bospital Yus & e
! L L AR
(<) restnoru____f_\ es__ g T '
(d) lony term medical or dental care facility Yes & MO
. . B nsaammmaad ——h
(e) other noisc sensitive use Yos 1o

if yes, specafy )
i 1f any of the above arc Chuchud “yes™, has applicant subritte! results of
ori-site noise monitorina? Yes 1o

@. 1s the prorosed use in compliance with State Office of MNoise Cortrol Guulelines
(1/1/76)?_ & VYes__ Wo LOTTH MITIATIN) MBASURES PROJELT WKL 65
v CORDHSTET. A
9. A review of the project with regard to the Growth Mananement Amenpdment to tie

General Plan indicates that: «

11/18/79
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RICHARD R. THORUP
Consulting Geologist

:81 Via Del Rey Monterey, California 93940 (408) 372-2466

a——

May 22, 1981

Ms. Denise Duffy

Environmental Management Consultants
P.0O. Box 414

Monterey, California 93340

Re: T"Groundwater Survey and Geolcgy of Laguna Seca Ranch and Mon-
terey II", dated March 30, 1981. Revised May 22, 19817,

Dear Ms. Duffy:

Enclosed are six (6) copies of the abovementioned report. My con-
clusions on groundwater are that Laguna Seca Ranch has sufficient
groundwater reserves to furnish planned development of the Ranch.
Pumping capacity is about 835 gpm from three {(3) wells. - The Laguna
Seca Golf Course well recently was completed and tested at 758 gpm,
bringing the total capacity up to 1593 gpm. The water quality of
the two large wells is slightly over 1000 ppm TDS. This quality
can be improved by blending with the Paddock 4 water and also
probably by locating future wells farther away from the shzle
cuterops on the scuth side of Highway 68.

No faulting can be observed within the confines of the Ranch. Nc
ground rupture 1s expected tc occur on the property. However,
strong earth shaking with local lurch cracking from the San Andreas
Fault, or other 1large active or potentially active faults, may
occur during the life of the project from intensities which may be
as high 2s 8.0 on the Richter scale. This situation is faced by
the entire Central Cozst Region, not just Lagunz Seca Ranch.

Scft, loose sands occur in lcocalized areas of the Ranch. These
arezs are subiect to possible ercosion from building site copera
tions. The surface areas must be replanted. Erosicnzi ruts and
small gullies must be channelled. Setbacks must be set for loca-
ticn of structures in the areas ccntaining the steep erosional
ravines., Tests must be made in the alluvial area for the pcssi-
bility of 1liguefacticn, which may be caused by the presence of
locse sznd at or near the surface in some localities. ~Finally,
before the was.ewater treatment for golf course water is construc-
ted, the depth teo groundwater must be determined by the drilling of
shaillow wells to determine the suitability of the lccaticn.




Richard R. Thorup to Denise Duffy
May 22, 1981
Page Two

My original report of March 30, 1981, has been amended on pages 4,

14,

1.

16, 17 and 18 to reflect two important revisions:

The ultimate demand of Ryan Ranch .has-been lowered in Table 1
from 500 acre feet per year to 180 acre feet per year, My pre-
vious calculations did not deduct for weekends and heolidays,
and my unit water use for employees was too high. I have de-
cided to accept Ryan's estimated total annual use at buildout
of 150 acre feet, to which I have added 30 acre feet per year
for landscaping.

The pumping results of the Laguna Seca Golf Course new well
have beem added toc the total pumping capacity of the Laguna
Seca Ranch.

Very truly yours,

Richard R. Thorup
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For: Environmental Management Consultants
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Groundwater Survey and Gecleogy of
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GROUNDWATER SURVEY AND GEOLOGY OF
LAGUNA SECA RANCH AND MONTEREY II
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INTRODUCTION

The General Development Plan for Laguna Seca Ranch is now being imple-
mented within the planning process. This plan calls for a total build-
out, by the end of this century, to a resident population housed in
2,900 building units. Such diverse structures as a professional com-
plex, condominiums, single and wulti family homes, & school, fire sta-
tion and other types of services call for the necessity of a review of
the geology and the groundwater, among other things, to ascertain to
what degree, or level, of development these natural resources are
capable of sustaining.

This report deals with the many facets of groundwater, - such as the
amount present on the ranch, the past history of water use, what effects
the future development will have on the water table of the overall area,
and how the future development of the water résources will affect the
groundwater of the Ranch's neighbors,; including the City of Seaside.

A discussion of the geology of the ranch, including soil types, fault-
ing, folding, erosional hazards and the like are discussed. A review of
Oliver Bowen's report on the Geology of Laguna Seca II [2] is included;
as are some comments on John Muir's current U.S5.G.S5. report on the
Groundwater of the Seaside area [12].
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PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is twofold:

1.

W

0~ o

To furnish a summary updated report on the groundwater of the Laguna
Seca watershed and Laguna Seca Ranch and the long term .relationship
between resources, yield, and population growth to the year 2,000.
This study includes an updated Fall 1980 Water Table Map on the
Toro-Laguna Seca~Seaside area.

To provide a Geologic Review of Report entitled '"Geology of Laguna
Seca II Pertinment to Subdivision of the Land for Residences'", bv
Oliver E. Bowen, dated June 25, 1979; and to. list a set of mitiga-
tion measures for the various geologic hazards.

SCOPE
following lines of research were pursued:

Pertinent literature reviewed;

Aerial photographs studied;

Field geology reviewed;

Water levels of the area studied and Fall 1981 Water Table ¥ar
constructed;

Past and present water. use of the area reviewed;

Water use of Laguna Seca and other users projected to the vear 2002:
Safe Yield estimated;

Relationship of Seaside area to Laguna Seca Ranch analyzed.



CONCLUSIONS

The Laguna Seca Ranch has adequate groundwater resources and pro-
jected pumping capacity to sustain the full anticipated growth.

Projected pumping requirements on the property will not cause the
deterioration of the groundwater capabilities of the adjoining
properties nor those of the City of Seaside.

Groundwater quality appears to be degrading slightly with time in
the Santa Margarita aquifer in the Main Gate No. 2 and Paddock No. 1
wells. However, considerably higher quality water is being pumped
from the Aromas-Paso Robles aquifer in the Paddock No. &4 well.
Groundwater quality can be improved, when necessary, by increased
use of this aquifer and/or a blending of the waters from the two
aquifers.

Safe yield has not as yet been reached in this ares. Eventually,
exorbitant pumping costs and/or poor quality water will be the
determining factor. Yearly annual recharge for the Laguna Seca
subwatershed appears to be around 3000 acre-feet per year.

The 1980 Fall Water Table Map contains approximately 150 measured
water levels covering the entire sedimentary trough from San Benan-
cio Canyon to Seaside and Fort Ord. This map shows that Upper
Corral de Tierra and Calera Canyon water is percolating into the
Laguna Seca-Hidden Hills area. The writer feels that the 1380 data,
which includes additional wells located east of, but in proximicy
to, the Divide, confirms his interpretation of the direction of flow
of the groundwater into this area.

Projected maximum water use for Monterey II, plus an area of devel-
opment between Laureles Grade and Corral de Tierra Road, is antici-
pated to be 2449 acre-feet per year. This figure will be reached
only 1if all projects reach the maximum projected development, The
area included east of Laureles Grade, lying outside of Monterev II,
is projected to use around 308 acre-feet. The lands in Monterev I1I
therefore are projected to use 2141 acre-feet by the vear 2000.

Groundwater storage within the confines of Laguna Seca Ranch appears
to be around 37,000 acre-feet of groundwater. The Laguna Seca sub-

watershed contains some 120,000 acre-feet. Both of these estimates
are made by using Muir®s formula, as outlined in his studv of Sea-
side. These amounts are an increase over the figures cited in the

writer's earlier reports, which cited 22,000 acre-feet and 85,000
acre-feet, respectively.



10.

11.

Muir's Report on the Seaside coastal area shows conslusively that,
by cutting down yearly production from 5090 acre-feet in 1976 to
2577 acre~feet in 1979, the water table has risen to a safe eleva-
tion above sea level, and the threat of sea water intrusion alongz
the coast is ended. He also states that Seaside receives 400 acre-
feet in excess of the safe yield along the coast. This 400 acre-
feet percolates to the Bay and prevents salt water from encroaching
on land. The recharge area for Seaside is the Fort Ord area east of
the city and also lands within the City limits. He conmsiders that
all of the groundwater within the City's well system pumps exclu-
sively from the Aromas-Paso Robles, and none from the Santa Margar-
ita groundwater. Production on Laguna Seca Ranch, most of which is
developed within the Santa Margarita Sandstoné, does not interfere
with the Seaside wells. :

No surface evidence of any faulting is visible on Laguna Seca Ranch.
Patches of loose sand are preseﬁt, which may tend to cause problems

when stripped of vegetation or subjected to bulldozer cuts. Unless
care is exercised in cut and fill design, erosion can pose a hazard.

RECOMMENDATIONS

As production is increased by the drilling of new wells, the wells
should be carefully located to spread the'production out along the
lease, so as to prevent the concentration of pumping in one small
area. This existing situation may be the cause of a slight deteri-
oration of the water quality in the Main Gate No. 2 and Paddock No.
1 wells.

The water from all of the wells should be periodically checked, at
least twice a year, for chemical content. If the TDS and chloride
continue to rise, serious conmsideration should be given to drilling
a new well and cutting back the yield of the existing well.

Pumpage leakage has always been a problem at Laguma Seca Ranch. TIf
these leaks still exist, a strong effort should be exerted to
eliminate them. ‘

Water conservation practices should be considered and implemented
where at all possible. This will contribute to the longevity of the
well pumpage and may become very important in the years to come.

Certain geologic hazards are present on the property, in the form of
erosional ruts and areas of soft, loose sand in the hills, which mav
be difficult to control when vegetation is removed or bulldozer cuts
are made. Care must be exercised in these fragile areas. Engineer-
ing tests should be made on each building site for site stability.



No faults can be mapped within the property and no surface Tuptures
should ressonably be expected. The Chupines Fault, which lies on
the south side of Highway 68, is considered potentially active.
active faults, such as the San Andreas, Monterey Bay Fault Zome,
Sur-Nacimiento, and the San Gregorio-Pablo Colorado are are all
close by and can cause severe shaking and possible lurch cracking.
Some soft sand is present in the valley floor in the easterly half
of the ranch and also occurs as dune sand along the northwesterly
edge of the property. It is recommended to test these areas for the
possibility of liquefaction. -



TOPOGRAPHY

laguna Seca Ranch lies along the north side of Highway 68, about two
miles east of the Monterey Airport and 2.5 miles southeast of the City
of Seaside. The Fort Ord Military Reservation abuts the northerly line
of the property for 2.5 miles. The Laguna Seca County Park joinms the
easterly edge. The intermittent stream of Arroyo del Rey lies along the
gsoutherly edge of the ranch near Highway 68. This stream has an incised
channel about 20 feet deep which contains the flood waters and prevents
flooding of the valley floor. The property rises in elevation from the
floor of Canyon del Rey toward the north. Small draws and ravines have
been etched along the south side of a long ridge which rises from 350
feet at the westerly edge to 850 feet at the northeastern corner. The
gsoft bedrock in the upper elevations has been locally severely cut by
erosion into several sharply-incised ravines.

South of Highway 68 the hills rise abruptly to a height of 880 feet and
are covered heavily with brush. This vegetative cover serves to control
runoff into Canyon del Rey from this long ridge.

GEOLOGIC SETTING

The bedrock underlying the hills consists of a gently folded sequence of
soft to moderately indurated sands, clays and gravels of the Aromas and
Paso Robles stream—laid formations of Pleistocene age. These are capped
in the higher elevationms, near the westerly boundary, by two patches of
red-brown soft old sand dunes, one of which is occupied by York School.
Materials are probably not over 30 feet thick.

The alluvial plain is about a thousand feet wide at the easterly edge of
the property and narrows to about 400 feet at the westerly edge. The
alluvial sediments grade from sand to sandy clay and clay from east to
west. These deposits are 30 to 40 feet thick. :

A shallow water table lies at about 30 feet below the surface within the
zlluvium. This source of water feeds .the lush vegetation in the allu-
vial plainm.

-

2 branch of the Churt:

. e south side of Highway 628,
There is no evidence of faulting within the confines of Laguna Sec

a

Ranch.
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GROUNDWATER

General

The Laguna Seca Ranch lies in an east-west sedimentary trough containing
several hundred feet of saturated fresh water sands and gravels. It ex-
tends for nine miles from the Harper fault (near San Benmancio Canyon) on
the east, to Canyon del Rey, one mile west of the ranch. The south
flank of this trough is bordered by a steep line of hills, abrupt lv

‘Tising to the south, approximately along the lines of the Chupines

Fault. This fault is considered to be potentially active because it has
offset strata of Pleistocene age.[4] In the southeasterly portion of
the area, along Calera Canyon, in Sections 22, 23, 25 and 26, T165, R2E,
the fault has offset Monterey shale against granite. The long granite
ridge along the south side of Calera Canyon rises to over 2000 feet in
elevation.

The northerly boundary of the sedimentary trough is formed by an east-
west line of hills lying about one mile north of Highway 68. It sepa-
rates Laguna Seca Ranch and Laguna Seca Park from Fort Ord on the north
side. The ridgetop roughly coincides with a long echelon anticlinal
crest, the eastern half of which is called the Guidotti Anticline; the .
western portion is called the Laguna Seca Anticline. Exposures of Santa
Margarita sand and the lower part of the Paso Robles formation along the
crest indicate the presence of a structural high. The hills in Fort Ord
contain northerly and westerly dipping exposures of Paso Robles and
Aromas strata. Muir [12] includes the strip between Highway 68 and the
ridgeline within Area 1, which contains the Fort Ord portion of the
Seaside Watershed.

The two principal aquifers in this district are the Pleistocene Aromas-
Paso Robles sands and gravels and the underlying Pliocene Santa Mar-
garita sand. The total saturated thickness of these two aquifers ex-
ceeds 800 feet in the thickest part of the basin., The Aromas-Paso
Robles is the principal aquifer in San Benancio Canyon, parts of Corral
de Tierra and all of Seaside, whereas the Santa Margarita produces most
of the water in Laguna Seca, Hidden Hills and, locally, in Corrai de

Tierra. It is not uncommon for wells to produce. from both aquifers.

Well capacities in the thickest Aromas-Paso Robles produce up to 500 gpm
of generally acceptable water, whereas many wells, where these sediments
are thin or poorly developed, produce but a few gallons per minute. The
Santa Margarita is about 230 feet thick in the center of the basin ang
yields up to 650 gpm of water which ranges from 850 to 1050 ppm TDS.

Alluvial sands and gravels, though not extensively developed, produce
groundwater in San Benancio and lower and upper Corral de Tierra in suf-
ficient amounts to supply family residences and a number of small sub-
divisions. Quality is generally good. However, in those areas whers
the alluvium is in contact with the Monterey Shale, the TDS rises to
900-1100 ppm. This aquifer is not important in Laguna Seca, Monterey ot
Seaside.

Less extensive, but locally important, aquifers are the upper few hund-
red feet of exposed Monterey shale and the underlying basal Monterev
sands near the outcrop areas. Fresh water has largely displaced the

9



marine waters in these areas. The resulting quality has been found to
be locally acceptable. Ome recent well in upper San Benancio Canyon,
Section 17, T16S, R3E, was test pumped at 100 gpm of 900 ppm TDS water
from & basal Miocene sand underlying the Monterey shale. This well,
though fairly deep (900 feet) suggests that other wells in nearby areas
can be completed successfully in this aquifer. An artesian well in
Section 24, T16S, R2E, drilled im 1974, appears to be producing from the
same zone.

Groundwater in Storage

In 1973, Thorup [18] stated that the total =zmount of groundwater in
storage in the Laguna Seca Watershed (3830 acres) is 82,300 acre-feet
(36,500 acre-feet in the Aromas-Paso Robles, and :45,500 in the Santa
Margarita). The Laguna Seca Ranch, which comprises roughly ome quarter
of the watershed, was estimated to contain approximately 22,000 acre-
feet of groundwatér. B

In this report, Table 1, patterned after Muir's formula [12] shows the
total storage to be 36,900 acre-feet om Laguna Seca Ranch and 120,000
acre-feet in the Laguna Seca Watershed. The present calculations have
incorporated the drilling results of the last four years and are felt to
be more accurate than the previous amounts. '

Muir (Table 3) lists a total of 730,000 acre-feet of total water stored
in his study area. Area 1, which covers the easterly half of Fort Ord
and the Laguna Seca Ranch, contains 410,000 acre feet of groundwater in
storage from an average saturated thickness of 550 feet in an area of
6200 acres. On this basis, Laguna Seca Ranch, which comprises roughly
1/6 of Area 1, would appear to contain 68,000 acre—-feet of storage.
However, it does not appear to this writer that the saturated thickness
of the entire ranch averages 550 feet, being more like 250-300 feetr, so
that the total storage is probably more like 37,000 acre-feet.

Water Level Measurements

Plate 2 is a revised water table map for Fall 1980, It covers the artes
from San Benancio Canyon to Seaside. Sources for well measurements are
as follow:

1. TFlood Control measurements in San Benancio, Corrzl de Tierra, Calera
Canyon and Laguna Seca comprise 40 of their regularly measured wells
and 53 additional wells from which measurements were obtained in
1977, 1979 and 1980. The purpose in obtaining these latter measure-
ments was to allow a more precise determination of the water table,
particularly in the vicinity of Corral de Tierra Road and Calera
Canyon, to ascertain whether groundwater from Calera Canvon 1s
migrating into the Laguna Seca area, as stated by Thorup [18].

2. California American Water Company and the City of Seaside provided
measurements in the Seaside area.

3. .Fort Ord supplied measurements on several of their wells.

‘10




The Monterey area was not included in the Flood Control investiga-
tion. Scattered measurements for the more recently drilled wells
have been obtained from the contractors.

Wallace Holm provided measurements for Monterra and Ryan Ranch.

Hidden Bills supplied meésurements for two Qell#.

A few scattered measurements were obtained from contractors and land
owners. '

b

Water Table Map: Fall 1981

Plate 2 is the Water Table Map for Fall 1981. The contour lines ares
derived from the water surface elevations, which are shown plotted at
the well locatioms. :

Summary

At the easterly edge, groundwater in the San Benancio area is shown
to flow downstream along San Benancio Creek, thence northerly toward
the Salinas River. ' :

Upper Corral de Tierra and Calera Canyon groundwater flows down the
water courses, and down the regional dip of the strata into the
Hidden Bills-Laguna Seca area. Some of this groundwater may trans-
fer into the older sediments, such as the Aromas-Paso Robles, Santa
Margarita Sandstone and the Monterey Shale.

Lower Corral de Tierra measurements show the Groundwater percolating
downstream northerly into Toro Creek. -

A definite groundwater mound lies along Corral de Tierra Road west
of the Golf Course. This mound separates the waters in lower Corral
de Tierra from Laguna Secs. -

Watson Creek, in upper Corral de Tierra, and Calera Creek converge
at the 4 Corners intersection. Measurements in this local area show
that groundwater percolates from both these courses areas into the
Hidden Hills—-Laguna Seca area.

The Laguna Seca trough extends from near Corral de Tierra Road,
through Hidden Hills and the Laguna Seca Ranch, down the gradient
along Arroyo del Rey into Monterey and Seaside.

The Muir water table map covers principally the Seaside Area and
Fort Ord. Unfortunately, it does not spill over in sufficien:
detail into the Laguna Seca and Corral de Tierra areas.. Had all the
measurements shown on the Thorup map been available to Muir, the 300
foot line would not have been drawn as shown. For example, a cor-
rected surface elevation at the Laguna Seca County Park, Gl on
Muir's Water Table Map, shows that the true water table elevation is
210 feet, not 305 feet &s shown by Muir. -Also, in February 1981,

11
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Flood Control measured a well 3500 feet due south of Gl and recorded
a water level elevation of 208 feet. Well perforations are in the
Santa Margarita sandstomne. " These two measurements,- plus others,
delineate the Laguna Seca trough as extending uninterrupted from the
Corral de Tierra Road, down the gradient, into Monterey and Seaside.

Another example of an incorrect water surface elevation is well Cl,
located in the upper center of Muir's Water Table Map. This is the
Fort Ord Huffman well, drilled in 1939 and now caved in and aban-

" doned. The static water level, as plotted on the original Fort Ord
driller's log, was 80 feet above sea level. The level on Muir's map
is +175. The level today probably is closer to 60 feet.

8. The steep southerly flank of the water table begins at the Santa
Margarita-Monterey Shale contact. Three measurements in shale wells
show a steep rise in the water level elevations, probably caused by
a sharp reduction in permeability in the shale as compared to the
Aromas-Paso Robles and the Santa Margarita. Along the southeasterly
border of the map, on the south side of Calera Creek, the steep
contours begin at the sedimentary-granitic contact.

9. Whether, or how much, groundwater percolates through the Laguna Seca
Ranch into the Seaside and Fort Ord area is not known definitely
from the existing data. Muir's Water Table Map shows a positive
gradient toward Fort Ord and Seaside. The writer's map is inconclu-
sive in the critical area along the northerly border of Laguna Seca
Ranch. This writer is fairly certain that groundwater percolates
down Arroyo del Rey toward the Monterey Peninsula Airport. Ground-
water also percolates into Seaside. A test well drilled 3000 feet
easterly along the nmortherly property lime from the northwest cormner
of the Ranch most likely would supply the necessary information fer
a more conclusive answer. :

Recharge and Safe Yield

The amount of safe yield relates to the Thorup report of 1977 [18] and
the current Muir report [12]. - In the former, the conclusion was made
that, in the opinion of the writer, 2000 acre-feet of groundwater ori-
ginating in Calera Canyon, migrates on an annual average down the gra-
dient into the Laguma Seca trough. The water table map, and the volume
of groundwater generated in Calera Canyon, were used as evidence for the
conclusion. The California Department of Water Resources (Fresno Of-
fice) supported the conclusion on the direction of groundwater flow, but
stated they thought that the amount of 2000 acre-feet was too high. Thev
declilned to state what they thought the amount was. The writer still
believes the amount to be in the 2000 acre~feet range, particularly be-
cause the present water table map shows groundwater also entering the
trough from the Watson Creek Watershed in upper Corral de Tierra, as
well as from Calera Canyon.

According to Muir, pumping data in the coastal portion of Seaside (Areas
2, 3a and 3b) demonstrates a safe yield of 2600 acre-feet. Inflow, or
recharge, into the area is estimated at 3000 acre-feer. It appears.
according to Muir, that groundwater flow into the ocean of 400 acre-feet
per year is required to prevent salt water intrusion,
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Muir states that the average annual inflow in the entire Seaside study
area between 1961 and 1979 was 6400 acre-feet. The Seaside coastal area
averaged 3300 acre-feet and Area ! averaged 3100 . About 402 of Area 1,
or 1240 acre-feet of yield per year, lies in the Laguna Seca watershed.
Muir®s Area 1 boundary contained only about 60% of the Laguna Seca sub-
watershed. This amount does not include the 2000+ acre feet percolating
from Calera Camyon and Upper Corral de Tierra. Total recharge into the
Laguna Seca subwatershed wmight, therefore, be 3,240 acre-feet. This
writer's 1977 estimated was 2737 acre-feet. An amount of 3000 acre-feet
is used in this report.

Muir states that, in his opinion, 95% of the recharge comes from annual
rainfall, which is made possible by the porous soils and low relief of
the hills east of Seaside, and the fact that the groundwater passes
directly from the old sand dunes into the underlying Aromas-Pasoc Robles
sands and gravels. He does not believe the Santa Margarita contributes
any water to the Seaside wells, as shown in his two cross sections, A-A°
(Figure 3) and B-B° (Figure 4).

The Laguna Seca trough is unlike the hills east of Seaside, in that here
the rain falls directly on the slightly folded Aromas-Paso Robles (and,
to a lesser extent, on the Santa Margarita) and percolates down the
structural dip in confined or semi-confined sand and gravel strata lying
between layers of clay and sandy clay.

Water Use — Laguna Seca Subwatershed

The average annual recharge for the Laguna Seca watershed, as stated bv
Thorup [17] (Table 3), was 2737 acre~feet as of 1975. Water use for
that year was estimated at 791 acre-feet. This yearly amount has in-
creased modestly since then. About 100 new wells have been drilled in
the Toro-Laguna Seca area since the 1977 report, pretty evenly scattered
in distribution throughout the entire basin. At a consumptive rate per
well of 0.366 acre-feet per year for single family dwellings, abour &40
acre-feet per year additional water throughout the entire area is now
being produced, some of which is returning back into the soil. Buildups
within existing subdivisions have increased the water use somewhat.
Total present consumptive use in the Laguna Seca watershed is probably
not over 900 acre feet per year in 1980, as compared with 791 acre feet
in 1975. For instance, Laguna Seca Ranch production has remained essen-
tially stable at 500 acre-feet per year through 1980, including the Golf
Course. This amount will, of course, rise steadily as future demands
are met.

Table 1 lists the projected water use in the year 2000 of the antici-
pated principal light groundwater producers/consumers in the Monterev II
area. This table is a substantial update of Table 1 [17], of 1975.

If the expansion plans for Monterey II are all approved substantially,
as requested, Laguna Seca Ranch, Ryan Ranch and Monterra combined will
consume -on the order of 1903 acre-feert of water per year bv the year
2000. Of these three entities, Laguna Seca Ranch has the highest degree
of self sufficiency in groundwater reserves and pumping capacity.
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Table 1
Projected Water Use: Laguna Seca Watershed

Year 2000
4 Aquifer - Projected
Aromas- Santa Monterey Maximum
User Location Paso-Robles  Margarita Shale Use Ac/Tt
# Toro Water Hwy 68 X . 183
# Laguna Seca
Heights Hwy 68 X ) 25
# Laguna Seca
County Park  Hwy 68 X 100
+ Laguna. Seca
Ranch Hwy 68 X 1/8 X 7/8 940
Hidden Hills Laureles
Grade X 1/6 X 5/6 238
+*Monterra Hwy 68 X 783
+ Ryan Ranch Hwy 68 X __ 180
2443
* = Groundwater reserves must be developed from Miocene shale for
project to become self sufficient.
"4+ = Plans for greatly increased expansion now being considered within

the planning process.

STDU rated

at .366 Ac/Ft per vear per unit
MFDU rated at

.313 Ac/Ft per vear per unit

Note: Ryan Ranch projects 3712 emplovees. Llogan projects ultimate warar
use at 150 acre feet per year, but no allowance made for larnd-

scaping. Above figure of 180 acre feet provides for 30 acre fe=t
per year. : .

# = These lands are located outside of Monterey II.

Nore: The parcel owned by Lit Ng is omitted from the above calculations.
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Logan states that wells 2, 4, 5 and 7 on Ryan Ranch have a combined
pumping capacity of 234 gpm. Long range effects of pumping on aquifer
will not be known for many years. Monitoring wells are to be estab-
lished. If Monterra is to develop more water, it must be found in the
Monterey Shale, because of the thin cover of overlying water-bearing
sediments existing on the ranch and the unfavorable recharge capability
of these sediments. The shale, however, may offer a possibility for
production of reasonably good quality groundwater. For example, one
Navy well on the north side of the airport produces 300 gpm of water
from shale which falls within the acceptable quality limits as set by
Public Health. It is conceivable, but doubtful, that this acceptable
quality and high yield may extend into a portion of the property.

17
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LAGUNA SECA RANCH

Operating Wells and Groundwater Production

The Laguna Seca Ranch has three operating wells as of the present date.
They are:

1) Main Gate No. 2
2) Paddock No. 1
3) Paddock No. 4.

Since the report of August 9, 1975, Racetrack and Main Gare No. I,
drilled in 1959, were abandoned. The Main Gate well was replaced by the
No. 2. The old Racetrack well now is being replaced by the Laguna Seca
Golf Course No. 1, which is 130 feet north of the old well. This well

will be used to supply the Golf Course. The productive capacity is 738
gpm.

Present production, as determined by PG&E pump tests of March 6, 1931,
are as follow:

Main Gate No. 2 258 gpm

Paddock No. 1 527 gpm

Paddock No. 4 50 gpm (estimated; not  measured)
TOTA 835 gpm

The Main Gate well originally tested 468 gpm in 1977 with a 50 hp =metor,
and is now being pumped with a 30 hp submersible. A larger pump prob-
ably could raise the production to near its original level.

The total estimated production, with the addition of the new Golf Course
well, is as follows: i

Mzin Gate No. 2 , 258

Paddock No. 1 ) 527

Paddock No. & 50 (estimated)

GclZ Courss 758

1383 zem
Torure nesds, as  the project develops, will require added produczion
Irom ed 1ls Since the subsurface geology is favorables r
e pr

j B

sH]
.
O rh
el

c of groundwater over abcut one third of the property ‘al
una Seca svncline, there should be no difficulty in devel
uired amount when the need arises. An additional large sto

tank would help to alleviate the need for peak production during perl

of hor weather or the temporary breakdown of a particular well.
would be a future consideration as the population buildup increases.
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Groundwater in Storage

Groundwater storage in Laguna Seca Ranch is as follows:

Weighted

Average Average

Saturated Surface Specific Storage

Thickness Area Volume Yield Capacity
Aquifer (Ac Ft) (Acres) (Ac Ft) (%) (Ac Ftr)
LAGUNA SECA RANCH
Aromas-
Paso Robles 150 800 120,000 12 14,400
Santa 5% Ay
Margarita 150 1000 i5¢ 000 15 AR
TOTAL 36,900
LAGUNA SECA SUBWATERSHED
Aromas-
Paso Robles 300 2000 600,000 12 72,000
Santa
Margarita 200 2000 400,000 12 48,000
TOTAL 120,000

Water Levels

The following is a list of available Water Surface Elevations for Laguna

Seca Wells:

Mzin Gats No. 1

10761 201

12/10/62 219 Raised 18.0' in 1 vear

9/10/64 220

9/23/75 ' 190

9/1/76 189.4

5/2/77 198.3

10/2/79

10/10/80 _

3/6/81 196.0 Level in Oct/80 10+ ft. lower than

this figure.
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Racetrack

9/19/60 215

9/16/64 202

9/23/75 197.8

9/1/76 | 199.4

10/2/79 200.3

10/10/80 200.4 Has lowered 1.6' in 16 years.
Paddock No. 1

10/2/79 180.1

10/7/80 184

3/6/81 199.0 Raised 15.0' in 5 months,
Paddock No. &

9/23/75 255

9/1/76 2442

10/4/79 : 234.8

10/7/80 ——

The Main Gate No. 2 and Paddock No. 1 are perforated in the Santa Mar-
garita sandstone. Although neither well has been measured regularly,
the levels appear to have lowered slowly over the past 15 to 20 years.
The Racetrack well has a flat hydrograph. The Main Gate No. 2 is lo-
cated about 50 feet from the abandoned No. 1, so the levels should be
comparable. The water table lowered about 30 feet in the late 1960s.
Sketchy records since then show a drop of perhaps a foot per year,

The level in the shallow well appears to be dropping. However, there is
no record of this well ever having been pulled and cleaned out., It is
an old well and, although it has been trouble-free, it should be pulled,
a TV survey run, and treated as required. No drillers log is available
for this well.

Although the water level readings are scarce and random,  still there is
occasional evidente that groundwater moves into this district rapidly in
good years. For example, the level rose 18 feet between Oct/61 and Oct/
62 in the Main Gate No. 1. This year in Paddock No. 1, the level rose
15 feet between Oct. 7, 1980 and March 6, 1981. There is a positive re-
sponse to wet and dry cycles. It indicates an increase in groundwater
storage in the range of 1250+ acre-feet in the past five months. The
level in the Pratt well, near the main office in Hidden Hills, rose 10
feet in the same period. It would seem that, if the Laguna Seca sub-
watershed were not receiving water from Calera Canyon and Upper Corral
de Tierra, this volume of recharge could not be generated. The 1250
acre~feet of recharge is more than the calculated recharge generated
from within the subwatershed. Furthermore, this is recharge from just
the Santa Margarita sandstone and does not include any in the Aromas-
Paso Robles.

Water Quality

The latest water quality reports from the three operational wells show
that in two of the wells the TDS and chloride are slightly higher than
the Public Health Drinking Water Limits. The third well, Paddock No. 4,
falls well within the limits for both. Only the Main Gate No, 2 is too
high in iron, and none are too high in manganese.
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longer acceptable, then that particular well would of necessity be
abandoned by the owner, or he might choose to cut down the pumping rate
and let the well recover. 1In any event, the safe yield for that well
will have been exceeded in that particular aquifer. It then might be
necessary for the owner to also produce from the Aromas-Paso Robles, and
blend the waters to improve the quality.

The safe yield for the Laguna Seca Ranch wells, or for the subwatershed,
has not been reached. At some time in the future it will be. At that
point, production in the Santa Margarita will have to be cut back to
allow the aquifer to restore itself, It is apparent from the history of
the water levels that a substantial amount of water moves into the ranch
area during certain winters, as demonstrated by this year's levels.

Table 2
Laguna Seca Projected Water Use, Ultimate Buildout

Residential .

1. L.S. Estates No. 1 SFDU 46 x .366 = 16.8
2. L.S. Estates No. 2 - SFDU 49 x .366 = 17.9
3. Single family (5.5 du/Ac) SFDU 500 x .366 = 183.0
4, Patio Homes/Townhouses (9.9 du/Ac) SFDU 451 x .366 = 165.1
5. Retirement Homes (11.75 du/Ac) MF 712 x .313 = 222.9
6. MF (16 du/Ac) MF 650 x .313 = 203.0

791.9  792.0

Horse Ranch - 10 Ac pasture

Comm Shopping Facilities -~ 80,000 sq ft

Resort Hotel - 200 rooms, restrnt, bar & 25,000 sq. ft. shops
Professional Offices - 51 Ac (19 lots, .6-2,6 Ac)

East Park 100 100
School

Community Center (17 Ac, bldgs, reservoir)

York School

Fire Station

Golf Course - 18 holes: 250 252
‘ 1142
Less Wastewater Reclamation Plant , 100
Less Yearly Perc. into Golf Course 100
200 200

ESTIMATED PROJECTED WATER USE AFTER BUILDOUT, YEAR 2000 940

E-“fect of Increased Pumoing on Cdntiguous Parcels

Laguna Seca Ranch is fortunate in being in a geologic and geographic
position of having ample groundwater reserves and pumping capacity .and,
at the same time, being located in a position where pumping the ground-
water has little or no effect on its neighbors.
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Paddock No. 4 is the shallowest of the wells and is developed solely in
the Aromas-Paso Robles formation. The water quality in this well is
superior in every category. If an additional supply of better water is
needed, it can be developed from this shallower aquifer. The pump test
indicates that this well does not have the output of the other wells and
cannot be expected to produce as much volume per well. Copies of the
most recent analyses of the three wells is included in the Appendix.

A 1975 Report on the Laguna Seca County Park water well (165/1E/5G)
lists the TDS at 693 ppm at 270 feet, and 735 ppm at 350 feet. Chloride
is 140 ppm. Iron and manganese are both slightly high. This well 1is
perforated only in the Santa Margarita Sandstonme. This suggests that
better quality water might be found on Laguna Seca Ranch in the Santa
Margarita sandstone. ’

Cross sections A-A' and B-B' (Figure 6) depict quite clearly the close
relationship between the shale outcrops, the alluvium and the Santa
Margarita sandstome. It is probably that groundwater originating in the
shale is being fed into the Santa Margarita. This suggests that wells
drilled closer to the axis of the syncline might provide a better qual-
ity of groundwater.

Water Use

The water use schedule shows a maximum use at buildout of 940 acre-feet
in the year 2000. This figure will probably be subjected to criticism
as being both too high and too low. If anything, it is .probably too
high, as the figures of .366 acre-feet per year for a single familvy
dwelling, and the .322 for a multiple family unit may be too high. It
is of interest that the amount for a dwelling unit in Hidden Hills for
1979 and the first six months of 1980 was 0.2 acre feet per dwelling
unit per year for 132 units. The metered amount in Laguna Seca Ranch
Estates No. 1 (46 homes) was slightly higher in 1980 than the 0.366
acre—feet per year. This is a place with a considerable amount of
landscaping, which may account for the higher figure. The evidence
seems to suggest that a case may be made that the submitted figure of
940 acre-feet per year may be too high.

Recharge and Safe Yield

In some areas, the amount of recharge and the safe yleld are the same

In some areas they are not. For example, in his report on Seaside, Muir
points out that the recharge along the coast is 3000 acre-feet and the
safe yield is 2600 acre-feet. The remaining 400 acre-feet is the amount
needed to prevent salt water intrusion. He also states that safe vield
is the rate at which water can be pumped year after year without de

creasing groundwater in storage to .the point where the pumping 11f:
would not be economically feasible, or where water of poor quality would
begin to intrude the reservoir. One must conclude, therefore, thar if
it were demonstrated that heavy pumplng materially lowered the water
table to a depth at which further pumping would mot be feasible, or

because the water gquality has deteriorated to a point where it is no
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Muir has demomstrated through,his cross sections and tests that Seaside
does not pump its groundwater from the Santa Margarita formation, which
is the primary aquifer on Laguna Seca Ranch., Furthermore, the recharge
for Seaside is generated within its own local area.

Laguna Seca County Park produces from the Santa Margarita. It is 3500
feet from the nearest Laguna Seca Ranch well pumping from the same
aquifer. When the well first was test pumped on 6/24/75, the water
level was 168 feet from the surface. On 10/7/80, the level was 179.6.
The last measurement, taken 3.5 months later in the season, would most
likely have been 2 to 3 feet higher in June. The actual probable drop
is, therefore, about 10 feet in 5 years. This is a normal drop for a
comparatively new well in this area.

Hidden Hills wells intercept groundwater before it reaches Laguna Seca.
The other neighbors to the east pump from the Aromas-Paso Robles, not
the Santa Margarita.

An artesian well of unacceptable quality and modest yield, similar to
the Monterra artesian well, was completed on the Lit Ng parcel. There
is no possibility of production from either the Santa Margarita or
Aromas-Paso Robles on this parcel.

The Ryan Ranch wells are 900 feet downstream from the Main Gate well and
6000 feet from the new Laguna Seca Golf Course well. John Logan states
that the water levels in the Ryan Ranch wells are unaffected by Laguna
Seca pumping [oral communication]. These low-producing wells are 1in
close proximity to structurally high Monterey shale and near the deposi-
tional edge of the Santa Margarita sandstone. The combination of these
geologic factors has no doubt resulted in the low productivity of the

sand.

The Monterra project lacks Santa Margarita sandstone and is unaffected
by Laguna Seca pumping.
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GEOLOGY

" The geology of the ranch is described herein in the section entitled
Geologic Setting. Bowen also describes the geology (Reference 2).

Paso Robles Formation

The bedrock of the property, for the most part, consists of a series of
sands, clays, sandy clays and gravels of the Paso Robles formation.

These strata occupy about 60% of the hilly surface in an east-west band
that stretches from the edge of the alluvium nearly to the northerly
property line, '

They generally are buff to gray inm color and contain pebbly zones of
Monterey shale debris., They are mostly soft to moderately indurated.
Seven percolation test holes, located in the hilly area in Laguna Sec2
Ranch No. 2 record from 2 to 3 feet of "peat muck', an unstable, wet,
black, mushy type of deposit. There may be other sites not tested where
this muck occurs.

Mitigation Measure: Sites within the Ranch Estates No. 2 Project shoulsd
undertake tests to determine the presence and
nature of this unstable material as an aid 1in
selecting a particular homesite and planning the
foundation.

No other soil problems appear to be associated with the Paso Robles for-
mation. The area to the east of the Ranch is literally dotted wicth
homes which have been built on this formation. The degree of induration
is generally sufficient to support steep-sided gulleys and ravines
without caving.

As a precautionary note, it might be well to add that the available soil
a2

data from test holes was limited to Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 2I,
there being none available on the rest of the property.

Aromas Formation

Overlying the Paso Robles and occupying a higher position, topographic-
ally, than the Paso Robles formation is the red or orange—stained Aromas
Formation, consisting of loose to somewhat compact fine-grained, well
sorted sand. A thin, hard cemented laver a few feet thick, resembl

what is called "rimrock', is present over a part of the outcrop suriz

-

in
pie}
<2

Mitization Measure: Care must be exercised to control erosio in exca-
vated areas. Vegeration should be left as 1is, or
scraped areas protected by the replanting of =z
vegetative cover. Sound engineering practices £o
building sites will be necessary, and soil test:

<

Groundwater from possible local perched water
should be diverted and controlled by drainagsz
channels. '
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01d Dune Sand

Overlying the Aromas-Paso Robles formation are a couple of areas of dune
sand consisting of loose, fine sand. Foundations for building sites
must be tested if located in this material. Precautions against erosion

must be applied.

Alluvium

Alluvium covers the main valley floor and extends up into the main
ravines. The alluvium is 30-50 feet thick and consists of sand, gravel,
silt and clay, a few beds of which are fairly indurated. Vertical
cliffs along Arroyo del Rey exhibit undercutting in soft sand lying
below a hard, sandy clay layer. Two of these undercut areas are growing
and are beginning to encroach upon the Golf Course.

Mitigation Measure: Stop the headward. erosion or take the chance of

losing. part of the Golf Course.

Parts of the alluvial area contain loose sand in the upper few feet
which, under unusual conditions of a heavy winter and strong shock, may
possibly be subject to liquefaction, Tests should be made to determine
the danger factor, if any.

The Dump Area

i

P

It has been stated [13] that, from a foundation standpoint, the ducp
area is unsuitable for support of even a light structure because total
settlements of 15X of the dump thickness (up to 150 feet) can be expsac—
ted. Even roads across this area will be subject to settlement and
recurring surface problems. Special foundation investigations should be
undertaken should building on the dump area be seriously considered.

No active or inactive landslides of mappable size occur on the propertv.
No faulting can be observed within the property boundaries. - However,
strong snhaking from an earthquake of 8.0 intensity probablv will be
experienced during the lifetime of the site. No surface ruptures should
be expected, but lurch cracking and perhaps lateral spreading of loose
soils might occur.

Mitigation Measure: ' The building codes are designed to mitigate the
potential shaking due to a large earthquake.

Summary

Business and Office Park: No problems, except erosion must be controlled
along Arroyo del Rey.

Laguna Seca Ranch Estates No. 2:
A. Southerly half contzins unstable "peat wuck' in 5 widely spaced
locations at shallow depth. All building foundations should be

tested for this material. If found, the building specificarions
should provide for its removal or satisfactory containment,
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01d Dump

The northerly half contains extremely porous soft sand which
will erode when the vegetation 1is removed or extreme cuts are
made. This habitat becomes fragile when stripped of vegeta-
tion. Replanting should be undertaken to control erosion.
Fifty foot setbacks should be established around the steep 1in-
cised eroded ravines. Controlled channeling should be estab-
lished for surface drainage, ruts and small gullies.

Area: This has been termed unsafe for structures and even
roads in Reference 14 because of predicted slumping over bodies

of compacted waste.

§-10, M-1, M-2, $-9, S-7, U-7: Setbacks of 50 feet for building sites

s-3, U4,

along erosional ravines. Protection against erosion after
removal of vegetationm.

vz, sz, ¢-1, s-1, cz, Ul, School Site: Should be tested for
possibilities of liquefaction.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1
Chemical Analysis of Laguna Seca Ranch Wells, dated 9/19/80
Pump Test Main Gate No. 2, March 5, 1981

Pump Test Paddecek No. 1, March 5, 1681

Appendix 2
Ground Shaking Intensity Scales
Rossi-Forel Ground Shaking Intensity Scale

and
Mcdified Mercali Scale of Earthgquake Shock Intensities
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Bishop Water Co.
P:0. Box 308
Monterey, CA 83940 Auvg. 29, 19BO

- CERTIFIED  ANALYTICAL REPORT

MATERIAL: 3 water samples received Aug. 18, 1380 PUBLIC
IDENTIFICATION: Paddock Wells #1 & #4 + Main gate well HEALTH
REPORT: ) Quantitative chemical analysis is as DRINKING
- follows expressed as milligrams per WATER ]
liter where not otherwise stated: LIMITS
- ‘ #1 Jind MAIN GATL
pH value (units) : 6.63 7.17 7.21 10.6
Conductivity(micromhos/cm) : 1585 855, 1610 900
Carbonate Alk. (as CaC0.) : “ 0 0 0 120
Bicarbonate Alk.(as CaCOl) : 10% 101 2L -
Total Alkalinity(as CaCOé) : 104 103 23k -
Total Hardness (as CaCO,) : u1g 161 508 -
Total Dissolved Solids : 1076 578 1023 500 -~
Nitrate : (as NO,) : 27 . 0.3 4.7 45
Chloride (C1 ): 271 - 19y 310 250
Sulfate (sou): 400 29 160 250
Fluoride (I ): 0.5 0.2 D.vL 1.0
Calcium  (Cz ): g1 36 iusz -
Kagnesium (Mg ): g2 17 37 -
Potassium (¥ ): 6.2 5.8 §.C -
Sodium, (Na ): ige 128 1E5 -
Toiloi iron(fe ) Tt 0.0t ¢.2
Hanganese (¥n ): 0.02 G.01% 0.04 0.05

bt cc than fizur Ted
lesz than figure stated The undersianed rm;,i«(‘, .';e-f/"ve acZove 15 a frue ==
1 . s : . — ‘

il ;

California Administrative Code; accurate _ ;)/ djiL;; -~
Title 22 - Lo / ‘
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ROSS|-FOREL .

GROUND SHAKING INTENSITY SCALE

(SCALE SIMPLIFIED 1906)

PERCEPTIBLE, only by delicate instruments
VERY SLIGHT, shocks noticed by few persons at rest

SLIGHT SHOCK, of which duration and direction were noted by
& number of persons *

‘MODERATE SHOCK, reported by persons in motion; shaking movable

objects; cracking ~f ceiling

SMART SHOCK, genérally felt; furniture; some clbcks. stopped;

some sleepers awakened

SEVERE SHOCK, general awakening of sleepers; stopping of
clocks; some window glass broken

VIOLENT SHOCX, overturning of loose objects; falling of plaster;
striXing of church bells; some chimneys fall .

Fall ofhchimneys; cracks in the uallszbf;bulldings

Partial or total destruction of soma buildings
4

-

Great disasters:; overturning of rocks, fissures in surface of
earth; mountain slides

»”
R}

{From Lawson and others, 19508}
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FZCIES LIST -~ LaGUvA SECA RANCH

Foothill Woodland Comrunity

Plants:
Cerastium arvense - chickwead -
Drvopteris arguta = deer fern
Flymus condensatus - ryegrass
Galiuwm aparine - Dbedstraw
Geraniuam molle =~ geranium
Lathyrus sp. = wild sweet pea
Maran rabacea - wild cucumber
Mimuius aurantiacus - sticky menker flower
Montia perfcliata - nmniners' lestiuce
tericdium aguilinum ~ Dbracken
Quercus agrifolia = coast live oczk DOMINANT
Rhamnus czlifornica =~ coffee berry
Rhus diversiloba =~ polison ozk
Ribes specicsum =~ Tfuchsia flowered gzooseberry
fuous vitifelia = California blackberry
Sa’ix lasioleris =« arroyc willow
Satureja Douglasii « yerba buena
Silyoum marianuwnm = milk thistle
Stacnvs bulliatla woecd mint

Sympncricarpes mollis -  snowberry
exciic Zrasces in orenin

acdiziconel anmnuales will

gs
oe aprtarent as 1ne seas0nL progrersss
Anirals:

TAlTaLSe
acenaean

- 3
o -—
erzhning birds ¢f the oak cancpy.

- -~ SR H PR 3 5 N e Amt ™ e~
gvicence of tlack-taziled deer, racoocns, valley cuail and
™

W

Mo RARE ancd IDTANIIRED or RARE plernts cor animals were coservel znd
expected to bs present in this commumizy,

Cocastzl Phase Chartsrral Corrmunizy

Dlor+co.

Planzs:

Acercstecra fasciculatum - chamise LOCAL ZCHIV AT
ATCTCETETNYLOS HeIwerl -~ HCOXEr menzanlita
Arcocswatavics nmornisreyensis - Menterey menzanita
Arzicszannyics pumily  ~  sandmat manczanita LOCZAL SCUINAT
Arzicstepnyics tecmentcsa - woclyleafl manmzeniza J0N0 G
Arteresia caiilcrnica - Califcrnia sageorusn
Zaccnaris piiularts - cOFCLE Dusn

cear.ctnus dentatius -  dwarl ceanctnus

Cearcinis riziqus - lMenterey cearotnus CCIZICH

Garrya eiiptica = silk tassel

deiianthemum scorarium. - rock rose

detercnelies arcutiicliia - toyon

LrIODLRYLLIUT conlertiilcrum =  yellow yarrow

(9]
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Horkelia sp. = horkelia
Toius scoparius =~ deerweed

Mimulus aurantiacus - sticky monkey flower
Quercus agrifolia - coast live oak SCRUB FORM

Rhus diversiloba - poison ocak
Salvia melifera - black sage COMON

Animals:

3lack-tailed dezer, valey quail, brush

and scrub jays were observed.

RAR® AND INDAN3IRID (C.N.P.S. List)
R43% (C.N.P.S. List)

rabbits, wren tits, California thrzshers

No additicnal RAREZ AUD =N D&;G;n;g or RARZ planis or anima’s were cbserved cr
4‘ <
iw .J-

are expsctec to be pres

this community,



Appendix E

Noise Survey Location Map
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Appendix F

Wastewater Reclamation System

:
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22 May 1980

MR. WILLIAM D. CURTIS

District Attorney
P. 0. Box 1359

Salinas, California 93901

Dear Mr. Curtis:

This letter will confirm information given you verbally on 21 May 1930.
We have been authorized by Bishop, McIntosh & McIntosh to perform all
necessary engineering and to make all necessary applications to permit
the construction of a wastewater reclamation system for the westerly end
of their Laguna Seca Ranch.

This letter will set forth the basic ¢
establish a schedule for its completion.

1. The purpose of the system 1s to provide wastewatzr treatment for tne
following developnents:

a. Lazguna Secs

&\
¥

BESTOR ENGINEERS, INC.

CiviL ENDINEERING - BURVEYING - LAND PLANNING
400 CAMIND AGUAJITO, MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA B3RAD
TELEPHONE (408} I73-E847 FROM BALINAB aR4-7881

ontent of that system and will

Ranch Estates, the 46 lots (45 présent hames plus one

future home) presently served by master septic tanks and drainflelis
under the ownership of County Sarvice Area #10. Tnis system will replace
tne tanks and drainfields which may not continue O function during w2t

wagther next year.

b. Laguna Secs Ranch Estates No. 2, the 49 recantly approved large
1ots, whicn are approved individual septic tanks, but whicn will have 2
sewage collection SysLem. )
c The York School, which is presently on septic tanks.
d. Possible future development on the 50 acres wast of Laguna Sscsa
~uth of Yorw Scnocl, whers an Office Park has D223

Fznch Estates and
roposed.

2. The proposed system is basically as was outlined in owr letter to

the Monterey County Health Department on 13 December 1979 {(copy enczlesz2Z?

consisting of:

9

[

RIS A WV

N -
TK ares.

2. An extended collector seswer system to serve the above listed {our

s. pconsisting of approximately 2030 lineal feet. of 6 inch sewar maln

in2al feet of 10 inch or larger sewer mains, and appurtienant man-
ASsut half is in the golf course, the remaindar in tne "offiz
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b. A secondary sewage treatment plant with adequate capacity to treat
all anticipated wastewater from the four areas upon total buildout,
probably 50,000 gallons per day. This will consist of a "package plant",
pre-engineered by the manufacturer to include all facilities necessary
to provide the level of treatment required by the Water Quality Control
Roard and the County Health Department. Originally, we had proposed an
extended aeration plant, with lift station, grinder, aeration chamber,
clarifier, sand filtration, and chlorination. The staff of the Water
Quality Control Board has suggested that the process include also
flocculation and coagulation, so that a different type system may be
required. This will be cleared up in conference with the reviewing
agencies. The plant will occupy about 4000 to 5000 square feet near
York Road, north of Del Rey Creek.

c. A booster pump station and force main to deliver the treated
wastewater to a holding pond on the Laguna Seca Golf Course. The force
main will be approximately 6000 feet in length, either 4 inch or § inch
pipe, depending upon econamics of construction and operation costs.

d. The storage pond on the golf course will be approximately 18
scre feet in size (6,000,000 gallons), to provide for total detention
during a four month extended wet period. It will occupy about two acres
at 'a total maximum depth of sbout 12 feet, located south of clubhousa.

e. The golf course irrigation system will be modified to allow blend-
ing of reclaimed wastewater with the present well water, at an ultimate
average rate of 25 to 30% reclaimed water, using the existing pumps and
a flow controlled valve system.

3.. The proposed schedule for this system is:

a. Design conferences with Water Quality Control Board, County and
Scate Health, County Public wWorks (operators of CSA #10) and City of
Monterey Public Works (ultimate operators after annexation to the City)
June 3 ~13.

b. Formal applications to Board of Supervisors to expand CSA #10
and to Water Quality Control Board for amended discharge requirements on
June 18; for hearing by Board of Supervisors on June 24; hearing by Water
JJality Control Board on 8 August.

c. Plant preliminary design completed, placement of order to
mz.ufacturer - 27 June. ‘

d. Plant final design (four weeks) shop drawing approval - 8 August

e. Plant fabrication completed (12 weeks) site delivery -7 November

f. 1Installation completed, plant start-up - 26 November.

g. Collector sewer design camplete, sutmitted for review - 27 June.

h. Collector construction (si% wezks required) completed - 10 QOctoner,

i. force main and oond desizn complete, sumitted for revied - =
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© amm——

j. Pond construction (three weeks) - campleted 3 October.

k. Force main and irrigation system conversion construction (three
week required) campleted - 30 October.

1. Plant appurtenance construction (foundations, control house,
electrical supply and controls, pump stations, etc., Six weeks regquired)
completed - 14 November.

The most critical dates in the above schedule are the Water Quality
Control Board approval (8 August) which must precede actual approval

of shop drawirgs for plant fabrication or the issuance of contracts for
any onsite construction and the completion of the earthwork and trenching
(30 Cctober) which should precede onset of rainy weather. The plant
installation is not quite so critically affected by wet weather, but

any delay in approvals will obviously delay its campletion. Delay of
approval until the September Water Quality Control-Board meeting would
jeopardize the entire schedule, as it would delay earthwork into the
rainy period and would delay plant plant start-up beyond the first of the
new year, 1981.

We will look forward to cooperation from all of the reviewing agoﬂﬁles
to permit this tight schedule to be maintzined.

v'-w.y wfow/sﬁ/

W. 0. 2085.16

CC: Rip McIntosh
Leonard M Intosh
Charles Keller

)
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Laguna S=2c2 Panch
Wastewater Peclamation System

1, Purpose

Tha proposed Laguna Seca Panch Wastewater Peclamatiorn System is interded
to:

A. Provide a long range solution to a recurring problem of failures
ir the existirg County Service Area No. 10 soil absorption system which
sarves 46 homes in Laguna Seca PRarch Estates No. 1.

B. Conserve groundwater supplies by permitting use of reclaimed waste-
water for irrigation on portions of the Laguna Seca Golf Panch.

C. Allow future wastewatar treatment for 43 homes or lots of Lazurn
S2ca Panch Estates No. 2.

D. Provide for expansion to allow ‘the future cornection of other
development in the western portior of the Parch as it may ocecur.

£. Provide for sewerage service for York School in the event of failur=
or difficulties irn the existirg s»>il absorption system

I3 Be compatible with long rangs plans for sewerage service to th2
sasterrn portions of the Panch.

0
(-
1
ct
3
Y]
—
(85

2. Gerer=zl Dascrintion

2 2~z Parch is =2 WO =zore  or
y, lyirg rorth of Hiznway 58, =2

ray., It has beer planned for ann .
5 ultimate development as a part of Morterey II to provide 3
Af 241 dwelling urnits of varyirng types, alorng with a 200 room ra3or
no-21 . orofassiornal offices, arnd reighborhood commercial uses. TAals

-avaiasment  is  intarnded to e phzsed -over a 2T ©o 30 year oarini.
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Lzgwra Seca Panch Wastewater Peclamstior System P3ze ¢

3. Project Description

The  Peclamatior System will ‘consist of <he followirg items, showr
schematically on Figur2 1: '

_a. Collectior systems withirn Laguna Seca Panch Estatss No. 1 and No.
2 (existirg) totalling approximately 15,000 feet of mains.
b. Collector extersions from five points on Laguna Secsz Parch Estates
No. 2 to the proposed plant ard =2 proposed 1ift station, totallir:g
approximately 4800 fz22t of sewesr mains.
o. Lift station #1, 1located south »f York School, at abous 200 faa-

elevation, o pump raw sawage from 57 homes, York School, ani oossiblia
future developmant or 55 acres through a 3100 foot force mzin to =
traztnent plant. '

d. The treatmernt plart located near the west end of the golf courss
at about elevatiorn 280. The plant will provids secondary treatment, plus
coagulation, filtration, and chlorination, to convert sewage into water
acceptable for irrigstion or thz golf courss.

e. Storage pords located adjacent o the plant ard rear golf ocourss
mairterance buildirg, approximately 3000 fest east of the plant. The
pords will oprovide storage for treated wastewater during wet wezthar
periods wien rno  irrigstion is  permitisd, totalling 120 days capacity

c. Modification to the existing golf course irrigstion sys:iem 7o 3.l:.
5landing of reclzimed wastawster witn  tne well 2Ter presanily asaz,
isolzting aporoximztely 2 third of  the course for w2ll wster use snlv.
4 Plart (riteria
The plant will have am iritial capazity of 2,050 mgd (50,000 gallors ner
dzy) provided by two separate furctiornirg.plamis. Fach will be capznlis
of treatirg 25,000 gallorns per 2ay at 3 peak flow rate of 75 gzllons por
minute. It will corsist of steel tank =sguipment mourt=d on concrets sizos,
zdove groumd, in arn opern  spacs  surrounded by tress.,  Prirncipzsl olzns
2zulpment wlll consist of tne following items:
Z. Lift St=ticr Nolo 2, 75 g=zllonms par minutz 2t 20 foot 1ifL, LT
S ZUDieX  Sdomersiols DUTDS. I will s=srvs thz easterly 30 aomes o7
Laguna  Secs Panch fsiztes No. 2, arnd will be situsted to ultimszely servs
3.8> th2 propdsed  future aparctment  development  of 400 dwelling mits
roron of  Yorxk Pozd, west of  the zbardonad sarnitary larndfill. Starncoo
Ocwer will b2 z part of plant gernarator capasity.
= Lift Stztion Mo, 1, 31T fe2t to  the west, will b2 110 gzllors
22r  mirut:z 2t WE Toot 1ife, witn W 4o duplex pumps afd 3 stanicy
g2rerator., It will serve the 45 homes of Estates No. 1 plus tn2 was:izri:
'3 lots of Estatsas No. 2, witn capacity to ultimataly sa2rve z3lsy Yora
Sthool  ard  future davelopment  inm the  soutawest 55 asres of tn2 ranos
(20,000 god reserve capacity). This rassrve capacity is irheren: in <oz
1ift station, sincs the recesszy lift of 100 fest car orly be M2t wiz-
'Z norsepower  pumns of over 00 gpm capscity.  No smallsr ron-slan oomos
Wil projuce the resc2ssay oressura. '

Eestor Engineers.inc allh Caminc Agus.tc . M:"‘-:E"Ey.- Ca fcrma &=Z=-=C



Lagura Seca PRanch Wastewater Peclamatiorn Systen Page 4

A second holding pond sitz is available or the golf course bestweer
. Highway 68 and the maintenance building, just west of the creek. This
site could also provide for about 6 or 8 acre feet of storage, addirz
40 to 50 days of storags at full buildout of thz west end of the rarcn.

Evaporétion losses are estimated at 36 inches per year, net, (54 inches
of evaporation, 18 inches of rainfall) or about 300,000 gallors from
thz  initial pond and 400,000 gzllons from the future east pord.

K. TIrrigation System -~ Effluert will be punped by a submersible weil
turbine pump from thz main storagz pornd direct to the golf courss
irrigation system. Check valves will be added to prevernt ay flow o ths
easterly end of the golf courss whare fairways and gresrs drair direztly
irto Cmmyon del Fey Cresk. Automatic timers will be utilized t3 permi:
reclaimed water pumping to occur only wher the2 mait irrigatior pumps are ir
oparation. Pump capacity will be 140 gallors per minute, allowirg the
addition of 66,000 gallons duing a normal =ight hour irrigatior psriod.
This will allow full wuse of all treated water under normal corditiors,
ard will permit disposal of up to 16,000 gallons per day from surplus
storage followirg a wet period, in addition to the rormal inflow of 50,00
gallorns per day. The stored water from a full pond at the end of ar
exterded wet period will thus take about four mornths for total disposal -
about 3000 o 5000 gallons per day by evaporatior and 16,000 gallons per
day by pumpirng to irrigation. :

Tnz existirng pumps for the irrigstior system car supply approximezsal
1232 zallons per minute, using all thres pumps. Urnder those -circumstarces,
ard with only west ernd sprinkler zones irn uss, dilution of reclaimed water
would be to 9% strength (140 gpm reclaimed water, 1200 gpm well water).
Saould orly the smallest existing pump be ir opzratior, approximatsly 2%
gpn, dilutior would be to 40% strergth (140 gpm reclzimed water, 200 gpm
wz2ll water). Should all sprinkler zones or the west end be shut down
by their automatic timed controls, ar over-pressurz switch will sauz
dowr. the reclaimed water pump.

L. Saieguerds - A time switch- on the reclaimed water pump will
prevart opzration durirg daylight wurs mern  parsons could bs presars
or. the coursa. A tiltirg bucket rain guage switch will automaticszlly
shut dowr the reclaimed watar pump when rainfall exceeds 0.7 inches,
thus preventirg any accidertal runsff of reclaimed water. This corniral
. will be arranged to reguire manual reset, s> that the pump will ros
furctior urtil the operator determines that weather corditions will
require golf courss irrigatior.

The course has beern =2xanined by representatives of Morterey Courty Yzzl:n
Dapartment to seslect those arsas wierse reclained watser will rot b»
perqitted. Sirce ro fairway west of the proposed chack valve drains
direct to th2 creek, =ard sirnce 2ll present and  oroposad nome
substantially sa2tback from or are above irrigated fairways, all recl
water can be fully cortairned’ or thz golf courss. '

a
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Laguna. Seca Panch Wastawater. Peclamation System. . Page_i

The system- is totally isolated from the domestic water system. Present
oparation of the irrigstion system movides for well pump discharge irt

3 holdirg pord on Canvon del Pey Cresk, with three turbire pumps drawing
from that pond to pump direct to irrigation. Separates pipirg systens
provide all domestic water to the clubhouse. Service from that system
(Bishop Water Company) will be axtended to the plart sits for use ir
the laboratory arnd for washdown. The plant and pornd will be ferced.

Alarms will be provided at pump statiorns and withir the plant to sizral
significant malfurctiorns. :

M. Padurdancy - is provided © for 1ift station pumps, using duplex
pumps, 2acn sized for full design load, with stardby power. It is also
provided in the extended aeration system, since two complete systeus
will b= constructed, along with four separate air compressors ary tarese
capable of full capacity operation. Fach system will have 25,000 gpd
capacity. Wazn normal flow excesds 25,000 gpd, 3 third identical system
will be provided so that total flow at full buildout car be processed
with =ny orn2 of the thres units out »f service dus to breskdown or rorasl
maintenanca. Pedurdarcy is also presert in the filtration urits, sized so
that ary twd> of thres writs ca3n pass the full flow. Coagulanc shzmizal
fead punps will bes duplex. The chlorirator will be 3 duplax unis,
Stardby power will b2 provided to drive the 1lift statior.  pumps,
corminutor, z2rd two compressors. This will be irn ths form of Zwod
gererators - 10 Kw 3t 1lift station #1, 20 Kw a3t the plart.

No duplication is providad for the followirg items, sirce thay do ro-
rornally ircur mechanical failures, or havez . irherert  bypsss
chasracteristics:

Comminutor (bar screesn bypsss).

Coagulation chzmber and chemical mixing chamber.
Sacondary clarifier.

Firal clezar well-chlorire contact chamber.
Storage pord. '

Irrigation pump or its power supply.

rthiy L0 U W

irally, redwndarcy is provided for thz totzl system as it relatss oo
-na 45 nhomes of Laguna S=2ca3 Panch Estates No. 1, since the existing septic
carks ard Adrainfields will remair ir place. Me2rely removingz 2 plug Irom
re pipe ard irsertirg it in the Blus Larkspur mair lirs will dir=ct fiow
k¥ t£> that systam. Tais system car hardle the approximate 12,700 o
14,000 gallorms per day from the 45 homes urnder rornal circumstarcss
zrd for brief periods sver in w2t wa2ather, '
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Laguna Seca Fanch Wastewater Peclamation System Paze 6

5. Operation - The entire collection treatment and storage systenm
-up to thez dirrigation pump will be owned and maintained by County Service
Area #10. This county agency, administered by Public Works under the
direct cortrol of the Board of Supervisors, will be required to provids
a licensed operator, either on staff or by contract. He will perform
or direct th= npormal maintenance and all testing and reporting requirzd
by the Health Department arnd/or Water Quality Cortrol Board. He wiil
be provided with ar orsits maintenance/laboratory building, =quippe?
to perform the normal periodic tests.

The irrigation pump ard all downstrezm piping will be owned ard mairtaired
by Laguna Seca Golf Ranch.

Costs of opesratiorn will be borne by a users fee. Budget has not beern
developed at this time. Cornstruction costs for the entire systems
ircludirg the irrigation revisiorns, will be borrne by Bishop, McIntssh,
ard MeIntosh owners and developers of the Panch.

4. Growdwater Effect

Grouwndwater locally is used as a source of domestic supply by Bishoro
L y :

Water Company. The Bishop wells all lie to thz east (upsiream) from 4nz
oroposed irrigatiorn area, the nearest being 2200 feet 2ast, the nex:

2800 feet east. These wells draw primarily from thz Santa Margzaritz
formation which obtains recharge primarily from the Corral d= Tierrs
Area, as reported by Thorup in his 1976 report on groundwater in thz
Highway ©68 corridor. Upper level groundwater is unused. Depth to water
beneath the golf course 1is gererally in excasss of 30 feet, as was roted
in percolatiorn tests run on the adjacent lots of -Laguna Seca Fanch Estateas

-~

No. 2.

The soils arzs Baywood Sards (®C) in the westerly portiorn of ths Goif
Course, Sartz2 Yrez fir2 Sardy Loam (ShC % ShE) on the =asterly portiors.
Both types will acrcept substantisl amounts of irrigatiorn water ard have
g2o03 perneabilitiss, the Baywocd being cornsiderably more permeabls
(4-2C irchzs per hour) thar is the Sarts Yrnez (0.6-2.0 inchzs per hour)
Puroff is corsequantly quite low on th2 flatter areas ir both soil casss,
ard filtratior characteristics are good.

For these reasors, the Mortersy County Health Departmert has deternine:
that extensive s0il moisturs orobes arz not warrantsd in this project.

Sestorm EngrnesTs.imC AT Camino Aguantd Monce~ey. Cas ‘o-ne E325-=C
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. Description of Project:

The Mclntosh project consists of construction of a 20,350 square foot, two-story professional
office building on Lot 5 of the Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision. The new office building
will contain 16,210 square feet of usable floor area that will be rented to tenants seeking
professional office space. “Professional Office” is defined in the Monterey County Zoning
Ordomamce (Title 21, Section 21.06.890) to be:

“... an establishment for professional, executive and administrative offices, including
those of accountants, lawyers, doctors, dentists, architects, engineers, drafting offices, insurance
agents, real estate agents and other occupations which are of similar character to those
enumerated, but not including barbers, beauty parlors, cosmetologists, or other service
establishments and structure trades contractors.”

The new office building will be constructed to meet the equivalent of a Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) silver standard and will be stepped into the hillside having one
partial lower level at grade on the front elevation with a second story above that is at grade on the
rear elevation. The lot will be improved with driveway access and parking at both levels
including 65 parking stalls and one loading space. The 65 parking stalls include designated
handicap and carpool spaces. Grading for the development will be approximately 3,853 cubic
yards of cut and 3,350 cubic yards of fill with 502 cubic yards to be exported to the Monterey
Regional Waste Management landfill located in Marina or transported to another site permitted
to receive fill material. Within the project footprint 43 Coast Live Oak trees are proposed for
removal. Following construction the site will be landscaped with drought tolerant plants
including 23 replacement oak trees. Twenty (20) oaks will be planted off-site, within the open
space parcels of the Laguna Seca Subdivision, to achieve a 1:1 replacement ratio.

Drainage for the site will be connected to the drainage system developed and approved as part of
the original Office Park subdivision. Wastewater would be collected in the existing wastewater
collection system designed for the Laguna Seca Office Park and treated at the Pasadera
Wastewater Treatment Plan which is managed and operated by Cal-Am. Potable water will be
provided by the Bishop Water Company which is also owned and operated by Cal-Am.

Land Use entitlements required to carry out the proposed project include A Combined
Development Permit consisting of:

1) A Use Permit and General Development to allow the construction of a 20,306 square foot
two-story professional office building and associated grading (Approx. 3,850 cubic yards
cut and 3,350 cubic yards fill);

2) A Use Permit to allow the removal of 43 Coast Live Oak trees;

3) An Administrative Permit to allow development in the Site Plan ('S") zoning district; and

4) A Design Approval (materials and colors to consist of cajun red cement fiberboard
horizontal siding, San Diego Buff Board formed integral colored concrete walls, Chinese
red aluminum clad column panels, and charcoal standing seam metal roofing).
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A copy of the proposed site plan is shown in Figure 1.

B. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting:

The project site is located at 24491 Citation Court, Monterey on Lot 5 of the Laguna Seca Office
Park (Office Park) subdivision east of the Ryan Ranch Industrial Park and York Road and north
of Highway 68. The Laguna Seca Office Park was approved in 1983 and is an approximately 54-
acre visitor serving and professional office subdivision consisting of 21 parcels including 19
commercial parcels ranging in size form 0.6 to 2.6 acres and 2 residential lots of approximately 1
acre each. All but six of the Office Park lots have been developed. The project site is one of the
six vacant lots in the subdivision and is labeled Lot 5 on the Office Park subdivision map.

Surrounding the Office Park are Ryan Ranch Industrial Park to the west (within the City of
Monterey), York school and Fort Ord lands to the north (Public/Qausi-Public uses), Laguna Seca
Ranch estates No’s. 1 and 2 to the east (Low Density Residential), and the Monterra Ranch and
Hidden Hills subdivisions across Highway 68 to the south (also Low Density Residential). The
Monterey Regional Airport is also located in close proximity (to the west of Ryan Ranch) and the
subject property lies within the approach path for one of the run ways at the airport (see Figure 2
for the vicinity map and surrounding land uses).

The project site is located near the northwestern corner of the Office Park subdivision and is
accessed from Citation Court which connects with Blue Larkspur Lane. Topographically, the site
slopes up from Citation Court in a south to north trend. Beyond the northern property line, the
site slopes up more dramatically before reaching York school (approximately 200 feet). A bowl
is formed in the center of the lot as a result of downward slopes from both the east and west
property lines.

Vegetation at the site consists of non-native grasslands with several coast live oak trees scattered
throughout the site. Beyond the six undeveloped lots within the subdivision, the area is highly
developed with roads, infrastructure, and ornamental landscaping. A seasonal creek bed (Canyon
Del Rey Creek) is located south of the project site. Canyon Del Rey Creek runs parallel to
Highway 68 and crosses under York Road.

The Laguna Seca Office Park, including the subject Lot, is designated as “Commercial” by the
2010 Monterey County General Plan (Figure #LU5). The Commercial designation allows
professional office uses among other things. The site is zoned Visitor Serving/Professional
Office — With Building Site, Urban Reserve, Design Control and Site Plan Review Overlay
Districts (VO-B-6-UR-D-S). The VO zoning district requires a General Development Plan for
the establishment of any development in that district if the lot is in excess of one acre; or if the
development includes more than one use. In this case, the lot is slightly over 1 acre. The
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21) lists Professional Offices as a “Use Allowed
subject to a Use Permit in each case” (21.22.060.F). The B-6 combining district prohibits further
subdivision of the property. The UR combing district indicates that the site is within an Urban
Reserve area of the City of Monterey. Land use decisions within the UR zoning areas should be
coordinated with the affected City. The site is also subject to Design review and Site Plan review
due to the location within a scenic corridor and other sensitive site features.
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C. Tiering:

In 1983, Monterey County certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Laguna Seca
Office Park subdivision which also involved a General Plan amendment and rezoning. The
certified EIR was prepared by Scott Lefacer, AICP for the County of Monterey Planning
Department (EIR #80-109, PC-3734, PC-3834, and SUBD 755) and is available for review upon
request at the County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency — Planning Department, 168
West Alisal Street, 2" floor, Salinas, California. This Initial Study tiers off the discussion in that
certified EIR pursuant to Section 15152 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. According to the CEQA guidelines, tiering refers to using the analysis of general
matters contained in a broader EIR for later EIRs or negative declarations on narrower projects;
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the
later EIR or negative declaration solely on issues specific to the later project. Tiering is
appropriate in this case because the project involves a site-specific development (Lot 5) that is
consistent with the broader EIR certified when the Laguna Seca Office Park Subdivision was
created and it is consistent with the General Plan designation (Commercial) and the zoning
(Visitor Serving/Professional Offices) at the site.

The certified EIR considered development of approximately 260,000 square feet of office space
on 19 new lots and contains a discussion on potentially significant impacts associated with
erosion and runoff, biology, viewshed, traffic, noise, air quality, water and sewage service,
energy use, public services, land use and planning, and open space. Ninety six mitigation
measures were provided to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level
however ten adverse effects that could not be avoided were identified. The significant
unavoidable impacts associated with the Laguna Seca Office Park development included:

e Loss of Open Space by committing the property to commercial use for a long period of
time;

e The addition of approximately 2,500 to 3,900 additional vehicle trips per day in the area;

e A decrease in the overall air quality for the area proportionate to the number of vehicle
trips added,;

e A decrease in groundwater resources;

e An increase in runoff due to the removal of vegetation from grading and the addition of
impervious materials at the site;

e An increase in consumption of gas, electricity, and energy;

e A temporary increase in noise, dust, and visual scars from grading and development
activities;

e The alteration of the aesthetic value of the region from the replacement of the natural
landscape with a built environment;

e Anincrease in potential exposure to noise and safety hazards from the Monterey
Peninsula Airport operations; and

e Anincrease in demand for public services.
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This initial study incorporates the general discussion in the certified EIR and focuses on issues
ripe for discussion relative to the proposed development of Lot 5 of the subdivision.

FIGURE 1-SITE PLAN
LOT5

5
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FIGURE 2 - SURRONDING LAND USE
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I11. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL

AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS
Use the list below to indicate plans applicable to the project and verify their consistency or non-
consistency with project implementation.

General Plan/Area Plan X Air Quality Mgmt. Plan X
Specific Plan L] Airport Land Use Plans X
Water Quality Control Plan L] Local Coastal Program-LUP L]
2010 Monterey County General Plan/Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan: The project

has been reviewed for consistency with the 2010 Monterey County General Plan and the Greater
Monterey Peninsula (GMP) Area Plan. Section V1.9 of this Initial Study (Land Use/Planning)
contains a more detailed discussion on whether the project will physically divide an established
community, conflict with any applicable land use plan, policies, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project, or conflicts with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan. Professional Office buildings are allowed within the commercial
land use designation (See LU#5 in the GMP Area Plan) and the Visitor Serving/Professional
Offices zoning. Where appropriate, a discussion of applicable policies are contained in section
VI.A below. Furthermore, findings, with supporting evidence, will need to be adopted by the
appropriate authority (i.e. the Monterey County Planning Commission) prior to approving or
carrying out this project (Source IX. 1, 2, 3 & 4). CONSISTENT

Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP): Consistency with the AQMP is an indication of a
project’s cumulative adverse impact on regional air quality (ozone levels). It is not an indication
of project-specific impacts, which are evaluated according to the Air District’s adopted
thresholds of significance (see discussion in Section V1.3). Inconsistency with the AQMP is
considered a significant cumulative air quality impact (Source IX. 1, 5, & 17).

For commercial projects, the AQMP includes 5 control measures. These control measures were
developed in order to make progress toward achieving the State 8-hour ozone standards in
addition to 14 other contingency control measures. The 5 effective rules involve solvent cleaning
operations, spray booths, degreasing, adhesives and sealants, and natural gas fired furnaces and
water heaters. The proposed project involves professional office uses that will not contain any of
these regulated uses, nor will the project result in any population growth. Future tenants may
have to consult with the Monterey Peninsula Unified Air Pollution Control District to determine
permit requirements (Source IX. 1, 5, & 17). CONSISTENT

Monterey Peninsula Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan: The project site is located
within the boundary of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for the Monterey Peninsula
Airport. Specifically, the site is within the Primary Planning area, is directly below the imaginary
approach surface, and is in the noise affected area of the CLUP. In general, the CLUP seeks to
protect the public from the adverse effects of aircraft noise, to ensure that people and facilities
are not concentrated in areas susceptible to aircraft accidents, and to ensure that no structures
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adversely affect navigable airspace. The CLUP incorporates the affected jurisdictions General
Plan Land Use designations as one of the tools by which to measure compatibility. As described
above, the project site is designated for commercial use in the Monterey County General Plan
and the project is consistent with that use. The project meets the height regulations for the area
and is subject to an avigation easement that was recorded at the time the Laguna Seca Office
Park subdivision was approved (Source IX. 1, 2, 3, 10, 11 & 16). CONSISTENT

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND
DETERMINATION

A FACTORS

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as
discussed within the checklist on the following pages.

X Aesthetics [1 Agriculture and Forest X Air Quality
Resources
XI Biological Resources [1 Cultural Resources X Geology/Soils

XI Greenhouse Gas Emissions [X] Hazards/Hazardous Materials [XI Hydrology/Water Quality

X Land Use/Planning [1 Mineral Resources X Noise

[1 Population/Housing [1 Public Services [1 Recreation

XI Transportation/Traffic X Utilities/Service Systems XI Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental
Checklist; and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding can
be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as supporting
evidence.

[1 Check here if this finding is not applicable

FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked off, there is no potential for
significant environmental impact to occur from either construction, operation or
maintenance of the proposed project and no further discussion in the
Environmental Checklist is necessary.
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EVIDENCE:
2. Agriculture and Forest Resources: The project site is not located in proximity to any
agricultural lands. The area was historically used as a dairy ranch but has been developed and
used for residential and commercial uses since the 1980’s. Similarly, the area historically
supported an open canopy oak savannah but development surrounding the site and the
creation of the office park subdivision has already impacted the woodland and committed the
area to non-forest uses. Further discussion of impacts to oaks and oak woodlands are
contained in the Section V1.4 (Biological Resources). The site is designated for commercial
use and there is no timber harvest plan or agricultural uses nearby that could conflict with the
proposed use. Therefore, there is no impact on designated or zoned agricultural uses or forest
lands (Source: I1X. 1, 2, 4,6, & 7). NO IMPACT

5. Cultural Resources: A preliminary archaeological investigation prepared as part of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR. 80-109) for the Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision did
not reveal any evidence of archaeological resources at the site. Additionally, the site is not
mapped as having a “high archaeological sensitive” in the Monterey County General Plan and
the County GIS system. The site is currently undeveloped and the surrounding area was
developed less than 50 years ago. Therefore, the project will not impact unique
archaeological or historical resources (Source: IX. 6, 7, & 10). NO IMPACT

11. Mineral Resources: There are no known mineral resources at the project site. The site is
not designated for mineral extraction or production by the Monterey County General Plan or
the California Department of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology. Therefore, the
project would not result in the loss of availability of important mineral resources (Source: IX.
1, 2,6, &10). NO IMPACT

13. Population/Housing: The development of a new professional office building was
anticipated when the lot was created. The site is designated and zoned for commercial use
and the subject project is an infill development of the vacant lot. No new residential units are
proposed and the project will be served by existing utilities and infrastructure. Therefore, the
project would not result in substantial population growth either directly or indirectly and the
project would not displace anyone (Source: I1X. 1, 2, & 10). NO IMPACT

14. Public Services: The necessity of public services including police, fire, schools, parks and
other public facilities were evaluated in the EIR prepared for the Laguna Seca Subdivision.
All necessary facilities have been allocated and the site is within the existing service areas of
all the necessary public facilities. Conditions recommended by the sheriff’s office, Monterey
Regional Fire District, and the Parks Department will be applied to the project. Therefore,
there will not be an impact as a result of new or expanded public service facilities (Source:
IX.1& 10). NO IMPACT

15. Recreation: There are no residential units or new recreation facilities being considered as
part of this application. The project is an infill development of an existing vacant commercial
lot within an approved office park. Therefore, the project would not significantly increase use
of existing parks in the area (Source: IX. 1). NO IMPACT
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B.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[

X

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposed project, nothing further is required.

1)

Signature Date

Craig Spencer Associate Planner

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on
project-specific screening analysis).
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact"” entries when the determination is made, an
EIR is required.

"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses,” may be
cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. ldentify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

C) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
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VI. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

1. AESTHETICS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] X ]

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic L] L] X L]
buildings within a state scenic highway?

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or M M X M
quality of the site and its surroundings?

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the L] L] X L]
area?

Discussion

The certified EIR for the Laguna Seca Office Park identified that the Office Park project may
alter some of the natural, rural character of the Highway 68 scenic corridor and that development
may be partially visible from the Highway. Impacts on aesthetics were ultimately considered to
be “moderate” adverse effects that could not be avoided. Mitigation measures provided to reduce
impacts included specific site design recommendations, and preservation of existing trees that
form a visual barrier along Highway 68. An easement has been established along the Highway 68
corridor, including a future road widening area, and trees within the easement effectively screen
views of the business park (Source: IX. 10 & 11).

Aesthetics (a) The project site is not located in a designated visually sensitive or highly visually
sensitive area as mapped in Figure #14 (“Scenic Highway Corridors & Visual Sensitivity” map)
of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan. The building location and height were staked and
flagged and staff visited the site and surrounding areas to identify the visibility of the flagging
from public viewing areas. Visibility of the site from roads, parks, and public lands is minimal
and impacts are well within those anticipated in the certified EIR (Source: IX. 1, 2, 3, 6, & 10).
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Aesthetics (b and c) The project site does not contain any historic structures, landmarks, rock
outcroppings, or other unique scenic resource. The scenic value of the site stems from the natural
terrain with moderate slopes and scattered oak trees. The aesthetic enjoyment of the natural
terrain of the property is limited because the site is not highly visible from public viewing areas
and because the site is completely surrounded by existing development, with the exception of
five other contiguous lots within the Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision that have not been
developed yet (Source: I1X. 6 & 10). In total, the six (6) undeveloped lots cover an area, in the
shape of a horse shoe around Citation Court, of just over 10 acres total. The proposed
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development requires approximately 7,200 cubic yards of grading (3,850 cut and 3,350 fill) and
removal 43 oak trees (Source: 1X. 1). Grading and tree removal will alter the character of the site.
Alteration of the character of the site was anticipated in the certified EIR for the subdivision and
specific site design standards have been incorporated into the project design to minimize visual
impacts. Design features include stepping the building into the terrain to minimize grading, tree
replacement planting around the developed area, and attractive building and landscape design
(Source: IX. 1 & 6). Overall, development of the site for the intended use will have an impact on
the visual character of the site as anticipated in the certified EIR but a relatively minor impact to
the visual character of the vicinity because the surrounding areas are developed.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Aesthetics (d) The proposed project involves construction of a new professional office building
that will introduce new sources of light to the property and the area. A lighting plan, including a
photometric plan, has been submitted for the exterior lighting scheme of the proposed building.
The lighting plan has been reviewed for consistency with General Plan policy LU-1.13 which
states: “All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive and constructed or located so that only the
intended area is illuminated, long range visibility is reduced of the lighting source, and off-site
glare is fully controlled.” The photometric plan shows that as proposed the lighting scheme will
be minimally visible from off site (Source: IX. 1 & 2). A standard condition requiring that all
exterior lighting be down lit and shielded would be applied. Glare is not anticipated because the
colors and materials of the proposed building are non-reflective. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

FIGURE 4 - Elevation with proposed colors and materials
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2.

AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland ] ] ] X

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a

Williamson Act contract? [ [ [ X
c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,

forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code

section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public [ [ [ X

Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned

Timberland Production (as defined by Government

Code section 51104(g))?
d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest

land to non-forest use? [ [ [ X
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment

which, due to their location or nature, could result in

conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or [ [ [ X

conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: No Impact. See Section Il and IV.A
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3. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? [ [ X [
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality ] ] X ]

violation?

c) Resultina cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state [ [ X [
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zONne Precursors)?

d) Result in significant construction-related air quality
impacts? [ [ X [
e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant [ X [ [

concentrations?

f)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people? O [ [ X

Discussion:

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) prepared the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) for the Monterey Bay Region. The AQMP addresses the attainment
and maintenance of State and Federal ambient air quality standards within the North Central
Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). Consistency with the AQMP is an indication of a project’s
cumulative adverse impact on regional air quality (ozone levels). It is not an indication of
project-specific impacts, which are evaluated according to the Air District’s adopted thresholds
of significance. Ozone emissions occur during different phases of a project from different
sources. Construction related emissions are temporary and include emissions from construction
equipment and heavy machinery as well as localized impacts from fugitive dust that becomes air-
borne due to vegetation removal and earth-moving. Stationary sources include gases and toxins
released as a result of permanent structure operations such as combustion associated with gas
powered water heaters or heating systems and also including internal operations such as
manufacturing operations or chemical uses. Finally, mobile sources of emissions a linked with a
projects traffic generation and applicable traffic congestion conditions. Generally, in the long-
term, the primary source of air emissions is vehicular traffic (Source: 1X. 5, 10, 11, & 17).
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The certified EIR for the Laguna Seca Office Park identified that development of the office park
would result in a cumulative decrease in air quality within the NCCAB and an incremental
degradation of air quality due to increased automobile emissions. These were considered to be
“moderate” impacts. Mitigation measures provided to reduce these impacts required that the
Office Park be designed to optimize efficiency, promote the use of public transit by requesting
that services be extended to the project site, and encourage carpooling for commuters. The EIR
found that there was a significant impact that could not be avoided as a result of the overall
decrease in the air quality for the NCCAB, proportionate to the number of new vehicle trips
generated (Source: IX. 10 & 11).

Air Quality (a, b, and c) The proposed project involves the construction of a new professional
office building within the Laguna Seca Office Park. Long-term operational emissions, both
mobile sources (e.g. vehicle trips) and operational sources would occur once the offices are
rented and occupied. The majority of the long-term emissions will be from traffic (Source: IX. 1
& 5). According to the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) trip generation Manuel 8" Edition a
general office building (710) containing 16,246 square feet of usable space would generate
approximately 178 daily traffic trips (Based on an average rate of 11.01 trips per 1,000 square
feet). This estimated daily trip figure is conservatively high because the general office building
category considers restaurants and retail uses that are not considered in the description of this
project (Source: 1X. 12). Trips generated by the project were considered in the certified EIR for
the office park to be between 2,500 and 3,900 daily trips spread throughout the 19 lots. Using the
conservative trip estimate of 178 trips multiplied by 19 office park lots, results in approximately
3,382 trips which are well within the EIR estimates. Bus service is available to the site and the
project has been designed to incorporate reserved car-pool parking areas and bike racks to
encourage alternative transportation thus minimizing related air quality impacts (Source: IX. 1 &
10).

Hot spots where air quality is significantly decreased can be created when traffic congestions is
sever and traffic sits idle for extended periods of time. Currently, Highway 68 operates at an
unacceptable level of service (LOS) F in both directions during the morning (AM) and afternoon
(PM) peak traffic hours, resulting in idle traffic due to congestion. Although the EIR projected
Highway 68 widening has not occurred, the connection of Ragsdale Dive with South Boundary
Road has aided in reliving congestion on Highway 68 and the projected traffic volumes on
Highway 68 are lower than projected. The projects contributions to peak hour trips are small in
comparison to existing traffic volumes and the cumulative impacts are in keeping with those
previously considered in the EIR (Source: IX. 2 & 10).

The proposed professional office space would not include any of the regulated uses for stationary
emissions from the AQMP. The building has been designed to meet the equivalent of Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver standards and therefore, will minimize
stationary source emissions and energy use through building, electrical, and mechanical
efficiencies (Source: IX. 1 & 17). LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Air Quality (d) Construction-generated emissions are short-term and of temporary duration,
lasting only as long as construction activities occur but have the potential to present significant
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air quality impacts particularly in proximity to sensitive receptors. The project involves
approximately 7,200 cubic yards of grading within 200 feet of York school and within % mile of
Ryan Ranch Day Care Facility and existing residences. The construction of the proposed project
would result in the temporary generation of emissions of air borne particulate matter (PM10) and
toxic air contaminants (TAC) form site grading and excavation, driveway and parking lot paving,
and motor vehicle exhaust form construction equipment and worker vehicles (Source: 1X. 1, 6, &
5).

Emissions of airborne particulate matter are largely dependent on the amount of ground
disturbance associated with site preparation activities. The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District (MBUAPCD) has determined that construction activities that involve minimal
earth moving over an area of 8.1 acres per day, or more, could result in potentially significant
temporary air quality impacts, if dust control measures are not implemented. According to the
MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, construction activities that require more extensive
site preparation (e.g. grading and excavation) may result in significant impacts if the area of
disturbance were to exceed 2.2 acres per day. The subject project is located on a lot that is 1.94
acres in size (less than the 2.2 acre threshold) and only a portion of that site would be graded for
development. An erosion control plan, containing standard measures such as watering active
construction areas, covering all trucks hauling soil, sweeping paved areas when soils are visible,
and replanting exposed soils as soon as possible following grading, have been included in the
project plans (Source: IX. 1 & 5). These measures will further minimize particulate matter
impacts from construction. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Air Quality (e) Construction activities would involve the use of diesel-powered equipment that
may result in localized concentrations of mobile source toxic air contaminants (TAC) at nearby
receptors. Particulate exhaust emissions from diesel-fueled engines were identified as a TAC by
the Air Resource Board (ARB) in 1998. Diesel particulate matter generated by the proposed
construction activities would not exceed the threshold where the probability of contracting cancer
is greater than 10 in 1 million for nearby receptors because of the relatively small size of the
project. However, due to the proximity of York school, stringent adherence to the California Air
Resources Board Emission Reduction standards is suggested to minimize exposure of TAC to
nearby sensitive receptors (Source: 1X. 1, 2, & 5). Implementation of the following reduction
standards will minimize construction related air quality impacts to a less than significant level;

Mitigation Measure 3.1:

The applicant/owner shall implement best available control measures to reduce airborne
particulate matter during all phases of construction, as recommended by the Monterey
Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) and in accordance with Policy
0S-10.9 of the Monterey County General Plan. Prior to issuance of a Construction
Permit, the applicant shall prepare and submit an Air Pollution Control Program to the
RMA-Planning Department for review and approval, including all or part of the following
measures:

e Minimize the use of diesel-powered equipment to the maximum extent feasible;
e Use alternative fuels (e.g. bio-diesel) where feasible;
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Where diesel equipment use is necessary, the equipment should be year 2003, or
newer, and/or equipped with particulate matter filters. All diesel powered equipment
must have up-to-date emission control labels; and

Diesel powered equipment shall not be left idling.

Monitoring Action:

1)

2)

Prior to issuance of grading or building permits, the applicant/owner/contractor shall
submit an Air Pollution Control Plan, that may be combined with an overall
Construction Management Plan, to the RMA-Planning Department for review and
approval that includes a list of the heavy equipment to be used during construction
including year, make, and model with photos showing up-to-date emission control
labels (where applicable) and a list of Best Management Practices to be implemented
to minimize diesel exhaust during construction.

Prior to final grading or building inspection, the applicant/owner/contractor shall
submit a description, to the RMA-Planning Department for review and approval,
demonstrating how the Best Management Practices were implemented during
construction.

Enforcement of this mitigation measure will minimize short-term impacts of particulate exhaust
emissions from diesel-fueled engines on localized air quality. No significant increase in long-
term pollutant concentrations is expected from the professional office use.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION

Air Quality (f) The proposed project does not involve uses or operations that would create
objectionable odors (Source: IX. 1). NO IMPACT

4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by [ [ X [
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the ] ] X ]
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service?
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, ] ] ] X
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife ] ] X ]
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree ] X ] ]
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation [ [ [ X
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion:

The certified EIR for the Laguna Seca Office Park identified that development would damage the
natural vegetative communities through road construction, home and office site development and
that significant damage could occur to the oak woodland community at the site. Mitigation
measures provided to reduce these impacts required that all slopes greater than 30% be dedicated
as “scenic easements” and that removal of vegetation be minimized. New landscaping was
required to include planting of young oaks of the same species. In addition, a vegetation corridor
with oak trees was established to screen development from Highway 68 (Source: IX. 1, 6, 10, &
11).

Biological Resources (a, b, and ¢) According to the certified EIR, a biological report was
prepared for the subdivision by Richard Robinson in 1981 that found no special status plants or
animals at the site. The site was again surveyed in 2002 (with an update in 2003) by Bruce
Cowan in association with the Laguna Seca Villas Condominium proposal that included the
subject parcel but has since been withdrawn. The Cowan report again found no special status
plant or animal species at the site. The site currently contains pockets of Coast Live Oaks with
non-native grasslands that are regularly mowed and are surrounded by roads and other
improvements. Also, the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) layer in the County’s
Global Information System (GIS) shows no results for the subject property (Source: 1X. 1, 6, 7,
10, & 11).
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In the Initial Study prepared for the Laguna Seca Villas condominium project (not adopted), there
is a discussion of potential impacts to red-legged frogs and California tiger salamanders from a
York road widening component of the project. The road widening would have crossed a seasonal
creek bed (Canyon Del Rey Creek) that collects drainage and has some areas that could
potentially support red-legged frog or tiger salamander breeding habitat, although the habitat
value is poor. The road widening is no longer a part of the project and the project site does not
have any water ways, wetlands, riparian areas, or special status species. The project will involve
removal of 43 Oak trees. The project site is 1.924 acres in size and represents a fraction of the
Oak woodlands that existed in the area prior to development. Oak woodlands are considered a
sensitive plant community because they can support a diversity of plants and animals. Further
discussion of tree removal and impacts to oak woodlands is contained in sections d) and e) below
(Source: IX. 1, 2,6,7,8,10, & 11). LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Biological Resources (d) The site does not contain any waters that could support fish
populations. Near by Canyon Del Rey Creek is a seasonal drainage course that is dry most of the
year and would not be expected to support fish populations. The site is surrounded by
development and would not be a significant part of any migratory route for other forms of
wildlife. The only foreseeable impact to migratory wildlife stems from removal of 43 oak trees at
the site. Trees can provide nesting locations for migratory birds and raptors. No nests have been
identified in the trees at the site; however, compliance with the Migratory Bird Act is required. In
order to comply with the Migratory Bird Act trees should be removed only during the non-
breeding season of nesting birds from September 1 through January 31. If trees must be removed
outside the non-breeding season the owner/applicant shall have a qualified biologist survey the site
for active nests. If active nests are found a “no-disturbance” buffer shall be applied within 250 feet
of all active nests. With this standard condition incorporated, compliance with restrictions imposed
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act can be met and effects on nesting birds can be avoided
(Source: 1X. 1, 2, 6, & 8). LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Biological Resources (e) A Forest Management Plan (FMP) was prepared for the proposed
development by Roy Webster, dated September 13, 2011. The FMP identified the need to
remove 43 oak trees for the proposed development. Oak trees are protected species in Monterey
County and in the State of California. The Monterey County Zoning Ordinance requires a Use
Permit for removal of more than three oak trees. In order to grant approval of a Use Permit for
tree removal, specific findings with evidence must be adopted demonstrating that tree removal is
the minimum necessary under the circumstances of the case and that it would either; 1) not
involve a risk of adverse environmental impact, or 2) that the trees are diseased, or present a
danger. Removal of trees within oak woodland must also comply with Public Resources Code
(PRC) 21083.4. The Oak Woodlands Conservation Act was adopted after certification of the
Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision EIR and prior to this application, so it represents a change
in regulatory setting that must be addressed in this tiered Initial Study (Source: 1X. 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8,
& 18).

The project was reviewed for compliance with Monterey County Code. A Use Permit for tree
removal is included in the permit entitlements/description. In support of making future findings
required to grant the Use Permit the FMP states “Every consideration was made to preserve as

Laguna Seca Office Park — Lot 5 Initial Study Page 20
PLN020332



many trees as possible while still creating a feasible development proposal.” Ultimately, the
appropriate hearing body to consider the application will need to adopt findings with evidence to
permit removal of the trees. Where trees are removed, the Zoning Ordinance requires replanting
on a 1:1 basis unless replanting would result in a hardship or be detrimental to the long-term
health of the remaining habitat. In this case, some trees will be planted within the landscaping to
replace trees removed for development. However, according to the FMP, there is not sufficient
room to replant on a 1:1 basis without overcrowding. The landscape plan submitted with the
project application shows a total of 23 trees to be planted on the lot. The remaining 20 oak trees
needed to achieve the minimum 1:1 ratio will need to be replanted off-site. Adequate space exists
to plant 20 oak trees within the two open space parcels (Parcels A and B) created through the
Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision (Source: 1X. 1, 3, 4, 6, & 8). The following mitigation is
suggested to ensure replanting occurs at a minimum ratio of 1:1:

Mitigation Measure 4.1:

Oak trees removed for construction shall be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Due to the potential
for overcrowding at the project site, a maximum of twenty (20) Coast Live Oak trees shall
be planted at the project site and at least 23 Coast Live Oak trees shall be planted within
the open space parcels of the Laguna Seca Office Park.

Monitoring Action:

1) Prior to final building inspection for the proposed office building, the applicant/owner
shall submit receipts, and photographic evidence, demonstrating that at least 23 Coast
Live oak trees have been planted at the site and that at least 20 Coast Live Oak trees
have been planted on Parcel A and/or Parcel B (open space parcels) of the Laguna
Seca Subdivision.

2) One year following planting of the replacement trees, the owner shall have the trees
inspected by a qualified arborist. At that time any trees that have died or are in poor
condition in the judgment of the arborist, shall be replaced. The arborist shall prepare
a report describing the condition of the replacement trees for review and approval to
the RMA-Planning Department.

Impacts to oak woodlands are not considered significant in this case because the conversion of
the oak woodland was contemplated in the certified EIR for the office park. The project is an
infill development project on an existing designated and zoned commercial lot, adjacent to the
City of Monterey boundary. Tree removal has been minimized and removal will be accomplished
in a manner that avoids significant environmental impacts. Mitigation required pursuant to PRC
21083.4 is only necessary if the County determines that there may be a significant effect to oak
woodlands [PRC 21083.4 (b)] (Source: 1X. 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10& 18). No further mitigation is
required for impacts to oak woodlands. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION

Biological Resources (f) There is no known Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other specific habitat conservation program governing development on the
parcel. The prevailing governing documents are the 2010 Monterey County General Plan and the
Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan which contains policies aimed at protecting and
preserving native habitats. As described in section (a, b, and c) above, there are no known
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sensitive species at the site. The site is designated and zoned for commercial development.
Native habitat will not be significantly impacted in this case and tree removal appears to be
proposed in compliance with the existing legislative requirements (Source: 1X. 2, 7, & 10).

NO IMPACT
5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource as defined in 15064.5? [ [ [ X
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of [ [ [ X
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature? [ [ [ X
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries? [ [ [ X
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV.A
6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a [ [ [ X
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] ] X ]
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? [ [ X [
iv) Landslides? ] O] X []
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? ] ] X ]
Laguna Seca Office Park — Lot 5 Initial Study Page 22

PLN020332



6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project, [ [ < [
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Chapter 18A
of the 2010 California Building Code, creating ] ] ] X
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems [ [ [ X
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Discussion:

The certified EIR for the Laguna Seca Office Park identified the following potential impacts
associated with geology and soils: Removal of existing vegetative ground cover; removal and/or
compaction of organically thick and valuable top soil; exposure of cut slopes along the drainage
courses could pose erosion problems; and exposure and susceptibility of soils to erosion on
slopes. Mitigation measures provided to reduce these impacts included the need to prepare
detailed soils investigations for each building site, to minimize grading, and to re-vegetate
exposed soils as soon as possible after grading is finished (Source: 1X. 10 & 11).

Geology and Soils (a-i) No faults have been mapped within the Laguna Seca Office Park area
including the subject project site. The certified EIR identifies several faults, including potentially
active faults, which could affect future development. Major faults that may create seismic events
affecting the proposed development include the San Andreas fault which is located
approximately 25 miles northeast of the property and the Chupines fault which is located to the
south of Highway 68, less than 1 mile from the site. Fault rupture would not occur at the project
site because there are not faults that pass under the property (Source: IX. 7, 10, & 11).

NO IMPACT

Geology and Soils (a-ii, a-iii, and c) As is the case within most of Monterey County, the
proposed building and infrastructure will likely experience strong seismic related ground shaking
in the future. Ground shaking can cause lurching and cracking of foundations, pipes, and
structural components of structures resulting in significant damage or collapse. Also, certain soil
types are susceptible to loosing their resistive strengths during seismic events causing a portion,
or all of a structure to sink (liquefaction). Engineering standards currently in place require
consideration in the design of structures to resist seismic related activities. The current California
Building Codes contain minimum design standards to protect health and safety in all new
structures. A construction permit will be required for the proposed building and grading
activities. Standard County review of construction details for consistency with the California
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Building Code will occur, including a review of engineering calculations and specific
geotechnical information to insure that the project is designed to resist damage from an
earthquake. The County Geographic Information System shows the project site as having a “low”
risk of liquefaction (Source: IX. 7)

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Geology and Soils (a-iv and c¢) The project site is located down slope from York school and the
lot itself contains moderate slopes. Landslides result when the driving forces that act on a slope
(i.e., the weight of the slope material, and the weight of objects placed on it) are greater than the
slope’s natural resisting forces (i.e. the shear strength of the slope material). Grading activities
(under cutting), water saturation, seismic forces, and structural forces (the weight of a building)
can all cause slope instability. The proposed development will be located on the flattest portion
of the lot (under 25% slope) where the structure will not cause land sliding hazards. Retaining
walls around the building will be designed and engineered to resist the forces of the slopes
behind them and drainage will be controlled to prevent saturation and erosion. The County GIS
layer shows the site as being in a “low” land slide hazard area (Source: IX. 1 & 7). Slopes near
the site are moderate and stable and are not likely to cause a significant land slide hazard.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Geology and Soils (b) Soil erosion is the removal of soil by water and wind. When vegetation is
removed and soils are disturbed from grading activities, soils become more susceptible to
erosion. In addition, some soil types are more prone to erosion than others. Erosion can also
occur if drainage is not properly controlled once the structure is built and the hardscape is
constructed. The proposed project contains erodible soils and grading and vegetation removal are
required. An erosion control plan, prepared by Bestor Engineer’s, was submitted with the
proposed application. The erosion control plan contains notes and details to both satisfy
Monterey County Code, Title 16 - Chapter 16.12 and to avoid erosion related impacts. The
erosion control plans address watering during construction to prevent wind erosion, measures to
be taken including installing rock at the entrance to the site to prevent tracking soils onto the road
ways from vehicles, use of hay bales and straw wattles to catch sediments, street sweeping, and
re-vegetation immediately following grading activities. Long-term erosion will be prevented by
collecting runoff from the structure and parking area and directing it to retention ponds
engineered at the time the subdivision was approved (Source: I1X. 1 & 10). Given the
incorporation of these measures, as proposed in the project plans, and as required through the
construction permit process, erosion impacts will be minimized to a point where they are
considered LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.

Geology and Soils (d) Expansive soils experience volumetric changes with changes in moisture
content, swelling with increases in moisture content and shrinking with decreasing moisture
content. These volumetric changes can cause distress resulting in damage to concrete slabs and
foundation. The on-site soils are considered to be non-plastic and no special measures are
required to mitigate soil expansion at the site (Source: IX. 7). NO IMPACT
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Geology and Soils (e) Septic tanks and alternative wastewater disposal systems are not required
in this case. The structure will be served by the Laguna Seca sanitary sewer system for effluent
disposal (Source: IX. 1). NO IMPACT

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the ] ] X ]
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of ] ] ] X
greenhouse gases?

Discussion:

At the time the EIR for the Laguna Seca Office Park was certified, Greenhouse Gases did not
need to be addressed under CEQA. In 2008-2009 the Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
mandated evaluation of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts through the CEQA review process. In
2010, amendments to the CEQA guidelines were adopted to incorporate GHG review in the
CEQA process. Awareness of GHG has been growing significantly in recent years. Changes in
global climate patterns have been associated with global warming. Global warming means an
average increase in the temperature of the atmosphere near the Earth’s surface, attributed to
accumulation of GHG emissions in the atmosphere. Greenhouse gases trap heat in the
atmosphere, which in turn heats the surface of the Earth. Some GHGs occur naturally and are
emitted to the atmosphere though natural process, while others are created and emitted solely
through human activities. The emission of GHGs though the combustion of fossil fuels (i.e.,
fuels containing carbon) in conjunction with other human activities, appears to be closely
associated with global warming (Source: 1X. 10 & 13).

The certified EIR for the Office Park identified a “moderate” potential impact resulting from
construction, operational and transportation energy consumption. Of these three categories,
operation and transportation related energy consumption were considered the most significant
since these activities will continue to occur over the life of the project. Operational emissions
from energy consumption and mobile sources from vehicles are two of the largest sources of
human produced GHGs (Source: 1X. 10 & 13).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (a) The proposed project will contribute greenhouse gases to the
atmosphere. Temporary construction related impact includes use of vehicles and equipment that
burn fossil fuels and the release of GHGs naturally stored in the ground due to grading
disturbance. There will be minor impacts from operational sources through energy consumption
for lighting, water use, heating and cooling, and general operations within the building. The
professional offices will not involve major GHG emitting uses. Also, the building has been
designed to meet the equivalent of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
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silver standard, meaning that the building and associated mechanical equipment, will make
efficient use of power. This is an improvement over the energy impacts considered in the
certified EIR for the Office Park (Source: IX. 1 & 10). Traffic will continue to be a main source
of on-going emissions. Some measures incorporated in the project design to minimize traffic
related impacts include; installation of bike racks and designation of a carpool space to
encourage ride sharing and alternative modes of transportation (Source: IX. 1 & 13).

Tree removal also negatively impacts GHG emissions as a result of the loss of sequestration of
CO.. Trees and vegetation convert CO; in the atmosphere to Oxygen and thus they have a
positive effect. In this case, trees will be replanted to replace those removed for the project and
the sequestration of GHGs will eventually recover. The total amount of GHGs is not exactly
known; however, given that design considerations have been incorporated to improve conditions
from “business as usual”, and given the scale and use of the project, the project is considered to
have a miniscule impact on the global issue of greenhouse gas emissions (Source: 1X. 1).

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (b) There are a number of regulations that have been adopted with
the intent of regulating and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. One of the main pieces of
legislation is California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). AB 32 requires the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) to adopt rules and regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to
1990 levels by the year 2020. AB 32 does not specifically mandate action at the local level (e.g.
the County); however, because CEQA is defined by the state as a primary tool for addressing
climate change, many local agencies are being proactive and developing policies and programs
aimed at reducing GHGs generated within their jurisdictions. Currently, neither CARB, the
Monterey Peninsula Unified Air Pollution Control District (MPUAPCD), nor Monterey County
have adopted thresholds of significance for project level greenhouse gas emissions; however, the
2010 Monterey County General Plan contains policies that require preparation of GHG reduction
plans (Source: IX. 2 & 13). The following General Plan policies address GHG emissions:

e (OS -10.11 requires preparation of a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan within 24 months
of adoption of the General Plan. This plan has not been adopted yet. The project will not
interfere with the preparation of this ordinance or be incompatible with the criteria that
must be addressed as outlined in the policy. The project has incorporated bike parking,
car pool spaces, and other measures to help minimize mobile GHG sources and the
structure is being designed to meet the equivalent of Leadership in Energy and
Environment Design (LEED) silver standards as required in policy OS —10.12.

e OS-10.12 requires adoption of a Green Building Ordinance. This plan has not been
adopted yet; however, the project will incorporate efficiency measures above and beyond
the minimum currently required by the Building Code by designing the structure to meet
the equivalent of a LEED silver rating.

The project incorporates some main design elements that help minimize GHG emissions and the
proposed use of the professional office buildings are not expected to exceed any of the stationary
emission threshold standards being considered locally (Source: IX. 1, 5, & 13). The project
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complies with the policy direction contained in the General Plan and will not conflict with any
plan or policy aimed at reducing GHG emissions. NO IMPACT

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or ] ] ] X
disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and [ [ [ X
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within ] ] ] X
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, ] ] ] X
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the ] ] X ]
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people ] ] ] X
residing or working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency ] ] ] X
evacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where [ [ X [
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Discussion:

The certified EIR for the Laguna Seca Office Park identified that the Office Park would be
subject to high fire hazard from the nearby open space areas of Fort Ord and increased noise
associated with the operation of the Monterey Peninsula Airport. Mitigation measures provided
to reduce these impacts required that the applicant follow recommendations of the California
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Department of Forestry, which addresses fuel break design, as well as other site design features
and preparation of a landscape plan detailing the removal and replanting of vegetation prior to
filing the final map. In addition, the Office Park was required to agree to conditions relative to
aviation noise and safety prior to approval of development. The conditions include the use of
non-reflective surfaces on rooftops, along with recordation of a navigational easement for airport
related safety. Furthermore, the increase in the number of persons exposed to potential noise and
safety hazards from the Monterey Peninsula Airport operation was identified as an adverse effect
which could not be avoided (Source: IX. 10, 11, & 16).

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (a, b, ¢, and d) The proposed project involves the
construction of a new professional office building on an existing lot of record within an approved
office park subdivision, no demolition is required. There are currently no specific tenants for the
building however, reasonably foreseeable tenants would include executive and administrative
offices, including those of accountants, lawyers, doctors, dentists, architects, engineers, drafting
offices, insurance agents, real estate agents and other occupations which are of similar character.
These types of uses would not likely involve the use or transport of hazardous materials other
than doctor and dentist offices which involve the use and disposal of biological hazardous
materials related to items exposed to bodily fluids. Disposal of hazardous substances from
doctor’s offices must comply with existing state and federal laws and such substances are not
considered a potentially significant threat to the surrounding community or environment. The
Environmental Health Bureau has reviewed the proposal and has not raised any concern
regarding potential hazardous materials (Source: IX. 1). The project site is not on any list of
hazardous sites. NO IMPACT

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (e) The project site lies within the “Primary Planning Area”
of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Monterey Peninsula Airport. Development within
the area of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) is regulated by the provisions of the Plan
and the regulations contained in the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance. The CLUP and the
Zoning Ordinance work together to provide restrictions and guidelines to prevent the creation of
airport hazards, thereby protecting the lives and property of the users and occupants of the land in
the vicinity of the Airport. Restrictions include that no structure be erected in excess of height
limitations for the zone in which it is located without first obtaining a Use Permit and that no use
can be made of the land which will do any of the following:

1. Create electrical interference with navigational signals or radio communications between
the airport and aircraft;

Make it difficult for pilots to distinguish between airport lights and other lights;

Result in glare in the eyes of pilots using the airport;

Impair the visibility of the airport; and/or

Otherwise in any way create a hazard or endanger the landing, takeoff, or maneuvering
of aircraft using or intending to use the airport.

ok~ own

The project site is located within the flight path or “Approach Surface Zone” of the Monterey
Peninsula Airport. This exposes people to safety hazards associated with the airport operations
including accident conditions and noise generation. However, the proposed project complies with
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the General Plan designation, the Zoning, the height limitations, avoids making use of reflective
surfaces, proposes appropriate lighting, and an avigation easement has already recorded for the
office park that outlines the restrictions listed above. When considered in context of the CLUP,
the Zoning Ordinance, and the General Plan the project complies with plans adopted to protect
the airport and health and safety (Source: 1X. 1, 2, 4, 10, & 16). LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (f) The project site is not located within the vicinity of any
private air strips (Source: IX. 6 & 7). NO IMPACT

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (g) The proposed project would place a professional office
building on an existing lot within an existing office park. The project will not affect any
emergency evacuation plans (Source: IX. 1,6, & 7). NO IMPACT

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (h) The project site is located near the southern boundary of
Fort Ord which contains about 28,000 acres of wild lands. The immediate site surroundings are
not considered to have a high fire hazard and the site is not within a State Responsibility Area;
however, prescribed burns do occur at Fort Ord and the Laguna Seca Office park is in close
proximity to the Fort Ord boundary. The project does incorporate fuel management criteria
within the proposed design by providing paved parking areas on the north and south side of the
proposed structure and a landscape/hardscape area surrounding the building that will help to
provide fire protection (Source: 1X. 1 & 6). LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge [ [ < [

requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the ] ] X ]
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the [ [ < [
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

d) 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 ] ] X ]
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage [ [ X [
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? ] ] ] X
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood [ [ [ X
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures [ [ [ X

which would impede or redirect flood flows?

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding ] ] ] X
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? ] ] ] X

Discussion:

The certified EIR for the Office Park identified that the Office Park had adequate groundwater to
serve the subdivision and that the projected pumping would not affect production of wells in the
vicinity. At that time, the groundwater quality appeared to be degrading slightly within the Santa
Margarita aquifer. Mitigation measures provided to reduce these impacts required that placement
of new wells should be spread out; water quality testing performed twice yearly by the Bishop
Water Company (now California American Water); and water conservation practices should be
implemented where possible (Source: 1X. 10 & 11).

In addition, the certified EIR identified that the project site was partially located within a flood
prone area and that the removal of vegetation, grading activities, and addition of impervious
material would result in increased runoff and would increase concentrations of urban
contaminants and sediments in the runoff. This was identified as a “moderate” potentially
significant impact. Mitigation measures provided to reduce these impacts required contribution to
downstream drainage improvements, and a drainage plan that included on site drainage structures
and retention basins (Source: 1X. 10 & 11).

Since the certification of the EIR, the Laguna Seca subbasin (a subbasin of the Seaside
groundwater basin) has been adjudicated by the courts. Adjudication is the legal process by
which a judge determines rights and obligations of involved parties, which in this case, includes
water rights of property owners, local governments, and affected special districts. The
groundwater adjudication occurred because the basin is in overdraft. This is a significant change
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in conditions that could not have been known at the time the EIR was certified. Potential effects
surrounding erosion and storm water runoff remain substantially the same with the only
difference being stricter laws and enforcement for grading and drainage such as the Storm Water
Pollution and Prevention Plan requirement from the State Water Resources Board (Source: 1X.
19).

Hydrology and Water Quality (a, c, d, e, and f) The proposed project involves grading
(approximately 1.5 acres) and construction of new impervious surfaces. Grading activities
involve removal of vegetation and disturbance of soils which can cause erosion and siltation
from wind, water, and other forms of soil movement such as tracking on construction equipment.
Erosion and siltation can reduce water quality if not properly controlled. Also, new impervious
surfaces can cause an increase in storm water runoff and that runoff can contain contaminants
such as dirt or fluids from vehicles in the driveway and parking lot (Source: 1X. 1).

An Erosion control plan has been submitted with the proposed project that addresses how Best
Management Practices will be implemented to prevent soil erosion during grading and
construction. The erosion control plan describes the measures to be taken including: 1) watering
exposed soils during grading (to prevent wind erosion), 2) use of hay bales and straw wattles to
trap sediments in case of rain, 3) installation of a gravel entry to the site to minimize vehicle
tracking of dirt and mud to the streets, and 4) street sweeping if soils are apparent on the road.
Following construction the site will be stabilized using native plant materials. All of these
measures will help to prevent degradation of water quality from erosion and siltation and are in
compliance with County Code (16.12) (Source: 1X. 1).

The proposed project would convert undeveloped land to urban uses, increasing the amount of
impervious surfaces and surface water runoff. This increase in storm water runoff may carry
urban contaminants such as petroleum products, heavy metals, pesticides, fertilizers and plant
debris from landscaped areas. These pollutants would be flushed into the storm drainage system,
and eventually the Del Rey Creek, where they would contribute to cumulative non-point
contaminate loads and result in incremental deterioration of water quality. A drainage report has
been prepared for the proposed development that addresses storm water runoff quality and rates
(Sourc: IX. 1 &9).

According to the drainage report prepared by Bestor Engineers, Inc., dated December 21, 2011,
drainage requirements have changed since the development of the Laguna Seca Office Park. At
the time of the subdivision the drainage facilities were designed to accommodate a 10-year, 6-
hour storm event. Current drainage guidelines require the detention of the differential volume
between the 100-year post-development runoff rate and the 10-year pre-development runoff rate,
therefore limiting the storm water discharge from the site to the 10-year pre-development rate. To
address this change the engineer designed a system that takes the existing capacity of the
detention pond (Pond A) for the subdivision and developed an on-site system that detains storm-
water in underground fiberglass storage tanks with a total storage capacity of 30,000 gallons, in
excess of the 27,821 gallons required (taking into account Pond A). Discharge pipes are sized
and sloped to meter runoff to the 10-year pre-development runoff rate and emergency overflow is
proposed to allow the release of the 100-year runoff of the entire watershed draining into the site.
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Storm water quality will be controlled with the use of 1,000 gallon sediment tank and an oil
interceptor compartment (Source: IX. 9).

The erosion control plan together with the drainage plan address most of the requirements of the
State Water Quality Control Board for a Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP);
however, a General Construction Permit (involving preparation of a SWPPP) will still be
required by the Regional Water Board because the project involves grading in excess of 1 acre.
The applicant has been made aware of this requirement and will be required to obtain permission
prior to issuance of a Construction Permit from Monterey County (Source: 1X. 20).

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Hydrology and Water Quality (b) The source of potable water for the proposed project is the
Bishop Ranch Water System which is now owned and operated by Cal-Am. Wells for the Bishop
Water Unit draw water form the over-drafted Laguna Seca Subarea of the Seaside groundwater
basin and are subject to adjudication rulings of the court (Superior Court of the State of
California in and for the County of Monterey. Judgment for Case No. M664343. March 22,
2006). As of March 22, 2006, the rights to use water of the Seaside Groundwater Basin have
been adjudicated, or settled by judicial process, and a physical solution for the perpetual
management of the Seaside Groundwater Basin was provided as part of the Final Decision made
by the Superior Court (Source: 1X. 1 & 19).

The 2010 Monterey County General Plan Policy PS — 3.1 prohibits discretionary development
that requires the use of water 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. Normally, if the proposed water supply comes form an over-drafted ground
water basin, there would be a significant impact form additional water use and development
would be prohibited pursuant to Policy PS — 3.1; however, in this case the court has found that
parties to the adjudication including Bishop, MciIntosh & Mclntosh “have accrued mutual
prescriptive rights and/or have preserved their overlying, appropriative, and prescriptive rights
against further prescription by self-help”. The court decision sets forth the adjudicated rights of
the parties to the adjudication to use the water resources of the Seaside Groundwater Basin and
provides for a physical solution for the perpetual management of the Basin, which long-term
management will provide a means to augment the water supply for the Monterey Peninsula
(Source: IX. 2 & 19). Therefore, the County must recognize the jurisdiction of the court and
respect the duties of the water master in considering water use and water rights.

The Physical Solution identified a “Natural Safe Yield” of the Seaside groundwater basin to be
3,000 AFY with an “Operating Yield” of 5,600 AFY, leaving the basin overdrafted by 2,600
AFY. The Laguna Seca Subarea was found to have a “Natural Safe Yield of 608 Acre Feet per
Year (AFY) with an operating yield as of the adjudication of 989 AFY leaving the subarea
overdrafted by 381 AFY. The “Operating Yield” for the purposes of determining water rights
was divided in the Laguna Seca subarea between 345 AFY from Standard Production and 644
AFY form Alternative Production. The Alternative Production allocation provides parties to the
adjudication with a prior and paramount right over the Standard Production allocations and are
not subject to the 10% annual reduction as are the Standard Production parties (Source: 1X. 19).
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Water for the proposed development would come from the 320 AFY that Bishop, McIntosh &
Mclintosh were allocated in Alternative Production. Using the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management standard water use factor for offices including medical/dental/and veterinary clinics
of 0.00007 Acre Feet/Square Foot the proposed 20,306 square foot (16,210 listed as usable
space) is estimated to require 1.422 Acre Feet per Year of water not including water to be used
for landscaping. For the landscaping, a water efficient landscape worksheet was submitted along
with a conceptual landscape plan for the proposed project (prepared by Anita Kane, Landscape
Architect) according to the Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) calculations adopted
by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) the landscaping would
require approximately 174,941 gallons of water per year which when converted to Acre Feet per
Year (AFY) is approximately 0.537 AFY. The total interior and exterior water use would be
approximately 1.959 AFY according to the established water calculation criteria of MPWMD
(Source: IX. 1, 14, & 19).

Overdrafted ground water basins can lead to wells in the area going dry and salt water intrusion.
The physical solution for the Seaside groundwater basin is intended to ultimately reduce the
drawdown of the aquifer to the level of the Natural Safe Yield; to maximize the potential
beneficial use of the Basin; and to provide a means to augment the water supply for the Monterey
Peninsula. A Watermaster has been appointed for the purposes of administering and enforcing
the provisions of the adjudication including the physical solution. Each producer that is a party to
the adjudication is prohibited from drawing more than their allocation from the aquifer.
Producers must meter and report water use to the Watermaster (Source: IX. 19).

In determining the effect of the project on the groundwater aquifer, the adjudication describes a
“De Minimis” Production by any person or entity less than five (5) acre feet per year is not likely
to significantly contribute to a Material Injury to the Seaside Basin or any interest related to the
Seaside Basin. Although Bishop, Mcintosh & Mcintosh are a party to the adjudication and, as a
group, are responsible for production of more the five acre feet per year the project would require
less than five acre feet per year and is within the legal Alternative Production Allocation of
Bishop, Mcintosh & Mclintosh. When considered in the context of the physical solution that is
intended to balance the groundwater production to a Natural Safe Yield, the proposed project is
in keeping with the adjudication and would have a LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.
The applicant will need to secure appropriate authorization/permission to connect to the Bishop
Water Unit in compliance with the adjudication and the rules and policies of the Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District (Source 1X. 14 & 19).

Hydrology and Water Quality (g, h, and i) The project site is not located within a floodway or
on a floodway fringe. Drainage from the site is directed to Canyon Del Rey Creek but as
explained above, drainage will be controlled so that runoff from the site is equivalent to the
predevelopment runoff (Source: IX. 7 & 9). NO IMPACT

Hydrology and Water Quality (J) The project site is not at risk from damage related to a seiche
or tsunami because there are no lakes nearby and the Pacific Ocean is over three miles away.
There are some slopes in and around the project site; however, these slopes are relatively

Laguna Seca Office Park — Lot 5 Initial Study Page 33
PLN020332



moderate and stable. The site is not considered to at risk of damage from mudslides (Source IX. 1
& 7). NO IMPACT

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) [ [ I [
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or [ [ [ X
natural community conservation plan?

Discussion:

The certified EIR for the Laguna Seca Office Park identified that the proposed project would
commit the property to a specific office use for a long period of time and that the grading and
construction of the structures are irreversible uses of the property, which was considered an
adverse effect which could not be avoided (Source IX. 10 & 11).

Land Use and Planning (a) The proposed office building will be located on an existing vacant
lot that was created for the intended use. Access will be from Citation Court which is an existing
private road. The new office building will not divide an established community or present a
barrier to any connectivity or access in the area. NO IMPACT

Land Use and Planning (b) The project is subject to the 2010 Monterey County General Plan.
The Planning Department has reviewed the proposed project for consistency with the General
Plan. The focus of the review was on the construction of a new commercial structure to be used
for professional offices, grading and retaining walls, new utility connections (i.e. sewer, water,
and power), tree removal, landscaping, and development on slopes greater than 25%. Many of
these topics are addressed and described in detail within the applicable resource section of this
Initial Study (for instance tree removal is addressed under biological resources and grading is
addressed under by geology and soils and hydrology and water quality). Below is a list of some
specific General Plan policies that are applicable to the proposed development. Ultimately, the
appropriate authority to consider approval or denial of the development, as described in the
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, will need to adopt findings of consistency with applicable
policies (Source IX. 1, 2, & 3):
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e LU-1.9 Infill of vacant non-agricultural lands in existing developed areas and new
development within designated urban service areas are a priority. Infill development shall
be compatible with the surrounding land use and development.

0 The project is an infill project within an urban service area and is consistent with
the zoning and surround land uses.

o LU-1.13 All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive and constructed or located so that only
the intended area is illuminated, long range visibility is reduced , and off-site glare is fully
controlled.

0 A lighting plan has been submitted and reviewed. See the discussion on
Aesthetics for more detail.

e LU-4.1.c The County shall designate areas for commercial use.

0 The site is designated for commercial use and is zoned Visitor
Serving/Professional Offices. Professional Offices are proposed and the project
proposes less than 50% lot coverage.

e C-1.1 The acceptable level of service for County roads and intersections shall be Level of
Service (LOS) D.

0 The project would add trips to intersections and segments that operate below a
LOS D; however, the project is an infill development of an existing Commercial
lot, that, at the time it was created, had appropriate environmental review (EIR)
with overriding considerations and required road improvements and fees. The
proposed project is in keeping with the previous review. See the Traffic and
Transportation Section for more discussion.

e (C-3.4 Strategies to encourage travel in non-peak hours shall be supported.

0 The General Development Plan for the proposed project encourages staggering
business hours to minimize peak hour traffic trips.

e (C-3.5 Transportation alternatives such as bicycles, car pools, public transit, and compact
vehicles shall be encouraged.

0 The proposed project incorporates bicycle racks, has designated car pool parking,
and has access via Monterey-Salinas Transit buses.

e C-7.4 Land uses in the vicinity of public airports shall be consistent and compatible with
the airport comprehensive land use plans.

0 The project has been reviewed for consistency with the Comprehensive Land Use
Plan (CLUP) for the Monterey Peninsula Airport. The CLUP refers back to
consistency with the General Plan and Zoning which is addressed herein. Also see
the discussion in under Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

e 0S-3.1 Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent and repair erosion damage shall be
established and enforced.

o Erosion control plans and Drainage plans have been prepared for the project and
reviewed by staff. Additionally the project will require a Storm Water Pollution
and Prevention Plan through the Regional Water Quality Control Board. See the
discussion under Hydrology and Water Quality and Geology and Soils for more
information.

e 0S-3.5 The County shall regulate activity on slopes to reduce impacts to water quality
and biological resources...Development on slopes greater than 25-percent (25%) or that
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contain geologic hazards...require special erosion control and construction techniques
and a discretionary permit.

0 The project does not require a discretionary permit because impacts to slopes
greater than 25% total less than 500 square feet (subsection c of subject policy).

e 0S-5.6 Native and native compatible species, especially drought resistant species, shall
be utilized in fulfilling landscaping requirements.

0 A Landscape Plan has been submitted for the proposed project and reviewed by
staff. The Landscape Plan proposes an appropriate planting palate.

e 0S-5.10 Regulations for tree removal... shall be established and maintained by
ordinance, implementing Area Plan policies that address the following:...Replacement
criteria and Ensure minimal removal.

0 The project involves removal of 43 oak trees. The current Zoning Policies require
a minimum replacement ratio of one tree for each tree removed. The project will
accomplish a 1:1 replacement ratio by planting 23 trees on-site within the
landscaping and 20 trees within the open space areas created when the subdivision
was approved. The proposed development has been designed and sited to
minimize tree removal given the circumstances of this case. See the Biological
discussion for more detail.

e 0S-5.23 The County shall prepare, adopt and implement a program that allows projects to
mitigate the loss of oak woodlands...

0 The project site contains sufficient canopy cover to be considered an oak
woodland by definition; however, given that this project tiers from the EIR that
committed the larger Laguna Seca Office Park area to professional office use and
given that the proposed project was not found to have a significant impact to oak
woodlands, the site is not subject to mitigation through Public Resources Code
21083.4. See the discussion under Biological Resources for more information.

e 0S-5.25 Occupied nets of statutorily protected migratory birds and raptors shall not be
disturbed during the breeding season.

0 A condition addressing potential impacts to nesting birds will be incorporated.
See Biological Resources for more discussion.

e 0S-10.9 The County of Monterey shall require that development implement applicable
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District control measures...

0 The project will be required to comply with Air District measures. See the Air
Quiality discussion for more information.

e 0S-10.12 Within 24 months of the adoption of the General Plan, the County shall adopt a
Green Building Ordinance to require green building practices and materials for new civic
buildings and new private residential, commercial and industrial buildings..

0 The new commercial building has been designed to meet the equivalent of LEED
silver rating. See the Greenhouse Gas discussion for more information.

e S-1.8 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, 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.
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0 The site is physically suitable and the development will not contribute
significantly to geologic instability or hazards. See the discussion on Geology and
Soils for more information.

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...

o The Drainage Plan and report have been reviewed by staff and drainage facilities
have been designed to maintain pre-development flows. See Hydrology and Water
Quiality for more information.

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

0 The proposed Erosion control plan and drainage plan have incorporated BMPs
into the design. See Hydrology and Water Quality for more information.

e S-4.11 The County shall require all new development to be provided with automatic fire
protection systems (such as fire breaks, fire-retardant building materials, automatic fire
sprinkler systems, and/or water storage tanks) approved by the fire jurisdiction.

0 The proposed project has been reviewed by the appropriate fire jurisdiction and
conditions recommended will be incorporated. The building will have automatic
sprinklers and will meet fire clearance and fire department access standards. See
the discussion on Hazards and Hazardous Materials for more information.

e S-7.9 No construction activities pursuant to a County permit that exceed “acceptable”
levels shall be allowed within 500 feet of a noise sensitive land uses during the evening
hours of Monday through Saturday, or anytime on Sunday or holidays...

0 The proposed construction will occur within 500 feet of York school. This noise
receptor is actually most sensitive during normal business hours and less sensitive
during evening hours and on weekends and holidays. For this reason, this policy
should be interpreted for the effect of minimizing noise annoyances rather than
specifically the times and dates mentioned. Noise generating construction
activities will be encouraged in late afternoon hours to minimize impacts on the
school while maximizing compliance with the Policy. See the discussion under
the Noise section for more information.

e PS-1.3 No discretionary application for new development shall be approved unless the
County finds that Adequate Public Facilities and Services (APFES) for the use exist or will
be provided concurrent with the development.

0 APFS exist for the proposed development including water, sewer, power, and
sheriff and fire protection.

e 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.

0 The project has an adjudicated right to groundwater within the Laguna Seca
subbasin of the Seaside Groundwater basin. The water connection will be through
the Bishop Unit that is owned and operated by Cal-Am which is governed by the
Public Utilities Commission and State and Federal laws ensuring adequate water
quality. See the discussion under Hydrology and Water Quality for more
information.
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PS-4.1 New development shall assure that adequate wastewater treatment facilities are
completed concurrent with new development.

0 The project will connect to the existing sewer system and sewage treatment plant
that was established at the time the Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision was
approved.

Goal ED-1 Support the development of jobs and business opportunities in Monterey
County.

0 The new professional office building will provide new jobs in the area consistent
with the overriding considerations adopted when the Office Park subdivision was
approved.

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan — The project encourages staggering employee
work hours to ease peak hour traffic congestion on Highway 68 (GMP-2.2), allows for
access by way of alternate modes of transportation (GMP-2.7), and will not create glare
or radio interference and has an avigation easement in place for the airport approach zone
(GMP-2.8)

Based on the review of the proceeding policies with the explanations of consistency the project
appears to be consistent with the 2010 General Plan overall.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Land Use and Planning (c) The project is not in a location that is subject to any Habitat
Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan. The project will place a portion of
the proposed driveway including a retaining wall within a Conservation and Scenic Easement.
The siting and design of the access has been reviewed and is appropriate for the site. The
recorded Conservation and Scenic Easement Deed was also reviewed and it does allow
construction and maintenance of new roads and access therefore, no changes to the easement are
required (Source IX. 1 & 7). NO IMPACT

11. MINERAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the ] ] ] X
residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local ] ] ] X
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: No Impact. See Section IV.A
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12. NOISE Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local general plan [ X [ [
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive [ [ % [

groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing ] ] X ]
without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing ] = ] ]
without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would ] ] X ]
the project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in ] ] ] X
the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion:

The certified EIR for the Office Park identified that the project would increase noise levels above
the “normally acceptable” range. This was identified as a “minor” potentially significant impact.
Mitigation measures provided to reduce this impact required the preparation of a detailed
acoustical analysis for any residential or professional use to be located within 400 feet of State
Route 68 and the implementation of noise insulation measures (Source: IX. 10 & 11).

The project site is located over 800 feet from Highway 68 (Source: IX. 6 & 7).

Noise (a, b, ¢, d, and e) The proposed professional office use would not be a significant
stationary noise generator. The main sources of noise at the site come from traffic noise in the
area, specifically Highway 68, and from aircraft noise. The projects contribution to noise in the
area stems from construction activity which is a temporary noise source and from the addition of
traffic on the local road network. Noise generated from the addition of traffic on local roads and
highways are in keeping with the analysis contained in the Laguna Seca Office Park EIR and are
anticipated to be incrementally insignificant in the context of the existing traffic volumes in the
area (Source: IX. 1, 6, 10, & 11).
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Those working in the proposed professional offices would not be expected to be exposed to
significant noise from traffic or air craft based on the distance of the project from Highway 68
(over 800 feet) and based on Figure 9a of the 2010 General Plan which maps noise contours in
the airport zone. The project is outside of the mapped area that would indicate that air craft noise
may exceed normally acceptable noise levels of up to 70 dB for Office buildings (Source IX. 2 &
7).

In terms of the temporary construction related impacts the use of heavy equipment for grading
and construction activities can cause increases in noise and ground vibrations beyond the
normally acceptable levels. For instance bulldozers and backhoes can be as loud as 87 dB within
50 feet of the operation. Generally, for every doubling of distance from the noise source the dBs
are decreased by approximately 6dB. Noise receptors in the vicinity of the project include some
nearby professional offices (within 200 feet from the project site), York school (within 200 feet
of the development area to the closest school structure), and single family residents
(approximately 800 feet from the site). Pursuant to Table S-2 of the 2010 General Plan each of
these land uses has a different threshold of acceptable and unacceptable noise levels (Source IX.
2,7,10, & 11).

At the maximum of 87 dB within 50 feet of the source, single family residences at 800 feet from
the site would be subject to “normally acceptable” noise levels (approximately 55dB) due to the
noise attenuation from distance reductions. York school and nearby office buildings would
experience “Conditionally Acceptable” to “Normally Unacceptable” noise levels. This would
represent a potentially significant impact. Because of the proximity and sensitivity of the nearby
school the following mitigation is suggested to reduce impacts to a less than significant level
(Source IX. 2,7 & 11).

Mitigation Measure No. 11.1:

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, the applicant shall prepare and

submit a “Construction Activities Schedule and Management Plan” identifying all phases

of the project, and all related construction activities and their timing to the RMA-

Planning Department for review and approval. This Plan may be combined with an

overall Construction Management Plan. The Plan shall include the entire development

process and shall address all pertaining aspects and mitigation measures required by the

Noise Ordinance including specific hours of operation, muffling of internal combustion

engines and other factors which affect construction noise generation and its effects on

noise-sensitive land uses. This plan shall include at least the following measures:

e Limit “loud” construction activities and the use of heavy equipment such as
bulldozers, heavy trucks, backhoes and pneumatic tools to the least noise-sensitive
periods of the day (e.g. 3:00 pm to 7:00 pm on weekdays during normal school days,
and from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm on non-school days and Saturdays).

e Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained and equipped with noise-
reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with
manufacturers recommendations

e When not in use, motorized construction equipment should not be left idling; and
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contact person and complaint solution process.

Establish a contact person and notify adjacent property owners and users as to the

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would prohibit noise-generating construction
activities during the more noise-sensitive daytime hours and would reduce impacts to daytime
noise-sensitive receptors. Noise generated by construction activities would be short-term and
fully mitigated. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION

Noise (f) The proposed project is not in the vicinity of any private airstrips (Source IX. 6 & 7).

NO IMPACT
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through [ [ [ X
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing ] ] ] X
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating [ [ [ X
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: No Impact. See Section IV.A
14. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
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:
a) Fire protection? ] ] ] X
b) Police protection? ] ] ] X
c) Schools? O] L] [] X
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14. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
d) Parks? Il ] O] X
e) Other public facilities? O O O X
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: No Impact. See Section IV.A
15. RECREATION Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial [ [ [ X
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the [ [ [ X
environment?
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: No Impact. See Section IV.A
16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant [ [ X [
components of the circulation system, including but not
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways,
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
b) Conflict with the goals, objectives, and policies of the
2010 Regional Transportation Plan for Monterey
County, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other ] ] X ]
standards established by the Transportation Agency for
Monterey County (TAMC) for designated roads or
highways?
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16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

¢) Resultinachange in air traffic patterns, including either
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that ] ] ] X
result in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or ] ] ] X
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? L] L] L] X

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, [ [ [ X
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities?

Discussion:

The certified EIR identified that the project would generate between 2,500 and 3,900 average
daily trips (ADT) based on a total estimate of 260,000 square feet of commercial/office use. At
that time, it was anticipated that Highway 68 would eventually be a six lane expressway and
would operate at a Level of Service (LOS) F with a vehicle to capacity ratio of 1.01 without
implementation of the Office Park. Mitigation measures provided to reduce impacts included
signalization at the intersection of York Road and Highway 68; adequate sight distance at all on-
site intersections; additional bus transit service to and from Monterey; and flexible or staggered
business hours and assist in the formation of carpools or vanpools. Furthermore, the generation
of approximately 2,500 to 3,900 additional vehicle trips per day would increase traffic volume
and accident potential, especially on Highway 68, which was considered an adverse impact
which could not be avoided with implementation of the proposed project (Source IX. 10 & 11).

Transportation/Traffic (a & b) Currently, the intersection of Highway 68 and York Road
operates at a Level of Service (LOS) F during the AM and PM peak hour traffic flows. The same
is true for the York Road, Blue Larkspur Road/Wilson Road intersection, and most segments of
Highway 68. According to the 2010 Monterey County General Plan, the acceptable level of
service for County roads and intersections is LOS D (Policy C-1.1). Similarly, the Transportation
Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) has adopted an objective to achieve and maintain at least
an LOS D or regional road ways (Objective 1) (Source: IX. 2 & 22).

At the time that the Laguna Seca Office Park subdivision was approved, Highway 68 and York
Road operated at LOS F as recognized in the EIR. Cumulative impacts were considered
including the Monterea Ranch subdivision, Hidden Hills subdivision, and the Monterey Il
project. At that time, it was anticipated that Highway 68 would eventually be widened to a six-
lane road; however, even with the road widening the Highway would continue to operate at LOS
F given the projected demand. Highway 68 has not been widened and the Monterey Il project
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was repealed by the voters. This has resulted in the current condition that includes a two-lane
Highway 68 operating at an LOS F which was the case in 1983 when the final EIR was certified
(Source: IX. 10).

Under the 1983 conditions, the 1983 projected conditions, and the current 2012 conditions,
Highway 68 operates at an LOS F. The certified EIR recognizes the significant unavoidable
traffic impacts of adding trips to the congested road segments and intersections from the
development of the approved office park even after mitigations were applied. Traffic mitigations
applied to the Office Park subdivision have been implemented including signalizing the Highway
68/York Road intersection, installing turning lands on Highway 68, and bringing bus service to
the area. The proposed office building is within the projected traffic impacts analyzed in the EIR
(Source IX. 10).

The EIR projected traffic based on 260,000 square feet of professional office buildings on the 19
office park lots. To date 152,978 square feet of office buildings have been approved and
constructed. Together with the proposed development of 20,306 square feet, there would be an
approved total of 173,284 square feet of office buildings within the subdivision (See Table 1 for
a breakdown of approved office development). Additionally, from a trip generation perspective,
according to the Institute of Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) trip generation Manuel 8" Edition a general
office building (710) containing 16,246 square feet of usable space would generate
approximately 178 daily traffic trips (Based on an average rate of 11.01 trips per 1,000 square
feet). This estimated daily trip figure is conservatively high because the general office building
category considers restaurants and retail uses that are not considered in the description of this
project (Source: IX. 12). Trips generated by the project were considered in the certified EIR for
the office park to be between 2,500 and 3,900 daily trips spread throughout the 19 lots. Using the
conservative trip estimate of 178 trips multiplied by 19 office park lots, results in approximately
3,382 trips which is well within the EIR estimates. Bus service is available to the site and the
project has been designed to incorporate reserved car-pool parking areas and bike racks to
encourage alternative transportation thus complying with previous mitigations applied to the
Office Park subdivision to minimize traffic impacts and with the objective of the General Plan
and the Regional Transportation Plan (Source: IX. 1, 10, & 11).

Table 1

LAGUNA SECA OFFICE PARK GROSS BUILT AREA
Lot Number Assessor’s Parcel Number Gross Built Area
Lot 1* See Note Below 8,810 Sq. Ft.
Lot 8 173-121-008-000 7,444 Sq. Ft.
Lot 9 173-121-009-000 12,200 Sq. Ft.
Lot 10** See Note Below 14,472 Sq. Ft.
Lot 11 173-121-011-000 12,113 Sq. Ft.
Lot 12 173-121-012-000 12,010 Sq. Ft.
Lot 13 173-121-013-000 18,095 Sq. Ft.
Lot 14 173-121-014-000 10,617 Sq. Ft.
Lot 15 173-121-015-000 11,317 Sq. Ft.
Lot 16 173-121-016-000 18,425 Sq. Ft.
Laguna Seca Office Park — Lot 5 Initial Study Page 44

PLN020332




Lot 17 173-121-017-000 5,471 Sq. Ft.

Lot 18 173-121-018-000 7,498 Sq. Ft.

Lot 19 173-121-019-000 13,696 Sq. Ft

Total Approved Gross Built Area 152,978 Sq. Ft

Lot5 | 173-121-005 20,306 Sq. Ft. (proposed)
Total Gross Built Area considered 173,284 Sq. Ft.

Source: Monterey County Assessor’s Office Records and RMA — Planning Department Records
Notes:  * Includes 4 separate office condominiums & corresponding Assessor’s Parcel Numbers
** Includes 11 separate office condominiums & corresponding Assessor’s Parcel Numbers.

1) Lot numbers refer to those lot numbers found on the Assessor’s Parcel Map Book 173 Page 121. Lots
2,3,4,6, & 7 would remain vacant lots, Lot 22 is a stormwater detention parcel, and Lots 20 (Parcel
“A”) and 21 (Parcel “B”) are open space parcels.

The project has been reviewed by the Resource Management Agency — Public Works
Department and deemed complete without conditions. Buildout of the Laguna Seca Office Park
would fall within the range of daily trips previously evaluated and mitigated as part of the Laguna
Seca Office Park subdivision and the impacts are consistent with those analyzed and mitigated in
the certified EIR. Therefore, no additional impacts beyond those previously analyzed exist and no
further mitigation is required. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Transportation/Traffic (c) The proposed project will not alter air traffic patterns (See the
discussion on Hazards and Hazardous Materials for more information on airport
impacts)(Source: 1X. 1). NO IMPACT

Transportation/Traffic (d) The proposed project is compatible with the surrounding uses and
the land use designation. The proposed development will include connecting a new driveway and
parking area to an existing private road (Citation Court). (Source IX. 1, 2, & 6). NO IMPACT

Transportation/Traffic (e) The proposed design has been reviewed by the Monterey County
Sheriff and the Monterey Regional Fire Department and conditions recommended to ensure
adequate emergency access will be applied to the project (Source: IX. 1 & 2). NO IMPACT

Transportation/Traffic (f) The Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21) Section
21.58.040 requires one (1) parking space for every 250 square feet of office space. Pursuant to
21.58.050.A the applicable square footage calculation is based on net floor area which does not
include areas to be used for toilets or restrooms, utilities, stairways, mechanical rooms and duct
shafts, janitor and building maintenance rooms, and elevator rooms. The rentable floor area of
the proposed building is 16,210 square feet. Based on the proposed size, 65 parking spaces are
required for general office uses (16,210/250). Within the 65 spaces there are three (3) handicap
spaces proposed which is in excess of the minimum number of spaces required pursuant to
21.58.050.G (two space required). One of the parking spaces has been dedicated for an official
vanpool to help aid in ride-sharing. In addition to the 65 spaces (including handicap and vanpool
spaces), one (1) loading space will be provided pursuant to Section 20.58.050.H and bicycle
racks will be provided in accordance with Section 20.58.050.M. Handicap accessible entrances
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will be provided and a walkways around the front and rear of the building are proposed (Source
IX.1&4).

There is a bus stop in close proximity to the project site and, as designed, the project complies
with the current regulations and policies regarding parking, access, and alternative modes of
transportation. NO IMPACT

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the [ [ X [

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing [ [ [ X
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the [ [ < [
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are ] ] X ]
new or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected ] ] ] X
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity

to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal ] ] ] X
needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and [ [ [ X

regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion:

The certified EIR for the Office Park identified that the Office Park would generate
approximately 40,000 gallons per day of wastewater and would require a new sewage system,
which was proposed as a reclamation system. This was considered a “major” potentially
significant impact. Mitigation measures provided to reduce this impact required that the proposed
sewage reclamation system be subject to the specification of design and approval of the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the County of Monterey Health
Department (Source: IX. 10 & 11).
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The certified EIR also identified that the Office Park would require approximately 35 acre feet
per year of potable water. Mitigation measures provided to reduce this impact required
certification from the Bishop Water Company (now Cal-Am) stating that they will serve the
development, implementation of water conservation measures and drought resistant landscaping,
and construction of the water system in accordance with County Health Department. Bishop
Water Company was to construct additional treatment facilities, storage tanks, and distribution
mains at the expense of the applicant. Furthermore, the increased demand for utilities would
result in an increase in County costs, which was identified as an adverse effect that could not be
avoided (Source: 1X. 10 & 11).

Utilities and Service Systems (a, b, and e) Waste water discharge for the proposed project
would be collected in the existing wastewater collection system for the Laguna Seca Office Park
and treated at the Pasadera Wastewater Treatment Plan (WWTP), which is managed and
operated by Cal-Am. The Pasadera WWTP treats sewage for reuse on the Laguna Seca Golf
course and by subsequent agreement for the Pasadera golf course, thus off-setting groundwater
pumping for golf course irrigation. The WWTP was constructed as a condition of approval for
the Laguna Seca Office Park to treat wastewater not only generated by the Office Park, including
the project site but also to treat wastewater generated by the 96 lots within Laguna Seca Ranch
Estates No. 1 and No. 2 and York School (Source: IX. 10 & 15).

According to an Enforcement Report prepared by RWQCB for their March 16-17 2011 Board
hearing, the Pasadera WWTP has been issued several violation notices for “salt content”. The
report describes the relatively “hard” potable water quality in the area and the subsequent use of
water softners together with flushing of spas and pools as the main sources of high salt content in
the water. The Pasadera WWTP has considered alternative treatment methods such as ultraviolet
treatment however; the cost-benefit of such a system is not favorable given that the treatment
methods would not result in compliance with “salt content” limitations of RWQCB (Source: IX.
15). No water softners are anticipated for the proposed project (a professional office building)
and there are no spas or pools proposed (Source IX. 1). Other than “salt content” the system
appears to be functioning in compliance with current laws and permits.

The Pasadera WWTP has the existing capacity to serve the proposed project, as it was built for
this purpose, and the proposed project would not substantially effect the ability of the WWTP to
comply with “salt content” limitations of RWQCB. All necessary infrastructure is in place and no
new or expanded infrastructure for effluent disposal is required (Source IX. 1, 10 & 11).

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Utilities and Service Systems (c) A storm water detention facility was designed for the Laguna
Seca Office Park subdivision at the time it was created. Since that time there have been some
changes in the storm water runoff requirements. Changes in requirements have been addressed in
the proposed project including the Drainage Plan (see discussion under Hydrology and Water
Quality). New stormwater detention facilities are proposed on-site to work in conjunction with
the exiting subdivision-wide storm water detention facilities. The on-site stormwater
improvements are considered in the review of on-site construction and grading impacts.
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Construction of the on-site storm water facilities will have no impacts beyond already considered
within this document (Source IX. 1, 9, & 10) LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Utilities and Service Systems (d) According to the Seaside groundwater adjudication, Bishop,
Mclintosh & Mclntosh are entitled to water rights within the Laguna Seca subbasin of the Seaside
groundwater basin (see discussion under Hydrology and Water Quality). The proposed project is
consistent with the previously considered use of the property including anticipated development
in the previous EIR (Source IX. 1, 2, 4, & 19). The applicant will be responsible for securing the
proper permissions from the watermaster and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management
District (MPWMD). LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Utilities and Service Systems (f and g) Solid waste collection service at the project site would
be provided by the Carmel Marina Corporation, and delivered to the Monterey Regional Waste
Management District (MRWMD) landfill located outside of the City of Marina. The MRWMD
landfill currently has a permitted capacity of 3,500 tons per day and receives an average of less
than 1,100 tons per day. The facility was recently re-engineered to have a total capacity of 48
million tons, of which approximately 38 million tons is remaining. If the MRWMD continues to
achieve the “AB939” State-mandated 50 percent recycling goal. The landfill will continue to
serve the current service area through the year 2107. Trash enclosures have been included in the
proposed building design for the project (Source I1X. 1 & 21). NO IMPACT

VII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible project alternatives
are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and attach to this initial study as an appendix.
This is the first step for starting the environmental impact report (EIR) process.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Does the project: Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, 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, reduce the [ X [ [
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? (Source: ) ("Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection ] ] X ]
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

Laguna Seca Office Park — Lot 5 Initial Study Page 48
PLN020332



Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Does the project: Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
¢) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or ] X ] ]

indirectly?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Mandatory Findings of Significance (a) Based upon the analysis throughout this Initial Study,
the proposed project would not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
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, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. All potential impact areas are
deemed less than significant with Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures set forth
within this Initial Study. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Mandatory Findings of Significance (b) The project includes development on an existing legal
lot of record, created through the Laguna Seca Office Park Subdivision in 1983. Construction of
the proposed project will not significantly increase population in the area, demand on utilities and
services, increase in traffic and other cumulative subjects beyond those previously considered in
the subdivision EIR. The proposed project has been reviewed and found to be consistent with the
2010 Monterey County General Plan. As described in this Initial Study, the incremental air
quality, noise, and transportation/traffic impacts of the project, when considered in combination
with the effects of past projects, current projects, and probable future projects in the planning
area, would result in less than significant impacts upon incorporation of conditions of project
approval. Development of existing lots for the designated and intended use (infill development)
is not generally growth inducing and from a cumulative impact perspective is generally desirable.

Mandatory Findings of Significance (c) The project itself does not create environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
Potential greenhouse gas impacts and temporary air quality and noise nuisance impacts related to
construction were identified as described in Sections V1.3 (Air Quality), VI.7 (Greenhouse Gas
Emissions), V1.7 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), and VI.11 (Noise). Mitigations were
incorporated where necessary to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

VIII. FISH AND GAME ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES

Assessment of Fee:

The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a “de minimis” (minimal)
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effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game.
Projects that were determined to have a “de minimis” effect were exempt from payment of the
filing fees.

SB 1535 has eliminated the provision for a determination of “de minimis” effect by the lead
agency; consequently, all land development projects that are subject to environmental review are
now subject to the filing fees, unless the Department of Fish and Game determines that the
project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources.

To be considered for determination of “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources, development
applicants must submit a form requesting such determination to the Department of Fish and
Game. Forms may be obtained by contacting the Department by telephone at (916) 631-0606 or
through the Department’s website at www.dfg.ca.gov.

Conclusion: The project will be required to pay the fee.

Evidence: Based on the record as a whole as embodied in the Planning Department files
pertaining to PLN020332 and the attached Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration.

IX. REFERENCES

Project Application/Plans for PLN020332

2010 Monterey County General Plan

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (A Chapter of the 2010 General Plan)
Title 21 of the Monterey County Code (Zoning Ordinance)

CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District,
Revised February 2008
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Site Visit conducted by the project planner on November 2, 2011.
Monterey County Global Information System (GIS)
Forest Management Plan prepared by Roy Webster, September 13, 2011
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Drainage Report Prepared by Bestor Engineers, Inc., December 21, 2011

10. Final Environmental Impact Report for the Laguna Seca Office Park Development,
March 1983. (This Initial Study tiers from this Certified EIR).

11. Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Laguna Seca Villas project prepared by Luis
Osorio and Pamela Lapham of Pacific Municipal Consultations, December 5, 2008

12. Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Manual, 8" Edition
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http://www.dfg.ca.gov/

13. CEQA and Climate Change Technical Advisory http://opr.ca.gov/docs/june08-ceqga.pdf

14. Water Use calculations
http://www.mpwmd.dst.ca.us/rules/2011/20110301/pdfs/Reqll/Regll rule24 table2.pdf

15. Pasadera wastewater treatment plant RWQCB report
http://www.swrcb.ca.qgov/centralcoast/board info/agendas/2011/march/lItem8/enforcemen
t report 3 16 11.pdf

16. Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the Monterey Peninsula Airport

17. Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control Districts (MBUAPCD) 2008 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) http://www.mbuapcd.org/feedback/air-quality-planning/163

18. Oak Woodlands Conservation Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21083.4

19. Superior Court of the State of California in and for the County of Monterey. Judgment for
Case No. M664343. March 22, 2006

20. Regional Water Quality Control Board General Construction Permit Requirements
http://www.swrcb.ca.qgov/water issues/programs/stormwater/construction.shtml

21. Monterey Regional Waste Management District website including annual reports
http://www.mrwmd.org/index.html

22. TAMC Regional Transportation Plan
http://tamcmonterey.org/programs/rtp/pdf/2010 rtp/RTP 05 Chapter 3 Policy Element.
pdf
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EXHIBIT E3

Addendum Pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Article 11, 815164

Mclintosh Leonard H TR (Laguna Seca Office Park - Lot 5)
Planning File No. PLN170765
Combined Development Permit and General Development Plan

Introduction

Background
A Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was certified for a zoning amendment, general

plan amendment and subdivision that created the Laguna Seca Office Park (EIR #80-1009,
Resolution No. PC-3734) on 22 Februrary 1983. The Laguna Seca Office Park (LSOP) FEIR
considered the environmental effects of creating 19 lots that would be developed with
professional offices and two lots developed for residential use. A 2012 Initial Study (IS) was
prepared for a commercial building proposal on Lot 5 tiered from analysis of the previously
certified FEIR and was circulated in accordance with 815152 of the CEQA Guidelines that
allows incorporation by reference, the general discussions contained in the broader FEIR, while
concentrating the later CEQA review solely on the issues specific to the later project. Analysis in
the IS showed that implementation and operation of the project proposal would cause no
significant effects on the environment that had not been examined in the FEIR, would not
increase the severity of previously examined significant effects, and did not identify mitigation
measures or alternatives that are either newly feasible or considerably different from those
analyzed in the FEIR. Therefore, the Tiered IS was updated to an Addendum, and this Tiered
IS/Addendum was considered by the Planning Commission for approval of the project (Planning
Commission Resolution No. 12-035). Site-specific information for Lot 5 was analyzed for
potential environmental impacts in the Tiered 1S/Addendum and although the project was
approved, the project has not been implemented.

The proposed subject project is a General Development Plan (GDP) for the LSOP and
development of Lot 5 with a 15-unit residential apartment building, located in Monterey. The
LSOP GDP concentrates allowed cumulative residential use across the 54-acre subdivision on
six lots (Lots 2-7) within the subdivision. Lot 5 is proposed for development with a 22,137
square-foot two story building consisting of fifteen 2- and 3-bedroom apartments. Site
improvements include parking, landscaping, and irrigation. Expected grading is 3,850 cubic
yards of cut and 3,350 cubic yards of fill. The proposed LSOP GDP would supersede the General
Development Plan previously approved for Lot 5 as well as all other General Development Plans
previously approved for all parcels in the LSOP. Implementation of the project requires approval
of a General Development Permit (GDP) applicable to the LSOP, and an Amendment to a
previously approved Combined Development Permit consisting of a Use Permit to allow
construction of a 20,000 square-foot two-story professional office building and associated
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grading, a Use Permit to allow removal of 43 Coast live oaks (Figure 2), and an Administrative
Permit to allow development in a Site Plan Review district. The Amendment is to replace the
proposed office building with a residential apartment building.

2. Analysis for the Addendum to the LSOP FEIR

Statutory Authority and Requirements
CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(a) requires an Addendum to an EIR as follows:

The lead agency or responsible agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified
EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in
Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 describes that a previously certified EIR or previously adopted
negative declaration would require preparation of a subsequent EIR if the lead agency
determines one or more of the following:

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects;

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative
Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the
following:

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
EIR or negative declaration:

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than
shown in the previous EIR;

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative; or

d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the
mitigation measure or alternative.

This technical Addendum has been prepared pursuant to Article 11, Section 15164 of the CEQA
Guidelines to make technical changes to the project analyzed in the LSOP FEIR (EIR #80-1009,
Resolution No. PC-3734) certified 22 February 1983 by the Monterey County Board of
Supervisors and in the Tiered IS/Addendum (Resolution No. 12-035) considered 29 August 2012
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by the Planning Commission. None of the conditions described in 815162 calling for preparation
of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred.

3. Scope and Purpose of this Addendum

Minor technical changes are addressed in this Addendum that were not addressed in the FEIR or
the Tiered 1S/Addendum. Technical information and analysis of resource constraints are applied
to changes to the project description that include a General Development Plan for the LSOP,
residential development on Lots 2-7, and a 15-unit apartment building on Lot 5. The revised
project proposal is analyzed for potential environmental impacts related to the following
information:

e Adjudicated water allotment of no more than 5 acre feet per year (AFY); and
e Anticipated traffic impacts for residential use in the LSOP

The determination that no subsequent EIR or Initial Study is required was reached based on
review of the analysis in both the previous FEIR and Tiered IS/Addendum, updated review of
technical information applied to the subject project, the previously approved project at Lot 5 that
contemplated construction of a 20,300 square-foot two-story commercial building, review of the
Seaside groundwater adjudication decision, and a review of the site-specific proposed
development. None of the changes in circumstances would cause significant effects on the
environment that had not been examined in the FEIR or Tiered I1S/Addendum, would increase
the severity of previously examined significant effects, nor would cause to identify mitigation
measures or alternatives that are either newly feasible or considerably different from those
analyzed in the FEIR or Tiered IS/Addendum. Therefore, no subsequent EIR or Initial Study is
required pursuant to 815162 of the CEQA Guidelines.

4. Project Description

The Visitor Serving/Professional Office (VO) zone allows residential use provided the gross
square footage of the residential use does not exceed the gross square footage of the commercial
use, and subject to review and approval of a Use Permit (Section 21.22.060.M of Title 21). A
General Development Plan (GDP) is required if there is no prior approved GDP and the LSOP
was approved in 1983 prior to this requirement. Therefore, a GDP for the LSOP does not
currently exist and development of each parcel in the LSOP has been required to propose a GDP
as part of each project application. Approval of this subject proposal for a GDP would eliminate
the future need for development proposals on each parcel in the LSOP to include a GDP. None
of the currently developed Lots 1 & 8-19 in the LSOP include residential use. The LSOP GDP
applies residential use, as allowed throughout all nineteen lots in the LSOP to be incorporated
cumulatively on undeveloped Lots 2-7.

The FEIR contemplated gross office space of 260,000 square feet at an average 20% ground
coverage over 54 acres. There is 152,978 square feet of commercial space built in the LSOP,
thus far. Buildout of the proposed GDP would total 271,548 square feet, approximately 4.4%
more than the 260,000 square feet previously anticipated. This includes a proposed 118,570
square feet of residential use. However, none of these changes in circumstances would cause
significant effects on the environment that had not been examined in the FEIR, would increase
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the severity of previously examined significant effects, nor would cause to identify mitigation
measures or alternatives that are either newly feasible or considerably different from those
analyzed in the FEIR.

The site-specific development on Lot 5 for the proposed project is analyzed under the umbrella
of the larger scale analysis already contained in the LSOP FEIR. The site-specific development
is consistent with the size and effects of the development anticipated in the previous FEIR and
will not in result in new or substantially more severe impacts to the environment, as explained
below in Section 5 of this Addendum.

5. Summary of Changes Resulting from the Project

Section 3.2 — Adverse Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided if the Project is Implemented of
the LSOP FEIR specifies the following:

e The proposed project will decrease groundwater resources; and

e The project will generate approximately 2,500 to 3,900 additional vehicle trips per day
to the Northern Monterey County Area. These additional trips, especially on Highway
68, will increase traffic volume and accident potential.

Section 2.4 Hydrology (LSOP FEIR)

The LSOP FEIR identified unavoidable adverse effect on water use based on actual water use for
Professional Offices at approximately 22,000 gallons per day (0.084 gallons per day per square
foot), plus another 27,000 gallons per day for irrigation. This is approximately 0.15 acre foot per
day (54.75 acre feet per year, or AFY) usage estimated for the nineteen commercial lots (2.88
AFY per lot). Using the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD) standard
water use factors for an apartment with a standard kitchen, including a high-efficiency
dishwasher, two bathrooms, and a high-efficiency clothes washer would use 195.2 fixture units
for the Lot 5 apartment building, including landscaping irrigation. Each fixture unit relates to
0.01 AFY resulting in 1.952 AFY of water use attributed to the Lot 5 apartment building. The
subject GDP proposes 120 units over Lots 2-7 and multiplying 1.952 AFY by a factor of 8 (120
units divided by 15 Lot 5 units = 8), the estimated water use potentially would be 15.616 AFY
by the proposed residential development of apartments on six lots. The water use for each of five
Lots 2-4 and 6-7 would be approximately 2.73 AFY [(15.616 - 1.952 = 13.664 AFY) divided by
5 lots ~ 2.73 AFY].

Water usage contemplated in the LSOP FEIR for nineteen commercial lots was 54.75 AFY, or
2.88 AFY per lot. The GDP proposal for residential development potential on Lots 2-7 only
could result in water usage of 1.952-2.73 AFY per each of six Lots 2-7, which is less than the
2.88 AFY consumption contemplated in the LSOP FEIR. Therefore, analysis of the changes
proposed shows the project would have less significant and less severe effect on groundwater use
than was previously discussed in the LSOP FEIR.

Water for the development is provided by California American Water Company (Cal-Am)

Bishop Unit which would provide the parcel with water from the Laguna Seca Subarea of the
Seaside Groundwater Basin, adjudicated as of 27 March 2006. Under the terms of the
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adjudication (Superior Court of the State of California in and for the County of Monterey Case
No. M664343), rights to the adjudicated water source will come from connection to the Cal-Am
Alternative Production Allocation of 644 AFY for the Laguna Seca Subarea. The adjudication
allots to the applicant a prior and paramount right, in perpetuity, to produce 320 AFY without
reduction to this allotment until such time the Watermaster makes a different determination as to
de minimis production. De minimis production by any person or entity less than five (5) AFY is
not likely to significantly contribute to material injury to or any interest related to the Seaside
Groundwater Basin. The estimated total water use for the proposed project (GDP + Lot 5
apartment building) is approximately 15.616 AFY, well within the applicant’s allotment of 320
AFY. Further, the adjudicated allotment of 320 AFY is part of the Physical Solution intended to
accomplish the following:

e Reduce the drawdown of the aquifer to the level of the Natural Safe Yield, or the
guantity of water existing in the Seaside Basin that occurs solely as a result of natural
replenishment from percolation of precipitation and surface water bodies overlying the
Basin;

e Maximize the potential beneficial use of the Seaside Basin; and

¢ Provide a means to augment the water supply for the Monterey Peninsula.

The Physical Solution imposed by the Court includes all processes for replenishing groundwater
in the Seaside Basin except for natural replenishment. Strategies for coordinated management of
the Seaside Basin include, but are not limited to storage, carryover, artificial replenishment,
conservation, and allocation. The May 11, 2009 ruling on enforcement and clarification of the
Seaside Basin adjudication (Superior Court of the State of California in and for the County of
Monterey Case No. M664343) orders that no party to the adjudication, which included the
County of Monterey, may require environmental review under CEQA for water allotment usage
by holders of such water rights. The Physical Solution governs the environmental aspects of
Seaside Basin Groundwater usage, and attempts by any agency or organization to impose
obligations on the use of Basin water rights must be viewed with concern for the integrity of the
Physical Solution.

Section 2.7 Traffic (LSOP FEIR)

The LSOP FEIR projected LOS F in the year 2000 for Highway 68 as implemented with a
proposed four- to six-lane expressway. Buildout of the office park would have had significant
and unavoidable traffic impacts for which mitigations were applied and adopted in the FEIR.
Highway 68 is still a two-lane roadway and along with the York Road intersection, currently
operates at LOS F. Notwithstanding, the mitigations adopted in the FEIR were implemented
concurrently with the buildout of the LSOP roadway infrastructure.

The LSOP FEIR anticipated generation of between 2,500 and 3,900 average daily trips (ADT)
based on a buildout of 260,000 square feet of office space. An average of the buildout between
nineteen commercial lots is approximately 13,684 square feet per lot. Using the Institute of
Traffic Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 10" Edition, 2017, formula for General Office
(10.31 trips per 1,000 square feet), a project proposal on any one of the nineteen lots could
generate up to 141 ADT, or 2,679 ADT attributed to complete commercial buildout of the LSOP.
This is well within the anticipated range (2,500 to 3,900 ADT) analyzed in the FEIR. Lots 1 & 8-
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19 in the LSOP are developed with commercial buildings (no residential use) for a total of
152,978 square feet which generates an estimated 1,578 ADT using the formula of 10.31 trips
per 1,000 square feet. Each of Lots 20 & 21 are developed with a single-family dwelling and
generate an estimated 19 ADT. The project proposal includes the LSOP GDP anticipating 120
units on vacant Lots 2-7 in the LSOP and the development of Lot 5 with a 15-unit apartment
building. Using the ITE’s Trip Generation Manual 10" Edition, 2017, formula for Multi-family
Housing (7.32 trips per dwelling unit), the 15 units would generate 110 ADT. Assuming each of
Lots 2-7 would generate approximately 110 = ADT, trip generation for the six lots could be an
estimated 660 ADT. Combined trip generation of the thirteen developed commercial lots, two
single-family residential lots, and six vacant residential lots would be 1,578 + 19 + 660 for a total
2,257 ADT. This estimated trip generation for the LSOP GDP buildout of 2,257 ADT is less than
the 2,500 ADT low range calculated in the FEIR for an anticipated buildout of 260,000 square
feet of office space with no residential use. Therefore, the General Development Plan for the
LSOP, residential development on Lots 2-7, and a 15-unit apartment building on Lot 5, as
proposed, would have less than significant impact on traffic.

The Traffic Study Update (Update) for the Laguna Seca Apartments prepared by traffic engineer,
Keith Higgins, focuses data collection for three days on Tuesday through Thursday (September
17-19, 2019) of 24-hour roadway segment volumes on Blue Larkspur Lane, immediately east of
York Road and just west of 9833 Blue Larkspur Lane, Wilson Road west of York Road, and on
York Road north of SR 68. The LSOP FEIR is referred to as the “1980 EIR” throughout the
Update, and is used for the rest of this Traffic section. The Update includes summaries of Daily
Traffic Volumes, Contributors to Traffic on Nearby Local Streets, and Actual versus 1980 EIR
Forecast PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes as analyzed in the resulting Raw Traffic Count Data.
The data summaries are used in the Table 1 to provide comparisons of traffic volumes between
the 1980 EIR Estimate and 2019 Actual, both on York Road and contribution by the LSOP.

TABLE 1. TRAFFIC VOLUMES - 1980 EIR ESTIMATE FOR YEAR 2000 V. 2019 ACTUAL
Road Segment or

Development 1980 EIR Estimate for Year 2000 2019 Actual

ADT PM Peak Hour Trips ADT  PM Peak Hour Trips
York Road 9,000 1,810 8,779 814
LSOP 3,120 525 1,570 136

The 1980 EIR projected that York Road would carry 9,000 ADT with 1,810 of those trips taking
place during the PM peak hour, in the year 2000. The Update shows actual observed York Road
traffic volume of 8,779 ADT with 814 of those trips taking place during the PM peak hour, in the
year 2019. The 1980 EIR projected the LSOP would generate an estimated 3,120 ADT of which
an estimated 525 of those trips would be during the PM peak hour. The Update shows the LSOP
generates about 1,570 ADT of which 136 trips were observed during the PM peak hour. (Table
1). The Update shows the actual traffic volume carried by York Road is 2.5% less, and the actual
contribution of ADT by the LSOP is 50% less than anticipated in the 1980 EIR. Therefore, the
severity of traffic-related impacts is not greater, and in fact, is lesser, than had been anticipated in
the 1980 EIR.
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The data summaries of the Update are used in Table 2 to provide comparisons of traffic volumes
on local streets between the contributing developments of Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1, York
School, the golf course, Laguna Ranch Estates 2, Ryan Ranch, and currently built LSOP.
Observed 2019 Actual vehicle trips, as shown in the Update, are listed in Table 3 to provide
comparisons of traffic volumes on local streets between development of offices and apartments
on Lots 2-7.

TABLE 2. CONTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC BY DEVELOPMENT - LOCAL STREETS

Laguna Seca  York School, golf Existing
Road Segment Ranch course, Laguna Seca Ryan LSOP
Estates 1 Ranch Estates 2 Ranch  Devel.
York Road (North of Wilson Rd.) - 1,179 114 -
Wilson Road (West of York Rd.) 376 668 2,254 8761
Blue Larkspur Lane (West of 676 - - -
9833 Blue Larkspur Lane)
Blue Larkspur Lane (East of York 676 - - 1,5732
Rd)
York Road (North of SR 68) 9% 16% 55% 21%

1Existing LSOP Devel. contribution of traffic on Wilson Road (West of York Road) is calculated by
applying the percentage of traffic counts on York Road (North of SR 68) to 4,174 ADT observed total
traffic on Wilson Road (West of York Road) from the Update.

2Existing LSOP Devel. contribution of traffic on Blue Larkspur Lane (East of York Road) is calculated
from deducting the total trips attributed solely to Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1 (676 ADT) from the 2,247
ADT observed total from the Update.

TABLE 3. DEVELOPMENT OF LSOP LOTS 2-7 TRAFFIC VOLUMES - OFFICE V. APARTMENTS

Road Segment ADT PM Peak Hour VVolume
Office  Apartments Office Apartments
York Road (North of Wilson Rd.) 1,179 1,179 114 114
Wilson Road (West of York Rd.) 4,174 4,174 396 396
Blue Larkspur Lane (West of 9833 676 676 54 54
Blue Larkspur Lane)
Blue Larkspur Lane (East of York Rd) 3,470 3,125 326 257
York Road (North of SR 68) 8,823 8,478 836 767
SR 68 25,534 25,327 2,364 2,323

The 1980 EIR provides a traffic forecast for neither Blue Larkspur Lane or Wilson Road, nor
anticipates residential development on Lots 2-7. However, development contributions to traffic
volumes from Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1, York School, the golf course, Laguna Seca Ranch
Estates 2, Ryan Ranch, and the LSOP was contemplated in the 1980 EIR. Once a vehicle is on
York Road, traffic disperses between the developments of Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1, York
School, the golf course, Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 2, Ryan Ranch, and the LSOP (Table 3).
The difference in estimated traffic volumes between office and apartment implementation on
Lots 2-7 (Table 3) is based on the 2019 Actual observed traffic volumes. The estimated increase
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in traffic volume would be 1,223 ADT of which, 136 trips would likely be during the PM Peak
Hour, should Lots 2-7 be developed with offices; and 878 ADT of which, 67 trips would likely
be during the Peak Hour, should Lots 2-7 be developed with apartments. Development of Lots 2-
7 with apartments would likely generate fewer traffic trips overall, and during PM Peak Hour,
than would development of Lots 2-7 with offices, as previously contemplated in the 1980 EIR.
Therefore, neither the change in potential for Lots 2-7 to be developed with apartments nor the
addition of Wilson Road to the road network would cause new significant environmental effects
that require major revisions of the 1980 EIR.

6. Conclusion

While the proposed residential development on Lots 2-7 in the GDP and a 15-unit apartment
building on Lot 5 had not been previously anticipated in the LSOP FEIR, major revisions are not
required. The Physical Solution, as adjudicated by Superior Court of the State of California in
and for the County of Monterey (Case No. M664343), is groundwater management that governs
the environmental aspects of Seaside Basin groundwater usage. The Court’s Physical Solution
includes water allotment to the applicant of 320 AFY, of which an average 2.6 AFY per each of
Lots 2-7 (15.616 AFY total for the six units) of the proposed GDP could be used if implemented
with residential development only. Commercial development on one of Lots 2-7 is estimated to
use 2.88 AFY. Therefore, development of Lots 2-7 with residential or commercial or
residential/commercial mix would result in less than five (5) AFY of water use per unit, the de
minimis production determined by the Court as not likely to significantly contribute to material
injury to or any interest related to the Seaside Basin.

Although the road network and traffic conditions are different than those contemplated in the
LSOP FEIR, the developments feeding traffic volumes have not changed. Traffic volumes fed by
Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 1, York School, the golf course, Laguna Seca Ranch Estates 2, Ryan
Ranch, and the LSOP were observed in 2019 Actual vehicle counts as less than those projected
in the LSOP FEIR (1980 EIR) for ADT and PM Peak Hour; and contribution by the LSOP to
traffic volume is less than was projected in the LSOP FEIR for development of either offices or
apartments on Lots 2-7.

Therefore, neither new information nor changes in circumstances would cause significant effects
on the environment that had not been examined in the certified LSOP FEIR, would increase the
severity of previously examined significant effects, nor would cause to identify mitigation
measures or alternatives that are either newly feasible or considerably different from those
analyzed in the certified LSOP FEIR. The type and intensity of proposed use in the LSOP would
cause no new impacts to other resource categories in Appendix G beyond those already disclosed
and considered in the LSOP FEIR prepared for CEQA review. Therefore, no subsequent EIR or
Initial Study is required as described in Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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