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INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Section 15088 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the
County of Monterey, as the lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR (May
2010). The responses to the comments and other documents, including additional documentation
submitted by the applicant, and which are included in this volume, together with the DEIR comprise the
Final EIR for use by the Monterey County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors in their
review.

This document includes a copy of each letter received on the DEIR. Responses to comments on the DEIR
environmental analysis are provided following each letter. Some public comments received on the DEIR
may be outside the scope of the EIR evaluation of environmental impacts or are opinions without
evidentiary basis. For non-environmental comments, such as questions or concerns on other planning or
socioeconomic issues, or comments that offer the commentator’s opinions in support or opposition to the
project itself, comments are noted but do not necessarily constitute a substantial environmental issue
requiring response in the context of the EIR. These may be considered separately by the decision makers.

In some cases, responses to comments require changes to the text or figures in the DEIR. These changes
are noted in the response and are also included in the Errata section of the FEIR.

The Final EIR consists of the following:

Draft EIR

Draft EIR Appendices

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR

Errata to the Draft EIR

Appendix K Additional Information Used to Address Comments on the DEIR.
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2.1 MASTER RESPONSES

MASTER RESPONSE No. 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Commenters have raised a number of questions with respect to the Project Description including a)
whether or not the adjacent gas station site (also owned by the Project proponent) are included in the
Project; b) whether the adjacent hillside is included in the Project; and c¢) whether wells in the Project
Area are included in the Project. The Project includes the Project Site as described below, but also relies
upon runoff from the adjacent gas station site solely for the purpose of calculating water balance..

Project Site. The Project Site consists of two lots of record occupying approximately 11 acres. The
adjacent gas station site is not proposed for development as part of the proposed shopping center
complex. Access to the gas station site is also separate from the access points to the Project.

Water Balance. Commenters are referred to Table 4.7.B on page 256 and Tables 6B on page 462 and
Table 6.E on page 479 for the water balance analysis for the Proposed Project and each alternative. The
area used for calculating the Project’s water balance( i.e. recharge that will be collected and directed to
the underground water basin) included

e Project Site ( 11 acres)

e Gas Station Site (.7 acres)

The Project design does not include collecting runoff from the adjacent hillside. The runoff from the
adjacent hillside is assumed to be the same as for pre-project conditions.

The area used for the calculation of the water balance for Alternatives 2 and 3 included
e Project Site (11 acres)
e (as Station Site(.7 acres)
o Adjacent Hillside (3.6 acres)

This totals 15.3 acres. The retention system for these alternatives is specifically designed to capture runoff
from all three areas. ‘

Wells on the Project Site. There is currently a well on the Project Site that serves the Hargis subdivision
(Well 115). Well 115 has 9 connections of which 7 are active. This well will not be used to serve the
Proposed Project and has not been included in the water balance for the subject site. Well 94 which is
located on the gas station site will not be used to serve the Proposed Project and has not been used as part
of the water balance for the Proposed Project. As noted on page 67, water for the Proposed Project will be
provided by the Ambler Park Water System owned by Cal Am through the use of water supply wells that
are approximately 500 feet southeast of the Project Site.

The County is proposing an errata to page 67 to clarify that runoff from the gas station site is included in
the calculation of the amount of runoff that will be captured in the underground retention/detention
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facility for the Proposed Project as follows;

“Storm water runoff from the Project Site and adjacent gas station site would flow through a system of
storm drains and catch basins to a proposed underground retention/detention system in the northeast
corner of the Project Site adjacent to SR-68( refer to Figure 3.8). «

* The County will also include a condition of approval that will prohibit the gas station site from receiving
any credit for water runoff from the site being applied/counted in a water balance analysis for
development on that site. This condition will be enforced in part through recordation of a deed restriction
on the gas station site.

MASTER RESPONSE No. 2: VALIDITY OF WATER BALANCE

Commenters have raised a number of issues with respect to the validity of the Water Balance analysis,
including the following:

a) Methodology and demand assumptions utilized for calculating water consumption on the
proposed site. '

b) Rainfall assumptions

¢) Ability to enforce assumptions regarding water limits

d) Reliance on information provided by the applicant.

A. Estimated Water Demand

Concerns were raised about the methodology used to calculate the water demand figures for the
center. The water demand projections contained in the DEIR were prepared by the applicant
based upon water demand factors from Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
(MPWMD) and Marina Coast Water District (MCWD) estimates. The project is not located
within the boundaries of either MPWMD or MCWD, so neither agency’s factors are a
requirement of this project, but these factors are considered representative of anticipated project
water demands. The DEIR water demand factors were used in a recent Water Supply Assessment
(WSA) prepared by Byron Buck & Associates and adopted by MCWD for the proposed Seaside
Main Gate Project.

Comments questioned why the MPWMD factors were not used. It is common practice to utilize
factors that are the most reasonable for the application involved. In this case the water demand
factor for Retail Uses was taken from the MCWD and the food service factor was taken from the
MPWMD. This was the approach used in the Seaside Main Gate Project referenced above. The
factors of both MCWD and MPWMD are included in the appendix to this document.

In response to the comments on the Water Demand Analysis Denise Duffy (consultant to the
applicant) prepared “Corral de Tierra Commercial Project Water Demand Information” dated
November 5, 2010 (See Appendix K). This information identified the water demand presented in
the DEIR and compared it to three different scenarios of determining water demand. The three
scenarios included a Fixture Based Water Demand, MPWMD Project Water Demand, and a
Combination of MCWD and MPWMD Water Demand. The comparison of the four different
methods is provided in the following table: '
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Factors Used Water Usage (AFY)
Draft EIR 11.34
Fixture Based 9.86
MPWD ' 13.53
MCWD/MPWD ' 12.39

The Fixture Based Water Demand is based upon a combination of retail for the Market and
fixtures for the remainder of the center. It is premature to have a sufficient level of detail to
determine if this approach is truly possible. In applying the MPWMD factors the Market was
assigned a retail water demand factor. This factor is appropriate for “Family Grocery”. Under the
MPWMD approach, a supermarket would have a higher water demand factor. The Family
Grocery is considered appropriate in this case because the market will not have any of the
accessory uses commonly associated with a supermarket such as prepared foods, coffee bar, etc.
Applying the MPWMD Water Demand Factors as described, the use water demand for the project
would be 13.53 acre feet per year.

In the Alternatives Analysis, the LEED alternative and staff reduced density alternative assume
aggressive water conservation measures. It is assumed in the DEIR that a 30% reduction in water
use inside the building can be achieved using LEED technology for water conservation.
Estimates for reductions that can be achieved by fixtures that comply with LEED standards range
from 15 percent- 50 percent reduction for irrigation systems (Paige Gimbal, LEED-AP, ASIC,
CID, EPA WaterSense Partner).

The landscape water conservation program is based on using Terrapin Bright Green assumptions.
According to Terrapin Bright Green, LLC, water demand reductions can be realized in connection
with project landscaping to reduce demands by approximately 90% through a combination of
xeriscaping, drip irrigation, and automatic sensors. Terrapin has indicated that in some locations
plant selection alone can reduce landscape demand by 50% or more.

The result of these water éavings measures showed the following water demands and positive
water balances taken from Table 6B and Table 6.E of the DEIR:

Alternative Water Usage (AFY) Post Project

Water Balance |
LEED 6.46 3.5
Staff Reduced 6.10 3.6
Density’

1. See Corrected Table 6.E in the Errata

For purposes of comparison a new Water Balance Analysis was prepared for the LEED Alternative
and the Reduced Density Alternative. These are shown in the tables on the following pages. These
analyses assumed use of the MPWMD water demand assumptions identified above, and assumed a
more conservative 80% savings in irrigation. In the reduced density alternative the percentage of

10
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Revised Table 6.B Water Balance Analysis for Alternative 2: LEED Silver Design.

i
l
|
l
|
|
|

109 500 0.00007
0.0002

IEXIS\ ,g..Serv ce Statlon .
Hillside - i ik
Iotal /

Wate .Balance Recharge .Water Use .

NetChange = . = L S -
Post-Project Water alance P:.PrOJect Water Balance. .~ . ] 1.7

11
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Notes:

The Revised Evaluation of Potential for Increased Groundwater Recharge dated October 14,
2009, states that 90% of the service station parcel is impervious surface and the remaining 10% of
its area is available for recharge.

Mean Annual Precipitation provided in the Schaaf & Wheeler Preliminary Drainage Study dated
July 30, 2002.

. The recharge rates are based on results presented in the Laguna Seca Subarea Phase I

Hydrogeologic Update (November 2002, prepared by Eugene B. Yates, Martin B. Feeney, and
Lewis I. Rosenberg). These recharge rates represent 4%, 8%, and 1% of mean annual
precipitation

Estimates based on conceptual drawings

Based on water demand factors from a Water Supply Assessment from the Marina Coast Water
District for a shopping center for commercial retail uses and demand factors typicaly aplied to
individual deli and restaurant uses from Monterey Peninsula Water Management District.

LEED water demand has been reduced 30% for water efficient fixtures and equipment. The
landscaping demand was reduced by 80% in accordance with estimates provided by Dickson &
Associates, Inc.

The Revised Evaluation of Potential for Increased Groundwater Recharge prepared by Whitson
Engineers dated October 14, 2009, estimated the project site would be 85% impervious surface
and the service station parcel is 90% impervious.

The Revised Evaluation of Potential for Increased Groundwater Recharge, prepared by Whitson
Engineers dated October 14, 2009, estimated the fraction of precipitation that would contribute to
groundwater recharge could be increased to 80% for the impervious areas within the project site
and former service station site due to the complete capture and percolation of runoff. According
to the report, the recharge rate for adjacent hillside could be increased from 8% to 13%. The
contrbution to groundwater recharge from the proposed landscaped areas within the project site
and service station parcel is taken as zero as a conservative assumption.

12
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Revised Table 6.E Water Balance Analysis for Reduced Density/Redesigned Project

Alternative

0 00007

0.0002 _

7.14644

3.1662

Prolect S|te

Existin vServnce Statlon
'Hl”SIde o

|u;dl

Wateru‘B/aIancé: Recharge - Water Use

Net Change

Post-Project Water Balance - Pre-Project Water Balance =

13
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retail to food service remained conmsistent with that of the proposed project. The following table
summarizes the water usage numbers and resulting water balance would be achieved:

Alternative Water Usage (AFY) Post Project

Water Balance
LEED 8.24 1.7
Staff Reduced Density’ 77 23

The result of using the MPWMD water use factors shows an increase in the water demand for the site,
but consistent with the alternatives presented in the DEIR, a positive water balance can be still be
achieved with use of LEED water conserving technology and planting xeriscape and drought tolerant
landscaping.

B. Rainfall

The water balance analyses are based upon long term mean annual rainfall data for the County.
Rainfall data and correction factors were derived from Monterey County Water Resource Agency data
analysis. The average rainfall factor assumed by Whitson (October 14, 2009, “Potential for Increased
Groundwater Recharge™) was 15.5.” This information was derived from the Laguna Seca Subarea
Phase III Hydrogeologic Update (November 2002, prepared for the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District by Bugene B Yates, Martin B. Feeney, and Lewis I, Rosenberg). This is
considered to be a conservative number given that the Geosyntec Report 2006 assumed an average
annual rainfall of 16.70” per year.

As for potential change in rainfall caused by climate change, at this time there is no way of knowing
how climate change will affect rainfall in the project area. If climate change leads to increased
temperatures and increased evaporation it may also lead to increased rainfall. Therefore the County
has utilized rainfall data used to calculate the water balance that is an average of known data.

C. Enforcement

Commenters have raised concerns about the County’s ability to insure that the development does not
exceed the water usage evaluated in the DEIR. The County has enforced conditions and mitigation
measures in the past with respect to water conservation measures. In 2002, as part of mitigation
monitoring and compliance activity, the County required a homeowners association to remove all
landscaping at its entryway and replace this with drought tolerant landscaping as per the conditions of
approval. Similar enforcement was taken with respect to individual lots whose landscaping was not in
compliance. Similar action was taken in the same subdivision in 2006 with respect to denial of
building plans whose fixtures exceeded the estimated demand that had been assumed for total
subdivision consumption. Last, the County has filed code enforcement actions against development
that is not in compliance with conditions pertaining to drainage system operation. Recent adoption of
a code enforcement ordinance (Ordinance 5122, January 2009) provides additional tools for the
County to enforce conditions and mitigation measures in a more timely fashion and to obtain
compliance. ’
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In the event that the County approves the project or one of the alternatives, the County would propose
a Mitigation Measure (Mitigation Measure 4.7.8) that would limit the amount of water used by the
project on an annual basis. This would include the requirement to provide quarterly reports for the
first two years and yearly after that, as well as measures to limit the use of the shopping center to
ensure that the water cap is not exceeded. The measures would be imposed as a condition of the
General Development Plan and will be implemented though CC&Rs to account for the multiple
parcels within the center. A critical decision is deciding upon an appropriate water use cap. The net
recharge rate is approximately 9.7 AFY and therefore the cap should be under that number. A cap of
9.0 AFY is proposed in the mitigation measure to stay conservatively under the recharge rate.
Mitigation Measure 4.7.8 would read as follows:

Water Cap

The total amount of water which can be used on the site on an annual basis is 9.0 acre feet per
year. The owner/shopping center developer shall be responsible for developing a refined
water use plan demonstrating that the 9.0 acre feet cap can be achieved. The water use plan
shall include a mechanism to track all water consumption on the site. The water use plan
shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning and the General Manager of the
Water Resources Agency prior to issuance of any permits.

Reporting

The applicant or shopping center owner shall provide reports to the General Manager of the
Water Resources Agency of water consumption on the site. For the first two years after
occupancy, the reports shall be submitted quarterly, and annually thereafter. If any report
suggests that annual consumption of the site will exceed the cap for the year, then the General
Manger shall have authority to impose measures to be taken to bring the site into compliance
with the cap. These may include but are not limited to, limitation on specific consumptive
uses within tenant spaces, holding certain spaces vacant, and restricting or eliminating the
water usage for landscaping. The General Manager of the Water Resources Agency shall have
the authority to return to quarterly reporting in the event of a repeated exceedence of the cap.

Landscaping

The shopping center shall provide a separate meter for the water conveyed to the Landscape
Irrigation system. The amount of water used in the landscaping shall be included in all
reports.

D. Differences from applicant submittal

The water balance analyses for the proposed Project, LEED alternative, and staff alternative were
prepared using data provided by the applicant which was then reviewed by County staff. The water
balance analyses included estimates of current demand on the subject property, estimates of future
demand, and calculations of recharge from natural sources and engineered infiltration systems. To
account for the hydrologic change resulting from the conversion of natural land to impervious
surfaces, Monterey County staff included the estimated pre-project recharge volume in each water
balance analysis. The staff alternative water balance analysis includes reduced area for both
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commercial/retail/office and restaurant/deli/food services categories. In addition, earlier estimates
from Whitson with respect to the estimated recharge were evaluated. County staff believed that the
original estimates provided by the applicant overstated recharge values and requested that the
applicant resubmit the analysis using Laguna Seca Subarea Phase III Hydrogeologic Update
(November 2002, prepared for the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District by Eugene B
Yates, Martin B. Feeney, and Lewis I, Rosenberg) assumptions which are more representative of the
project area. This subsequent analysis was provided by Whitson Engineers and is in the Appendix to
the DEIR.

MASTER RESPONSE No. 3: STORM WATER RECHARGE

Commenters expressed concern regarding the ability to demonstrate recharge of groundwater and
questioned the County’s practice of including recharge in the water balance analysis. Commenters also
questioned the ability of storm tech chambers to accomplish introduction of water into groundwater.

The use of retention basins to recharge groundwater is a recognized technology among professional
agencies in California. In response to comments regarding the potential efficacy of the technology
proposed for the Project, the County reviewed the Cal Trans Final Report ID CTSW-RT-050 (2004)
regarding BMPs for stormwater detention. ' The County also reviewed several documents prepared by the
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board which is coordinating an interagency project “
Development and Implementation of Hydromodification Control Criteria Methodology for the Central
Coast Region and Other California Municipalities” (See Appendix K). The project, which is ongoing, has
as one of its objectives to determine appropriate technologies for enhancing infiltration. Based on the
County’s review of the materials submitted by the applicant, review of the materials cited above and
County staff’s professional experience with respect to storm drainage issues, staff believe that the
retention proposal for the Proposed Project is reasonable. Measures to ensure adequate maintenance are
included in proposed Mitigation Measure 4.7.6. The County is also adding a provision that would require
the applicant to adopt BMPs or other proposed recommendations that might emerge from the work of the
Central Coast RWQCB should these be available to inform specific project engineering for this element.
The following text would be added to MM 4.7.6: '

“In the design of the drainage facilities for the Project, the applicant shall incorporate any appropriate
BMPs or other proposed recommendation from the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board ‘Hydromodification Control Criteria Methodology Study’ that are adopted in the CCRWQCB
at the time of Project design. These design features shall be reviewed and approved by the County
Water Resources Agency and Building Services Department for consistency with the BMPs and/or
recommendations and with Count standards.” .

The applicant has provided additional material on the use of the Storm Tech Chambers, but notes that this
is an example of a specific product by a specific manufacturer. Storm Tech Chambers are that company’s
product. There are comparable technologies manufactured in the U.S. with equal efficacy. See also
Master Response 4 below.

! REPORT ID CTSW - RT - 01 — 050 “BMP Retrofit Pilot Program, January 2004, California Department
of Transportation CALTRANS, DIVISION of ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS.
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The El Toro Groundwater Study prepared by Geosyntec, dated July 2007, included additional suggestions
and recommendations for impréved management, utilization, and preservation of water resources in the
El Toro Planning Area including the following: Evaluate the feasibility of retaining surface water runoff
and enhancing aquifer recharge. Accordingly, the proposal to include a retention facility in the Project
design is consistent with these recommendations for addressing groundwater resources in the El Toro
Study Area. '

MASTER RESPONSE No. 4: MAINTENANCE OF DRAINAGE FACILITIES

Comments expressed concern with the success of the recharge facilities if they are not maintained. There
were two components to this concern: the first relates to how would they be maintained and who would
insure that maintenance occurs, and secondly would this be affected by the possibility that there may be
more than one property owner involved in the center.

As stated on page 264 of the Draft EIR (Mitigation Measure 4.7.6), the applicant would be required to
sign a Drainage and Flood Control Systems Agreement for the maintenance of project related drainage
facilities. The mitigation measure requires the agreement to include a summary of required annual
maintenance activities and provisions for the preparation of an annual report by a registered civil
engineer. The annual report would be submitted to the MCWRA for review and approval. The MCWRA
and Monterey County Counsel would approve the agreement prior to filing of final map or issuance of
building permits in the event that there is no final map.

If the drainage facilities are not properly maintained, the agreement identifies a process through which the
MCWRA is granted the right by the property owners to enter any and all portions of the property to
perform repairs, maintenance, or improvements necessary to operate the drainage and flood control
facilities for the project. The MCWRA retains the right to collect the cost for said repairs from the
property owners. According to the MCWRA, there are many subdivisions in Monterey County that are
required to submit annual drainage reports. The approved drainage analysis, drainage plans, and annual
drainage reports will be available at the MCWRA.

MASTER RESPONSE No 5: HYDROGEOLOGY - SALINAS VALLEY GROUNDWATER
BASIN — CORRAL DE TIERRA SUBBASIN, EL TORO PRIMARY AQUIFER SYSTEM, AND
MONTEREY COUNTY WATER RESOURCES AGENCY ZONE 2C.

In the comments received there were references to basins, sub basins and aquifers that were incorrectly
stated and references to the findings of the Geosyntec 2007 report which are not correct. This Master
Response has been prepared to correctly identify the water basins, subbasins and aquifers in the context of
the Geosyntec (2007) report.

State of California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 11 _
The Project is located within the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, Corral de Tierra Subbasin defined in

Bulletin 118 California’s Groundwater prepared by the State of California Department of Water
Resources. The subbasin includes outcrops of plio-pleistocene nonmarine units, including the Aromas
Sands, the Paso Robles Formation, the Santa Margarita Formation, and the Monterey Formation
(Jennings and Strand 1956, Muir 1982 and GTC 1984). The subbasin is bounded on the northwest by the
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Seaside Area Subbasin, and on the northeast by the 180/400 foot aquifer subbasin. On the south and
southwest, the subbasin is bounded by Middle Miocene marine rock units, and a portion of the eastern
boundary is a small area of Mesozoic granitic rocks (Jennings and Strand 1956).

From oldest to youngest, the primary water-bearing units of the subbasin are the Miocene/Pliocene Santa
Margarita Formation, the Pliocene Paso Robles Formation, and the Pleistocene Aromas Sands.
Groundwater also occurs locally in alluvial material along creeks in the canyon bottoms.

The Santa Margarita Formation is a poorly consolidated marine sandstone. This unit is an important
water-bearing formation in the subbasin. It underlies the Paso Robles Formation and has a maximum
thickness of 225 feet (GTC 1984).

The Paso Robles Formation is the major water-bearing unit in the area and consists of sand, gravel, and
clay interbedded with some minor calcareous beds (GTC 1984).

The Aromas Sands consist of relatively clean red to yellowish-brown, well sorted sand and has an
estimated thickness of up to 200 feet within the subbasin.

El Toro Groundwater Study. Geosyntec, July 2007

The primary objective of the El Toro Groundwater Study was to evaluate groundwater resource capacity
of the El Toro Planning Area and recommend maintaining or revising the B-8 zoning overlay. The El
Toro Planning Area is a watershed-based planning area comprised of five designated planning subareas
including: Calera Creek, Watson Creek, Corral de Tierra, San Benancio Gulch, and El Toro Creek.

According to the El Toro Groundwater Study, the Santa Margarita Sandstone and continental deposits
commonly called the “Aromas-Paso Robles” are the primary aquifers in the El Toro Planning Area. The
study refers to the units collectively as the El Toro Primary Aquifer System, and states aquifers are
contiguous between the northwestern margin of the El Toro Planning Area and the Laguna Seca area of
the Seaside groundwater basin to the west near Highway 68. Groundwater flow from El Toro Planning
Area to Laguna Seca in the range of 200 to 500 AF/Y was estimated by Yates et al. (2002) based on
Darcy flux calculations and groundwater modeling. The direction of groundwater flow between the El
Toro and Laguna Seca Planning Areas depends on local hydraulic gradients that are controlled by
pumping.

The Geosyntec Report evaluated existing hydrologic reports (Anderson-Nichols (1981); Stall, Gardner &
Dunne, Inc. (1991); Fugro West, Inc (1996); Yates, Feeney, Rosenberg, (2002); Rosenberg (2001); Yates,
Feeney Rosenberg (2005). It reviewed the water-balance water-budget methodologies used in these
previous reports. Geosyntec built on the analysis of these reports, to develop a ground water level trend
analysis. Based on water level data compiled and reviewed, the study concludes the primary aquifer
system in the El Toro Planning Area is in overdraft. The study also concludes that current and increased
rates of pumping can be sustained for decades in areas with large saturated thickness of the El Toro
Primary Aquifer System because of the large volume of groundwater in storage.

The methodology and supporting data used in the Geosyntec Report was refined in consultation with
County staff. The Geosyntec Report was presented to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. The
Board of Supervisors accepted the report, and directed staff to move forward with an evaluation of the
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recommendations. The El Toro Groundwater Study is the accepted analysis by the County, building on
the work of prior consultants, relative to the condition of the groundwater resources within the study area.

Monterey County Water Resources Agency Zone 2C

The proposed project is located outside of Monterey County Water Resources Agency Zone 2C which is
an assessment zone that includes lands receiving special benefit from the Salinas Valley Water Project.
These benefits are deemed special benefits; therefore, only those parcels that receive special benefits are
expected to fund the project. Zone 2C was defined based on geologic conditions and hydrological factors
which define and limit the area of benefits derived from operation of Nacimiento and San Antonio
Reservoirs and construction of the Salinas Valley Water Project. The eight criteria used to establish Zone
2C are presented in section 3.1 of Salinas Valley Water Project Engineer’s Report prepared by RMC
dated January 2003. In addition, the County updated the GeoSyntec Report in August of 2010 with
respect to the connectivity of the El Toro Groundwater Basin. In addition, the County updated the
GeoSyntec Report in August of 2010 with respect to the connectivity of the El Toro Groundwater Basin.
A new exhibit is included in the update which indicates the demarcation between those portions of the
study area that are in Zone 2C and those that are not as an indication of the areas that have available water
supply. The exhibit is provided in the FEIR Appendix K.

Conclusions

As stated on page 255 of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in a net deficit to the groundwater basin.
The impact of the project as proposed is significant and unavoidable. However there are alternative
designs, and densities which can be used to achieve a net benefit to the ground water basin. These are
expressed in the project alternatives.
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A. COMMENTS FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND
'GAME CENTRAL REGION - REGION 4
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July 8, 2010

Luis Osorie

Resource Management Agency —
Planning Department

County of Monterey

168 West Afisal, 2" Floor

Salinas, California 93901

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Corral de Tierra Neighborfiood Retail Village
SGH No, 2007091137

Dear Mr. Osorio:

The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the DEIR submitted by the County of
Monterey for the abave Project. Project approval would allow for the subdivision of

two lots of record totaling approximately 11 acres into seven Jots ranging from 0.72 to
2.67 acres. The proposed retail development would include 10 retail bulldings, a
one-story market building with a mezzanine, a two-story office building, and 608 surface
parking spaces. The Project site is located at the southeast comer of the intersection of
Highway 68 with Corral de Tierra Road in the unincorporated Toro Area. :

The DEIR refers to biological site assessments conducted in 2007 and prior. According
to the DEIR, during March 2010, United States Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) staff advised
that more current surveys to assess the potential for State~ and Federally listed species
should ocour on the Project site. Surveys were not repeated prior to release of the
DEIR, and the Department therefore does not know whether current baseline conditions
are necessarily represented. Based on previous site assessments, the DEIR proposes
__ repeat surveys at a later time, but it does not appear that revised or new information
that characterizes the site currently is proposed for future public disclosure.

The Department has concems regarding potential Project-related impacts to State
candidate and other sensitive species, and has comments regarding proposed
mitigation measures. Our specific comments follow.

JOHN McCAMMAN, Director f

A
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Department Jurisdiction

Trustee Agency Authority: The Department is a Trustee Agency with the
responsibility under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for commenting on
projects that could impact plant and wildlife resources. Pursuantte Fish and Game
Code Section 1802, the Department has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection,
and management of fish, wildlife, nafive plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. As a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
resources, the Department is responsible for providing, as available, biological expertise
to review and comment on envirenmental documents and impacts arising from project
activities, as those terms are used under CEQA.

Responsible Agency Authority: The Department has regulatory authority over
projects that could result in the “take” of any species listed by the State as threatened or
endangered, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081. I the Project could result
in the “take” of any species listed as threatened or endangered under the California
Endangered Specles Act (CESA), the Depariment may need to issue an Incidental Take
Permit for the Project. CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project
is likely to substantially impact threatened or endangered species (Sections 21001{c},
21083, Guidelines Sections 15380, 15064, 15065). Impacts must be avoided or
mifigated to less than significant levels unless the CEQA Lead Agency makes and
supports Statements of Overriding Consideration (SOC). The CEQA Lead Agency’s
SOC does not sliminate the Project proponent’s obligation to comply with Fish and
Game Code Saction 2080. The Project has the potential to reduce the number or
restrict the range of the Federally threatened and State Candidate approved for listing
Califomnia tiger salamander (Ambysi{oma californiense).

Other Rare Species: The Project has the potential to reduce the number or restrict the
range of the Federally threatened red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) and State
Species of Special Concern burrowing ow! {Athene cunicularia), American badger
{Taxidea faxus), Monterey dusky-footed woodrat (Neofoma fuscipes luciana), Westemn
spadefoot (Spea hammondii), Loggerhead shrike {Lanius iudovicianus), California
horned lark (Eremophila alpestris), and northern harvier (Circus cyaneus).

Fully Protected Species: The Department has jurisdiction over fully protected species
of birds, mammals, amphibians, repiiles, and fish, pursuant to Fish and Game Code
Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and §515. *Take" of any fully protected species is
prohibited and the Department cannot authorize their *take” for development. The
white-tailed Kite is a fully protected species that is known may nest and forage in the
Project area vicinity, and could use the Project site for foraging, nesting, and roosting
purposes.
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Bird Protection: The Department has jurisdiction over actions that may result in the
disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or the unauthotized "take” of birds.
Sections of the Fish and Game Code that protect birds, their eggs and nests include
Sections 3503 {regarding unlawful “take," possession or needless destruction of the
nest or eggs of any bird), 3503.5 (regarding the “take,” possession or destruction of any
birds-of-prey or their nests or eggs), and 3513 (regarding uniawful “take” of any
migratory non-game bird).

Project Recommendations

California Tiger Salamander (CTS): The Department is aware of breeding locations
for this species within approximately 2 miles of the Project site both north and south of
Highway 68. Based on aerial photography, suitable breeding ponds may exist in closer
proximity to the Project site, which appears to contain appropriate upland habitat,
Protocol-level surveys (USFWS 2003) for CTS therefore appear to be warranted. Itis
important to note that protocol surveys for CTS may require more than one survey
season. Conducting protacollevel surveys will ensure a level of detectability sufficient
to determine potential Project-related impacts to CTS. In the absence of these surveys,
the applicant may instead assume presence of GTS within the Project site and obtain an
Incidental Take Permit, pursuani to Fish and Game Code Section 2081.

In the absence of surveys for CTS in suitable habitat, the Department would be unable
to assume that the species is absent, and the measures proposed in Avaidance and
Minimization Measure 4.3.4 to trench for exclusionary fencing could therefore result in
*take” of CTS. Consultation with the Department is strongly recommended upon
completion of a complete habitat assessment and subsequent protocol-level surveys.

“Take” under the Federal Endangeted Species Act (FESA) is more stringently defined
than CESA; “take” under FESA also includes significant habitat modification or
degradation that could resuli in death or injury to a listed species by interfering with
essential behavioral patterns such as breeding, foraging, or resting. Consultation with
the USFWS for CTS to comply with FESA is also advised,

Burrowing Owl; [t is not known whether nests for this species exist on the Project site.

The Depariment recommends following the survey methodology developed by the

California Burrowing Owl Consoriium {CBOG, 1993). According to the protocol, a

complete survey comprises four fotal sjte visits if the Project site contains burrows that

could be used by burrowing owls. In the event that burrowing owls are detected, the
Department's Staff Report on Burrowing Owi Mitigalion (DFG, 1995) recommends that

impacts to occupied burrows be avoided by implementation of a no-construction buffer

zone of a minimum distance of 250 fest, unless a qualified biologist approved by the J

A-2
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Department verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the birds have not N
begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied burrows are
foraging independently and are capable of independent survival. Failure to implement
this buffer zone could cause adult burrowing owls to abandon the nest, cause eggs or
young to be directly impacted (crushed), and/or result in reproductive failure. Impacts of
this nature are violations of Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513, and the
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

If the Project proposes to evict burrowing owls that may be present, the Bepartment A
recommends passive relocation during the non-breeding season. The CEQA document -2
should describe methods that would be used to evict owls from burrows, including a
monitofing program to ensure that evicted individuals are using a relocation site. The
Department’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (DFG, 1895) alsa recommends
that foraging habitat be acquired and permanently protected to offset the loss of
foraging and burrow habitat. The Department recommends consultation o determine
the appropriate amount of habitat. The Department also recommends the installation of
artificial burrows at a minimum 1:1 replacement ratio for any burrows lost as a result of
Project-related activities.

Red-Legged Frog and Western Spadefoot: The DEIR proposes in Avoidarnce and
Minimization Measure 4.3.5 o survey and excavate potential burrows for these specles
and either excavate or suivey burrows with a fiber optic camera. The Department does
not consider surveys done with cameras to be adequate to detect animals that may be
present in underground burrow systems, and the Project proponent should first consult
with the USFWS regarding the potential unpermitted “take” of red-legged frog that could
result from burrow excavation. This measure only addresses surveys, and does not A-3
include mitigation actions for the impacis to individuals that may be disturbed. If the
Project proponent proposes to remove any individuals from the Project site, appropriate
agency approvals would be necessary, including for the State Species of Special
Concern Western spadefoof. The Depariment recommends consultation with both the
USFWS and the Department to ensure that any impacts fo these species and any
planned removal from the Project site is conducted appropriately.

Monterey Dusky-Footed Woodrat (MDFW): The Project site couid provide nesting
habitat for MDFW, and the Department recommends that pre-construction surveys in
appropriate habitat include a survey for MDFW in any suitable areas planned for ground .
disturbance. In the event that nests are located, active nests that will not be in areas of
grading or vegetation removal should be avoided and protected during Project activities A-4
with a minimum 25-foot buffer. Nests that cannot be avoided should be dismantied prior
ic land clearing activities, fo allow animals to escape harm and to reestablish teritories
for the next breeding season. Nests should be dismantled during the nonbreeding
season, between Oclober 1 and December 31, Dismantling should be done by hand,
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allowing any animals to escape either along existing woodrat trails or toward other N

avallable habitat. [f a litter of young is found or suspected, nest material should be

replaced, and the nest left alone for 2 to 3 weeks before a recheck to verify that young A-4

are capable of independent survival before proceeding with nest dismantling.

Nesting Birds: Tree removal is planned prior { Project implementation. These frees
likely provide nesting habitat for a variety of songbirds and raptors, and removal should
occur during the nonbreeding season (mid-September through Japuary). Ground
nesting birds may also be present on the Project site. [f construction activities or free
removal must occur during the breeding season (Eebruary through mid-September),

surveys far active nests should be conducted by a qualified biologist no more than A-5

30 days prior to the start of construction. A minimum no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet
should be delineated around active nests until the breeding season has ended or until a
qualified biclogist has determined that the birds have fledged and are no longer reliant

upon the nest or parental care for survival.

if you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Linda Connolly,
Environmental Scientist, at the address provided on this letierhead or by telephone at
(559) 243-4014, extension 242.

cCl

ecl

Chris Diel

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Ventura Office

2493 Partola Road, Suite B

Ventura, California 93003

State Clearinghouse ~

Office of Planning and Research
Post Office Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Jeff Cann
Linda Connolly
Depariment of Fish and Game
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A. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT

OF FISH AND GAME CENTRAL REGION - REGION 4

CDFG has provided comments regarding the procedures to be utilized to determine the presence of
several listed species and species of concern and appropriate mitigation should presence be determined.
The response with respect to each of these species is provided below.

A-1

California Tiger Salamander (CTS). Two procedures are typically used to accurately assess the
likelihood of CTS presence in the vicinity of a project site, including: (1) an assessment of CTS
locality records and potential CTS habitat in and around the project area; and (2) focused field
surveys of breeding pools (aquatic surveys) and their associated uplands (drift-net fencing
surveys).

As described in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (LSA May 2010), Mitigation
Measure 4.3.4 on pages 163 and 164 of the DEIR, currently requires a qualified biologist to
conduct a Site Assessment per procedure (1) above. In response to the comment from California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) that protocol-level surveys for CTS are warranted based
on the presence of suitable upland habitat on the project site and the site’s close proximity to
suitable breeding ponds, Mitigation Measure 4.3.4 is herewith revised to provide the applicant
with two mitigation options for addressing potential project-related impacts to CTS: (1) conduct
focused field surveys, more specifically, drift-net surveys, of suitable upland aestivation habitat to
determine CTS presence or absence on the project site; or (2) assume presence of CTS, proceed
with the process of obtaining an incidental take permit from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and a consistency determination from CDFG, and mitigate as necessary. Should CTS
be found on the site during completion of protocol-level surveys, suitable mitigation measures,
such as avoidance, minimization, and compensation, would be determined during consultations

-with CDFG and USFWS.

Reference to exclusionary fencing during construction has been omitted from the revised
mitigation language, since the CDFG letter mentions the possibility of take during placement of
the fencing.

Mitigation Measure 4.3.4 is herewith revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.3.4: California Tiger Salamander.

Mitigation Option #1. Determination of Presence/Absence of CTS by conducting a drift-net

fencing surveys. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall retain a qualified
biologist to complete a Habitat Assessment per the Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and

Field Surveyvs for Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger
Salamander (USFWS 2003). More specifically, focused surveys of upland habitat using drift net
fencing will be conducted for two vears, per the methods described on page 5 of interim survey

ouidance. Aquatic surveys on nearby off-site breeding ponds, in combination with drift-net
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fencing surveys, are frequently requested by the agencies in support of a presence or absence

determination. If there is not sufficient rainfall during the survey years, it is possible that CDFG
would require additional vear(s) of surveys to conclude that CTS are not present on the site.

Should there be a subsequent recommendation to examine burrows on the site, the Applicant’s
biologist will be required to employ fiber optics rather than hand excavation.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures. The applicant shall implement the following avoidance
and minimization measures prior to the initiation of construction activities:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

A biologist familiar with CTS shall meet with construction supervisors and workers to
provide information on the special status amphibians, discuss the minimization and
avoidance measures as outlined here, and reinforce the importance of confining the
equipment and workers to identified work areas, as well as discuss the requirements to

protect listed species under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts.

An agency-approved biological monitor shall be present during all ground disturbing
portions of the construction activities. The agency-approved biologist shall be present at
the work site until such time as all habitat disturbances has been completed. If any CTS
individuals are encountered at any time during construction-related activities. all work
shall be halted and representatives from CDFG and USFWS (as appropriate) shall be

contacted to discuss further actions.

Silt fencing delineating the project activity boundaries adjacent to CTS breeding habitat

shall be installed prior or immediately following ground construction activities as directed

by the project biologist. The silt fencing shall be maintained throughout the duration of
construction related activities within and adjacent to breeding habitat.

No construction related materials or equipment shall be left adjacent to habitat without_a
silt fence or other appropriate barrier in place to discourage individuals from harboring
within the areas.

During project activities, all trash that may attract predators of special status amphibians

shall be properly contained, removed from the work site and regularly disposed of offsite.

Following construction, all trash and construction debris shall be removed from work
areas. :

Disturbance or removal of vegetation shall not exceed the minimum necessary to complete
operations.

All fueling and maintenance of vehicles and other equipment and staging areas shall gccur
at Jeast 20 meters from any water body. The construction contractor shall ensure
contamination of all grassland habitat on the site does not occur during such operations.
Prior to the onset of work, the construction contractor shall prepare a plan to allow a
prompt and effective response to any accidental spills. All workers shall be informed of

the importance of preventing spills and of the appropriate measures to take should a spill
oceur.
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Should the protocol-level surveys fail to document presence of CTS on the site, and the agencies
concur that the species is absent from the site, proiect construction may proceed without further

mitigation.

If the protocol-level surveys determine presence of CTS, the applicant shall retain a gualified
biologist to prepare the application materials for a 2081 permit from CDFG and a Section 10

permit from USFWS. prior to the issuance of a grading permit. The mitigation strategy for CTS
could include off-site mitigation, such as the purchase of CTS credits from the Ohlone
Conservation Bank in Alameda County. Credits for CTS at this mitigation bank are currently
being sold at $45,000 per credit.

Mitigation Option #2. Assume presence of CTS. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the
applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to prepare the application materials for a 2081 permit
from CDFG and a Section 10 permit from USFWS.

Suitable mitigation measures, such as avoidance, minimization, and compensation shall be
required as determined through consultation with and to the satisfaction of CDFG and USEWS.
Avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures below shall be implemented. Furthermore,
the mitigation strategy for CTS could include off-site mitigation, such as the purchase of CTS

credits from the Ohlone Conservation Bank in Alameda County. Credits for CTS at this
mitigation bank are currently being sold at $45.000 per credit.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures. The applicant shall implement the following avoidance
and minimization measures prior to the initiation of construction activities:

1) A biologist familiar with CTS shall meet with construction supervisors and workers to
provide information on the special status amphibians, discuss the minimization and

avoidance measures as outlined here, and reinforce the importance of confining the
equipment and workers to identified work areas, as well as discuss the requirements to

protect listed species under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts.

2) An agency-approved biological monitor shall be present during all ground disturbing
portions of the construction activities. The agency-approved biologist shall be present at
the work site until such time as all habitat disturbance has been completed. If any CTS
individuals are encountered at any time during construction-related activities, all work

shall be haited and representatives from CDFG and USFWS (as appropriate) shall be

contacted to discuss further actions.

3) Silt fencing delineating the project activity boundaries adjacent to CTS breeding habitat
shall be installed prior or immediately following ground construction activities as directed

by the project biologist. The silt fencing shall be maintained throughout the duration of

construction related activities within and adjacent to breeding habitat.

4) No construction related materials or equipment shall be left adjacent to habitat without a
silt fence or other appropriate barrier in place to discourage individuals from harboring
within the areas.
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5)

6)

7)

During project activities, all trash that may attract predators of special status amphibians

shall be properly contained, removed from the work site and regularly disposed of offsite.

Following construction, all trash and construction debris shall be removed from work
areas.

Disturbance or removal of vegetation shall not exceed the minimum necessary to complete

All fueling and maintenance of vehicles and other equipment and staging areas shall occur
at least 20 meters from any water body. The construction contractor shall ensure
contamination of all grassland habitat on the site does not occur during such operations.
Prior to the onset of work, the construction contractor shall prepare a plan to allow a
prompt and effective response to any accidental spills. All workers shall be informed of

the importance of preventing spills and of the appropriate measures to take should a spill
occur.

Burrowing Owl. To address CDFGs comment regarding surveys and potential take of western
burrowing owl, Mitigation Measure 4.3.3 on page 162 of the DIER is herewith revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.3.3: Burrowing Owl. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the following

measures shall be implemented to mitigate for potential impacts to burrowing owl:

1)

2)

The applicant shall contract with a qualified biologist to conduct burrowing owl
presence/absence surveys per the survey methodology developed by the California
Burrowing Owl Consortium (CBOC, 1993). Since the project site contains burrows
suitable for nesting of burrowing owls, the protocol requires four surveys during the
nesting season (April 15 through July 15) and four surveys during the winter season
(December 1 through January 31). If the survey results are negative, no further action is
warranted.

If burrowing owls are found to be occupying the project site in either season, a buffer of
no less than 250 feet shall be established around occupied burrows, unless a qualified
biologist approved by the CDFG verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the
birds have not begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent survival.

If it is determined that burrowing owls are found occupying the project site, eviction of
owls shall be accomplished through passive relocation during the non-breeding season
(July 16 — April 14). Passive relocation shall be accomplished by installing one-way doors

at burrow entrances that are left in place and monitored daily to ensure that owls have left
the burrows. Burrows shall be vacant for one week prior to_excavation of the burrows
(CDFG, 1995). Excavation of the burrows will ensure that no burrows remain on the site
as suitable nesting habitat for the owls. Construction of the site can commence once all
owls on the site have been successfully relocated and not seen on the site for at least one
week. A monitoring program of the relocation site shall ensure that evicted individuals are
successfully using the relocation site. This monitoring program shall be implemented for

the number of years that is deemed acceptable by CDFG. The monitoring program shall
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include provisions for success criteria, remedial measures, and an annual report to the
CDFG.

3) Should owls be found on the site during protocol-level surveys, compensation for loss of .
foraging and breeding habitat shall be required in accordance with the CDFG Staff Report
on Burrowing Owls (CDFG, 1995). Compensation, as outlined in the report, shall consist

of consultation with the CDFG to: 1) determine the appropriate amount of acreage to be
protected in perpetuity to compensate for the loss of foraging and breeding habitat
associated with project construction and development; 2) the appropriate level of funding
for long-term management and monitoring of the protected lands; and 3) the appropriate
length of time that monitoring of the protected lands shall be required. In addition,
artificial burrows shall be installed on protected lands either on-site (if possible) or off-site
if on-site is not possible, at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for each suitable burrow destroyed by
the project.

California Red-legged Frog (CRLF) and Western Spadefoot Toad (WST). To address the
CDFGs comment regarding surveying for and the potential take of CRLF and WST, Mitigation
Measure 4.3.5 CRLF and WST on pages 164 and 165 of the DEIR is herewith revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.3.5: California Red-legged Frog and Western Spadefoot Toad. Prior to
issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to first

determine presence or absence of CRLF and WST. If either species is present, a mitigation
strategy shall be negotiated with the agencies (USFWS and CDFG) through implementation of the

following mitigation measure. The contract shall be submitted for review and approval by the
County of Monterey — RMA Planning Department prior to issuance of any permits.

Habitat Assessment and Protocol-level Surveys. The applicant shall contract with a qualified
biologist to complete a Habitat Assessment for CRLF and WST on the proposed project site. If

results of the Habitat Assessment indicate that CRLF and WST could be present on the site,
protocol-level surveys for RLF shall be completed per the 2005 USFWS Guidance. WST would

be found (if present) during these RLF protocol-level surveys. Multiple surveys (up to 8) are

required to determine the presence of the CRLF and WST on or near the project site. Two day
surveys and four night surveys shall be required during the breeding season (February 1 though

June 30). One day and one night survey shall be required during the non-breeding season (July 1

through September 30). These surveys shall consist of listening for frog calls and a visual-

encounter survey. Decontamination of equipment and reporting requirements shall be followed,
per the Guidance.

Should there be a recommendation to examine burrows on the site, the Applicant’s biologist will
be required to employ fiber optics rather than hand excavation.

Should no. CRLF or WST be found on the project site during protocol-level surveys. the project

shall continue as scheduled, with implementation of the avoidance and minimization measures
specified below.

If CRLF and/or WST are observed within 50 feet of planned construction activities during the
protocol-level day and night time surveys for CRLF and WST, all construction-related activities
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shall be postponed until consultation with USFWS (CRLF) and CDFG (WST) has been
established. '

Compensation Measures. If the protocol-level surveys result in positive findings for CRLF or
WST, consultation with the USFWS (CRLF) or the CDFG (WST) shall be required. Prior to
relocation of any individuals from the project site, appropriate agency approvals shall be required.
Therefore, prior to issuance of a grading permit or other authorization to proceed with project
construction, the project proponent shall complete all consultation requirements with USFWS
pursuant to Federal Endangered Species Act for the CRLF and with CDFG pursuant to the
California Endangered Species Act for the WST, obtain all required permits, and provide
approved permit documentation to the County.

. As part of the permitting requirements, the applicant shall prepare a mitigation plan to address the
potential impacts to CRLF and WST, and describe proposed compensatory mitigation to offset
the loss of approximately 11-acres of estivation habitat resulting from project implementation.
The mitigation plan shall be subject to approval by USFWS and CDFG. Compensatory mitigation
for CRLF and WST habitat typically consists of habitat preservation at a minimum 2:] ratio.
Preservation of this habitat shall be accomplished through:

a. Acquisition of suitable off-site habitat and recording a conservation easement over the
property.

b. purchasing sufficient credits at an approved conservation bank;

a combination of the above methods, or

d. other method acceptable to USFWS and CDFG.

Avoidance and Minimization Measures. The applicant shall implement the following avoidance
and minimization measure prior to the initiation of construction activities:

1) A biologist familiar with CRLF and WST shall meet with construction supervisors and
workers to provide information on the special status amphibians, discuss the minimization
and avoidance measures as outlined herein, and reinforce the importance of confining the

equipment and workers to identified work areas, as well as discuss the requirements to
protect listed species under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts.

2) An agency-approved biological monitor shall be present during all ground disturbing
portions of the construction activities. The agency-approved biologist shall be present at

the work site until such time as all habitat disturbance has been completed. If any CRLF
or WST individuals are encountered at any time during construction-related activities, all

work shall be halted and representatives from CDFG and USFWS (as appropriate) shall be
contacted to discuss further actions.

3) Silt fencing delineating the project activity boundaries adjacent to CRLF or WST breeding

habitat shall be installed prior or immediately following ground construction activities as
directed by the project biologist. The silt fencing shall be maintained throughout the
duration of construction related activities within and adjacent to breeding habitat.
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A-4:

4) No construction related materials or equipment shall be left adjacent to habitat without a
silt fence or other appropriate barrier in place to discourage individuals from harboring
within the areas.

5) During project activities, all trash that may attract predators of special status amphibians
shall be properly contained, removed from the work site and regularly disposed of offsite.
Following construction, all trash and construction debris shall be removed from work
areas.

6) Disturbance or removal of vegetation shall not exceed the minimum necessary to complete
operations.

7) All fueling and maintenance of vehicles and other equipment and staging areas shall occur
at least 20 meters from any water body. The construction contractor shall ensure
contamination of all grassland habitat on the site does not occur during such operations.
Prior to the onset of work, the construction contractor shall prepare a plan to allow a
prompt and effective response to any accidental spills. All workers shall be informed of

the importance of preventing spills and of the appropriate measures to take should a spill
oCCur.

Monterey Dusky-Footed Woodrat. The impact discussion in Section 4.3.5.1 Impacts
Considered Less than Significant regarding Monterey Dusky-footed Woodrat on page 153 of the
DEIR is herewith revised as follows:

Although there is a low potential for this species to occur on the project site, and no evidence of
woodrat activity was observed during site surveys, this species could move onto the site prior to

ground disturbance. Preconstruction surveys within two_weeks prior to the start of construction
are _warranted to ensure that no individuals are harmed during construction. Therefore
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3.6 would ensure impacts to Monterey dusky-footed
Woodrat is less than significant.

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6 of the DEIR is herewith added to the DEIR as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.3.6 Monterey dusky-footed Woodrat. Prior to issuance of a grading

ermit, a qualified biologist shall identify any active woodrat nests that may be present
deconstruct nests prior to construction, and reconstruct suitable nests within preserved lands off-
site. All activities involving deconstruction and reconstruction of nests shall be approved by
CDEFG. Nests that cannot be avoided shall be dismantled prior to land clearing activities to allow
animals to escape harm and to reestablish territories prior to the next breeding season. Nests shall
be dismantled during the nonbreeding season, between October 1 and December 31. Dismantling
shall be done by hand allowing any animals to escape either along existing woodrat trails or
toward other available habitat. If a litter of young is found or suspected, nest material shall be
replaced, and the nest left alone for 2 to 3 weeks and then resurveved to verify that young are
capable of independent survival before proceeding with nest dismantling. Active nests that are not

located in areas of grading or vegetation removal shall be avoided and protected during project
activities with a minimum 25-foot buffer.
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A-5;

Nesting Birds. Mitigation Measure 4.3.2 Nesting Birds on page 161 is herewith revised as
follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.3.2. Nesting Birds. The following measures shall be implemented to
mitigate for potential impacts to nesting birds (including but not limited to Northern Harrier,
white-tailed kite, California horned lark, and loggerhead shrike).

Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the County shall verify that the project applicant has
retained a qualified biologist to ensure that avoidance and minimization measures for raptor and
other bird nests are in place.

1)

2)

3)

If possible, all trees, brush and other potential nesting habitat that will be impacted by project
construction shall be removed during the non-nesting season (September 15 through January

31).

If suitable nesting habitat cannot be removed during the non-nesting season and project
construction is to begin during the nesting season (February 16 through August 31), all
suitable nesting habitat within the limits of work and a 250-foot buffer shall be surveyed by a
qualified biologist prior to initiating construction-related activities. The qualified biologist
shall conduct preconstruction nesting surveys prior to tree pruning, tree removal, ground
disturbing activities, or construction activities to locate any active nests within 250 feet of the
footprint of development. Surveys shall be conducted no more than 30 days prior to the start
of work. If an active nest is discovered, a buffer shall be established on the project site around
the nest and delineated using orange construction fence or equivalent. Buffers for all nests
shall be a minimum of 250 feet. The buffer shall be maintained in place until the end of the
breeding season or until the young have fledged and the young birds are no longer reliant
upon the nest or parental care for survival, as determined by a qualified biologist. The active
nest sites within the exclusion zone shall be monitored on a weekly basis throughout the
nesting season to identify any signs of disturbance. A report shall be prepared at the end of
the construction season detailing the results of the preconstruction surveys. The report shall
be submitted to the CDFG by November 30 of each year.

If no nesting is discovered, construction shall begin as planned. Construction beginning
during the non-nesting season and continuing into the nesting season shall not be subject to
these measures.

Alternatively, CDFG may be consulted to determine if it is appropriate to decrease the
specified buffers with or without implementation of other avoidance and minimization
measures (e.g., having a qualified biologist on-site during construction activities during the
nesting season to monitor nesting activity).
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B. COMMENTS FROM CALTRANS
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SCH# 2007091137

Luis Osorio

Monterey County Planning Department
168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93908

Dear Mr. Osorio:

COMMENTS TO CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5, Development Review, has
reviewed the above referenced project and offers the following comments in response to your
summary of impacts. Caltrans appreciates the opportunity for early consultation to identify and
discuss the significant impacts this development creates, Our comments focus on traffic and
hydrology.

Transportation/Traffic

1.

From early discussions, we have raised concems over possible segmentation in the BIR for the
retail project, and what will soon likely be a “new gas station” project and analysis. Specifically,
Caltrans worked with Monterey County to ensure that only one driveway access point would be
allowed for the retail project on Highway 68, We are glad that you supported the need to protest
Highway 68 traffic operations by conditioning the applicant as such. However, when the time
comes to review changing the land use of the adjacent real estate office to & gas station, Caltrans
will require the existing two deiveways at the real estate/future gas station, be permanently
closed.

With repard to Monterey County’s intersection improvement project at Corral de Tierra and
Highway 68, it is imperative that final site plans for the parking and access improvements of the
retail center be consistent with the intersection improvements., Whete there are potential
conflicts, design priority shall be given to the intersection improvetment project,

To help prevent illegal left-turn movements from the shopping center parking lot to westbound
Highway 68 or vice-versa, it is encouraged that fina] site plans include a soft-barrier option in the
driveway to facilitate right-in and right-out movements only. This would be in addition to
adequate signing of the area.

Fiecyour powert
Re srergy sficient!
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village DEIR
July 8,2010
Page 2

Hydralogy

1, Afier reviewing the Schaaf & Wheeler Preliminary Drainage Study for run-off
improvements, it looks as though many ofthe drainage issnes are being addressed. However,
we noted that this development proposes to add a drainage system that would connect to an B-4
existmg Caltrans culvert. Prior to Caltrans allowing this to ocour, we would require an

analysis of the existing system to make sure there is enough capacity to handle the additional
flows.

2. Encroachment permits for any aceess to State right-of-way will be withheld unti] all traffic B-5
and drainage issues are resolved to our satisfaction,

If you have any questions, or need further clarification on items discussed above, please don’t
hesitate to call me at (805) 542-4751.
Sincerely,

YA_._

HN J. OLEJNIK
Associate Transportation Planner
Distriet 5 Developraent Review Coordinator

oo: Mike Zeller (TAMC)
Ben Erchul {(D3)
Mark MeCumsey (D5)
Steve Senet (D5 Permits Office)
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B-1.

B. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CALTRANS

Concern expressed about not addressing the corner parcels as part of the DEIR. Commenter
supports mitigation measures limiting access to SR-68, and indicates that in the future, when a new
application is submitted for the corner parcel, no access from that parcel will be allowed onto SR-
68. This comment reflects the County’s understanding of future permitting for the corner parcel.

Commenter expresses importance of final site and improvement plans being consistent with the

. plans for the intersection at Corral de Tierra and SR-68. If there are design conflicts the design of

the intersection improvements must prevail. The County agrees with this and will insure that the
intersection design prevails.

B-3. Commenter recommends that in order to prevent left turn movements from the shopping center to

B-5

west bound SR-68 that a soft-barrier be included in the driveway along SR-68 to facilitate right
turning movements only. Commenter suggests this in addition to posting adequate signage. This is
the intent of the driveway and Mitigation Measure 4.12.2 will be revised to include the following:

N. The driveway on SR-68 shall be designed and constructed to include adequate signage and other
improvements to preclude left-turn ingress and egress.

. Commenter states that an analysis of a proposed drainage system connecting the Site to an existing

Caltrans culvert would be required to ensure that there is enough capacity to handle additional
stormwater flow that may be generated by the Project. Mitigation Measure 4.7.5 contains a
requirement that such analysis be prepared if necessary.

Commenter states that encroachment permits for any access to the State right-of-way on SR-68 will
be withheld to ensure that traffic and drainage issues are resolved satisfactorily. Comment noted. No
County permits for improvements within the right-of-way will be issued until improvement plans
are reviewed and approved by Caltrans.
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C. MONTEREY BAY UNIFIED AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

38




C

a7 Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Controf District ) 24580 Silver Cloud Court
L7 Serving Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties Monterey, CA 93940
PHONE: (831) 647-9411 - FAX: (831) 647-8501
Sent Electronically to:
CEQAcomments @c¢o.monterey.ca.us
Original Sent by First Class Mail
July 16, 2010

Mr. Mike Novo, Planning Director

Monterey County Resource Management Agency
Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, 2" Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR FOR CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE

The Air District submits the following comments for your consideration:

Table 1.B: Summary of Mitigation Measures. Page 7.
Section 4.2, Air Quality, specifies in the fourth entry under “Description of Impact” that:

“The Project would not result in a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
in nonattainment.”

C-1
The Draft EIR correctly states on page 121 that the North Central Coast Air Basin is designated non-
attainment under State standards for ozone and PMy,. The Draft EIR also specifies the amounts of NOx and
ROG (ozone precursors) and PMjg that would be emitted from project operations (Table 4.2.F on page 126). | |
These amounts are above zero; while not significant (greater than applicable thresholds); they do represent a |
net increase.

Thresholds 4.2.2. Page 1285.

The District’s thresholds of significance for excavation and grading are 2.2 and 8.1 acres/day, respectively |
(see Table 5-2 on page 5-4 of the District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (February 2008)), not 2.2 C-2
acres/day. ' ‘1

TABLE 5-2

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY WITH
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
Pollutant: PM;y

Activity Potential Threshold*

Construction site with minimal earthmoving 8.1 acres per day

Construction site with earthmoving (grading, excavation) 2.2 acres per day

* Baged on Midwest Research Inslitute, Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (1993). Assumes 21.75 working weekdays per month and
daily watering of site.
Source: Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 1996

Note: Construction projects below the sereening level thresholds shown above are assumed to be below the 82 Tb/day threshold of significance.
while projects with activity levels higher than those above may have a significant impact on air quality. Additional mitigation and analysis of
project impact may be necessary for those construction activities.

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer



C

Air Quality Section / Standard Condition 4.2.1.Particulate Matter. Pages 128-129.

The Air District appreciates the County’s thoroughness in developing this list of measures. Given the level
of traffic along this transportation corridor, requiring haul trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard
and to be covered when hauling dirt, sand or loose materials; and the project developer to cover inactive
storage piles, should not only reduce the impacts of fugitive dust (PMio), but also reduce the potential
nuisance of windblown dust that could be experienced by people traveling along Highway 68 and Corral de
Tierra Road. However, the last item, “Limit the area under construction at any one time” is vague and likely
unenforceable. The District suggests that this be deleted and that instead, “the Project Applicant be required
to limit construction impacts to levels within District thresholds of significance” (which the Draft EIR
includes in Table 4.2.E).

Standard Condition 4.2.2, Diesel Emissions. Page 129.
The measures listed here are vague. The District suggests that these measures be deleted and replaced by the
following:

“All diesel equipment shall comply with applicable State (Air Resources Board) regulations”; and
“All equipment shall comply with the State Anti-Idling Rule”, which in included below.

Anti-Idling Regulation
Please see Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2485 (c) (1) regarding idling of commercial

vehicles, which follows:

California Code of Regulations

Title 13. § 2485. Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor
Vehicle Idling (a) Purpose. The purpose of this airborne toxic control measure is to reduce public
exposure to diesel particulate matter and other air contaminants by limiting the idling of diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicles. (b) Applicability. This section applies to diesel-fueled
commercial motor vehicles that operate in the State of California with gross vehicular weight ratings
of greater than 10,000 pounds that are or must be licensed for operation on highways. This
specifically includes: (1) California-based vehicles; and (2) Non-California-based vehicles. (c)
Requirements. On or after February 1, 2005, the driver of any vehicle subject to this section: (1)
shall not idle the vehicle's primary diesel engine for greater than 5.0 minutes at any location, except
as noted in Subsection (d); and (2) shall not operate a diesel-fueled auxiliary power system (APS) to
power a heater, air conditioner, or any ancillary equipment on that vehicle during sleeping or resting
in a sleeper berth for greater than 5.0 minutes at any location when within 100 feet of a restricted
area, except as noted in Subsection (d).

Thank you for circulating the document for our review.

Best regards,

Jean Getchell
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer
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C-3:

C. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MBUAPCD

Table 1.B: Summary of Mitigation Measures, Page 7, Section 4.2 Air Quality, fourth entry under
“Description of Impact™ is herewith revised as follows:

“The Project would result in a net increase of ROG (ozone precursors) and PM;, for which the
project region is in non-attainment under State Standards. While the proposed project would
represent a net increase in these criteria pollutants, the increase is not significant in that it is not
greater than applicable thresholds.”

Threshold 4.2.2. on Page 125 incorrectly reported the MBUAPCD’s threshold of significance for
excavation and grading as being 2.2 acres per day of disturbed area. The reference is herewith
revised to state that the MBUAPCD’s threshold of significance for excavation and grading are 2.2
acres per day for a constructions site with earthmoving (grading, excavation) and 8.1 acres per
day for a construction site with minimal earthmoving. Please refer to Table 5-2 from page 5-4 of
the MBUAPCD’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (February 2008) provided in the comment letter.

Standard Condition 4.2.1 Particulate Matter on pages 128 and 129 of the DEIR is herewith revised
as follows (revised text is underlined):

Standard Condition 4.2.1: Particulate Matter. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the
County of Monterey RMA~Planning Department shall verify that the construction plans and
specifications include the following measures to reduce particulate matter during
construction operations: '

» Water all active construction sites at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on
the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure
o Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph)

« Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands
within construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days)

o Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut
and fill operations and hydro seed area

¢ Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2'0" of freeboard

s Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials

« Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible

o Cover inactive storage piles

« Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks

o Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site
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o Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action
within 48 hours. The phone number of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District shall also be visible to ensure compliance with Rule 402

o Require that the Project Applicant limit construction impacts to levels within the

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District thresholds of significance
provided in Table 4.2E of the EIR.

C-4: Standard Condition 4.2.2: Diesel Emissions on page 129 of the DEIR is herewith replaced with
the following:

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the County of Monterey — RMA Planning Department
shall verify that the construction plans and specifications include the following measures to
reduce diesel emissions during construction operations:

e All diesel equipment shall comply with applicable State (Air Resources Board)
regulations” and

e  All equipment shall comply with Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section
2485 (¢) (1) regarding idling of commercial vehicles, as outlined below:

California Code of Regulations

Title 13. § 2485. Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor
Vehicle Idling (a) Purpose. The purpose of this airborne toxic control measure is to reduce
public exposure to diesel particulate matter and other air contaminants by limiting the idling
of diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles. (b) Applicability. This section applies to diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicles that operate in the State of California with gross vehicular
weight ratings of greater than 10,000 pounds that are or must be licensed for operation on
highways. This specifically includes: (1) California-based vehicles; and (2) Non-California-
based vehicles. (¢) Requirements. On or after February 1, 2005, the driver of any vehicle
subject to this section: (1) shall not idle the vehicle's primary diesel engine for greater than
5.0 minutes at any location, except as noted in Subsection (d); and (2) shall not operate a
diesel-fueled auxiliary power system (APS) to power a heater, air conditioner, or any
ancillary equipment on that vehicle during sleeping or resting in a sleeper berth for greater
than 5.0 minutes at any location when within 100 feet of a restricted area, except as noted in
Subsection (d).
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MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT

TRANSIT DISTRICT MEMBERS:

City of Cormeil-by-the-Sea » Ciiy of Def Rey Ocoks » Cify of Gonzaies » Cily ol Greenfield
Cily of King = City of Marina « Cify of Monterey « Cify of Poclfic Grove * Cily of Salinas
Cliy of Sand Clty « Clfy of Seaside » Cliy of Sofedad » County of Monterey

July 16, 2010

Mr. Luis Osorio

Senior Planner

Monterey County Planninf% Depariment
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re: Corral de Tierra Retail Village Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Osoria:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Envirommental Impact Report
(DEIR) prepared for the proposed Corral de Tierra Retail Village. Located at the intersection of
Highway 68 and Corral de Tierra Road, the development would be served by MST’s line 21
Monterey-Salinas. Line 21 currently operates on weekdays during peak times, with one
castbound trip in the morning (6:55 am to 8:01 am) and one westbound trip in the morning (8:15
am 10 9:09 am). An additional westbound trip occurs in the afternoon (3:10 pm to 4:08 pm).
MST has two bus stops in the vicinity of the project, one adjacent to the development property
on the eastbound side of Highway 68 just east of Corral del Tierra Road and an additional stop
on the westbound side of Highway 068,

The DEIR proposes a new eastbound bus stop within the project area, further east from
the existing bus stop at the intersection of Highway 68 and Corral de Tierra Road. The design of
the bus stop and transit user access must be consistent with MST’s Designing jor Transit; MST
staff is available for consultation. MST appreciates the reference of policy 41.2.1.1 in the Toro
Area Plan on page 366, “the county supports enhancing transit ridership and designing amenities
that make transit ridership more desirable as part of all new development.”

Several sections that reference MST’s service in 4.11 Public Services and 4.12 Traffic
and Transportation should be updated to reflect exisling conditions. For purposes of
clarification, references to line 53 on pages 355 and 359 should be removed, as the line is no
longer in operation. Figure 4.11.1 on page 357 should also be updated to reflect existing service
on line 21. Furthermore, please remove or modify the reference to line 39 on page 373 of the
DEIR. Line 39 is a scasonal service and operates only during special events.

One Ryan Ranch Road « Monterey, California 93940-5703 USA - Fax 831 .899.3954 » Phone 831.899.2558 or 888.MST.BUS]

www.mstorg + e-mall: msi@mst.org
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The development of clear and safe pedestrian pathways to and from bus stops should be
included in the Final Environmental Impact Report in the form of “Site Access and Transit
Plan”. This plan should show bus stop configurations and the surrounding area, including
residential arcas and employment centers in the area, and how traffic, bicycles, pedestrians and
transit users will flow to, through, and from the project site. The plan must also consider
accessibility for persons of disability.

As mentioned in the letier dated May 10, 2004, bus service to this location is not
provided during non-peak times or on weekends. If the project developers wish to have

additional bus service during these times, a supplementary funding source must be identified.
MST is financially unable 1o augment service within the Highway 68 corridor at this time due to

existing budgetary constraints.
We look forward to working with the project developer to ensure thal the retail village is

transit-friendly and accessible to people using modes of transportation other than private
automobiles. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact me at 393-

8192,

Sincerely,

Aot

Theodore Kosub
Planning Intern
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D. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MONTEREY-SALINAS
TRANSIT

The commenter supports the DEIR’s recommendation that the proposed Project includes a new
eastbound bus stop further east from the existing bus stop at the Highway 68/Corral de Tierra Road
intersection. The bus stop is be required as part of Mitigation Measure No. 4.1.1.

The commenter requests DEIR references to Monterey Salinas Transit be updated. The referred
language is updated as follows:

Page 355, second paragraph, second sentence: Passengers using MST have access to both Monterey

and Salinas to and from the Site via Line 21, and-Eine-53Fine21;-Salinas-Menterey; which offers

one round trip in the morning and a single westbound trip in the evening on the weekdays.

20 connects Monterey and Sahnas via the City of Marma every half hour us1ng Reservatlon Road
and Blanco Road. Therefore, passengers could access the Site indirectly using Line 20 in
conjunction with Line 21 and/erFine-53.

Page 373, second paragraph, second to last sentence: The 39 line provides local service between
Laguna Seca Regional Park and the Salinas Transit Center on Fridays., Saturdays and Sundays
during special events at the Regiona] Park.

The current schedule for Service Line 21 is attached hereby which substitutes the one contained in
the DEIR which is outdated. The errata to the FEIR also includes the text changes above and the
correct schedule for Line 21.

46



NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEIR
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEIR

D-3

121 Monterey

21 Salinas

Weekdays™ ‘Waskdays”

| ud - - BE L 5
: LN o A : £

; ] §- T By - 7 k] . p 3 2
Y i S=% B8 83 &N &8 g5 23 B4 5E 2
=8 8 o B9 B8 & = a G o 0
e i ey - i - s oy s B0 Bz
- - s = TEE AR
AOBES R W OHER onw o B W ORI o8l B B e
s N R = e e T
R T - U
B15 B2 BB~ = = - s e
‘- w e Llh Al gy B3E BAR SSY a4E
= -2 e AR B3 B0

s m& a@mm Fhaaiisf‘v‘m {:m'kﬁrmm 'm:s r:e;
s Sy et

The commenter states that the Final EIR should include a “Site Access and Transit Plan” that
includes clear and safe pedestrian pathways from bus stops, bus stop configuration, residential and
employment centers in the vicinity, access for persons with disabilities and how traffic, bicycles,
pedestrians and transit will flow to and through the site. All the elements of the project highlighted
by the commenter would be included as part of any General Development Plan approved for the
Project.

The commenter refers to earlier correspondence submitted to the County in May, 2004, restating
that bus service to the Project site is not provided during non-peak times or on the weekends; and
that if the applicant wishes to have additional bus service to the site during these times, a
supplementary funding source must be identified since MST is financially unable to augment the
service. Comment noted. However, the County would suggest that the Project Applicant is not
responsible for funding additional bus service along Highway 68. It would be up to MST in the
future to determine if there is sufficient ridership to warrant additional services along this route.
This and other potential modifications to transit will be considered during the AMBAG Blueprint
for Growth Process which is ongoing.
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IRANSPORTAIION AGENCY
FOR MOMTEREY COUNTY

Regional Transportation Planning Agency * Congesfion Management flanning
Local Transporiafion Commissicn » Monterey County Service Authortiy for Fraeways & Expressways

Tuly 15, 2010 : —~
DECEIVE D
M. Luis Osorio, Senior Planner ' JUL 15 2010 ,
County of Monterey, Res%urce Management Agency — Planning Department MONTEREY COUNTY
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor PRI '
Salinas, California 93901 PLANNING DEPARTMENT;

SUBJECT: Comuments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
- Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village

&

Dear MY, Osario:

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is the Regional Transportation Plauning
Agency and Congestion Management Agency for Monterey County. Transportation Agency
staff has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report for the Corral de Tierra Neighborhood.
" Retail Village project. The project proposes the developruent of 10 retail buildings, a one-story
market building with 2 mezzanine, and a two-story offfice building totaling 126,523 square feet.

The Transportation Agency offers the following comments for your consideration:
Regional Road & Highway Impact

1. Our agency appreciates the County’s intent to collect Regional Development Impact Fees as
mitigation for cumulative impacts for this development proposal. However, there are some -
issues with the manner in which the regional impact fees are being utilized by this
development, as well as by the pending Harper Canyon subdivision development, as
mitigation for both project-specific and cummntative hmpacts: ’

1.1. Mitigation Measure 4.12.1: Impact Fee for Project Impacts at SR-68/San Benancio
‘Road; SR-68/Corral de Tierra Road; and SR~68/Laureles Grade.

This measure calls for the payment of the Regional Development Impact Fee as
mifigation for project-specific impacts. The regional fee, as desigoed, is adequate E-1
mitigation only for commlative impacts. By definition, a project-specific impact entails a
level of significance in excess of a cumulative impact. Since the regional fee funds are
spread across 17 regionally-significant improvement projects to satisfy a development’s
cumulative impacts throughout the county, not solely for direct impacts within the
vicinity of the development, payment of regional fees would bs less than what would be
expected for adequate mitigation of project-specific impacts. Additional project-specific
impacts would still need to be addressed through another mechanism, such a5 direct fair-
share payments towards the planned improvements at the impacted facilities. This

mitigation measure should be revised to identifv alternative mitigations. since regional
fees alone would not fullv mitigate the identified project-specific impacis. v

558 Ploza Circle, Sclinas, TA 939012902 - Tet: {831] 775-0903 « Fox: (B831) 7750897 = Website: www.lomcmonierey.org
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1.2. Mitigation Measure 4,12.4: Isnpact Fee for Project Impacts at SR-68/San Benancio
Road; SR-68/Corral de Tierra Road; and SR-68/Laureles Grade, :

This measure calls for the payment of the Regional Development Impact Fee as
mitigation for cumulative impacts at the aforementioned facilities, and identifies three
.. methods by which mitigation could occur.
- [~ - H
' \a) The first method calls for payment of the regional fee, of which the funds would
- . be “earmarked for completion of the Cal Trans Project Study Report {PSR) for
: " the 2.3 miles ‘State Route 68 Commuter Improvements’ project identified with
Yoo aeny . the TAMC RDIF?”

The second method calls foi the applicant to pay “the entire fair share for the
proposed development toward the-‘State Route 68 Commuter Improvements’
through payment of the TAMC RDJF.”

¢) The third method calls for the applicant to “fund, initiate, and complete a
Caltrans Project Study Report for the 2.3 mile ‘State Route 68 Comimuter
Improvements® project,” with a refund of any costs of completing the report that
are in excess of the development’s fair-share contribution.

" As mentioned above, payment of the regional fee satisfies a development’s cumulative
immpact mitigation. An environmental impact report does not determine where regional
fees will be spent or earmatk regional fess for certain improvement projects, Instead,
the prioritization of projects to recsive regional fee revenues is established in the
Strategic Expenditure Plan, which is approved by the regional fee’s Joint Powers
Agency Board and can be found on the Transportation Agency website.

In addifion, a Project Study Report for the State Route 68 Commuter Improvements
project at this point would be premature, since construction of this project is not likely to
occur within a timeframe for a report created now to be ufilized. As such, any Project
Study Report created now would likely need to be redone, negating the effects of
raoving the project towards construction and mitigating this development’s cumulative

impacts. This mitication measure should be revised to simply identify pavment of the

regional fee as mitigation for this development’s cumulative impacts.

2. Mitigation Measure 4.12.2 identifies improvements for Street Frontage and Accessways,
including new or merged driveways ounto Highway 68 from Corral de Tierra. Any
modification of access to Highway 68 should be coordinated with Caltrans, particulatly to
address the concemn of the opening of a gas station adjacent to this development and the
driveway / access issyes that this will generate. Since this development already assumes the
gas station will be opened under the cumulative analysis, it would make sense to coordinate
the access of these two developments within this environmental impact report.

Pedestrian, Bieycle, & Transit

3. The Transportation Agency supports accommodation of alternative forms of transportation
both through the design of transportation facilities and fhrpugh the design and orientation of
land uses. Owr agency appreciates the deyslopment’s intention to encourage the use of

P:A\Work Program\Env Doc Review\2010 Documents\Monterey County\MCO - Corral De Tierra Shopping Center
DEIR.Docx
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alternative forms of transportation among the employees and commuters accessing the
proposed project. To facilitate this goal, our agency recommends the following:

3.1. Considering the amount of internal bicycle and pedestrian usage that the sire will likely

[$3}

ind

receive, a premium should be placed on safe and accessible access to the site from
intersections and crosswalks, sidewalks, and bieycle facilities. Direct access should be
provided to project site enfrances to avoid the need for travel through parking lots.
Consideration should also be given to including intelligent crosswalks, which provide
flashing notification lights when a pedestrian enters the crosswalk to increase visibility
and alert drivers of their presence. The development should be required to be designed
with American Disability Act-compliant sidewalks that conuect to external facilities and
provides access to transit stops.

. Our agency encourageés and recomisends the inclusion of on-street bike lanes in the

construction of new major arterials and collectors with an average daily traffic greater
than 3,000 or with a speed limit in excess of 30 miles per hour, to reduce vehicle-bicycle

‘conflicts at infersection crossings and improve safety for bicyclists making turning

movements through intersections. Mew roadways on the interior of development shonld
be designed to accommodate bicycles with adequate pavement for bike travel, with
specific dimensions clearly identified, particularly along major arterials,

As such, our agency supports Mitigation Measure 4.12.3, which reguires the applicant to
install a Class II Bikeway along the project frontage on Corral de Tierra Road.
Mitigation Measure 4.12.2 aiso calls for a four foot northbound Class II Bikeway to be
installed. The minimmm width for bike lanes is five fest, and this could be wider if there
is on-site parking present. Our agency recommends that the site plan be congistent with
the Highway Design Manual Chapter 1000 and allow for appropriate width for both
bicyele and pedestrian facilities in the site design.

. Bicyclists currently use the shoulder when travelling on Highway 63. Any bikeways

constructed with this development on Corral de Tierra should allow for safe linkages for
bicyclists to enter and exit Highway 68. Loop detectors capable of identifying bicyclists
should be installed at the Highway 68 / Corral de Tierra intersection to provide safe and
timely bicycle tuming movements onto westbonnd Highway 68,

. The Transportation Agency strongly recommends that the installation of public bicyele

racks and lockers be included as a condition of approval. Adequate lighting at these
locations to improve safety and visibility should be provided by the development. The
Transportation Agency encourages project developers to apply for our Bicycle
Protection Program, which provides grant funding for bicycle parking facilities (racks
and lockers) for local businesses, governments, and school districts.

. Accommodations for existing transit service, such as Line 21 between Monterey and

Salinas and Line 39 beiween Laguna Seca Regional Park and Salinas, should be
included in the development. This could include, as appropriate, bus shelters, bus pull-
outs, signage, or connections to bicycle and pedestrian facilities, Monterey-Salinas
Transit’s Designing for Transit Guideline Manual should be used as a resource for
accommofdating transif access 1o the project site.

PAWark Program'‘Env Doc Review2010 DocamentstMonterey County’MCO - Corral De Tierra Shopping Center
DEIR.Docx
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

4,

Senate Bill 375 requires the Metropolitan Planning Organization to develop a Sustainable
Communities Sirategies as a comprehensive approach to addressing greenhouse gas
émissions at a regional level by linking land use and transportation planning decisions. Our
agency encourages the County’s coordination wifh the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments in the development of the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and for
developments within the General Plan area to be consistent with the plan once it is
corapleted.

Our ageney supports the use of light-colored pavement for pedesitian areas to cut down on
the heat island effect. In addition, the development should explore the use of gray granite
pavement for parking areas and roadways, which has the benefit over tradifional blacktop of
increasiing nighttime visibility and is permeable to aid {n the control of on-site water run-off,

Where appropriate, light-emitting diode (LED) lighting should be used for external lighting
to reduce the site’s electricity consumption.

Consideration should be given to including preferred parking spaces for carpools, alternative
fnel vehicles and electric vehicle charging stations. The Monterey Bay Electric Vehicle
Alliance is currently preparing grant application materials for charging stations to be installed
throughout the county. This provides the opportunity for new development to plan to include
charging stations at potentially reduced costs, or with costs fully covered for government
facilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. If you would like to discuss these
comments further, please contact Michael Zeller of my staff at (831) 775-0903.

Sincerély, 1/'

Debra L. Hale
Executive Director

cc:

Dave Murray, California Department of Transportation {Caltrans) District 5
Yaz Emrani, County of Monterey Department of Public Works

Mike Novo, County of Monterey Planning Department

Carl Sedoryk, Monterey-Salinas Transit

John Doughty, Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments

Ed Kendig, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District

P:\Work Program\Env Doc Reviev/A2010 Documents\Monterey Countyi™MCO - Corral De Tierra Shopping Center
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County of Monterey, Rcsource Management Agency — Planmng Departrnent » MONTESEY ¢

SOLINTY
PARTMENT

168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor . FiLAI\IN[NQ o

Salinas, Cahforma 93901

SUBJECT Rev1sed Comments on the Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village
oo
Dear Mr ‘Osario:

[}

- The Transportation Agency for Monterey County is the Regional Transportation Planning
" Agency and Congestion Management Agency for Monterey County. Agency staff has reviewed
“the draft Environmental Impact Report for the Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village

project and offers the following revised comments to our July 15, 2010 correspondence:

Regional Road & Highway Impact

1. Mitigaﬁon Measure 4.12.4 calls for the payment of the régibnal fee as mitigation for |

h
;
i

cumulative impacts, but identifies that mitigation could also occur through the funding of a
Caltrans Project Study. A Project Study Report for the State Route 68 Commuter
Improvements project at this point would be premature, since construction of this project is
not likely to occur within a timeframe for a report to be utilized. Any report created now
would need to be redone, negating the effects of mitigating this development's cumulative
impacts. This mitigation measure should be revised to identify payment of the regional fee as
mitigation for this development's cumulative impacts.

Mitigation Measure 4.12.1 calls for the payment of the Regional Development Impact Fee
as mitigation for project-specific impacts. After disciussions with County staff on this issue,
the Transportation Agency defers to the County to finalize decisions related to adequate
mitigations for project-specific transportation impacts. '

E-1+R
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Thank you and please contact Mich_ael Zeller of my staff at (831) 775-0903 with any questiéns.

Sincer

b

LA . .

Debra L. Hale
Executive Director

CC: Alana Knaster, County of Monterey



. NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEIR
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEIR

E. RESPONSES TO COMMENT FROM TRANSPORTATION AGENCY OF

E-1

MONTEREY COUNTY

The commenter submitted an initial letter on July 15, 2010, and submitted a revised letter
modifying comments under bracket E-1 on August 24, 2010. Response to bracket E-1 will respond
to both sets of comments.

Comment provided input on Mitigation Measure No. 4.12.1 in the DEIR, which provides several
options to pay a traffic impact fee as mitigation for project-specific traffic impacts to road
intersections along the SR-68 corridor. Commenter noted that this mitigation should be revised to
identify alternative mitigations, since regional fees alone would not fully mitigate the identified
project-specific impacts. In a revised comment addressing the same mitigation measure (See
Comment E-1-R), the commenter states that the Transportation Agency defers to the County to
finalize decisions related to adequate mitigations for project-specific transportation impacts. A legal
opinion was prepared for TAMC that found that: with respect to the proposed regional
transportation improvement projects by the Transportation Agency that have been identified and
prioritized as being constrained and therefore fully funded by either impact fees alone, or in
combination with other potential federal, state and local sources, payment of impact fees should be
deemed to be adequate mitigation of a private development project’s impacts on regional
transportation improvements pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Case law also strongly supports the use of traffic mitigation fees as a valid means of mitigating
project impacts. In fact the September Ranch decision helped clarify that developers cannot be
unfairly assessed duplicative fees if the same mitigation is required for both direct and cumulative
impacts. The assessment of the fees must also be fair and equitable so the developer cannot be
expected to pay more than a fair-share of needed road improvements. Because the SR-68 corridor is
viewed as a single road network rather than a collection of individual road segments and
intersections, any improvement or fee that represents an equitable share is viewed as an appropriate
mitigation to the corridor. There are many examples in Monterey County of how the assessment of
impact fees has appreciably contributed to the funding of important roadway improvements.
Besides the previously mentioned Safety and Operational improvements on SR-68, the SR-1 @
Salinas Road Interchange, the Davis Road Bridge and widening, US101 Prunedale Improvement
Project and the US101 @ San Juan Road Interchange are just a few examples.

Each of these fees or improvement programs addresses different level of impacts. Impacts to
specific Highway 68 segments and intersections at both a project-specific and cumulative level
which are addressed through the same regional project improvement (i.e. State Route 68 Commuter
Improvements” project identified in the TAMC RDIF) are mitigated by the payment of regional
fees.

Commenter has indicated that Mitigation Measure No. 4.12.4, which provides several options to
satisfy payment of cumulative traffic impact fees, should not include the option of paying for a
Project Study Report because the timeframe for completing a PSR might not be consistent with the
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timeframe for initiation of the improvement project. In a revised comment addressing the same
mitigation measure (See Comment E-2-R), the commenter restates their suggestion. This option of
the mitigation measure will be deleted. The developer will be required to pay the full regional fee.
The revised mitigation measure would read as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.12.4: Impact Fee for Cumulative Traffic Impacts at SR-68/San
Benancio Road; SR-68/Corral de Tierra Road; SR-68/Laureles Grade Road. Prior to
issuance of building permits, the Project applicant shall comply with the following actions to
address cumulative impacts to intersections along SR/68:

1. Upon issuance of each building permit for proposed development on the Site, the
applicant shall contribute his proportionate fair share, as calculated by the County,
towards the “State Route 68 Commuter Improvements” through payment of the
TAMC Regional Development Impact Fee (RDIF) in effect at that time. The TAMC
RDIF payment will be earmarked for completion of the Caltrans Project Study
Report for the 2.3-mile “State Route 68 Commuter Improvements” project identified
in the TAMC RDIF; or

2. Prior to issuance of the first building permit for proposed development on the Site,
the applicant shall pay the entire fair share for the proposed development toward the
“State Route 68 Commuter Improvements™ project through payment of the TAMC
RDIF.

Commenter notes that payment of regional fees satisfies cumulative impact mitigation, but does not
determine where fees will be spent. See response to comment E-1 above.

Commenter notes that requiring a project study report now for the widening of SR-68 is premature.
See response to comment E-1 above.

Comment notes that Mitigation Measure No. 4.12.4 requiring street frontage and access
improvements on Highway 68 should be coordinated with Caltrans; and that it would make sense to
coordinate access to the subject site and gas station within the EIR for the proposed Project. This
mitigation measure was developed in consultation with Caltrans and encourages the developer to
coordinate access between the two sites. The County notes that there is a limit to what can be
required at this time because the gas station is not included in this application.

The commenter recommends the inclusion of safe pedestrian and bicycle access to the site that

avoids the need to walk and bike through parking areas and that complies with the requirements of

the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Mitigation Measure 4.1.1 requires the provision of an

improved transit stop (bus turnout lane or bus stop) on the Highway 68 frontage and provision of a

pedestrian area to connect the transit stop to the interior of the site. Mitigation Measure 4.12.2

requires construction of a sidewalk and a four-foot Class II bicycle lane along Highway 68 and -
Mitigation Measure 4.12.3 requires construction of a Class II bicycle lane along Corral de Tierra

Road. All improvements will have to comply with applicable ADA regulations. It should also be

noted that much of the center is designed with parking around the perimeter and internal pedestrian

circulation.

55



. NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEIR
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEIR

E-6

E-7

E-9

E-10

E-11

E-12

E-13

The commenter encourages and recommends inclusion of on-street bike lanes, and supports
Mitigation Measure 4.12.2 requiring a bike lane along Corral de Tierra Road. The commenter
expresses that minimum bike lane width is five feet. Mitigation Measure 4.12.2 requires that a four-
foot wide bike lane be provided. There is no provision in the design of the street to include on-street
parking; therefore a four-foot width is considered adequate because the four feet are measured from
the edge of pavement. County standards allow three feet on pavement and two feet in the gutter pan
for a total of five feet. In this case it is four feet of pavement and two feet of gutter for a total of six
feet. :

The commenter suggests that any bike ways constructed as part of the proposed development
should allow for safe linkages for bicyclists to enter/leave Highway 68 and should include loop
detectors to provide safe and timely turning movements onto westbound Highway 68. The standard
detector loops used by Caltrans have been redesigned to detect bicycles. The newly redesigned
detectors will be installed as part of the SR-68/Corral de Tierra intersection improvement project
currently under review by Caltrans.

The commenter recommends the installation of public bicycle racks and lockers as a condition of
project approval. The proposed Project would have to comply, at a minimum, with the provisions of
Chapter 21.58.050 M of the Zoning Ordinance which require one bicycle rack space for each ten
parking spaces.

The commenter suggests that accommodations for existing transit service should be included in the
proposed Project using Monterey-Salinas Transit’s (MST) Designing for Transit Guideline Manual
as a resource for their design. Mitigation Measure 4.1.1 requires the provision of an improved
transit stop (bus turnout lane or bus stop) on the Highway 68 frontage and provision of a pedestrian
area to connect the transit stop to the interior of the site. The design and type of transit stop will be
developed in consultation with MST.

The commenter states that they encourage the County’s coordination with the Association of
Monterey Bay Area Governments in the development of the region’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy required under State Senate Bill 375, and for developments to be consistent with the
strategy once adopted. Comment noted. The County is a participant in the ongoing “Blueprint”
process.

The commenter supports the use of light-colored pavement for pedestrian areas to reduce the heat
island effect, and suggests that the development should explore the use of gray granite pavements
for parking and road areas to increase nighttime visibility and to increase permeability of
stormwater runoff. Recommended Mitigation Measure No. 4.1.3 would require the use of light-
colored asphalt. The comment regarding the use of gray granite asphalt is noted.

The commenter recommends the use of light-emitting diode (LED) lighting fixtures for external
lighting as a way to reduce energy use. Comment noted.

The commenter suggests that preference be given to parking spaces for carpools, alternative fuel
vehicles and electric vehicle charging stations. The commenter further suggests that there may be
funds available through grants for the development of charging stations throughout the County. The
final General Development Plan for the proposed project would include a number of parking spaces
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for carpools. The County currently does not have requirements for establishment electrical vehicle
charging stations. Mitigation Measure 4.13.5 requires the Applicant to submit a site plan that
increases the potential for use of alternative transportation access to the Site. Alternatives reviewed

in the DEIR provide for additional transit reduction strategies including targeted parking spaces for
carpools.
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LandWatch

monterey county

Post Office Box 1876
Salinas, CA 93902-1876
8§31-422-9390 .
Websiterwww.landwatch.org
Email-landwatch@mch.org
Fa: 831-422-9391

MECEIVER|
LU JuL 07 2000 ‘

| MONTEREY-COUNTY:
| PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Tuly8,2010

Salinas, C CA93901

SUBJECT: DEIRFOR/CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL, VILLAGE

DearMr. Osorio:

LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the project which would include 10 retail buildings;
a.ome-story grocery store:and a two-story office building, totaling 126,523 square feet and 508:
parklng spaces: We have the following comments:

1. Cumulative Projects List; The list does notinclude the followmg ‘projects in the Toro.
areathat are in the County’s permitting process: Christerisen (1 uitit); Briggs: @); Tjs
Development (1); PLN020526 (3); PLN04061 (1); Cdt. Prop.:(4); Franscioni (4);
Villalebos (4); Silva (2); Provost (1); Amaral (4); Bollenbacher @ 12); Johnson (4); Avila
(11); and CDT Prop: (4) for a total of 259 units: 'The list should be updated and the-
cumilative impact analyses adjusted accordmgly

2. Stirface Rimoff. "The DEIR states (p- 255) that groundwater recharge resulting from.an
on-site retenfion/detention system would total 10:04 afy and that this amount would help
reducethe overall project wateruse of 11.34 afy, resulting in a/net deficit of 1.30 afy.
Since the curreit site does not include i impervious covet (p. 25 8), please identify the F-2
amount of water currently retained onsite and whether ot not that amount was deducted
from the 10.04 afy. As noted (p. 263), the: project would have:a significant and
unavoidable impact to groundwater supplies-afier mltlgatmn

3.  Consisterioy with General Plans. The subdivision component (Lot 1) of the Project is
inconsistent with certain requirements of the County Code and therefore carnot be F-3
approved (pp. 301, 304 and.305). Based on these findings, the-proposed project must
gither be revised or denied.

4, Traffic Analysis. - The document states (p. 374) that the Harper Canyon project is 14
‘units. The Harper Canyon FEIR identifies the project ag having 17 units.




The DEIR finds that with payment of the regional transportation fee, the project level
impact would be less than significant. The fee would fund the State Route 68 Commuter
Improvements - the widening project from Toro Park to Corral de Tierra. This project is
programmed in the Regional Development Impact Fee Strategic Expenditure Plan for
construction in the 2025-2030 period. Regional fees will cover $5.9 million of the $24
million estimated total cost. The source of the remaining funds is not identified yet.
Without assurance that the project will be completed in a timely manner, project level
impacts should be determined to be significant and unavoidable.

Project Alternatives. The reduced density/redesigned project would be the
environmentally superior project. Traffic impacts would be similar to those of the
proposed project. The DEIR finds this alternative would result in a net benefit to the
groundwater basin and would not contribute to a camulative impact to water supply (p.
478). The net benefit is based on 10.66 afy of recharge to the basin. Please identify the
amount of water currently retained onsite and whether or ot that amount was deducted
from the 10.66 afy.

Thank you for the oppoftunity to review the document.

Executive Director

F-5
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F. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LANDWATCH

F-1 The commenter cites projects not identified in the Cumulative Project List of the DEIR and iﬁdicates
that these projects should be added to the list and the cumulative impact analysis adjusted
accordingly.

The CEQA Guidelines require the discussion of cumulative impacts when the project’s incremental
effect is cumulatively considerable as defined in Section 15065 (2) (3). Cumulatively considerable
means that “the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects.” Section 15130 (b) (1) (A) of the Guidelines allows for the inclusion of a list of past,
present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, in an EIR as the basis
for the cumulative impact analysis.

The Christensen (File No. PLN060296) and Villalobos (PLN060101) applications include
development of one and two single-family dwellings on existing lots of record and do not need to be
included in the cumulative project list since they include development of existing lots of record. The
Tjs Development (PLN020121), Amaral (PLN040461), CDT Prop. (PLN060046), Franscioni
(PLN060455) and Silva (PLN060589) applications include requests for minor subdivisions of land
which are in an “incomplete” status according to Planning Department records and it is unknown if
they would ever proceed through the process and/or be approved; therefore they do not need to be
included in the cumulative project list. The Provost (PLN020526) application includes development
of a single-family dwelling on an existing lot of record which is in an “incomplete” status and does
not need to be included in the cumulative project list. The Bollenbacher and Kelton, also known as
Ferrini Ranch, application for a 212-lot residential subdivision (PLN040758) should be included in
the list along with the Briggs application (PLN020508) which is an approved 4-lot residential
subdivision. It is unknown which Avila application the commenter refers to; if the applicant refers to
the Mohsin-Samoske 11-lot subdivision on River Road, the site of this subdivision is located at a
significant distance from the Project site and therefore was not included in the list.

F.2 The commenter asks for clarification of the amount of stormwater currently retained on-site and
whether that amount of water was deducted from the 10.04 acre/feet per year of groundwater recharge
that would result from implementation of the proposed on-site stormwater retention/detention system
as shown on Table 4.7.A of the DEIR. The existing pre-project water balance is 0.9 AFY as shown in
Table 4.7.B. When this is added to the negative water balance of -1.3 AFY for the proposed project,
this results in a total water balance change of -2.2 AFY.

F.3 The commenter states that the subdivision component of the Project is inconsistent with certain
requirements of the County Code and cannot be approved and must either be revised or denied. The
commenter specifically refers to the discussion contained in page Nos. 301, 304 and 305 of the DEIR.
The commenter is correct. As discussed through the DEIR, the subdivision component of the

. proposed Project is not consistent with the provisions of Section 21.42.030 (H) (2) of the Zoning
Ordinance which states that the minimum building sites for properties in the area covered by the B-8
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Overlay District, are those that were recognized as legal lots of record at the time the B-8 was
imposed.

F.4 The commenter states that the Harper Canyon project referred to in page 374 of the DEIR has 17

units —according to the Harper Canyon FEIR— and not 14 as stated in the DEIR. The 14-unit Harper
Canyon Development referred to in the DEIR is comprised of existing, undeveloped lots. The 17-unit
Harper Canyon project referred to by the commenter is a different project which may or not be
approved.

F.5 The commenter states that the payment of regional transportation fees required as mitigation for

project level impacts would not fund a project —the widening of SR-68 from Toro Park to Corral de
Tierra Road— that is programmed for construction in the 2025-2030 period, that the fees required
under the mitigation will cover only $5.9 million of the $24 million estimated total cost and that the
source for the remaining fees are not identified. Finally, the commenter states that without assurance
that the widening project will be completed in a timely manner, project level impacts should be
determined to be significant and unavoidable. See response to Comment EEE-70.7.

F.6 The commenter states that the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project alternative would be the

environmentally superior project, and, further, that the DEIR states on page 478 that this alternative
would result in a net benefit to the groundwater basin and would not contribute to a cumulative
impact to water supply. The commenter asks to identify the amount of water currently retained onsite
and whether or not that amount was deducted from the 10.66 acre/feet per year calculated as the
potential amount of groundwater recharge resulting from the alternative. As shown on Table 6.D of
the DEIR, the amount of pre-project recharge is 0.9 AFY. This figure is not included in the 10.66
AFY post-project recharge. It’s seen in the difference between the post-prOJect water balance (5.34
AFY) and the net change (4.4 AFY)
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G. COMMENTS FROM SALINAS VALLEY MEMORIAL HEALTHCARE

SYSTEM
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Tuly 16,2010

‘Luis-Osorio.

Monterey: County Planmng Depattment:

Sincerely;

in o_rdcx fo .zmcct,J;rhe,.h,cal,t,;h;earp needs o t,lglisfreglon.

/s

ecr

SVMHS Board of Directors:,
Nathan J. Olivis
‘Debaiah Nelson
James Gattis
Harry Wardwell
Patrick Egan

A5GE MoG Lonet  Sulines 4 gugnt

‘Eric Phelps, Omni Resources, LLC.

f05-757-9332

“Residents.of the

Tt frow B 765 Thod

errd and H1ghway 68
€, We wouldv hke to g@ on. recoxd

UL SVIRDLEOM
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G-1:

G. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SALINAS VALLEY
MEMORIAL HEALTHCARE SYSTEM

The commenter expresses support for the project and their desire to lease or buy space within the
shopping center for installation of primary care, obstetrics, and pediatric services in order to meet
the health care needs of the region. Comment noted.
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H. COMMENTS FROM CAROLE ALIOTTI
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Page 1 of 1

Osorio, L.uis x5177
From: carole aliotti [cjofcorral@gmail.com] H ILE @ E ﬂ W E
Sent:  Wednesday, July 14, 2010 8:55 PM v JUL 152040
To: Osorio, Luis x5177

. - ) MONTEREY COUNTY
Subject: Retail Viliage at Comral de Tierra PLANNING DEPARTMENT
I want to let you know that I support this project. I hope the Phelps Family can finally go ahead H-1
with this project. Thank you, Carole Aliotti

07/15/2010 ) '
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H-1:

H. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM CAROLE ALIOTTI

Commenter expresses support for the project and hopes it will be approved. Comment
noted. ' ‘
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From: burton anderson (burtonanderson@sbcglobal.net)
To: osorial@ca.monterey.ca.us,

Date: Thu, July 15,2010 3:37:34 PM

Cec: helpsfamily@corraldetierra.com;

Subject: Phelps properHwy 68 & Comral de Tierra Road.

Gentlemen

I am a resident of Markham Ranch on Corral de Tierra Road and I strongly support the
construction of a small shopping center at that site, for the following reasons.

1. ¥ make roughly 6 trips a week to Salinas for groceries, Post Office, bank, hardware, and drug
store. If a center was built I would cut my trips by at least one-half. Multiply that by 16,000
reasidents in Corral and it would reduce traffic on Hwy 68 by at least half. It would also reduce
my gasoline expense for a 20 mile roand trip.

2. The environmental impact statement has been studied and modified for 20 years and has
satisfactorily answered all the critics. There are some who would continue to throw roadblocks to
any development and want te study the project to death. It is time to move on.

3. There is no threat to prime farmland in this project.
4. It would be an attractive addition to that corner instead of a bare lot.

Sincerely, Burton Anderson

Z%%%ﬁmﬂhwk\

CERRNEED
T i re U

_MOLTIL v o Ty
PLANNING Dt ARILGENT

httn-/fue mo?03 mail vahan com/de/lanmeh? nartner=she&._ox=1& rand=0mitafm 116vis 771672010
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I. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BURTON ANDERSON

I-1: The commenter expresses support for the project, stating his belief that it would reduce
“traffic on highway 68 by one-half. The commenter also states that the project has been
studied and modified for 20 years and the “environmental impact statement” has
satisfactorily answered all critics; proposes no threat to prime farmland; and would be an
attractive addition to the corner. Comment noted.
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J. COMMENTS FROM SUSAN BACIGALUPI
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Osorio, Luis x5177

From: bacigalupis@sbcglobal.net

Sent: ' Thursday, July 15, 2010 4:36 PM P

To: QOsaorio, Luis x5177 E @ E H M E

Subject: Phelps project Corral de tierra JUL 1 5 2010
15— MONTEREY COUNTY

07-25-10 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Mr. Luis Osorio

It was recently learned at a Monterey County Planning Commission hearing
for the Encina Hills project that California Utilities Service is still
. over capacity.

They are allowed 60% and now report 62% according to Van Horn, and

testimiony at the hearing from Michael Kling indicated it is over 75%
and with the proposed encina hills project adding another 1.4% would be J-1
at 76.4%.

As the B-8 overlay was put on for water, traffic, and sewage capacity
concerns,

and CdeT Neighborhood Village Shopping Center will be using California
Utilities Service,

how will this work? How much more over capacity will this be?

How much sewage is this Village proposing? What are the speciifc uses

being proposed , J-2
to calculate how much sewage may be generated?
Just curious as the numbers don't add up. also i fail to see the wisdom J-3

in adding an additional load to an already over capacty system.
thank you,

susan ¢ bacigalupi
97 San Benancio Rd
Salinas CA 93908
§31-484-1908

|
|
|
|
|
|
4
]
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J. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM SUSAN BACIGALUPI

The commenter states the B-8 Overlay was applied to the area for water, traffic, and sewage
capacity concerns. The commenter raises issues relative to the Project’s generation of wastewater
and the capacity of the sewage treatment operated by the California Utilities Service to treat such
waste water in view of the Encina Hills project currently under consideration by the County. The
commenter is incorrect relative to the reasons for the adoption of the B-8 Overlay. The B-8 Overlay
applicable to the Site was applied due only to water availability constraints in the area. Ordinance
No. 03647 (See Exhibit 1, in Appendix J in Volume Two of the DEIR) adopted by the Board of
Supervisors to apply the B-8 Overlay regulations in the area of the project Site, referred to specific
water constraints in the area. Regarding the capacity of the California Utility Service sewage
treatment plant, the DEIR (p.409) states that “CUS is allowed a maximum discharge of 300,000
gallons per day (GPD) and a peak flow rate of 450,000 GPD,” and that “CUS has estimated its
current average monthly flow rate to be 220,000 GPD.” Therefore, the sewage treatment plant is not
over capacity and has an estimated excess capacity of 80,000 GPD. This information was confirmed
by staff from the Environmental Health Bureau. Mitigation Measure 4.13.7 has been revised as
follows to assure that the sewage treatment plant will have adequate capacity to treat sewage from

this and other projects in the area. The change to the language of the mitigation measure will also be -

reflected in the FEIR errata.

Mitigation Measure 4.13.7 — Capacity of Wastewater Treatment Facility: “Prior to
approval of any building permits, the applicant shall verify that there is sufficient capacity
in the California Utilities Service, Inc. (CUS) wastewater treatment facility to address the
wastewater needs of the Project. If the Project would cause the CUS facility has-exceeded
60%of its-existing capacity-or the Projeet-wounld-eause-thefaeility to exceed its permitted
capacity, then the County of Monterey sweuld shall not issue a building permit until such
time as the CUS wastewater treatment facility has attained a revised permit from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.”

The commenter asks how much sewage the development is proposing, and what specific uses were
used to calculate how much sewage would be generated. The DEIR (Section 4.13.5, p.416) states
that the Project required sewage treatment would range between 16,962 and 34,161 GPD. Both
estimates would be within the sewage treatment excess capacity of 80,000 GPD identified in the
response to Item J-1 above.

The commenter states the numbers don’t add up, and fails to see the wisdom in adding additional
load to an already over capacity system. See responses to Items J-1 and J-2 above.
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K. COMMENTS FROM MONTE BAGGS
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Osorio, Luis x5177

K

Page 1 of 1

From: Mante Baggs [montewbaggs@sboglobal.net]
Sent:  Wadnesday, July 14, 2010 4:30 PM

To: Osorio, Luis x5177

Subject: The Rural Village at Corral de Tierra Rd.

Dear County Planners:

This emall is fo let you know we very much like the idea of having this praject approved by the County. |
can assure you we have assessed the situation carefully as we live just up Corral de Tierra Rd. at Corral
de Tierra Oaks. | can assure you the project will take a substantial load off the traffic on Hwy 68. Wa
make several trips each week to shop in either Salinas or Monterey. With shopping facilities at the corner
we will travel much less into town,

The Phelps family has done an excellent job of determining the need of this community and you should
not delay approving this project any longer than you already have.

Please consider the interests of this community in your deliberations and approve this project! .
Sincerely,

Monte Baggs

DEGEIVE
. JUL 142010
MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT!

07/14/2010



. NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEIR
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEIR

K. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MONTE BAGGS

K-1: The commenter states thaf he is in support of the proposed project and hopes that it will be
approved. The commenter believes that the construction of a shopping center at this location
would reduce traffic on sr-68. Comment noted.
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L. COMMENTS FROM BEVERLY AND STEPHEN BEAN
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pEcE Ve
June 29, 2010 JUL 62 2010 |=

| MONTEREY COUNTY
Senior Planner Luis Osorio PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Maonterey County Planning Department
168 West Alisal Street
Salinas, CA 93901-2487

Dear Mr. Osorio,

We write with deep concern about the following projects concerning the Toro
Area: -

1. Corral de Tierra Shopping Village (PLN020344-Toro Area Plan)

We have lived in Corral de Tierra for 22 years and our water supply is in
danger. A recent county commissioned study of the Toro area water supply
concluded:that:the:aguifers inthe Torg area are in overdraft: The local - water
table:is. droppings The: study: showed*that the: Iocal wells:are: pUMpIng watere
faster than the.rains;can:replenish:therlocal-aguifer;: Tbere is:n0; other water;:;
sourcée rechargmg ‘the; Toro 'section ofthe: aquer. ! : ;

] n».. e o Py A T pas e st g e e ..',
-_ 5 .-a.-,-.e A T TR KRS 2> o PR S O 4
'

RO I

Trafﬁc congestlon on Highway 68 remains a serious problem no matter the
studies done er the spin by- county agéricieés. We do'not need or want a large
urban shopping center in our rural community. It will have 508 parking spaces,

~ buildings up-to45 ‘feet high, light pollution at night, 85% lot coverage of almost

11 acres-andthe loss of mature, protected ‘¢ak trees. This is totally
inappropriate next to a road designated "Scenic" by both State and County:. -
Please reject the current- pr'oposal and require that any deve‘lopment permitted
be smaller 'and‘have much- less lmpact on the: rural character of our precxous
“Pastures of Heaven.™ SR S @ :

2. Femnl Ranch Subdlvxslon (PLNO40758 Toro Area Plan)

""- > & AICR I ’\' . 4.4'., . Ly W

The Femm Ranch prolect mcludes most of the frontage between San Benanmo
rece[ved speCIal constderatlon from the Board of Supervisors: that sthe County
would notzconsider public:complaints:when; oak ireesawere cut: down and the
public:could see-the:houses planned Jfor the field off San- Benanao Road..In..
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addition the County agreed to ignore a CalTrans mitigation measure that
replacement oak trees be planted in the County’s Toro Regional Park near
Highway 68. That area of Toro Park is where they will put the driveway to part
of their housing subdivision. The County agreed to eliminate this mitigation
measure with no environmental analysis.

The issue of access to the proposed subdivision through Torc Regional Park,
first discussed in secret, is to be addressed in the Draft EIR , now in progress at
County Planning. We urge that this egregious idea be rejected. If developers can
violate the integrity of our Regional Parks, with the approval of county planning,
then the future of all Monterey County open space is at risk. What property
owner will be willing to trust that their gift of land will be preserved in
perpetuity for the public and environmental good? Please DO NOT give away
any part of our park to development interests. There is no deal or trade off
that can justify such an action.

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the citizens of Monterey County.

Beverly G./Bean

{ E Bepre

Stephen E. Bean

39 Calera Canyon Road

Salinas, CA. 93908

ECGEIY E
JUL-0 3 2019

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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L. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM BEVERLY AND STEPHEN
BEAN

L-1: The commenter states that the recent County study in the Toro area concluded that aquifers are in
overdraft, and the local water table is dropping. The commenter states the study shows that local
wells are pumping water faster than rain is replenishing the aquifer. See Master Response 5.

L-2: The commenter requests that the project be rejected and that permitted development be on a smaller
scale that produces less impact to the rural character of the area. Comment noted.

&1
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M. COMMENTS FROM PAMELA BECKING
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Fri, jul 16,2010 4:06 PM

Subject: DEIR for Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village

Date: Friday, July 16, 2010 4:03 PM D E @ E U W ;'
From: Pamela Becking <pbecking@att.net> N = D
To: <OSORILO@CO.MONTEREY.CA. US> JUL 16 2010

Ce: <info@corraldetierra.com> MONTEREY COUNTY
Conversation: DEIR for Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Mr. Osorilo:

I live in The Meadows at 14045 Mountain Quail Rd, Salinas, CA 93908-9351. The proposed
DEIR for Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village is 2 "YES VOTE" for me and
numerous neighbors I have spoken to. The Village has numerous advantages for those of us
who live 15 to 20 minutes from Monterey and Salinas. I believe the Phelps family has done an
excellent job in all areas of importance and look forward to the project progressing on a timely
basis. Please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
Pamela J. Becking

M-1
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M. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PAMELA BECKING

M-1: The commenter states that she is in support of the proposed project and hopes that it will be approved
Comment noted.
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N. COMMENTS FROM LARRY AND PAM BELL
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Page 1 of 2

Osorio, Luis x5177

From: Larry Bell [farrybell2@gmail.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, July 14, 2010 9:28 PM

To: Osorio, Luis x6177 D =

Yy 2
Subject: Cormral de Tierra Shopping Center \ E @ E H W l:
Lan'y & Pam Bell r JUL 15 2019
_ MONTEREY COUNTY
/8 San Bepancio Rd. PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Salinas, CA 93908
831/484-2449

July 14,2010

Luis Osorio

Monterey County Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, 2°¢ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901-2487
RE: The Shopping Center @ Corral de Tiemra

Dear Sir,

As a resident of the Highway 68 Corridor, we are very excited for a regmnal shopping center to
be considered at Highway 68 & Corral de Tierra.

N-1

We believe this center would enhance the region by providing goods and service badly needed in

a close proximity to our homes. This would scale back our need to drive to Monterey and

Salinas for everyday items we currently must travel 10 fo 15 miles for. This is an opportunity to
positively enhance our region & promote a community atmosphere never before realized. $

07/15/2010




We fully support this project and are hopeful that Monterey County will allow this project to begin.

Larry & Pam Bell

07/15/2010

N

Page 2 of 2

M




. NOVEMBER 23, 2010 FEIR
CORRAL DE TIERRA NEIGHBORHOOD RETAIL VILLAGE DEIR

N. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LARRY AND PAM BELL

. The commenter states that they are in support of the proposed project and hopes that it will be

approved. They believe that the proposed project will provide goods badly needed in this region, it
would reduce the need to travel to Salinas for everyday items, and it would enhance and promote a
community atmosphere in the area of the proposed project. Comment noted.
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DEGEIVE July 6, 2010
: 23799 — 18 Monterey Hwy
JUL 12200 Corral de Tierra, CA 93908

Luis Osorio MONTEREY COUNTY
Planning Department - | PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Monterey County
168 West Alisal Street, 2* Floor
Salinas, CA. 93901 VIA Mail and email osoriol@co.monterey.ca.us

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village (PLIN020344)
Dear Mzx. Osorio:

For the past 15 years, my wife and [ have lived at Corral de Tiexrra Villas Homeowners
Association, a development of 63 condo-type homes that is next to the planned project shopping
center. This is one of the most scenic and serene locations in Monterey County with a golf course,
fishing pond, swimming pool/spa, tennis/basketball court, and Clubhouse surrounding our homes.
The entrance and exit from our development is off SR. 68 only a few hundred yards from the
intersection of SR 68 and Corral de Tierra Road. Due to the proximity, we are most directly
affected by the planned shopping center. )

1. Traffic Although the EIR addresses the traffic impact of the project on the
Intersections of SR-68 and Lanreles Grade and SR-68 and Corral de Tierra, nowhere does
the EIR address the impact on the 63 homes (approximately 207 residents)’ at The Villas
Homeowners Association development. Today we fight to exit our residences on to SR-68
in the morning of Westbound (going from Salinas to Monterey), and the late aftemoon
Eastbound (going from Monterey to Salinas). On the Mitigation Measure 4.12.2 the Draft
EIR calls for modifying and redesigning the site plan to eliminate the western most
driveway from the Shopping Center and replace it with a 60 foot deep driveway on the
eastern most side fronting SR-68. Whether the driveway is closer to Corral de Tierra Road
and SR-68 or our development, there will be an unregulated increased traffic from the
Shopping Center driving east (toward Salinas). Today, we are able to wait for the traffic
light at SR-68 and Corral de Tierra Road, and the traffic light at SR-68 and San Benancio
Road to give us a momentary opportunity to exit our development. On weekdays in the
morming (coming from Salinas) and late afternoon (coming from Monterey), there is a
constant flow of traffic. With an unregulated additional flow of traffic from the Shopping
Center from the driveways proposed in the Draft EIR (either closer to Corral de Tierra Road,
or pearer our development), I predict that this Project Plan will have virtually land-locked us
in our development. Today, exiting the development is harsh. The additional unregulated
traffic flow will make living at The Villas Homeowners Association completely
unacceptable. That is, it will devalue our property and destroy our tranguil lifestyle in one
of the most wholesome places to live in Monterey County. Possible solutions:

a. Eliminate the driveway exiting the Shopping Center on to SR-68 If
all traffic to and from the Shopping Center were to enter and exit from Corral de

! One source lists the Corral de Tierra area as having 5,328 homes with 15,029 residents. That is, each household has
an average size of 3.26 people living in it. See Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Information
www.househunt.com/demographics/93908/Corral de_Tierra

O-1
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2.

Tierra Road, then Eastbound vehicles (going to Salinas) would be regulated by the
traffic light at SR-68 and Corral de Tierra Road. This would provide our residents
with a fighting chance to exit our homes on to SR-68 and get to our destinations.

b. Require that the Developer plan an alternate exit for Villas
Residents. Since the additional traffic generated by the Shopping Center will
cause undue hardship on the residents of The Villas to exit their property on to SR-
68, part of the EIR should address the option of requiring the Developer to find an
alternate route to exit the development. That new exit could be across the Shopping
Center property from the Villas and on to Corral de Tierra Road. Alternatively, the
Developer may be required to purchase additional lands at the rear of the Villas to
permit an exit on to Corral de Tierra Road, rather than exit directly on to SR-68.

¢. Require the Developer to stipulate that a fast food place notbe a a

part of this shopping center. A fast food restaurant would definitely draw
more traffic congestion for this intersection and should not be permitted.

Water The Developer requests to remove the B-8 zoning designation from this
Project. If the reason for the B-8 zoning is an overdraft of approximately 2 feet from the
aquifer serving the current owners, it makes no sense to remove the B-8 zoning unless the
property can put more water back in to the aquifer than it takes out. To do otherwise will
only invite every other Developer in this B-8 zone to point to this project and ask for
removal of the B-8 zoning from their projects. It would then make the B-§ zone useless.
The LEED Silver Reduced Water Consumption/Full Recharge Alternative states that 3.5
acre feet per year will recharge the aquifer. If the project is to go forward, that is the only
sensible alternative.

Too large a Shopping Center From my perspective, this Shopping Center is
too large for the serene, rural area of Corral de Tierra. The draft EIR acknowledges that the
former gas station on the corner of Comral de Tierra and SR-68 is not included in this study.
My guess is that this property is at least one acre. Another gas station, replacing the former
one would seem appropriate. However, the site then becomes a 12-acre development, not 11
acres suggested by the EIR. The size of shopping center project is out of place for a small
rural comnrmunity of 5,328 homes with 15,029 residents.> Alternative 3: Reduced
Density/Redesigned Project Alternative seems to limit the size of this Shopping Center more
appropriately.

DEGEIY E
Donald S. Bolles .

23799 Monterey Hwy, Unit 18 -+ JUL 122010
Corral de Tierra, CA 93908 : MONTEREY COUNTY
(831) 484-2780 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

dsbolles@sbeglobal.net

2 See Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Information www.househunt.com/demographies/93908/Corral de Tierra

/
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O. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DONALD BOLLES

The commenter states that the DEIR does not address traffic impacts to the Corral de Tierra Villas
Homeowners Association (63 homes / 207 residents) adjacent to the east of the project site. The
commenter states that entering and exiting this residential development —from Highway 68— is
tough now, and feels the Mitigation Measures applied to project relative to traffic do not do enough
to diminish any additional traffic impacts to their entry/exit driveway. The proposed Project
includes two access/egress driveways on Highway 68 in the area adjacent to the Villas
development. The construction of these two driveways is identified in the DEIR as having the
potential to create hazards to vehicle circulation on Highway 68. Review of the Project by Caltrans
and the County Department of Public Works requires the elimination of the westernmost of these
two driveways. Those agencies have determined that this would be an adequate mitigation for the
identified traffic impacts and potentially hazardous situation that could result from construction of
the two driveways. Mitigation Measure No. 4.12.2 (p. 390-391) would require the elimination of the
driveway.

: The commenter suggests that the driveway exiting the Shopping Center on to SR-68 be eliminated

forcing all traffic to exist and enter the development from Corral de Tierra Road, where it could be
regulated by the existing traffic light at SR-68 and Corral de Tierra Road. See response to comment
O-1 above.

The commenter states that since the shopping center may generate additional traffic, and present an
undue hardship on the residents of the Villas to exit their property, the EIR should address the
option of the requiring the Developer to find an alternate exit route for the Villas. The commenter
states this alternate exit route could be across the Shopping Center property, or additional land
should be purchased at the rear of the Villas to allow an exit on to Corral de Tierra Road. This
alternative was not considered in the DEIR. The traffic analysis contained in the DEIR, identifies
the project will result in a significant increase in additional turning movements throughout the
project frontage, including the frontage on SR-68. However, the DEIR (Mitigation Measure 4.12.2,
page 390) recommends the elimination of the western-most driveway on SR-68, and does not
recommend the removal of eastern-most driveway. The DEIR does not identify the exiting of
traffic from the project site as a potential significant impact or hazard relative to traffic using the
driveway at the Villas development; therefore there is no nexus for requiring the recommendation
from the commenter.

: The commenter expresses his desire to prohibit the Shopping Center from including a “fast food”

restaurant as part of the development plan. The commenter states that a fast food restaurant would
draw more traffic congestion for the intersection. At the time of review of the development plan,
specific uses will be considered by the decision maker, and this comment will be provided for
consideration.

The commenter expresses concerns over the request to remove the B-8 Overlay on the subject
property. The commenter feels that this would allow other developers to use this project as a
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precedent for other developments to petition for the removal of the B-8 zone, therefore rendering
the overlay useless. The commenter states that unless the project pumps less or equal to water it
recharges, the only sensible alternative is the LEED Silver Reduced Water Consumption/Full
Recharge Alternative. Approval of the removal of the B-8 Overlay from the project site will require
a specific finding from the Monterey County Board of Supervisors that construction of the proposed
project would not adversely affect the constraints (water use) which caused the B-8 district to be
applied to the property. Should the Board of Supervisors make this finding, it will be based on
information specific to the project site included in the FEIR. Therefore such finding for removal of
the B-§ Overlay will not be a precedent for any future proposals to remove the B-8 Overlay.

The commenter expresses the belief that the Shopping Center is designed on too grand a scale for
the community of only 5,328 homes with 15,029 residents. The commenter states that the existing

- service station parcel is not included in the DEIR, and if developed or replaced at a later date, would

make the overall development a total of 12 acres, not 11 as discussed in the DEIR. The commenter
states the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative (Alternative 3) seems to limit the size
more appropriately. The commenter expressed a personal belief about the size of the proposed
project which is noted. The adjacent parcel is a separate parcel, and is not included in the proposed
project. If and when a service station is re-established in the adjacent parcel, the impacts of that
project would have to be evaluated considering traffic and other impacts from the shopping center.
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July 11,2010

D EJVE
Gerri Bolles _ E @ = U \‘-/7 [::
The Villas at Corral de Tierra £ JUL 12201
23799-18 Monterey-Salinas Hwy.

: M

Corral de Tierra, CA 93908 | nggggg‘i gq%\;;;%w
TO:

Mike Novo, County Planning Director
Luis Osorio, County Planner

ALL County Supervisors

ALL County Planning Commissioners

Via email osoriol{@co.monierey.ca.us

Comments on the DEIR for the Corral de Tierra Neighborhood Retail Village
Planning Department File #PLN020344

As a resident of 15 years at the Corral de Tierra Villas Homeowners Association, adjoining the
proposed Phelps project, I submit the following comments:

The Phelps Application for a rural, village-style shopping center is not what local residents
envisioned at his Presentations several years ago. The Phelps proposal is four times larger than
the Stone Creek Shopping Center at the Del Rey Oaks intersection.

The traffic congestion by a project this size would create gridlock for miles in both directions.on
Highway 68. This intersection as it now stands without the project, is already over impacted as
anyone who commutes or drives on this highway can tell you. And not to mention the extra
congestion that incoming and outgoing vehicles (delivery trucks included) would generate on
Corral de Tierra Road.

The B-8 Zoning that was placed on the Toro Area was done to protect the area from severe over
drafting of the water supply. The 2007 water Study concluded (again) that the Toro Areais in
overdraft. Water studies are conducted to provide accurate information on which to base wise
land use decisions. North Monterey County is already experiencing severe water overdraft,
making many homes unsaleable when banks won’t finance a home without adequate water
supply.

Although the redesign of the “Project in Alternate 3” is a better concept than the “Project”, it
doesn’t mitigate significantly the Traffic congestion or Water use. Although Alternative 3
Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative reduces the density of the proposal (it only
results in 34 fewer parking spaces than the “Project” of 506 parking spaces), the direct and
cumulative impact to traffic levels would be similar to the “Project”.

' The “Project Mitigation” for increased traffic for the “Project” refers to payment earmarked for

completion of the Caltrans Project Study Report for 2.3 miles of State Route 68 Commuter




Improvements — which may or may not occur for years. Meanwhile, the traffic would be
extremely bottlenecked at the intersection of Corral de Tierra Rd and Highway 68 and along the
corridor for miles in both directions. This is not acceptable mitigation for local residents or
incoming tourists heading toward Monterey.

Why would our county leaders (Planning Commissioners and ultimately County Supervisors) be
willing to approve a project that would be so detrimental to our traffic and water supply?

Mr. Phelps needs to redesign his project to a much smaller scale.

Besides traffic and water complaints, noise and lighting (24/7) would be intolerable.
Please be sure this project is desirable for all of us.

Most sincerely,
Gerri Bolles

23799-18 Monterey Highway
Corral de Tierra, CA 93908

DEGEIVE
: JUL 127201

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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P. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM GERRI BOLLES

The commenter states that the current proposal is not what the developer presented to residents
several years ago. The commenter states the proposal is four times larger than a shopping center
(Stone Creek Village) at the SR-68 and Del Rey Oaks intersection. This is not a comment on the
EIR, therefore no response is provided.

: The commenter states that the proposal would create gridlock in both directions of Highway 68.
The commenter states that the SR-68/Corral de Tierra intersection is already over impacted and

additional traffic, including delivery trucks, would escalate the traffic issues. The potential impacts
from the proposed project on the existing road infrastructure have been identified in the DEIR and
mitigation measures are recommended that would require the applicant to construct road
infrastructure improvements that would reduce those impacts to less-than-significant levels as
required by CEQA. See Mitigation Measures 4.12.2 and 4.12.3.

The commenter states the B-8 zoning was placed on the Toro Area to protect from severe over
drafting of the aquifer; a 2007 study again concluded that the Toro area is in overdraft. The
commenter states that areas in North Monterey County are also experiencing severe overdraft,
making homes un-saleable due to lack of adequate water. Comment noted.

: The commenter states that although the Reduced Density/Redesigned Project Alternative

(Alternative 3) reduces the number of parking spaces by 34, therefore reducing the amount of
allowable square footage, the direct and cumulate impacts to traffic would remain similar to the full
project level. The Reduce Density/Redesigned Project Alternative includes the reduction of 34
parking spaces and a corresponding reduction of 8,600 square feet of area from the proposed
Project. The reduction in square footage will result in a reduction in users and therefore traffic will
be proportionally reduced. The resulting number of parking spaces under the alternative (474) is
consistent with the parking requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for the reduced square footage.

: The commenter expresses that payment of traffic fees, as mitigation, to fund the Caltrans Project

Study Report for 2.3 miles of SR-68 Commuter Improvements will not mitigate the impacts to the
intersection (Corral de Tierra/SR-68) adjacent to the development. The traffic impact fees
identified in Mitigation Measure 4.12.1 have been adopted by the Board of Supervisors as an
appropriate measure to mitigate traffic along the SR-68 corridor. See response to comment EEE-
70.7.

The commenter asks why the county leaders (Planning Commission / Board of Supervisors) would
be willing to approve a project so detrimental to traffic and water. Comment noted..

Commenter states that project needs to be designed to a smaller scale. Comment noted.
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P-8: Commenter expresses impacts from lighting (24/7) and noise, would be intolerable. The impacts
from the proposed project relative to lighting and noise have been properly identified in the DEIR.
- Adequate mitigation measures for those impacts are included in the DEIR.
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Thy, Jut'ls, 2010 8:11 AM

Subject: draft EIR Phelps Family / Corral de Tierra Project

Date: Wednesday, July 14,.2010.5:42 PM

From;: Ronna Brandt <bonbon@umbay.net>

To: “osorial@co.menterey.ca.us” <osorial@co.monterey:ca.us>

Ce: "phelpsfamily@corraldetierra.com!’ <phelpsfamily@corraldetierra. corm>
Conversation: draft FIR Phelps Family / Corral de Tierra Project

Desr Mr, Osorial,

I am Wn‘cmg on behalf of the Phelps Famﬂy project at the S of 68 aIld CDT road Ihave
attrathe usefu_l shoppmg area. ,T.h.e. pmpgseé plans arabeaut;ful ‘pra@tl.c_al and much ne.ed_ed.
‘There has been nothing there at that corner but eyesore gas stations and horrible, dirty shacks
masqueradmg as'd grocery store! It's way past time that we have an entrance into this lovely
area tht trily 18 tépresentative of the'needs of the-entiré cornmunity and T sincerely believe
this project would £ill this need, Thaz you for'your tine and consideration, Sincerely, Ronna

Brandt 28012 Mesa: de Tierra Rd. Salinas Ca

i JUE 15 20101

MONTEREY CQUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT |
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Q. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM RONNA BRANDT

The commenter states that she is in support of the proposed project. She believes that the proposed
project will provide goods badly needed in this region and that the proposed project is attractive and
practical. Opinions expressed about the proposed project will be made available to the decision
makers for their consideration. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or
questions about the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or the analysis therein, and no further
response is necessary.
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Osorio, Luis x5177

From: Rod Brink [kc}ﬁf@comcast.net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 5:07 PM DEGCEIVE

To: Osorio, Luis x5177 '

Subject: Corral de Tierra retail village JUL 14201
MONTEREY COUNTY

Dear Mr. Osoricl - PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The majority of Corral de Tierra residents are tired of driving imto
Salinas or Monterey for groceries and general shopping. It's a waste of
time and, much more importantly, a waste of gascline. The Phelps retail
village would solve that problem and would serve to reduce the traffic
load on Hwy 68. There are many other advantages to the Phelps plan and
they have been covered in detail in the DEIR so there's no need to
reiterate them here.

Please be advised that the overwhelming majority of us out here are
fervently in favor of the Phelps project. Please give it your kind
consideration.

Best regards,

Rod Brink

25950 Paseo de los Robles
Corral de Tierra

R-1
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R. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM ROD BRINK

The commenter states that he is in support of the proposed project. He believes that the proposed
project will provide goods badly needed in this region and in doing so would reduce the traffic along
SR-68. He states that the overwhelming majority of residents are in favor of the proposed project.
Opinions expressed about the proposed project will be made available to the decision makers for their
consideration. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or the analysis therein, and no further response is necessary.
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Thu, Jul 15,2010 8:19 AM

Subject: Fwd: Corral de Tierra

Date: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 9:16 PM B
From: Jackzxmarge@aol.com Dz E @ E : v E
To: <phelpsfamily@corraldetierra.com> : JUL 15 2010
Conversation: Corral de Tierra MONTEREY COUNTY

8 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

From: <Jackxmarge@aol.com>
Date: Thu, 15 Jul 2010 00:05:28 EDT
To: <osorial@co.monterey.ca.us>
Subject: Corral de Tierra

Dear Sir,

I recently learned from a friend in Monterey that they are planning to build a shopping
center at the Corral de Tierra Rd and highway 168. | was very excited! Though | don't
live in the area myself, My parents, Ed and Elsie Parsons lived at 266 Corral de Tierra
road for over 30 years. My grandparents, Dan and Lena Freeman since the 1940's at
260 Corral de Tierra Road. My Dad at one time owned the property on the west side

~of Corral de Tierra Rd. where the old Shell station used to be. Dad did build a store

and leased it out, but his wish was always that they would someday have a store with
competitive prices where the locals could shop and would not have to travel into town
all the time. -| know that my Mom and Dad would be very excited to know that the
Phelps family wants to make this a reality. The area needs this and | hope that soon
this will come to be. Our best wishes to the Phelps family and their project.

Marge Brockmann, Fresno,CA

jackxmarge@aol.com

S-1
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S. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARGE BROCKMANN

The commenter states that she is in support of the proposed project. She believes that the proposed
project will provide goods and services that are needed in this region. Opinions expressed about the
proposed project will be made available to the decision makers for their consideration. The comment
does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) or the analysis therein, and no further response is necessary.
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Osorio, Luis x5177

From: kbzeppie@aol.com
Sent:  Thursday, July 15, 2010 10:28 AM

To:  Osorio, Luis X5177

Subject: Corral Shopping Center
| have lived on the 88 corridor for 12 years now and have never undersiood why this shopping center has

not been built. Years ago we were sent a survey about it. We were all for it but it never happen. | had

heard it was not going to be built because of traffic. That's ajoke! You can't actually think people from T1
Salinas, Monterey or Seaside are going to drive out here for a grocery store. |t sounds crazy but B
sometimes you farget something at the store it would be nice far those of us that live here not to get stuck

in traffic. Even Toro Park has a 7/11, are you saying that makes more fraffic?
Thank you,

Kim Brosseau

NECEIVE
s JUL 152010

MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

07/15/2010
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T. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM KIM BROSSEAU

The commenter states that she is in support of the proposed project and that the proposed project will
not increase the traffic in the area because people from Salinas, Monterey or Seaside will not drive all
the way out to the proposed project to go shopping. Opinions expressed about the proposed project
will be made available to the decision makers for their consideration. The comment does not contain
any substantive statements or questions about the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or the
analysis therein, and no further response is necessary.
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Osorio, Luis x5177

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

I absolutely support the proposed development at Corral de Tierra. I would love to have a

marc brosseau [mbrosseau@mac.com]
Thursday, July 15, 2010 7:21 AM
Osorio, Luis x5177

Curral de Tierra Retail Village

hDgE CEIVE
: JUL 15 2010
MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

high end grocery store less than a mile from my home rather than having to travel the

distance into Salinas or Monterey. The location of this "Village" would reduce traffic on
68 rather than increase it. The retail center would be a destination only for those living

in the area or those already traveling on the 68 corridor. It has my vote!

Marc Brosseau

12337 Marravilla dr

Salinas, Ca 93908

marc brossean

mbrosseaulmac. com

oy
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U. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MARC BROSSEAU

The commenter states that he is in support of the proposed project. He believes that the proposed
project will reduce the traffic along SR-68 and would be a destination only to those living in the area
or already traveling the SR-68 corridor. Opinions expressed about the proposed project will be made
available to the decision makers for their consideration. The comment does not contain any
substantive statements or questions about the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or the
analysis therein, and no further response is necessary.
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Page 1 of 1
Osorio, Luis x5177
From: Pete Bundy [Pete.Bundy@clarkbuildersgroup.com]
Sent:  Thursday, July 15, 2010 6:42 AM D ,
To: Osorio, Luis x5177 . E @ E U w E
Subject: FW: Corral De Tierra shopping center P UL 15 2010
MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Mr. Osorio, .
As a resident of Corral De Tierra since 1982, | would like to express my support for the
Phelps Family’s
Proposed shopping center. | would like to encourage you and your planning staff to give V-1
a favorable
Review tfo this wonderful and needed project.
Sincerely,
Peter Bundy

- 105 Corral De Tierra Rd

This message (including any attachments) is intended only for the use of the individual or entity
to which it is addressed and may contain information that is non-public, proprietary, privileged,
confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law or may constitute as attorney
work product. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use,
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this communication in exror, notify us immediately by telephone and (i) destroy this
message if a facsimile or (ii) delete this message immediately if this is an elecironic :
communication. Thank you.
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V-1:

V. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PETER BUNDY

The commenter states that he is in support of the proposed project and would like to see the County
of Monterey approve what he thinks is a much needed project. Opinions expressed about the
proposed project will be made available to the decision makers for their consideration. The comment
does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) or the analysis therein, and no further response is necessary.
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W. COMMENTS FROM FRANK, LAUREL, JESSICA, ADRIENNE, AND
'MICHELLE CONTE
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To whom it may concern.

Our family has lived in Corral de Tierra since 1971 and have wanted this=
shopping center since it was first proposed. We support the project and=
feel there are £8W......... that are against it tﬁat don't realize the=
benefits and added safety of area residents and their children not having=
toc travel highway 68 everytime they need a shopping ecenter. We are=20

fortunate to have someone who iz willing to make an investment at such a=
difficult time lets get it done.

Sincerely

Frank J. Conte
Lanrel R. Conte
Jessica P. Conte
Adrienne M. Conte
Michelle S. Conte
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W. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FRANK, LAUREL, JESSICA,

ADRIENNE, AND MICHELLE CONTE

The commenters state that they are in support of the proposed project. They believe that a majority 6f
the area residents are in support of the proposed project and that those who are against it do not
realize that the proposed project is an issue of safety in that the residents and their children will not
have to travel the SR-68 corridor every time they need to go shopping. Opinions expressed about the
proposed project will be made available to the decision makers for their consideration. The comment
does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) or the analysis therein, and no further response is necessary.
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X. COMMENTS FROM DANIEL CURRAN
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Fri, Jul 16,2010 8:13 AM

Subject: Phelps Fawily DEIR
Date: Thursday, July 15,2010 7:39 PM

From: dancurran <dancurran@hnghes.net> , ECEIVE

To: <osorial@co.monterey.ca.us™> 4

Cec: 'The Phelps Family' <phelpsfamily@corraldetierra.com> - JUL 16 2010

Conversation: Phelps Family DETR MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dear Mr. Osorio:

| am writing on behalf of the Phelps family and their continuing effort to get a shopping village
approved for Highway 68 and Corral de Tierra. My wife and | live on Corral Del Cielo
approximately 6 miles from highway 68. We love living there. As one might imagine we
have two choices when it comes to accessing services and groceries. One is in Salinas and
the other is in Monterey. Both are about 15 to 18 miles from where we live. I've often
wondered why there is not a local serving center on that corner where the zoning has existed
for years. | have examined the plans (I am an Architect) and | must say | am impressed with
the thoroughness of the planning and design for this proposed center. It is long over due and
much needed for our little corner of the world. |imagine a really good grocery store,
hardware and feed store, a nice restaurant, dry cleaners, hair salon, locally owned and
operated pizza parlor, a bank, specialty shops,. etc. “If you have taken a census of how many
people live in the Corral de Tierra area, you know there are a lot of us. We alf add to the
traffic on 68. 1 believe the shopping center would alleviate a iot of that.

While | am enthusiastic about the Phelps proposal and support it, | am concemned that the
center does not get filled up with a lot of ugly blight corporate businesses such as garbage
fast food and retail outlets. Please do not let this happen. We have enough of them already.
One need not look any further than the shopping center at Canyon Del Rey and Highway 68
to see what we don’t want. | would like o see the County pass conditions for use permits
that make it extremely hard for such businesses to go in. [ want to see this center filled up
with locally owned, locally served businesses who have a real interest in keeping our area
unique and know what a special place it is. Also, please consider the signage program. |
hope it will be toned way down with no obnoxious lights or bad advertising. This is the
gateway to Steinbeck’s “Pastures of Heaven” and deserves to be respected.

Sincerely,

Daniel R. Curran
Corral de Tierra
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X. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM DANIEL CURRAN

The commenter states support of the proposed project; also that the proposed project has been
thoroughly planned and designed and that construction of the shopping center would alleviate traffic
on SR-68. The commenter states he does not want fast food and retail outlets included in the
project and favors locally-owned and locally-served businesses. The commenter would also like
consider a signage program that prohibits extensive lighting and advertising. No fast food or retail
outlets are proposed as part of the project; the types of uses will by approved by the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors and will be clearly stated in the General Development
Plan required. The project will need to comply with all applicable County rules and regulations
regarding signage. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or the analysis therein, and no further response is
necessary.
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Y. COMMENTS FROM RICHARD DAMPIER
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JUN 23 2010
MONTEREY COUNTY

EEETVED

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Richard O. Darpier

24 Mesa del Sol
Salinas, CA 93908
June 21, 2010

Taven M. Kinison Brown

Planning Services Manager

Monterey County Resource Management Agency,

Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, 2 Floor

 Salinas, CA 93901

RE: Project File No: PLN020344, Corral de Tierra Retail Village
To Whom It May Concern:

The above project to be located adjacent to Highway 68 and Corral de Tierra Road is'an
unnecessary intrusion into a quiet rural area. This project is sold as being
environmentally sensitive through such measures as reducing the number of vehicle trips
to Salinas or Monterey by having a local shopping center at the above location. Such a
statement is a sham.

This project creates more negative environmental impacts than it off sets. Such a project
creates light pollution from the lights present on store fronts and in parking lots during '
what is currently a vacant section of land. Such a project creates noise pollution through
daily activities of an increased nse of this property by patron vehicles, delivery vehicles,
and other operating equipment such as HVAC and refrigeration uni