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SUMMARY

‘THE PROJECT PROPOSAL 1S A SPECIFIC PLAN FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A RESI-

DENTIAL AND RESORT LODGE COMPLEX OF 1,055 UNITS ON 1,700 ACRES, PROVIDING
* GOLF, TENNIS AND OPEN SPACE RECREATION THE PROJECT 1S LOCATED IN MID-

PLAN:
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;, S 1CARMEL VALLEY, THE FOLLOWING 1S A SUMMARY OF THE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL
- EFFECTS EXPECTED TO RESULT FROM IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPOSED SPECIFIC

LOSS OF WILDLIFE HABITAT (PAGE 45)
LOSS OF GRAZING LAND (PAGE L6)
INCREASED 'LOAD ON SCHOOLS (PAGE 59)
INCREASE IN TRAFFIC (PAGE 52)
INCREASE "IN NOISE (PAGE 50)
INCREASED RUNOFF FROM SITE (PAGE 42) -
VISUAL IMPACT ON AREA FROM THE LOSS OF A NATURAL ENVIRONMENT (PAGE 50)
INCREASED COMMITMENT OF ENERGY AND RESOURCES (PAGE 56) -

INCREASED EROSION POTENT!AL (PAGE 36)

LOCATION OF RESIDENCES WITHIN THE 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN OF THE CARHEL
RIVER (PAGE 42)

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACT OF THE ADDITION OF 2,200 PEOPLE IN CARMEL
VALLEY (PAGE 71) :
INCREASED DEMAND FOR WATER (PAGE 57)

INCREASED FIRE POTENTIAL -(PAGE 61)

REMOVAL OF NATURAL VEGETATION (PAGE 46)

VISUAL AND PHYSICAL IMPACTS ON LANDFORMS FROM THE CUT AND FILL
OPERATIONS (PAGE 36)

SHORT-TERM INCREASE IN AIR POLLUTION (PAGE 55)

-~ MITIGATING FACTORS:

SEE SECTION 3.2 OF REPORT (PAGE 64)
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Authorization

Nn Januafy_?, 1975 the applicant, Unique Golf Concepts, Inc., waiQed environ-
" mental determination by the Planning Cémmission on a Specific Plan for developmeht
of Carmél Valley Ranch.énd volﬁht;rilY”suhmitted information for preparation of the
draft Envjronmeﬁfai fmpact Repbrt. Much of the basic data contained in this réport
was.gubmitted on'behalf of the applicant by Leightén and Asgociates. " The data wefe
analyzed by the staff and tﬁe_eﬁvironménta] impact of the propdsed Specific Plan
'wag détermingd by independent Stéff analysis. |

This document is é statemént on environmental considerations for’a Specific
Plan proposél assogiatéd wi;h anvapblication for zoning reciassification of Carmel
Valley Ranch, preﬁared by the Environmental Section of the Monferey Courity Planﬂing
_Department. The deéree of specificity in this report is relative to tHé nature of.
this deVelobmeﬁt plaﬁ._ Additional information may be required during the subsequent
phased imﬁleméntatfon of the Specific Plan,

An Environmental Impact Réport is an inférmational document which wijl inform
the public-décision-makéré and the geﬁera] public of the environmental effects of
o pfojecfs they proposs to carry out or approve. The Environmental lmbaét Report
process is‘intended to~¢héﬁle the County of Monterey to evaluate a project, to
determine whethér it may have a sfgnificant effect on the environment, examine and
institute methodsvof redUc}ng'adverse impacts, and consider alternatives to thg
project as proposed. An Environmental Impact Report may not be used as an_instrument
to ratidnaiize,approval of a project, ﬁor do indicatfons of adversa impact, as enun-

ciated in an Environmental lmpact‘Report, require that a project be disapproved..

,1.2 Project Description
1.2.1 Location
Carmel Valley Ranch, formerly known as the Holt Ranch, is proposed for a resi-

dential, resort lodge and recreational project. The 1700 acre property is located

-]=



in Carmel Valley, 7.6 miles southeast of Ca}mel~by-the*5ea and 5.5 miles northwest

of the unincorporated community of Carmel Valley Village.

The property lies south of Carmel Valley Road, with access to the site provided

by Robinson Canyon Road. The Carmel River generally forms the northern boundary of

~ the property, while the summit 6f'Snivley’s Ridge, just below Pinyon Peak, marks

the southern boundary of the property. (See Figures-i.i,_i.z; and 1.3 for location

maps and tﬁe Specific Plan‘for development)
| 1.2.2 Objective |

The 6bjective of the‘project is to develop a residéntiaI and'resort Iodge
complex focused on golf, tennis, and open-space récreation.

1.3 General Description

The Carmel Valley Ranch Specific Plan ehvisions ?and'uses'divideﬂ into the

following areas:

» Resideljtiai | 403.5 ac. 23.7%
Resort Lodge 47.0 ac. 2.821
Golf Course and -

Clubhouse- . 149.5 ac. - 8.8%
Stables ~ 10.0 ac. I 0.6%
Ténnis'Facilftyband | :
Clubhouse : 10.0 ac. - 0.6%
Open'Spacé | 1080.0 ac. N - 63.52
"TOTAL AREA 1700.0 ac. 100.0%.

fhe Specific Plan will be‘implemented in five phases. Each pﬁase repregents
approximateiy 3 years, with total occupancy expécted by 1990. _Thé}plan eﬁvfsibns
1055 units on 1700 acres, which computes to a gross density of 1 unit/1.6 acres.-
The water and sewer facilities, open space, recreation, private roads and security
system will be managed by a Community SerQices Organization. (See Figure l.hvfor

phased development program and Figure 1.5 for open space, recreation and conser-

)
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A

vation aspects of the Specific Plan)
The following represents a brief description of various land uses included in
the Specific Plan:

1.3.1 Residential Units

There are 855 residential units proposed including 290 townhouses, 365 patio
homes . and 200 single~family home sites. With‘the exception of 100 single-family

estate sites on Sniyley'sbR}dge all three types of units will be integrated in resi-

dential clusters and located around the golf course and tennis club area.

Townhouse units will range in size from 1000 to 2000 square feet. Pétio homes

Wil range in siZe_From 1400 to 2200 square feet. The 100 single-family lots inter-

‘spersed among the patio homes and townhouse clusters will range in building site area

from 4800 square feet to 12,000 square feet, with a minimum strdcture size of 1800
square feet. On Snivley's Ridge the 100 single~family estate building sites will be
a'minihum_ofll acre, with a minimum structure size also of 1800 square feet.

"All residential units will have a maximum height of 35 feet from ground to eave.

- Site design‘for‘single~family sites will be controlled by architectural covenants,

with all design to be approved by an architectural control committee. On Sniviey's
Ridge each building site will be individually.selected, limiting construction to
within a designated building envelope. Site plan and building design'wi!l'also be

subject to architectural control committee approval.

1.3.2 Resort LOdgé

A 200-unit resort ]odge is proposed for a treé-covered'knoll on the moﬂerafe
slopes adjacent to the vafley floor. The resort lodge will consist of a main lodge
building with core facilities (including a resfaurant/loungevand commercial facilitiés)
and satellite units clustered in a campus concept. Parking will be cent?aliied; in-
ternal circulation will emphagizevgolf cart and pedestrian 1inkages.

1.3.3 Golf Course and Clubhouse

An 18-hole championship golf course and clubhouse are proposed to be developed
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_with 360 memberships offered and playing privileges for gﬁests.‘ The course

placed under a scenic easement and conservation management program and walt be main- ..

on 149.5 acres. The golf course and clubhouse will be operatéd as a private facility

will be routed betwgeﬁ building clusters on thé valley f!oor, with sevérai holes
playidg through the bordering hi]ls?de areas. A cart brldge w:ll €ross the Carmel
Raver to provade access to two holes located on the north sade of the river. ' R
The golf clubhouse wull be centrally Iocated on the golf course. The cldbhousé‘
fac:lity will be approximately 10, 000 square feet plus golf cart storage, and w:lI

provide parklng for approximately !20 cars.

A&

1.3. h Tennls Club
Ten acres of the maddle ridge area will be devoted to tennis fac:!itnes comprlslng

12 outdoor courts a clubhouse a swlmm:ng pool and parklng for approximately 50 -

dvehicles. The tennis club will be operated as a private Faciilty w:th resndent

and non-resndent membershlps.

1.3.5 Stables

Approximately lOracres will be éet aéide for tﬁe developmeht of a corral and -
shelter bui}dihg wherelresident homeowners may board horses. ;This;facility will be
located on Sleley‘s Ridge and will be remotely situated from ahybresidential dnitdf

1.3.6. Qpen Space Nature and Scenic Reserve Areas

Open Space w:ll encompass 1080 acres of the property. Three locations Qifhin
thlS area have been desugnated for special consnderatlon as natural and scennc |
reserves; the pallsades area, Snivley s Gulch area and the northeastern slopes of
Snivley's Ridge. Natural‘and scenic reserve areas wlll be maintalned to preserve-‘
vegetatlon wildlife and scenic qualitles. Open Space areas are proposed to be |

“
tatned in(thelr present state w:th the exception of constructing or upgradlng,fnre

access or emergency vehicle roads and bridle trails. ' e R X

1.4 Zoning and Master Plan _

1.4.1 Zoning

The property is currently zoned ''K-G-J-B-4," Agricultural~Resfdential,TRural-v ,‘ e
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Professional, Trailer Exclusion and one-acre minimum building site area. The
'Agricultural—Residential district ("K") has permitted uses such as one-family dwellings
and all agricultural uses. Some of the uses permitted subject to first securing a

Use Permit are country clubs, golf courses, and riding stables. The Rural-Profes-

"sional district ("'G") requires a Use Permit for resort hotels and clubs, with a

minimum building site area of 10 acres, and executive offices of commercial or in-

" dustrial firms, with a minimum building site area of 5 acres. WG districts are

“subject to '"Regulations for Design Control" or "D districts. A 'J" district ex-

cludes trailer or mobile homes used as living quarters. "g-i' districts require

a minimum building site area of 1 acre. The applicant has applied for zoning reclas-

sification associated with this Specific Plan.

The Holt Subdivision, located in the middle of the property, is présently
zoned “R-I—B-3." This classification is for single-family residences with a mini-

mum building site area of 20,000 square feet. The area surrounding the property has

the same zoning classification as the site except for an area on the eastern border

zoned "K-G-J-B-5 5 Acre Minimum Building Site Area.'" (See Figure 1.6 for Zoning Map)
1.4.2 Master Plan
_ Historically, the area of this Specific Plan was originally covered by the

Carmel Valley Master Plan, which was adopted in January, 1961. In July, 1966 the

’ Monterey Peninsula Area Plan was adopted, superseding the Carmel Valiey Master Plan

for the'Carmel Valley. Concurrently, a plan was adopted for the Carmel Valley Ranch

itself. The Carmel Vailéy Ranch Plan is part of the Del Monte Plan and superéedes

the Monterey Peninsual Area Plan for this propérty.

The bfoposed Carmel Valley Ranch Specific Plan, upon which th}s document reports,
is a refinement of the adopted‘tarmel Valley Ranch Plan prepared By Del Monte Proper-
tiestompany, The Carmel Valley Ranch Plan designates Open Space, Residential and
Resort—ReSidential—Residential Complex, with a minimum of 500 units and a maximum of

1,500 units.] The Specific Plan proposes 1,055 units in an arrangement similar to

the existing Carmel Valley Ranch Plan. Therefore, there is no apparent inconsistency

..]O...



‘with the existing plan, despite the fact that Hugh Bein of Del Monte Prbperties Com=-

pany, in a letter dated June 22, 1966, states: 'In the upper brown area (sniviey's

Ridge) consfsting of 250 acres, which probably will not be deveiéped for many years ‘
in the‘future, we presentiy\visuaiize 10 to 25 acre estate_typé pafcéls.”z Although |
the use is consistent,’ fhe Specific Plan designatién for . Snivley's Ridge énvisions

. 100 residential units on 2]0 5 acres. As further c!arifncatlon the text for the

Carmel Vaiiey Ranch Plan states: (on Snivley s Ridge) N"Guest cottages and privatelyA

owned weekend homes would be snted around the recreational areas in smtable loca-

. tions."3 (See Fugure 1.7 for the existing Carmel Valley Ranch P?an)

It should also be noted that the property falls within the boundaries'grogosed

by the Preliminary State Coastal Plan, however, the site is not within the permit zone.,

1.5 Economic Factors

The fol}owing chart gives a description and market valuation of the various

aspects of the Carmel Valley Ranch Specific Plan:

Projéycf Description and Market Valuation

Average Market | Assessed Value

Number of Value Per  Total Market at 25% of
Units Unit ~ Value ,‘ Mcrkgf Value

" Townhomes 290 $ 75,000 $21,750,000 $ 5,437,500
Patio Homes 365 80,000 29,200,000 7,300,000
Single Family 200 85,000 17,000,000 _ 4,250,000
Total Residential 855 79,50 67,950,000 16,987,500
Resort Lodge 20 ac. 4,000,000 4,000,000 1,000,000

* Tennis Club 5ac. 300, 000 ~ 300,000 75,000
Golf Club 140 ac. 3,000/ac. = 420,000 105,000
Club House Sac. 1,250,000 1,250,000 312,500
Vacant Land 1,200 ac. 1,300/ac. 1,560,000 390,000
Total 1,700 ac. $  44,400/ac.  $75,480,000 $18,870,000

€
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Residential construction will begin in 1976 and will continue through 1989 at

a rate of about 60 units per vear during the first 13 years of construction; during

> the 1hth year (1989) 75 units will be constructed. Occupancy of units is eXpected,
i to occur in the year following construction. The phasing of residential construction
will be as follows:
3. o o
¢ Annual Construction Construction
, Number of . During First 13 Years During 14th
Type of Unit ‘ Units _ 1976~1988 Year ~ 1989
‘Townhouse ' ’ 290 20 : - 30
#. Patio Home o 365 | 25 40
Single Family . : 200 15 5
Total Co ' 855 60 .75
» v
" In 1976 one hundred units of the resort lodge and the golf course and clubhouse
will be constructed. One hundred additional units of the resort lodge will be con-
> | . ,
: structed in 1982, and the tennis club will be constructed in 1984,
Employment,oppcrtunfties generated by development of the project will be dis~
.  tributed as tempdrary jobs during construction and permanent jobs following con-
- struction. The following chart illustrates this job breakdown:
PERMANENT JOBS
. _ | , , |
N Number Area ’ v Time Period
15 . Golf Course - 1977 - 1990 +
3 . Security O0ffice ' 1977 - 1990 +
. 80 ~ Resort Lodge 1977 - 1982
P ~ 30 Resort Lodge - 1983 +
5 . -Tennis Club . ' 1984 +.

133 Total Permanent Jobs

g
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CONSTRUCTION JOBS

Humber ' Area - Time Period
100 Res:denfla] : 1976 - 1989
60 . - . Resort Lodge, Golf Course co "
' and Clubhouse o 1976 Y
30 Resort Lodge _ 1982 P

10 © Tennis Club 1994

160 Total Construction Jobs
" The 197451975 total tax rate is $7.243 per‘hundréd dollars of assessed value.
This is distributed to various taxing districts (See Figure,T.8)}‘ The Carméi Valléy

Ranch is in an area that is currently being reassessed. It is estimated that the

new assessed value will be $552, 500, which is an increase over the previous assessad

value of $110 620 b (See Figure 1.9 far the estimated future tax revenues, assumlng

the 1974-1975 tax rate and also assumlng each homeowner ut:!izes his homeawner s |

_exemption of $1,750 of assessed value)-

beperty taxes from this development will pay most of fhe éxpensés of éducating
the children-geherated by the residents and empioyees of fhe ranch.'AAs_thé évefage
housing value on the ranch ($80,000) is higher than the averaqe for Carmel Valley'
($60 000), a housrng unit on Carmel Valley Ranch will pay about 332 more in school

property taxes than the average Carmel Valley unit. (See Figure i. 10 for a summary

Aof the cost/revenue lmpact of the Carmel Valley Ranch on the Carmel Unifled School

District)

Monterey County's 1974-1975 bﬁdget for county-wide services is $67 625, 308;

- or $75|>per residential unit., The amount of this budget ransed through property

taxes is $20,3!9,578; or $266_on the average per residential unit. A housing unlt

.on the Carmel Valley Ranch will pay $§44 to the County for county-wide services, com-

pared to the average structural unit in Monterey County which pays $lh0 to the CountY’
and the average unit for Carmel Valley which pays $322 to the County. (See Flgure 1.11

for a summary of this information)

T
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The deveiépment will generate other revenue in addition to property tax revenue.
Annually, upon completion of the lodge, income will be generated for the County by
a 5% surchargé on tranéient'room rates. Income will also come from the 6% sales tax
on refail expenditures by guests at the hotel, 1.25% of which is refunded to Monterey
County. Revenue to the County for liqenses éhd building permits needed for unit
construction is estimated at $160 per unit. (See Figdre 1.12)
f.6 Pogulatién | o

The residential population of Carmel Valley Ranch will be approximately 2,200,

and the average number of guests at the resort lodge, assuming 70% occupancy, will

be approximately_ZSO. When recreational facilities are in full operation there will
be approximately 133 permanent employees.

The following chart iilustrates the population breakdown by individual unit.?

"Typé of NUmber of Family Size School Children  Total School' Total
Unit Units o - Per Unit Child Yield .. Population
Townhouses 290 2.3 | 387 667
Patio Homes 365 2.5 4 146 913
Single- . . ' -
Family 200 3.1 .9 180 620
 TOTAL 855 2.6 .5 o 3 2200%.

1.7 Traffic and Circulation System

The proposed Specific Plan will have a private internal road system with
controlled access. Pedestrian circulation between various development areas will
be encouraged by the construction of a footpath system and the use of mini-shuttle

vehicles such as golf carts. A network of fbotpaths and bridle trails will also

. be developed throughout the open space area of the project. (See Figure 1.13 for

internal circulation system - it should be noted that a “"Specific Plan' must in-

* The discussion of population and related impacts is based on the maximum
potential number of people from this project. It can be assumed, however,
that some residengial units will be used as second homes (15% is an esti-
mated proportion)

-16-
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TAX RATE

SCHEDULE

Monterey County

County Library

Monterey County Education
School Service Fund Special Ed.
Equalization Aid Offset Tax
Carmel Unified School District

Carmelo School District Bond
Carmel Unified Sch. Dist, Bond 4
Carmel Unified Sch. Dist. Bond 5

Monterey Peninsula Jr. College

Monterey Peninsula Jr. College Bond
* Monterey Peninsula Jr., College Bond 2

Monterey Peninsula Jr. College Bond 3
Monterey Peninsula Jr. College Bond 4 -

County Service Area No. 59
MCFC X WC District

~Monterey Peninsula Regional Park

TOTAL RATE FOR NET VALUES

'FIGURE 1.8

2.432
.162
.056
.090

- W13

2.471
L01h
.0kl
107

478
.046
.023
.058
.021

1.000

~.010
.100
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Residential Property
(855 Units)

Revenue to . Education

District from School Cost  @$1,200

Property Taxes Children Per Student
1975 | $3,500 0 0
1976 | 3,500 0 0 A
1977 31,900 29 $34,,000 ;
1978 60,400 58 69,000 f
1979 88,800 87 104,400 1
1980 117,300 116 139,200 |
1981 145,700 15 174,000
1982 174,200 174 208,000 .
1983 202,600 203 243,600 |
1984 231,100 232 278,400
1985 259,500 261 313,200
1986 283,000 290 348,000
1987 | 316,400 319 - 382,800 )
1988 . 344,900 348 417,600 |
1989 373,300 377 452,400 |
1990 & after 408,300 413 495,600

Residential property taxes pay for $408,300 or 82.4% ;
of the $495,600 in property taxes required to educate. !
the 413 students. The balance of the property tax

revenue required comes from the assessed value of com-
mercial properties, utilities, and vacant Tland. More
directly, the assessed value of commercial property

has increased because of the increase in capital im-
provements required for new jobs. The new jobs must

be there or there would be 1ittle demand for new -
housing units - families would not come to the area i
or would move elsewhere to find work. g

SCHOOL DISTRICT REVENUE %

AND COST ANALYSIS

Non-Residential Property
(resort lTodge, golf & tennis
i facilities, and vacant land)

Revenue to - Employees Educational
District from o School Cost  @$1,200
Property Taxes Employees Children Per Student

11,100 0 0 | 0
11,100 0 0 0
37,800 98 51 61,200
37,800 98 51 61,200
37,800 98 51 . 61,200
37,800 98 51 61,200
37,800 98 51 61,200
37,800 98 51 61,200
47,700 128 67 80,400
49,700 133 70 84,000
49,700 133 70 84,000
149,700 133 70 84,000
49,700 133 70 84,000
49,700 133 70 84,000
19,700 133 70 84,000
49,700 133 70 84,000

The construction of the resort lodge and the golf
course and tennis facilities will create 133 new jobs.
Using Monterey County's constant job-household ratio
of 5 to 4, these new jobs imply 106 new households.
Presently there are .66 students K-12 per household.
Therefore, 106 households indicate 70 students. The
property tax needed to educate these students is at
$1,200 per student - $84,000. Anticipated property
taxes for this education are $49,700 or 59.2% of the
needed revenue. The balance comes from residential
property, utilities, and vacant Tland. More d1rect1y,
the ba]ance comes from the property tax on the emplioy-
ées' homes.

FIGURE 1.10

. ’ o . A £
1 - Total per student education cost is $1,345: $145 in state and federéi subsidies 3”d $1,200 from prqperty taxes. 18
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REVEMUE TO MONTEREY COUNTY

2

COUNTY SUR- - »
PROPERTY CHARGE OM  |SALES TAX  |COUNTY TOTAL
TAX TO TRANSTENT  |REVENUF PERMITS AND [COUNTY
YEAR COUNTY ROOMS REFUND LICENSES  [REVENUF
1975 $ 13,400 0 0 0 § 13,400,
1976 13,400 0 0 0 10,400
1977 G, 900 L 700 5,400 6,000 121,000
1978 91,000 44,700 5,400 6,000 147,10
1979 117,000 L, 700 5,400 6,000 173,100
1980 143,100 Ly, 700 5,400 6,000 199,200
1931 169,200 KL, 700 5,400 6,000 225,300
1982 195,300 Lk 700 5,400 6,000 251,400
1983 230,500 85,400 10,900 6,000 332,800
1984 258,400 85,400 10,900 6,000 360,700
1985 285 500 85,400 10,900 6,000 387,800
1926 310,600 65,400 10,900 6,000 512,900
1987 337,100 85,400 10,900 €,000 439,400
1908 363,500 25,400 10,900 6,000 465,800
1989 390,000 85,400 10,900 7,500 493,800
1990 &
after 422,500 85,400 10,900 0 518,800
FIGURE I.12 .




clude all proposed streets and their names; this information will be supplied at
a later date)

1.8 Vater Management System

Waste water will be collected and treated at an on-site advanced secondary

-'treatment plant to standards specified by the Monterey County Heatlh Department and

the California Regional Water'Quaiity Control Board. The treated water will be

'temporarily stored in a retention pond on the golf course prior to being recycled

_in the golf course |rrigat|on system. The treatment plant will be located on the

valley floor and will be visﬁafly screened by earthen berms and 1andscapihg. (See

Figure 1.3 for treatment plant location)

..22...




e

=
O

,
. N XY

NS TN T
> .

N NN\ A MOLLYTRoHION
R T DU ToNYITLNI L

*1311n5 pue qInd WM
uonoss paaed gl ‘sAeq Gupjied j00)-ybia pareu
-Bisap unm Bupjied 188ns panwi ‘seale juswido
-jaABp UIYLIM 553232 10841p Buipiaoid s183.45 souws

. 15122415 tOUM

.////. \ ﬁ
.;/, .«\M..“.//,,,“/,/, Z 7 F\

sund

pue gind unm uolloss paaed gL ‘sAeq Bupyzed

100414612 pareubisap l1onnb pue qnd pue uedes

paned ,pZ UM S3UB| OM] SSS50B ABMIALID jeus

-tw ‘Buppied payiwi) seale jUsWIdO]3ASD PajUY

wouy oipjenn Bunoe|jod s12ans JOLIBIUT  JCUM
. 110133{}00 10U

. ~1e11nb pue qand yim
saue| ‘jaaeal paned G| su0ilosstaiul je seue| Bug
-UIN} YiiM PapiAipun pue papiaip -sauej om) !ssad
-o8 AeAaantip 10041p ou Buiyied ou Iseaie juawdo
-|oA3p wioJ) J14jeJa3 Builoa|jod 183.4s JouBlUl ulew

140309)j07) J0lep

SpIEpuUMS 18245

=AY

G
iy ofe




-

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND PROJECT IMPACT

2.1 Regiona1 Setting

Carmel Valley, an east-west trending va!ley in western Monterey County, lies
approximately 130 miles south of San Francisco, 82 miles séuth of San Jose and
337 miles nqrth-of Los Angeles;

The project site is located 7 miles east of Carmel Bay 3"d_7 miles soutﬁeast.
of Monterey Bay. vShopping faci]i%ies are available in the Mid-Valley Shopping
Center (0.5 miles from the property), Carmel Valley Village (5.5 miles) and Carmel |
Rancho Shopping Center (651 miles). Additional géneral facilities for fdod, clotﬁing,_
and services are available in the léfger business ana shopping centers of Carmel
(7.6 miles), Moﬁterey (11.0 miles) and Salinas (18.7 miles).

2.2 Surrounding Area

Carmel Va]ley Ranch is surrounded on three sides by open 1anﬁ primarily used
for grazing. South of the property is the grazing land of the Saﬁ Carlos Ranch.
East i§ additfonai grazing land and an apprdximéte}one mfle cont iguous border with
a 5471 acre site‘new!y acquired by the HonterevaeﬁinsQla Regional Pérk District.

West, in the Robinson Canyon area, is grazfng land and scattered residences. On

‘the north side of Carmei Valley Road is the Tierra Grande‘Subdivision, a single-family

residential deye!opmént of 258 lots on 500 acréé. Also located to the north is the

‘Mid-Valley Shopping Center; the Farm Center and a residential and farming area.

(See Figure 2.1 for surroundfng area land use'map)

With the exceptson of the Mid- Valley Shopping Center and the Tierra Grande
Subdivision, the area of the site along Carmel Valley Road is rural in characterustlc.~
Most prominant are undeveloped tracts and scattered farms, ranches and residences.
IMPACT: |

Devélopment of Carmel Valley Ranch will have little ihpact on the Monterey .

Peninsula Regional Park. An integration of the park bridie trails with those of

nl _
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the ranch would be a poéitive'result of implementation of this Specific Plan. It
should also be noted that a riding and hiking trail is proposed along the Carmel
River in the Monterey County Recreational Trails Plan.

Accbrding_to the Monterey County Assessor's Office, land values of large

acreages in‘thfs area would only be affected by subsequent demand to purchase these 4

lands and will not be affected by this development. Smaller acreages that will have

exposure on the galf course, such as the Holt SublelSnon and Tierra GSrande Sub-

lelSlon would probably feel the effects of this development in subsequent in-

creased land values.7

2.3 vSite Description

The 'site slopes irregularly from the Carme! River south to Sniviey's Rfdge,
Over a 2.5 mile distance the site terrain rises from approximately 115 feet above
sea level at the‘riverbgd to approximately 2039 feet along Sniviey's Ridge. The
proposed develobmen; plan for the property relates to four disfinct'geographfcal
regions. | |

The valley floor and the moderate slopes adjacent to the valley floor are lo-

cated at the lower elevations in the northerly section of the property. Included
in the moderate slopes lS a consptcuous grassy area, which is a coalesced landsllde.

An oak-woodland tree line separates the grass covered val]ey floor from the adjacent

moderate slopes and also marks the "'toe'' area of the landslnde.~ The Holt Subdlvrston
s complete!y surrounded by the Carmel Valley Ranch property and is also located

- within the moderate slopes..

A mid-elevatipn plateau is located In the western section of the property

below the steeper slopes that surround Snivley's Ridge. The plateau slopes to the

southwest towards Robinson Canyon. Located in roughly the southern section of the
site is the northwesterly trending Snivley's Ridge. The lower extremity of Snivley's
Ridge is covered by oak-woodland, which turns into chaparral encircling the ridge

crest. Along the ridge summit Is a scattered oak-woodland covering and expanses

Y



of grassland.

Two other prominant lanéforms are Snivley's Gulch, in the southwestern section,
ahd-the Palisadesvfacing the Carmel River. (See Figure 2.2 for 1andf§rm5.map)

The physiéal characteristics of the sité:offer constraints to deveiophent. A 
déQelopmeht éuitabiljty map was prepared by Unique Golf Concepts, combining the
ayaiiable}envifonméntalxdata on the site. Althbugh the Qse of this'mép does not
pféclude there being environmental impacts, the fnformétion is valuable as a plan-
'niﬁg guide.' The Specific Plan aﬁpears.to be flexible enouéh to avoid definite
problgm areas exéepf for an area within the iOO-year flood plain of thevCarmel
River;. This data‘was obtained after the‘SpegiFic Plan was preﬁared;f(See Figure
2.3 for devé]opment sﬁitability map) o o o
12;4 Climate

Carmel Valley is located in the Central California region, with a climate
charactéfized by moderatly Qarm dry summers and mfld rainy winters, ‘Average‘
temperatures vary between 35°F and 55°F in wintér and between 45°F and 76?F in
‘vsummer.k Extremes for the;pastvfive years have fanged from 20°F to ]IO°F. The site
periodically experiences fqg during the summer and fall.

The tppographic»extfemes of Carmel Valley Ranch-resﬁlt iﬁ microclimatfc varfa-
tions within the liﬁfts of the properfy. Precipitation falls predominantly as rain
and is concentratéd bet@een\Octobér and M;rch, with nearly one-hélf occurrfng in‘
becember and January.' Because>of the eieva;ion of Snivley's Ridge, precipitation
occaslonally falls as snow; Average annual precipifation is about 18 inches for the
lower elevations o%'the property, increasfng4to_20 inches for the highef elevations -
‘along Snivley's'Ridge. ﬂ |

During»suﬁmer and earTy fall the site is subje;t to sea breezes up-valley dqring
the day and land breezes down-valley occufring at night.: Up-valley/down-vailey flows

become disrupted during winter by the frequent passage of frontal systems. Pre- -
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frontal winds are from the south, exposing Snivley's Ridge to 40 m.p.h. plus winds.
Post-frontal winds have a similar velocity but are from the northwest. Areas of
the ranch at lower elevations are less affected by extreme winds, beihg partially

protected by surfounding topographic barriers. (See Figure 2.4 for site clfmate map)

IMPACT:

Impiementation of the Specific Plan, as proposed, wili not result in a signifi-
cant,impatt on climate, However, climatic impacts on the project gdu]d be Signifi-
cant. Fog and the occasioﬁal presence'of‘snow-in‘Sniv]ey's Ridge presént hazardous
conditions for driving. Housé construction and placemenf must.take_into account
the high winds from frontal storms.

2.5 Slopes

The entire property lies on the south side of Carmel Valley, with the majority
of the slopes facing north and'northeéét. Slopes exceeding 30% occur on both sides
of_Sanley's Ridge and along the west boundary of the ranch adjacent to Robinson
Canyon. Approximately 60 percent of ghe site consists of 30% Qlopevor greater.

(See Figure 2;5 for slope map)
IMPACT : | |

Access roads to the residences in the mid-elevation plateau and Snivley's Ridge
will traverse slopes greater than_SOZ, with the Snivley's Ridgevréad involving fur-
ther cutting of the existing dirt roadvinto the bedrock. AMUch of the Jand designated
as open space also contain; very steep slopes; approximately 455 of the 1680 acres
in open space is over.5dz slope; | |

2.6 Geology

2.6.1 General Geological Descriptioh

The property is underlain principally by granodiorite of early Cretaceous age
and onQIapping marine and continential sediments of Middle and Upper Miocene age.
Generally, those portions of the ranch adjacent to the Carmel River are immediately

underlain with up to 175 feet of recent (Holocene) river alluvium composed primarily

..30..
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of sand and gravel. The more mountainous sections of the pfoperty are generally
composed of gfanodiorite'and Sur Series rock of igneous and metamorbhic origin.

The granqdiorite of Sniviey's Ridge is deeply weathered and disintegrated‘near the
Surféce andvextensiQe piedmont talus cones have developed.on the north facing slopes
of the ridge.

‘Several areas of coalesced landslides are located on thevproperty, all but one

of which have stabilized. The one active slide on the property occurs near the crest

of Snivley's Ridge just north of Pinyon Peak. (See Figure 2.6 for geological suit-

ability map and Appehdix A for criteria used to formulaté the geological suitability

" map)

IMPACT :
The active landslide on Snivley's Ridge and the talus cones and aprons on
greater than 30% slopes (where siiding could occur) are designated as open space.

The two stab?e !andslides have been designated for golf course, tennis club and some

- residences. Portions of residéntia] clusters B and G (as shown in Figure 1.h4) are

located on the stable landslide adjacent to the‘valiey floor. A detailed analysis

should be made in regard to major cuts, fills and the percdlafion of water fnto_

bthe slides. Also included should be methods to increase slide sfabillty. According

to consulting geologist Oliver Bowen; potential hazards from reactivating the twb
stablé landslides can Be-eliminated by development of ab adequate surface drainage
syéteﬁ and preservation 6f the "'toe" areas;8 Some dri]lihg'and soil testing shouid
also be done on the TQIarcitos Member of the Chamisal Formation tovp?nﬁoint hazardous
spots where ihsfantaneous liquefaction can occur during storms. |

2.6.2 Seismicftz

There are two faults which cross'the Carmel Valley Ranch property. Snivley's
Fault crosses the soufhwestern corner of fhe.property and the Tularcitos Fault, which .
runs parallél with Carmel Valley, crosses under the alluvium of the valley floor.

Snivley's Fault is considered to be inactive and the Tularcitos Fault is considered

to be potentially active.l The property is within 10 miles of the active San
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Gregorio-Palo Colorado Fault Zone and 24 miles from the San Andreas Fault. Bowen
states:

"The chances of surface rupture on the Tularcitos Fault or of subsidence
~along the Snivley's Fault on the Carmel Valley Ranch are small in comparison

to the likelihood of damage due to lurching from a distant strong motion

epicenter on some other active fault .+++ The entire perimeter of Monterey

Bay is in counties subject to strong-motion earthquakes. Carmel Valley

Ranch is not, however, in a position any more hazardous than most other

areas of equivalent size and relief in the Central Coast Ranges."!0

- IMPACT:

Bowen states: ‘''No Spedial plans need be formulated to allow for activity on

~ the Tularcitos and Sniviey's Faults except to reduce structures to a minimum within

100 feet of the mapped trace,“‘]

Much of the property is underiain by granite or by undisturbed, moderately
well cemented sandstone of the Chamisal Formation. These offer good foundation

coﬁdltions'Which in most places will be wholly satisfactory for low-rise structures.!?

The deeply alluviated pértions of the ranch are somewhat more susceptable to lurching

by earthquake waves than the portions underlain by granitic rock or cemented sand-

stone.!3_ In regard to areas underlain by recent alluvium, the proposed Seismic

-Safety Element of thé Monterey County General Plan states:

'""The hazard potential for these areas are moderate to high with respect to
ground failures, whereas the hazard potential for ground shaking is considered
* high to severe. The effects of ground failure and the potential effects. of
- ground shaking should be considered with respect to future land use. It is
‘recognized that areas underlain by recent alluvium cannot always be avoided
for future development. However, the alternatives should be carefully con-
sidered and the benefits and risks carefully weighed ...." 3 :

2.7 Soils

The U.S.D.A. Soil_Conservation Service has mapped 11 dlfferené types of soils
located on the Carmel Valley Rahch property. Unfavorable characteristics of the
sife soils are as follows: approxiﬁately 90% of the site haé rapid to very rapid
runoff, approximately 80% of the slfe has a high to very high erosion hazard and
approximateiy‘lz of the site has a'high shrink-swell potential.

The capability classification* is a practical grouping of soils. Soils on

the property suited for cultivation and other uses include: the Tujunga fine

_35..



sand (TuAB 0-5% slopes), generally located on the valley floor, with a capabcllty
classification of I¥sh; and the Elder very fine sandy loam (EdBC 2~ 9% slopes) gen~
~erally located in the moderate slopes adjacent to the valley floor and in the mid-
elevatIOn plateau wuth a capablllty classaflcatlon of IIIel The remalnlng sonls

' are con5|dered llmuted in use, and thus generally not sulted for cultlvatlon. (See
Figure 2.7 for: the Land Capaballty Classuflcatlon, Flgure 2.8 for soals map and
Flgure 2. 9 for correspondlng soils chart) ‘ |

-IMPACT.

The ‘most sugnlflcant impact on soils will be from the gradlng necessary for
access roads, the golf course, residential unlts’and the parkrng area for the lodge;
The Specific Plan, however, appears'fo be flexible‘enough to avuld resldenflal‘con-
‘struction on slopes greater than 30%. By not allowing cpnstnuctlon in thesenareaa
there would be a significant reductlan in the amount of gradlng that would be neces-
sary. A significant impact could occur if the residential constructlen_and gelf L
 course grading on the valley floor occur at the same time. This nould denude éhe
_area of vegetatlon, making the Tujunga flne sand suscepttble to wund erosion.

: ApproximatelyFBO% of the site soil has a highfto very high erosion hazard;
This causes problems with surface runoff and cut and fill areas. . Especlally""’
crucual are the access roads to the mid- elevatlon plateau and to Snlvley s Rldge.

lt should also be noted that the TUJunga fine sand has a severe llmltat!on in
fegard to the lnstallatlon of a golf course because it has very rapld subsoul per~.
meabillty.A This soul characterlstlc poses the malntenance problem of requartng a ’
great deal of water for lrrlgatlon.- |

Frpm an englneerlng standpoint, an analysis of the solls‘bn the site by Leighton
and Associates indicates that the present plan limits construction te apeas that
appear to belfeaslble for development} |
2.8 Hydrology |

2.8.1 Groundwater

Three sources of groundwater have been identified on Carmel Valley Ranch.

-
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"' THE LAND CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION

The capability classification is a practical grouping of soils. Soils and climate are considered
together as they influence use, management, and production on the farm or ranch.

The classification contains two general divisions: (1) Land suited for cultivation and other uses,
and (2) land limited in use and generally not suited for cultivation. Each of these broad divi-
stons has four classes which are shown on the map by a standard color and number. The hazards
and limitations in use increase as the class number increases. Class | has few hazards or

- limitations, or none, whereas Class VIil has a great many.

LAND SUITED FOR CULTIVATION v LAND LIMITED IN USE--GENERALLY

AND -OTHER USES _ NOT SUITED FOR CULTIVATION
Soils in Class I have few or no Soils in Class V have little or
i Iimitations or hazards. They may . no erosion hazard but have other
CLASS ,I be used safely for cultivated CLASS Vv limitations that prevent normal’
crops, pasture, range, woodland, tillage for cultivated crops.
~or wildlife. ‘ ‘ . - They are suited to pasture,

range, woodland, or wildlife.

Soils in Class II have few lim- Soils in Class VI have severe
itations or hazards. Simple con- _limitations or hazards that make

CLASS I1 servation practices are needed CLASS VI them generally unsuited for cul-
‘ when cultivated. They are suited tivation. They are suited large-
to cultivated crops, pasture, ly to pasture, range, woodland,
range, woodland, or wildlife. or wildlife, ) )
Soils in Class III have more Soils in Class VII have very
. - limitations and hazards than ) severe limitations or hazards
CLASS ,I I'I} those in Class I1. They require CLASSVII}  thae make them generally unsuit-
more difficult or complex con- ed for cultivation, They are
servation practices when culti- suited to grazing, woodland, or
vated, They are suited to cul- © wildlife,
tivated crops, pasture, range, )
‘woodland, or wildlife.
Soils in Class IV have greater Soils and land forms in Ctaas
- . limitations and hazards than . . VIII have limitations and haz-
CLASS IVY Class II. Still more difficult ~ JCLASS VIII ards that prevent their use for
or complex measures are needed : cultivated crops, pasture,
. when cultivated. They are suited range, or woodland. They may be
to cultivated crops, pasture, used for recreation, wildlife,
range, woodland, or wildlife. ‘ or water supply. :

Capability classes are divided into subclasses. These show the principal kinds of conserva-

tion problems involved. The subclasses are: *‘e”’ for erosion, ‘‘w’’ for wetness, *‘s’’ for soil,

and l‘Cl’ .

for climate.
Capability classes and subclasses, in turn, may be divided into capability units. A capability
unit contains soils that are nearly alike in plant growth and in management needs.

The units are: ““1"” erosion hazard; “‘2” wetness problems; ‘3"’ slowly permeable subsoil; “‘4*’
coarse texture, low water-holding capacity, ‘5" fine textures, tillage problems; “‘6’" salinity
or alkali; ‘7" cobbly, rocky, or stony; ““8"" root zone limitation, bedrock, or hardpan; ““9'" low

Aertility, acidity, or toxic properties; and *‘0"’ very coarse textured substratum.

EXAMPLE

Class w111 58 ' . -
FIGURE 2.7

77
/I’/,

) l’l/,,’/,’l .
Subclass “Unit
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Two of these are deep aduifer sources which were previously untested. Two small
yield wells (16s/2E - 19Nl and 16s/1E - 25B1) are already in use, extracting water

from the Carmel Valley Alluvium Aquifer. These wells are used for irrigation,

,.produc:ng approxnmately 170 acre feet per year.

A test well, Holt #1, has been drilled adJacent to Robtnson Canyon along the
western border of the ranch. This well gotentiallz has tapped a new producing
aquifer and a new structural trap for good quality water in a major.anclinai*
Aquifer invalving the continéntalvMiddIe Miocene and thé Tularcitos Member (boﬁh
sandstone and cong]omerate units) of the Chamtsal Formation. Water was encountered
in thlS formation at various depths and the electric log and sidewall samples
indlcate a hlgh~yleld well in a newly defined structural trough. This structure
extends west from Snivley s Rldge nearly to Coast nghway 1, roughly parallel to
the trend of Carmel Valley.

A third, as yet untested, potential source of watér ligs near the southern
border of CarmeI.Valley Raﬁch where the Robinson Canyon and Tu]arcftos'Members of
the Chamisal Formation are butfreéséd against granite‘along Snivley's Fault. This

forms a Homoclinal#* trough where water has collected. In addition, the broken

zone of Snivley's Fault proper is a potential fbr water,

On~-site wells have been measured for depth to groundwatér on the valley

~alluvium. Between 1960 and 1969 the water level in the northeastern well (16s/2E -

19N1) has ranged between 26.0 feet and 44,3 feetibelow ground, and the water level

* Capability Classification - Soils and climate .
are considered together as they influence use, (For illustration only)
management and preduction on the ranch.

% Syncline - A fold in which the
strata dips inward from both sides to-
ward the axis.

% Homocline - A structural condition in
which the beds dip uniformly in one di-
rection.




in the northwestern well (16s/1E - 25B1) has ranged between 12.2 feet and 28.0 feet
below ground. (See Figure 2.10 for hydrology map and Appendix B for water quality

chart)

IMPACT :

An adequate water supply for the project must be establlshed The applicant

. pr0pOSeS to wathdraw all water for residential use from the newly d;scovered

Synclinal Aquifer, which should be test pumped to assure adequate supply. The

reSidential_waste water will be treated at an onsite treatment plant and then used

for irrigatioh.ef the golf ceurse, thus recharging the Carmel Valley Alluvium

--Aquifer with approximately 30% of the water used for irfigation. For the project

to have this beneficial effect on the Carmel Valley’Aquifer it must be proven that

pumping from the deep Synclincal Aqunfer, or the other potential water sources, will
not draw from the sha]low Carmel Valley Aquifer. |If these newly dlscovered potential
sources of water do draw from the Carmel Valley Aquifer, or if they do not have an

adequate supply,-consideration must be given to the condition of the Carmel Valley

: Aqutfer and the |mpacts of |ncrea5ed withdrawal.

In regard to the condltlon of the Carmel Valley Aquifer, the State Department

of Water Resources states:

“Additional well fields could be |nstalled to operate the basin more
extensively. Such fields could lower the average water table another
10 feet over that reached in 1972 and provide an additional 8,600 acre-
feet lncreaS|ng the total yield to about 15,000 acre- -feet. nlb

This investlgation has two conclusions relating dlrectly to thlS deve}opment'

one, that additional near-term water requirements can be met in the Ca!ifornla-

» American Water Company service area from groundwater in Carmel Val!ey, and twu,

that future growth will require addlttonal water 5uppl|es over and above that

available from the Carmel Valley Aquifer. (See Section 2.15.1 for additional |mpacts)

2.8.2 Surface Hydrology

The entire property is within the 255 square mile Carmel River watershed.

On the property |tself there are 18 sub-watershed areas, ranging in size from 436

&) a)
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acres to 6 acres. The series of small ridges and vaileys on the slopes north of
Snivley's Ridge drain directly into the alluvium along the Carmel River. The area
lying south of Snivley's Ridge drains south and west into Snivley's Gulch, then
to Robinson Canyon and finally into the Carﬁel River. Two sub-watershed areas
drain south, eventually iﬁto the Carmel River via Las Gazas Creek. (See Appendix B
for watershed map and runoff calculations)‘_
IMPACT:

Disturbance of soil through excavation, paving, building, vehicular or foot..

travel or removal of vegetation by fire usually causes greatly increased runoff.

‘Development associated with the Carmel Valley Ranch Specific Plan willlincrease

the runoff on site épproximately 27%. As noted in the Soil section of this report
(Section 2.7), approximately 90% of the site has rapid to very rapid runoff and

approximately 80% of the site has a high to very high erosion hazard. The increased

»brunoff; along with the rapid runoff and high erosion hazard characteristics of the

sails, compounds the usual erosion problems associated with development. 'Avdetailed
hydrology studf should be undertaken to récbmmend methods to properly channel the
runoff, éspecially in those areas éubject to‘!andslide activity.

Based on a flood hazard evaluation for the Carmel Valley Ranch by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (revise& since the 1967 Flood Plaiﬁ Information report), oniy
a small area of the golf course would be inundated by a 100~-year frequency flood
from Robinson Canyon Bridge gpstream.]6 By extending this flood fevel’doantream
from Robinson Canyon Bridge, the 11 units in the residential cluster west of Holt
Road and a small portion of the residential cluster below the Holt Subdivision
(clustérs C and D in Figure 1.4) would be inundated by a 100-year flood. (See Figure
2.11 for the 100-year flood plain on the Carmel Valley Ranch) |

Depending on design, the golf cart bridge could catch debris and present a
hazard by causing water.to back-up. According to Bob Binder of the Monterey County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District, a fragile bridge would have little

flood hazard impact and a more strongly constructed bridge would have a greater

-
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Christmas berry and infrequent sycamore. There are also nearly pure stands of coastal
live oak along the ridge crests. Few interior live oaks or blue oaks were encountered
on the property. -Deer, woodrats, junco,jbushtits, tree‘creepers and towhees are
common . | |

There are no rare or endangered wildlife on the property.18 There is also nb

o

indication of rare or endangered vegetation Spex:ies.-]9 (See Figure 2.]2Vfor vegetation

and wildlife habitat map and Appéndix C for vegetation and wildlife on the property)

" IMPACT :

Development of tﬁe Carmel Vafley Ranch wfll impact vegefatfon, wf]dlife.ahd the
presént human usability of the property. There will Be a loss pf wildlife.habitat,
léss of hunting aréa, loss of grazing land and removal of trees and nafural vegetation.

Spécifically, imbacfs on wildlife will reSult throdgh disruption of ;ﬁimal'féeding
and local movémentvpatterns between water supply, hesting areas, feediné‘areas and
cover. The re;idential clusters, recreational facilities and resoft lodge will be

located on 620 acres. Open space will encompass 1080 acfes. The proximity of-houses;.

increase in noise, introduction of domestic animals, placement of roads, use of

'bridle'trails and accgssibility of the property to roughly 2,500 people will diminish

the usefulness of the open space areas as a wildlife habitat.

The golf course will disturb riparian vegetation along the river, which, according

to the State Department of Fish and Gams, "provides'livingkconditions for a greater
" variety of wild]ife than any other type.f'20 A well-developed riparian area on the

‘north side of the Carmel River, particulérly, will be significantly dfsturbed‘by

golf course placement.b An evaluatlion of the groundwater requirements for trees fn .
riparian areas (sycamore, cottonwood, wijlow) is necessary in regards to golf course
grading plans, water application rates, and pbssib!evuse of water from the Carmel. |
Valley Aquifer if the aliegéd Synclinal Aquifer is proven not fovhave adequate storage.

>Preiimlnary data indicates that withdrawal of water from theVSynclinal Aquifer
will not have a significant impact on the Redwood trees in Snivley'!s Gulch. Red-

woods are very strong trees, dependent on a great deal of moisture, and because

~L6-
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flocd hazard impact. The bridge could also present a hazard if it has narrow spahs
comparéd to widespans;‘7 Ancther'facfor té be considered is the possible impact
of debris from the Brfdge, assuming it washes out, lodging dpwnstream'and caus?ﬁg‘:
water to back-~up. | | | | |

i fmpfementatidn of the Specific'Plan will result in an‘inéréased ferti]izatiéﬁ '

of the golf course akea}‘ Surface runoff may have a secondary effect of ~reducing

water quallty in the Carmel River becausa of the increase in nutrate= and phosphates

' from Fertulization.

2 9 Vegetation and Wildlife

- The Carmel Valley Ranch lies at the edge of the coa*tal fog belt and has a

Qrelatlve1y undnsturbed vegetation and wildlife. The vegetation on the ranch can

be divided lnto flve types whose.locatcon deflne a,simila%iy named wildlife habitat;

Grasslands are located along the ridge crests and in the irrigated pasture

- and at lower elevations. This habitat prcvfdes feeding areas for cattle, deer,

gophers and various birds. Raptors range over this tervitory.

Riparian habitat is located along the Carmel River,anivley's Creek and

adjacent to several stock watering ponds. Cottonwood is located along the river,

while willow, California bay, sycamore and big-ieaf maple are indicative of_sbrfngs

" and seebs; A varied and extensive wildlffe'populétion frequents riparian‘areas.

Coyote Brush Chaparral is distrlbuted at lower elevations along north and east

facing slopes. lncluded vn thls area are coyote brush, po&son oak and emergent trees

“and shrubs such as elderberry, sycamore Christmas berry and hoary nettle.. Anamals»

seeklng shelter in thiS area include deer, bobcat, bruvh rabbit, brown towhee and
fence swifts.

-Chahise Chapafrai covers the more exposed south and west facing.slopes up to

the ridge crests. Typical plants include manzanita, coastal sage and chamise. This

area has the same inhabitants as the coyote brush Chéparfal.

Lower elevations of the ranch have a well-developed mixed evergreen 03k~Woodland

plant community of mature coastal live oak, California buckeye, Ca!ifbrnfa,bay,

Lo
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they have a broad shallow root system the source of water is usually from surface
runoff (which is Snivley's Creek) and the percolation of water nnto a drainage bot~-
tom (Snivley's Gulch). The judgement that there will not be a significant impact
on these trees ls based on the following assumptions:b'this is a well—developed

grove, that Snivley's Creek could be separate from the Synclinal Aquifer, that

‘this structural trap for water extends nearly to Highway 1, and that the seepage

, of water down to_Snivley s Gulch (even during the summer) will not be affected by -

withdrawal from the Synclinal Aquifer. Obviously, more extensive investigation is
needed to'determine the exact source of water for the Redwoods and the structural

characteristics of the Synclinal Aqulfer (whether it is an open aquifer or confined

.aqulfer, and whethef'Wlthdrawal from the Synclinal Aquifer will affect surface

or subsurface flow in Snivley's Creek).

2.10 Vlews

The prOperty is currently an undeveloped tract except for 3 houses located on

_the valley floor and the Holt Subd|VlSl0n located in the mlddleground area. Generally,

the south side of Carmel Valley is undeveloped.

The vnsual characterlstlcs of the propesrty are defuned by landforms and vege-
tatlon.v The foreground area is composed of the r|par|an vegetation along Carmel
River and the gently sloping grassland of the valley floor. Across this area fence
lines have been lald. The remaining mlddleground and background provide an |rregular
backdrop of oak-woodiand and chaparral on steep slopes.

Views from the lower sectsons of the proparty are restricted to views down the
valley and across to the south faclng lepes of the valley, where conspicuous scars
have been left from road cuts. Views from Sniviey's Ridge ere unresirioted and in-
clude the Monterey Penansula, Santa Cruz and the Salinas Valley.

It should be noted that Laureles Grade Road is an officially ''designated"
county scenic route and Carmel Valley Road is a “proposed" County scenic corrtdor
according to the Scenic Highway Element of the Monterey County General Plan. (See

Figure 2.13 for visual sensitivity map) -
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IMPACT :

The placement of residential clusters on the valley floor and moderate slopes
adjacent to the valley floor will significantly change the rural character of the
site. Distant vuews of the property from Laureles Grade Road and the western edge .
of Carmel'Valley will probably include the residential,clustervoh Snivley's'Ridge.
The mid-elevationip]ateau clusters will not be visiblé from the surréunding area,

The placement of roads will also detract from the present visual assets of the

 property. An addutlonal |mpact could be the scars left from road cuts, especially

the -access road to Snivley s dege.

._Z.II_NOlse

Current noise levels on the ranch are low due to the undeveloped nature of

the property The ambnent noise level is in the 30 to 40O dbA range, more than 50%

" of the time. The intrusive noise'events, predominantfy from Carmel Valley Road,

are infrequent and low due to the distance between thé ranch and the noise sources.
Oh]y-aifcraft events regularly exceed 50 dbA, typically between 50 and 60 dbA de-
ﬁending on distance. (See‘Apbendix D for sound -levels on fhe property and additibnal ;
data on ndfse)!’ |

IMPACT :

There will be increased noise onvthe site due to construction ahd the additioﬁ
of‘pédple, traffit, pets and mechanical devices. The major impact'on noise Iévels
will be assoﬁiéted with traffic. Based on HUD acceptability cfiteria, prqjected
traffic volumes will necessitate placement of suitable noise barfiers‘or setbacks
9f’250 feét from Carmél Valley Road and 50 feet from Robinson Canyon Road and the
main'road bf the developﬁent. | |

Increased traffic associated with growth in Carmel Valley will increase noise.
levels adjacent to Carmel Valley Road. The project Qill have adequate setbaék from
Carmel Valley ﬁcad, however, other daveTopmenf along Cafme} Valley Road will also be

affected by increasing noise levels.
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2.12 PoEulation

Carmel Valley Ranch presently has a permanent populat:on of approximately 10

: penplea .There are 3 dwei]sng units occupied on site and a huntlng shack on Snlvley s

Rldge that 1s occasnonally used.

From Hatton Canyon and Highway 1 to Tassajara Road, a dlstance of 22 m!les
the population in Carmel Val]ey is approxlmately 8,200, In the vicinity of Carmel
Valley Ranch a 6 mile dlstance along Carmel Valley Road between Va?% y Greens Dr:ve
and Laureles Grade Road, there are approximately 1 h50 residents (based on 2.6 people
ln 558 dwelling unlts)

IMPACT

Full development of Carmel Valley Ranch Is expected by 1990. At that time

‘there will be 2,200 residents, 133 émployees and an averagevnF'ZSO Eésortviodqek.

guests added to the population of Carmel Valléy. The project will also emnloy

.Aapprox:mately 160 craftsmen and construction workers during 1976, decreasing there~

after through_buildout.‘ By 1990 Carmel Valley will have an estlmated popu!at:on

of 16 hOO (based‘on an annual growth rate of h.h%). Carmel Valley Ranch would repre-

sent 13% of the valley populatlon at that point. o |
lmplementatlon of the Specnfic Plan will also result ln the displacement oF

3:fam|lte5. “ » |

2. 13 Trafflc and erculatlon

According to a rating system used by the Monterey County Department of Publtc
Works and: the Monterey County Transportatlon Study (formarly SMATS) Carmel Va!]ey

Road both west and east of the Robinson Canyon Road lntersectlon is operatung at

a level of service "C" ("stable fldw”). The Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)

west of Robfnson Canyon Road is 7,500, and the level of sefvice will fall to "'"

("approaching unstable flow') when an additional 680 movemenfs per day are added.

The AADT east of Robinson Canyon Road is 5,000, and the level of service in this
~ section of Carmel Val!ey Road will fall to ''D" when an additional 2,920 movements

b.per day are added. The Monterey County Transportation Study cons:ders any road

B
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below a service level "' as deficient.

Laureles'Grade‘Road is at a level of service "'C'" from Carmel Valley Road
to Miramonte Road, and will remain at that level until 3,780 additional movements
per day are added. North of‘Miriponte Road the Ievelvof service falls‘té "D, M

The Department of Public Works has rated the "Practical_Capacity“ for Robinson

~ Canyon Road as being 800 movements during the peak hour. The present peak hour

traffic for Robinson Canyon Road is approximately 70 movements.

Carmel Valley Road is four lanes divided in the lower 2 miles, from Carmel

_ Rancho Boulevard to Via Petra. In 1978 the County plahs to improﬁe the next 1.7

mi]es to four ianes, from Via Petra to Valley Greens Drive. The effect of improving
a road to four lanes doubles the capacity of the road in that pérticular section.
In the Monterey County Recreational Trails Plan a bicycle trail is proposed

aleng Carmel Valley Road.

IMPACT:

-Full development of Carmel Valley Ranch is expected by 1990. At that time
the development will genérate a total of 7,871 movements per day, of which 26% will

be internal and 74% will be'external.‘vThe following is a summation of traffic gen-

erated by implementation of the Specific Plan:

Internal Movements External Movements

- Per Day Per Day

Resort Lodge | 323 ' 627
Golf Club ‘ ' ‘ Ly ' 29
Patio Homes : : 657 _ 1,971
Townhouses R . 435 1,305
- Single Family Homes o L7 _ 1,411
Employees _ 150 } . L448
© TOTAL B 2,080 | 5,791

There will be a major impact on Carmel Valley Road west of Robinson Canyon

Road. Approximately 90% of the external movements, or 5,212 movements, will be

west on Carmel Valley Road. This development alone will reduce the level of

service in this area to ''D."



The remaining 10% of the external movements, or 579 movements, will be east

of Robinson Canyon Road and will use Laureles Grade Road. This will affecf a portion

of Laureles Grade Road which already has a level Qf service "D." The movements
from Laureles Grade Road onto Highway 68‘willbbé evenly divided to the east and

WeSt.ZI

Tﬁe projéét will bring the peak hour traffic on Robiﬁson Cényon Road to approxi-
, mateiy_SBO»movements; which iS'below the “Practic31 Capacity;“ This addition re-
presents a signfjcaht.increase. Robinson Cahyﬁn Road also serVes as an alternaté
'access to'the 20,000 atfe Rancho San Carlos, which has an adopted master plan:inF )
dicating a satellite city development concept for between 5,500 and II;OOO households.
Apprqximately 60% of the movementszest of Robinson Canyon Road are expected
to use Highwéy 1. The addition of approximately 3,127 movements per day will in-
crease congestfon at the mouth of'the valley and will seVerély aggrevate ah‘afready
congested traffic situation on Highway 1. e
According to the Department of Public Wdrkéz "The Robinson Cén?an/Carmef Vailey
intersection is the major concern in the traffic section of this EIR. Acceptable‘
intersection design could likely be déveloped, and pouid rahga from minor intef-
section modification to a major interchangé .. M22 -
Severa! road construction projects are presantly under consnderatlon although
exact dates cannot be predncted due to anancna1 restralnts. These |nclude replace-
ment of a two lane sectlon of nghway 1 with a full freeway in Hatton Canyon
‘widening Carmel Valiey Road to four lanes thrcugh to Roblnson Canyon Road, and, ai— ’
though un]:kely, Canada de la Segunda Road connecting Carmel Valley Road with |
Highway 68. Construction of these rcads would reduce the lmpacts of thls develop-
ment. It should be noted, however, that this pro;ect could cause a growth in-
duc?ng‘impact by ﬁakfng the widening of Carmel Valfey Rgad to Robinéon CanYon :
Road a ﬁééessity. (SgevFigﬁreIZ.lh fﬁr circulation map”and Appendfx E for additfonél

information on traffic)

,gg)
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2.14 Air Quality

In general, air quality in Carmel Valley is better than that experieﬁced in
othef parts of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District. Oxidant
measurements at the Mid-Valley Shopping Center mon?tdring station exceeded the
Federal Standard (.08 ppm) on 37 days for a total of 121 hours betwéen 1973 and
i97h. By using the State Air Resources Board unofficial correction factor of .78
for these figures*, only 2 days for a total of 2 hours exceeded:the‘Federal standard .
between'1973 and 1974, A
lﬂPACT:

Addifional air pollution sources from this developmehtvfnclude: dust from
‘cqnstruction, which fs temporary; emissions from natural gas, which are combaratively
small; and the moreisignifican; amounts of emissions from Fireplacés and vehicles.

The following chart indicates the total emissions at full development.of'the

‘Specific Plan (in pounds per day).

[ te nox i

Space Heéting] Y | 14 86 32
Fireplaces? '; ;1228 352 | 19 299
Vehicles3 . wggg_ 38 ..LO_LL 39 .
TOTAL i762 Lok 209 | 370

855 D.U. x 2000 feet 3/day natural gas consumption x EPA emission factors.

2. 855 fireplaces in D.U.'s plus 1 each at golf clubhouse and lodge x 25 pounds
per day wood consumed x ARB emission factors.

3. 24,900 VMT/day off-site at hlghway speed of 50 mph plus 7700 VMT/day on site

at speed of 30 mph x EPA emission factors for year 1990 vehicle mix.

Prg]iminary findings (November, 1973) indicate that those monitorina stations
using the ARB methodology, which includes this station, have been currently

over estimating the measured values by 25 to 30 percent.®
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Emissions from'firep!aces and vehicles are potentfaliy significant sources
of local po!lutson when a low-level temperature inversion confines the emissions
to the area. Emlssaon rates for vehicles are expected to decline in response to

emission control regulat!ons,

" The following chart lndicates the estimated emissions from vehlcular trafflc

on Carmel Valley Road (in pounds per day):

Co  He - NOX  PM

1973 79 1935 17
Carmel Valley Ranch : ‘ o o _
(1990) L 26 83 30
1990 Total'®s 2073 157 507 180

1. Includes Carmel Valley Ranch contribution.

The following chart notes vehicular emissions within Monterey County{ The
vehicular emissions-from Carmel Valley Ranch are insignificant compared to the

vehicular emissions within the County.

AVERAGE VEHlCULAR EMISSIONS OF AIR POLLUTANTS
(Tons Per Day)

) Co' . He - _NOx- PM

1970 275 53.1 21.9 2.2
1971 | 265 . 51.6 - 28 2.3
1972 0 271.8 53.1 30.7 2.3
1973 227.6 38.4 27.8 2.1
2.1

97k 221.8 35,5 23.6

:2.]5 Municipal Services and Utilities |

2.15.1 Water

The CaliforniafAmerican Water Company serves approximately 27,000 customers

* Based on approximately 30% increase in estimated daily vehicle miles travelled~

(VMT) from 1973 to 1990. lﬂ 1990 there will be an estimated 151,200 VMT per
day on Carmel Valley‘Road
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on the Monterey Peninsula and in Carmel Valley. The service area on Carmel Valley
Ranch extends to 300 feet MSL, Currently there is a P.U.C. ruling’prohibiting
Cal-Am from extending mains to service new customers. As stated in the aroundwater
sectién of thi§ report (Section 2.8.1), the applicant proposes to withdraﬁ water
for residential,’use from the newly discoveréd Synclinal Aquifer. |
“ IMPACT :

~Upon total development of the project‘(l990), water consumption'wili be

divided into- the foilowing amounts:

Peak Day : Annual Consumption

(gallons) © (acre-feet)
Golf Course Irrigation - kko,000 : 340
Hotel lrrigation - 16,000 o 12
Hotel Domestic 42,000 , _ 35
.Golf Club Domestic , 5,000 k.
Residential L40 ,000% 308%

TOTAL 943,000 g.p.d. . 699 acre-feet/year

Assuming there is an adequate supply of water in the Synclinal Aquifer, and
that this newly discovéred aquifer is separate from the Carmel Valley Aquifer,
this development will not compefe with Cal-American for the available water from
the Carmel Valley Aquifer. Prior to domestic use reaching full capacity most of
the water for golf course irrigation must be withdrawn for the Carmel Valley Alluvium
Aquifer. The peak will be 340 acre—feet per year during the initfal phase, decfeasing
to approximately 60 acre-feet upon full development. The result will be a decrease
from the amount presently used.

Based on selected water quality standards ﬁiilized by the U;S.‘Public Health
‘Service, the quality of water from Holt #1 (drawing from the Synclinal Aquifer)
is acceptabie as drinking water. The exception is a high iron content indicated
for Holt #1 (l.3kp.p.m. versus 0.3 p.p.m. allowable). (See Appendix B forAwater

quality)

* Residential use based on 120 gallons per Eerson per day average, with peak
usage of 200 gallons per person per day.2 ,
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According to Bill Parsons, Monterey Peninsula Sanitation District, the landfill

at Marina is currently utilizing the initial 25 acres, servicing apbroximate1y

130,000 people and there will be'no significant impact from this'development.27

Elio Chsappe of the Carmel Valley Dlsposal Service states that no addltional man-
power wnll be needed until 800 units are developed at whnch point the addutlon of

2 men and | truck-wsll be raquired,za

2.15.4 Natural Gas and Electricity
Service is provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company. Facilities are

currently serving the Holt Subdivision.

IMPACT :

According to Ray Benson of P.G. & E., facilities heceSSary to serve this
development will not require additional staff.zg The aﬁbifcant states that all
existing and proposed transmission lines will be placed underground where feasible.

2.15.5vTe1eghone

Carmel Valley is served by Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company.

IMPACT :

Pacific Talephoné aﬁd Telegraph Company anticipates no significant problems
servicing Carmel Valley Ranch, and no increase in the work force is expected.30
2.15.6 Schools

Carmel Valley Ranch is located within the Carmel Unlfned School District.

- Schools that would presently serve this project are the. Tularcitos Elementary

School (5 miles east), Carmel Middle School (S_m!!es west) and Carmel High School
(6 miles west). | | | |

The following chart illustrates the present situation at the various schools:

Current Enroliment Capacity
Tularcitos School : 37k L75
Carmel Middle School ' : 813 800

Carmel High School 1,145 1,000
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According to Bill Parsons, Monterey Peninsula Sanitation District, the landfill
at Marina is currenti? utilizing the initial 25 acres, servicing approximately
130,000 people, and there will be no significant impact from this development.27
Elio Chiappe of the Carmel Valley Disposal Service states that no additional man;

power will be needed until 800 units are déveloped, at which point the addition of

2 men and 1 truck will be required.28

2.15.4 Natural Gas and Electricity

Service is pr9vided by Pacific Gas and Elecfric‘Company. Facilities are
currehtly sefvihg the Holt Subdivision. 7
IMPACT:

According to Ray Benson of P.G. & E., facilities necessary to serve this
development will not require additional staff.29 Thg applicant states that all
existing and proposed transmiésion lines will be placed underground where feasible.

2.15.5 Telephone

Carmel Valley is served by Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company.

IMPACT : |
o Pacific Teléphﬂne énd Telegraph Company anticipates no signifidaht problems
servicing Carmei Valléy Ranch, and no increase‘fn the work force is expedted;30

2.15.6 Schools

Carmel Valley Ranch is located within the Carmel Unified School District.
Schools that would presently serve this project are the Tularcitos Efementary
School (5 miles east), Carmel Middle School (5 miles west) and Carmel High School
(6 miles west). |

The following chart illustrates the present situation at the various schools:

Current Enrollment Capacity
Tularcitos School - 374 | , 475
Carmel Middie School 813 800
Carmel High School 1,145 1,000
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IMPACT :
The proposed SpeCIflC Plan would add 413 students to the schoo] district
upon full lmp!ementataon in ]990 Accordsng to Dra Harr:s Tay]or, Superintendent

of the Carmel Unlfued School Dlstrlct, the maJor |mpact of tncreaSed attendance

will be_felt at the_Msddle School and high school.‘ Specifically, thls development "

will require the additinn-of 7 rnoms’af the high. scnpol, 6'roons at the'Hiddle'
School ‘and 3 rooms at the elementary school - level DevelopMent'wfll also reuqire
17 additsonal teachers, 2 addutaonal support personnel and 2 addltnonal classlfued
personne] 31 Based on the project phasing p]an, approxnmately 29 new students w:ll

be added per year. (See Flgure 1.10 for School District revenue and cost analysus)

2.15.7 Poluce Protectlon

Police protecfion is provided by'the‘Mdnterey_County Sheriff's Department, with

coverage of Carmel Valléy originating at the courthouse in Hontercy,'approximately
12 miles fromftne rancn: | 2
IMPACT :

Don Ennis, Monterey Cdnnty Assistant Sheriff, states tbere is no immediate
need for ad&itionalvstaff. The cumulative impact from additional grnwth in Carmel

Valiey, however, will eventually require additional manpower;32

2.16 Fire Haiard and Fire Protection

Fire.protection for Carmel Valley Ranch is curréntly'proviaen by“the>State
VD:vnsnon of Forestry. Beginning July‘l 11975 fire prntection for the area on the
ranch up to the Holt Subdfv:Slon will convert to the Mid-Valley Flre Dustrict, ‘v'
"*’whlch is in the process of being formed. The Carmel,Val]ey Ranch_development wlli
have to meet various‘requiréments of the Mideailey Fire District beforé thé entire
property could be annexed to the diétrict 33.

The State of California Resources Agency has establ:shed criteria to classify
fire hazard areas within the state. Vegetation, fire weather and slope are the

factors to be considered when cléssiFying a given area. The project site ranges

=
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from moderate to high hazard, with one~half of the site in the high haéard range due
to the steepness of slopes and the nature of vegetation.3h
IMPACT: | |

Residgntfal areas in a high fire hazard,érea must be cargfﬁlly plahned for
 fire protection. Should a fire occur at this site, it is probable that damagé
would result to some of the homes. In addition, the increased human activities
could result in an éven greater fire danger than the site is nowve#pcsed tb; Fire .

- represents an additional hazard by removing vegetation and increasing the erosion

rate.

2.17 Archaéoiogica! Resources

A reconnaissance of Carmel Valley Ranch was undertaken by archaeological
consultants and no indication of archaeological resources were found.35 Thefe aré,
however, sevéra}'sites recorded néar the ranch. These are located near the mouth |
of Robinson Canyon (b4-Monterey-26), adjacent to Carmel Valley Road (h*Moﬁterey-ZY)i
and at the junction of Carmel Valley Road and Robinson Canyon Road (M—Monterey-#BQ).
(See Appendix F for brief history of the site)
IMPACT: |

The project will have little impact on known afchaeo]ogical resources. The
applicant states that if artifacts are unearthed during construction an afchaeo]qgist"

will be contacted for assessment.

2.18 Housing Needs of Monterey County

| The Housing Element of the ﬁonterey}COunty General Plan forecaéts fhe hous ing '
needs for the residents of Monteray County. There are not enough units being con-
structed at this time to take care of the normal population growth of the County;'
As an example, it is predicted that betweenvl970 and 1975 approXimate]y‘Z0,000
housihg units will be needed fo meet growth demands; included in this number are
replacement of older housing units, reno&ating substandard housing units and con-
struction of additional housing units. These new units must meet the needs of all

segments of the population, with a special emphasis placed on supplying the needs



of the County's low and moderate income families.

The foliowing chart illustrates the need for various types of new housing.36

8

]

Income Group Gross Family Income Number Percentage
Low (under $20, 000 ' ' 0 - 2,999 h,SZJOl; | 8.6%
dwelllng unlt) , 3,000. - 4,999 5,896 . 10.3%
. 5,000 -~ 7,999 11,242 19.7%
‘Moderate (under : o 8,000 - 9 qqu 7,533 13 2%
. - ’ 3 - } . « é
$37,500 dwelllng ' 10,000 - 14,999 - 15,622 27.42
unit) ' o
Upper.(over‘$37,500 : - 15,000 - 25,000 9,147 16.0%
, dweﬁltﬁg unit) 25,000 - Over 2,761 4.8%
- TOTAL o ‘ 57,105  100.0%

To find the housing unit affordable the gross family income was multiplied

by 2.5. Fdr‘example,-a family income of $8,000 x 2.5 equals a maximum affordable

unit of $20,000.
It is estimated that'thé least expensive unit on the Carmel Valley Ranch
will cost approximately $75,000. Units on Carmel Valley Ranch wifl; therefore, be

made available to upper income group families, and probably to those families with

bgross income of $25,000 or more. Thus, development of Carmel Valley Ranch would

not be meetlng the more pressing need of low or moderate |ncome group housing.
It shou!d also be noted, however, that units in Carmel'Valley have the highest
market value of any area in Monterey County.

2.19. Competitive Facilities

Based on Monterey Peninsula Chamber of Commerce figures there are 5,462 trans-

ient rooms available on the Peninsula as of February, 1975. At the present time
there are also 16 public and private golf courses.
The following list gives the name of the 12 largest hotels or motels and the

number of units for each:

~62-
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| 1. Hyatt House K16
‘ 2. Asilomar 285
3. Royal Inn _ 200
3 Lk, Holiday Inn on the Beach 196
5. Holiday Inn in Carmel 165
6. Hotel San Carlos 149
" 7. Del Monte Lodge 135
8. Highlands Inn 133
9. Casa Munras 131
B - 10.  Fairgrounds Travelodge 100
‘ 11.  Quail Lodge ' 96
12.  Ramada Inn 80
| IMPACT:
When completed the Resort Lodge in the Carmel Val]ey‘Rahch development will
be the third largest on the Peninsula in terms of guest rooms,
P
P
>
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSISk

3.1 Adverse Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Avoided if the Pfoppsed‘Plan

Is Implemented

1

The following is a summary of the adverse environmental effects expected to

result from implementation of the proposed Specific Plan:

2.

. 3" .
L.

5.

10.
.
12.
13.
h.
5.
6.

Loss of wildlife habitat.

Loss of grazing land.

Increased load on schools.
Increase in traffic.
Increase in noise.

increased runoff from site.

. - Visual impact on area from the loss of a natural environment.

Increésed commi;ment of energy and resourcés.

lncreased erésion~p0tentia];

Ltocation of ;esfdences wfthfn the 100~-year flood pléin of the Carmel Ri?er.
Growth inducing impact of the addition of 2,200 pebple in Carmel Valley.-
Increased deménd'For water. | o |

Increased fire potential,

Removal of natural vegétation.

Visual and physical ?mpacts on landfarms from the cut and fill operations.

Short-term increase in air pollution.

3.2 Mitigating Measures Proposed to Minimize the Impatt of the Specific Plan as

,Progosed

Specific environmental studies have been undertaken by the applicant to aid

in preparation of thevSpecific Plan for development of Carmel Valley Ranch. Many

of the following mitigating measures have been proposed by~the,applicant.

3.2.1 Geological Mitigation

a.

Placement of golf course and tennis facilities on stabilized landslides.

-6l -
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b. Talus cones and aprons on greatér than 30% slope and the active land-
slide will be placed in Open Space.

c. More extensive soils and drainage studies to recommend.mitigationifor
placement of cut and fill'and adequate drainage for landslide areas,

and locating exactly where liquefaction can occur.

d. Down cutting access road to Snivley's Ridge rather than side cutting

>which would create a larger scar.
e. Methods used to increése slide stability, sQCh'as: buttressing the
.,”toe” area, removal of upper portions of the sliae'to reduce weight,
portions of the slide removed to permit the old slick sliding surface
to be broken up and replaced by uniform compacted Fill,.avoid ponding
and having adequéte drainage. Consideration Should also be given to

the influence of earthquake induced lateral forces.

3.2.2 Seismic Mifigation

a. All structures to be designed to withstand shaking and peak acceleration
levels in various parts of the propérty.37‘ |

b. lﬁvestigation by a qualifiéd geologist to pin-pofnt exact faulf locations
relative to the golf club, valley floor residential clusters and the resort
lodge. Included should bg recommendations for adequate setbacks and proper
foundatiqn‘deéign. The applicant states that these recommendations will
be included fﬁ'construction specificafions for structures and improvements.

3.2.3 Soils Mitigation

a. The placement of residential clusters in relatively gentle sloping areas
will reduce potential cut and fill amounts.

b. Complete analysis by a soils engineer‘to fecommend methods to reduce erosion
aﬁd to locéte’special problem areas.

c. Upon compietion of grading operations the to#soil should be returned to
aid in revegetation. Revegetation éhould be completed prior to each rainy

sSeason.
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d.

Use of temporary erosion and sedimentation control devices.

e. Grading for golf course implemented so as not to affect normal river

bank stability.

3.2.4 Climatic Mitigation

a.

There are several wéys in which Carmel Valley Ranch may be designed and oper-

Proper tree placement and foundation design to reduce the'effects of

high winds.

'3.2.5 Energy Mitigation

ated to make efficient and wise use of energy. Among these are:

a.

b.

C.

d.

Insulatién and other protection ffom heat loss énd heat gain.
Alternétiye méans of transportation such 55 organized car pooTing.
and.bicyéle lanes on roads. |

Use of solarvengrgQ_for water and space heating.

Building'désjgﬁ relative to climatic conditiéns, such as.buildfng

orientation to capitalize on natural heating and cooling effects.

3.2.6 Hydrology Mitigation

a.

b.

Cs

d.

e.

f. Heavy construction équipment prohibited from operating in the Carmel River-

g.

Using gravelly surfaces for parking lots and driveways.

Use of golf course ponds (separatéd from wastewater storage ponds) or

constru;tion of Surge‘detentio; siltation ponds that willylimit flows to
approximately the_beak~of rate priér to de&elopment. |

A detailed hydrology Qtudy to recommend adequate surfacg‘drainage
facilities. | o |

Golf course irrigation operated with timers, and consideration of the

use of tensiometers.

Locafion of all residential clusters above the 100-year flood plain.

bed except during period of low flow.

‘Minimizing surface drainage into the Carmel River reduces the impact the

" runoff water quality will have on the river.

&
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Floor levels in houses constructed within the 100-year flood plain to be

one foot above the 100-year flood level.

.7 Vegetation and Wildlife

The use of vegetation native to Carmel Valley in revegetaticn pf‘the site.
Revegetatioﬁ to occur immediately following construction activities and
before the rainy seasbn. |

A tree removal and vegetation management plan be developed in site

plan preparation for the resort lodge and residential clusters in the .

" cak-woodland area. Based on this plan better quality tree specimens,

especially those in visually sensitive areas, can be protected.
Use of fire retardant vegetation.
Revegetation of Riparian areas.

Use of cluster type development compared to low density sprawl develop-

ment.

Avoiding-deVelopmentbof areas immediately around existing springs, seeps,

streams and watering ponds. Also, providing additional water sources.

- Scenic easement coverage of open space.

.8 Traffic and Circula;ioh Mitigation

‘Use of a shuttle system between the airport and the resort lodge,

A system of golf cart/pedestrian pathways to reduce automobile use.

This will also reduce energy consumption.

. - Extension of public transport down Carmel Valley.

PriQafe shuftle system from Carmel Valley‘Ranch to existing public
transport in thevCérmel Rancho Shopping Center,

Extension of Center Street in the Mid-Valley Shopping Center to providé
alternative éccéss to Robinson Canyon Road from CarmelvValley'Roéd. |
Mitigation for traffic hazards caused.by fog include feflective or

lighted traffic control markingé.



.

b.

c.

'3.2.9 Noise Mitlgatlon :

Establishment of a maximum speed limit of 25 - 35 mph within the develop-

ment.
Plant appropriate vegetétloh along roadways.

Stfateglc placing of housing on building sites.

3.2.10 Air Quality Mitigation

a.
b.

c.

d.’

Consideration of limiting the number of fireplaces.

Use of'golfcart/pedestflan pathways limits ‘aufomoblle'usé;

Dust generated durtng construction can be controlled by wettlnq down

the site and stabnlnznnq exposed surfaces.

Reductlonfnn air pollutron from vehicles due to more stringent emission

regulations.

| 3;2.ll Vlsual,Mltlgétlon_

a.

b.

C.

d.

=

f.

9-

h.

poWn cutting of access road to Shlvlgy's Ridge will ﬁinlmlze vléual
lmpéct. Sight aﬁgleS»from the vélley floor toithé:eléQatioﬁ'of'the‘
new road'wllliobscuro new cuf surfaces. .

A1l utilities wlll be Underground.’

Areas of unusual aesthetic value, such as the palisades,'wlll be

‘designated for open space.

Proper site selection and house placement on lots.
Design review by an Archltectural COntrol Committee.

Extensive landscaping throughout the property. Especnally the

séwage‘tréatment‘plant, the resort lodge and re5|dences on the valley
floor.

Scenic Easement coverage of open space in perpetulty.

Limited development and construction along rldgellnes.

3 2 12 Sewage Treatment Plant Mlthatlon

a.

Lunlng of sewage<storage ponds.
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b. Location of treatment plant so that any odors are not carried directly
to any existing or proposed residences or the resort Iodge:

c. SatiSfactory‘visnal screening of facility.

d. . Location in a flood proof area. |

e. No discharge is Madé to the Carmel River or the underground aquifer.

f; Storage ponds large endugh to handfe peak flows. |

g. Né accessibility by the public to the sewage treatment ponds .,

3.2.13 ArChaeological»Mitigation

a. The appiiéaht states that if artifacts are unearthed during construction
an archaeologist will be contacted for assessment. This should be through

the South Central Coast Clearinghouse at U.C. Santa Cruz.

3.3 Alternatives of the Proposed Specific Plan

3.3.] No Project

This alternative would have the least impact on the natural environment.

With no development on this site it would retain its usefulness as .a grazing

area and wildlife habitat. This alternative would also preserve the ranch for
f&ture land use options.

3.3.2 Another Site

The relocation of this project closer to an urban center is a viable
alternative . This alternative would reduce the effects of non-contiguous growth.

3;3.3 Carmel Valley Master Plan Alternative

‘According to the Carmel Valley Master Plan, adopted by the Board of Super-

~visors in 1961, the portion of the property below Sniviey's Ridge was designated

for Rural Resfdential Expansion (based on 3.2 persons per net\acre); ~This alter-
native épuld potentially create a greater disruption of the environment. ‘Low

density épraw!” communities compared to higher density developments result in higher
economic costs, environmental costs and natural resource consgmption‘for é given .

number of dwelling units.38_
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3.3.4 Del Monte Carmel Valley Ranch Plan Alternative

The Del Monte Carmel Valley Ranch Plan which is the exlsting plan for the

property, calls for a range of from 500 units to 1500 units. A reduhtloﬁ in A ,wvyj%
densnty to 500 unlts could reduce the lmpact on the site by requlrlng less grading, :.;
which wquld result in less potentlal for erosion. »Th:s alterhatlve might present ,b ‘
“itself as an excellenf way to mitigate the adverse impacts of Section 3.1, An ”‘ 4;@
increase in denssty to 1500 unots would result in greater degradatlon of the B
natural_envlronment. It should be noted that the Del Monte Carmel Valley Ranch
Plan does not reStrlét development on_the three landslldes, in areaslof steep .
slope or in the balisades area, | | i

3.3.5 -Montérey PeninsulavArea Plan Alternative‘

The Monterey Peninsula Area Plan, which is superceded by the Carmel Valley £
Ranch Plan, dgslgnates the valleylfloor area as Rural with llfamily par’net acre,
.the area adjaCent to the valley floor is designated as gregnbelt,”and the remaining
areas of the propefty are designated as Aertultufe and Grazlﬁg. " This plan llhlfs R X
development to_the»relativély flat valley floor, and comparatively, the effects dn_:
other areas of the property would‘be less. lhis'plan‘and the,Speciflc Plan wuuld
have a similar visual impact from Carmel Valley Road. | | | X

3.3.6 ’Deslgn Alternatlyes‘

Other design configurations and operationél prOcedufes lncludeﬁ'

a. Less lntenslve stfuctural de?elopment.on the valley flqoﬁ. A

b, More‘lntenSive development of the Snlvley's Ridge area;

c. Different access and arrangements.

d. Variations in golfkcourse routing. =

e. Connection to tHe Carmel Sanitary District trunk liﬁe; ' S | .

f. Alternate means of access to Carmel Valley Road.

P

3.4 The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment and the

Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity

The property is presently useful for grazing and as a scenic and open space
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resource supporting a natural and interesting plant and animal community. Imple-
mentation of the proposed Specific Plan will commit 600 acres of the lénd to an
urban use for an indefinite number of vyears.

If this proposed plan is implemented it will ehhance the long-term proﬁuc-
tivity of the property in terms of social and cultural benefits, however, it wil]
replace a natural sglf-perpetuating environment with low maintenance requirements
(in terms of energy and matgria]) for a non-pefpetuating human environment with
‘high maiﬁtenance requirements. Therefore, a decision has to be made as to whether
the need Forvthisvprojéct is greater than the need of this land for grazing and
Qildlife habitat.

3.5 Irreversible Environmental Changes That Would Be lnvolved in the Proposed

Plan Should it be Implemented

The proposed project will commit this property to a specific urbaﬁ use for
an.essentialiy permanent period of time, Grading and the'constructioﬁ of buildings‘
and roads are virtually-irreversible uses of the land. The project will alter the
visual and aesthetic resources of the site. Also, a reductioﬁ of resident wildlife
popdlation and damage to vegetation and wi]d!iFe'habitat wi!ihoccur.

3.6 Growth Inducing Impact of the Proposed Plan

An éstimated 2,200 people will live in the 855 housing units. The project 
itself will induce‘population.growth in Carmel Valley, althdugh not by 2,200 |
péople as some Familfes:would choose to live elsewhere in the valley if the préject
was not built. However, a portion of the fami}ies will be induced to live in
Monterey County because of this project. (See Figure 3.1 for growth patterns
on the Monterey Peninsula and in Carmel Valley) |

There wfll be additional population growth inducement from this project

- other than the people who will live there. The 133 jobs created will support

about 106 households, bringing some families to the area and enabling some other
families, who would otherwise move elsewhere to find work, to remain in the area.

The additional residents will also require the creation of new jobs to pro-
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vide them with the services they need. For examplé, it is estimated that 21 new

teachers and support personnel are required to educate the children. The induced

jobs will include bank clerks, mechanlc$,~barbefs, painters, store clérks, carpénteré :
and dentists. ‘Most of these jobs will not be held by residents of Carmel Valle? -
Ranch as a ﬁousehold income of over $25 000 is needed to live there; Few oFAthe ' .
created jobs will provnde this income and addatuonal growth will result. | )
Carmel Valley Ranch could inftiate a growth lnducvng effect sjtuation ln'
Carmel Valley. »The cumulative effect of re5|dent|al developments may bring about .
the extension of municipal services such as gaé, water andlSeQer service. If this ﬁ
happens, a growth inducing‘effect mlght occur.by merely héving‘these seryices
'avallablé for the surrounding undeveloped areas. | vi | | -
The Mld~Valley Shopping Center, located .5 miles from the project;~wlll‘be ’
the commerical area most likely affected by this development. A positlvereffect
_on Carmel Valley could result through the addltenjaf ébmmercial establlshmenté ‘_».w
concentrated in this area. By creating a larger shopping complex, people ln the i
valle? would notlneceséérily have to drive to the mouth of the valley or further
to find needed goods. N
: The cumulative effects of growth in Carmel Valley must also be cons:dered h
| A determining factor wnll be the supply of water, however other lmpacts such as l
lncreased trafflc, increase in noise associated wsth trafflc the loss of WI]dlle‘ ;
hab|tat the effects of increased land values on undeveloped lands, and vlsual |
B impacts from the loss of natural areas will also effect the environmental settnng
| in the valley. | o F? B . ey
, - : ; ; <
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MONTEREY PENINSULA AREA

MAJOR PROPERTIES - 1970

[JParcels 20 Acres And Larger

EF7 Subdivided™0Or Developed Areas
.- [ Project Site

--— Planning Area

\‘.
FIGURE 3.1 0

*Subdivided land not necessarily developed.
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