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MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

MEETING: October 18, 2011 AGENDA NO: ~ J7 
SUBJECT: Public hearing to: 
a. Consider Addendum to previously certified EIR No. 84-007 for the Monterra Ranch 

Subdivision; 
b. Consider adoption of an amendment to the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (part of the 

2010 Monterey County General Plan) to change the land use designation of a portion of 
Parcel H from Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve to Rural Density Residential, 10 acres 
per unit and Urban Reserve; 

C. Consider approval of the Combined Development Permit consisting of: 
1) A Vesting Tentative Map for the re-subdivision of Monterra Ranch Final Map Phases 
6, 8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of24 residential lots (Phase 6: Lot 44 
Remainder; Phase 8: Lots 164-171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -122, Ranch Lots 1, 3 and 
4), 3 open space parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic easement parcel (Phase 10, 
Parcel H), and 3 road and utility parcels (Phase 6: Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: 
Parcel M); 
2) Use Permit for tree !emoval for sJ1bdivision improvements (not for building envelopes); 

--· 
--3) AdministrativePermiffor gradiiig-6fless than 131,100 cubic yards (approximately . 

70,500 cubic yards cut and 60,600 cubic yards fill) in a Visually Sensitive District; 
and 4) Use Permit for development on slopes greater than 25 percent; and 

d. Consider adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
PLN1000:2Q/Banker's Development Group LLC_(YorkHighlands), South of the intersection of 

York Road and Highway 68, Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
Project Location: South of the intersection of Highway 68 and APN: 259-092-072-

York Road 0O0M 
Planning Number: PLN100020 Name: York Highlands 
Plan Area: Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Flagged 
Zoning Designation: "RDR/10-UR-VS" (Rural Density Residential, and 

10 acres per unit with Urban Reserve and Staked: 
Visual Sensitivityoverlays); and "RDR/10-

YES 
UR-D" (Rural Density Residential, 10 acres 
per unit with Urban Reserve and Design 
Control Overlays) 

CEQA Action: Addendum 
DEPARTMENT: RMA - Planning Department 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors: 
a. Consider the Addendum to previously certified EIR No. 84-007 for the Monterra Ranch 

Subdivision; 
b. Adopt an amendment to the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (part of the 2010 

Monterey County General Plan) to change the land use designation of a portion of Parcel H 
from Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve to Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit 
and Urban Reserve; ·-· J 

c. Appro~e the Combined Development Permit consisting of: 
1) A Vesting Tentative Map for the re-subdivision ofMonterra Ranch Final Map 

Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of 24 residential lots (Phase 6: 
Lot 44 Remainder; Phase 8: Lots 164 - 171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -122, Ranch 
Lots 1, 3 and 4), 3 open space parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic 
easement parcel (Phase 10, Parcel H), and 3 road and utility parcels (Phase 6: 

• 

i. 



Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: Parcel M); 2) Use Permit for tree removal 
for subdivision improvements (not for building envelopes); 3) Administrative 
Permit for grading ofless than 131,100 cubic yards (approximately 70,500 cubic 
yards cut and 60,600 cubic yards fill) in a Visually Sensitive District; and 4) Use 
Permit for development on slopes greater than 25 percent; and 

d. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

SUMMARY: 

The subject properties are located within the Monterra Ranch Subdivision, south of Highway 68, 
approximately 6 miles east of the City of Monterey and 14 miles southwest of the city of Salinas. 
The proposed project includes the re-subdivision of lots created by Monterra Ranch Final Map 
Phases 6, 8 & 101

. hnprovements associated with the re-subdivision include: tree removal, 
grading, and development on slopes in excess of 25%. 

Pursuant to the properties' zoning designations and policies of the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan, the entitlements for the project include a Combined Development Permit consisting 
of: a Vesting Tentative Map, a Use Permit for tree removal, an Administrative Permit to allow 
grading within a Visually Sensitive Zoning District and a Use Permit to allow development on 
slopes in excess of 25%. A General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of a 
portion of current Parcel H from Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve to Rural Density 
Residential and Urban Reserve will also be required for approval of the project. (Project issues 
are discussed in detail within Exhibit No. 1 of the staff report). 

An Addendum to the Certified EIR (No. 84-007) for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision has been 
prepared for the Board to consider. An Initial Study and a proposed Negative Declaration were 
circulated for review and comment from September 8, 2011 to September 27, 2011. Potential 
impacts to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, 
greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, noise were identified to 
be less than significant (See attached Exhibit D). Because the Initial Study demonstrated that 
none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR 
have occurred, a determination has been made that an Addendum is more appropriate than a 
Negative Declaration; the underlying analysis in the Initial Study has not changed. 

DISCUSSION: 

Detailed discussion is provided in Exhibit A. 

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: 

The following agencies have reviewed the project and those that are checked("./") have 
comments and/or recommended conditions: 

./ Environmental Health Bureau 

./ Public Works Department 

./ Water Resources Agency 

../ Monterey County Regional Fire Protection District 
Greater Monterey Peninsula Land Use Advisory Committee 

1 The Final Map for Phase 6 was recorded in Volume 22, Cities and Towns, Page 56. The Final Map for Phase 8 
was recorded in Volume 23, Cities and Towns, Page 14. The Final Map for Phase 10 was recorded in Volume 23, 
Cities and Towns, Page 16. 
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The proposed project was reviewed by the Greater Monterey Peninsula Land Use Advisory 
Committee (LUAC) on May 4, 2011. The LUAC recommended approval of the project by a 
vote of 6-0 (Exhibit G), but expressed concerns relative to congestion at the York Road 
intersection. Staff has addressed these concerns in the Initial Study and recommended findings 
and conditions. 

FINANCING: 

Funding for staff time associated with this project is included FYl 1-12 Final Budget for the 
Planning Department. 

Approved by: 

l1ft~0 

Mik:e Novo, Director ofRMA-Planning 

This report was prepared with assistance by John Ford, Senior Pl a Amador, Associate 
Planner, Craig Spencer, Associate Planner and reviewed by La . a av111.11.'4H'l"'', Planning Services 
Manager 

cc: Front Counter Copy; Board of Supervisors (14); County Counsel; Environmental Health Bureau; Public 
Works; Monterey County Water Resources Agency; Monterey County Regional Fire Protection 
District; Mike Novo; Carl Holm; Laura Lawrence, Planning Services Manager; Applicant/Owner 
(Banker's Development Group); Agent (Alan Williams); Jacqueline Zische, Attorney; The Open 
Monterey Project; LandWatch; Project Fiie No. PLN100020 

The following attachments have been provided to the Board of Supervisors and are on file with 
the Clerk of the Board: 

Exhibit A: 
ExhibitB: 

Exhibit C: 

ExhibitD: 

ExhibitE: 
Exhibit F: 
Exhibit G: 
Exhibit H: 
Exhibit I: 
Exhibit J: 
ExhibitK: 

Discussion of Proposed Project 
Draft Board Resolution for adoption of General Plan Amendment, including 

1. General Plan Amendment Map 
Draft Board Resolution for approval of PLN100020, including: 

1. Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 
2. Vesting Tentative Map 

Addendum to Previously Certified EIR No. 84-007, including 
1. Initial Study 
2. EIR No. 84-007 for Monterra Ranch Subdivision 

Comments on Initial Study 
Justification letter for 25% slope 
Greater Monterey Peninsula LUAC Minutes 
Trail Map 
Three Dimensional Building Envelopes and Development Criteria 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 11-033 
Vicinity Map 
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Exhibit A 
Discussion of Proposed Project 

Banker's Development Group, LLC 
York Highlands 

PLN100020 

Board of Supervisors 
October 18, 2011 



Proiect Description 

EXHIBIT A 
DISCUSSION 

The proposed Vesting Tentative Map involves the merging of recorded, but undeveloped, 
portions of Phases 6, 8 and 10 of the Monterra Ranch Subdivision and the subdivision of the 
property to create newly configured lots, building envelopes, roads and scenic easements. The 
project will not result in the creation of additional lots, but involves the merger and re
subdivision of 24 existing lots. 

The re-subdivision will result in the creation of larger lots with building envelopes placed in 
natural clearings instead of the previously approved lots concentrated within an oak woodland 
habitat, resulting in a reduction of tree removal. The areas around the proposed building 
envelopes will be retained in scenic and conservation easements to protect the existing natural 
habitat, providing large contiguous habitat areas between parcels. Impacts from the development 
have been reduced, as the newly proposed roads now follow existing jeep trails and ranch roads, 
further minimizing grading amounts (minimized by approximately 20,000 cubic yards) and tree 
removal (decreased by approximately 20 acres). 

Background and History 
On October 6, 1987, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors certified the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) and approved the tentative subdivision map for the Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision (Resolution No. 87-527). That tentative map consisted of the subdivision of 
2,911.60 acres into 283 parcels ranging in size from 2 to 60 acres and included: a recreation, 
tennis, and equestrian complex, one parcel of 4 7 acres for inclusionary housing, and 115 acres of 
dedicated parkland. Although the Monterra Ranch Subdivision was approved as a whole, it was 
developed in phases. The applicant chose to file multiple final maps for "phases" of the 
subdivision, all of which have been approved by the Board of Supervisors and recorded for each 
phase of the subdivision. The proposed project will affect Phases 6, 8, and 10. 

Phase 6 
The Phase 6 final map was approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 25, 2004 and with 
the exception of the fire road connecting Phase 6 and York Road, the improvements for 
Phase 6 have been constructed, but they have not yet been accepted as complete by the 
County. There is an existing home constructed within Phase 6. Lot 44 which is identified in 
this application as "Adjusted Lot 44 Remainder" is within phase 6. This lot is discussed in 
more detail below. 

Phase 8 
The Phase 8 final map was approved by the Board of Supervisors on August 30, 2005. A 
grading permit (GP060305) was issued for the construction of improvements for Phases 8 
and 10 and construction of improvements is ongoing. A large portion of this phase will 
remain unchanged. The project includes the merger and re-subdivision of Lots 164-171, 
creating Lots 3, 4, and 5. In addition, the three Open Space Parcels A, B, and C will be 
modified to Open Space Parcels I, J, and Kand Road Parcel L will be modified to Road 
Parcel 2. 



Phase 10 
The Phase 10 final map was approved by the Board of Supervisors on November 8, 2005. 
The final map for Phase 10 created Parcel H; Parcel M; Ranch Lot 1; Ranch Lot 3; Ranch 
Lot 4; and Lots 5-10 and 117-122. 

Parcel H was created as a 327.62 acre lot and dedicated as a Scenic Easement (see 
Conservation and Scenic Easement Deed recorded in Document No. 2005127223) as a 
requirement of Condition of Approval No. 2. However, the original tentative map for 
Monterra Ranch showed this area to be used for an equestrian center and a recreational 
center. A portion of this parcel was given a General Plan Land Use designation of Public 
Quasi-Public when the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan was adopted in 1984 while the 
zoning remained Rural Density Residential at 10 acres per unit. Therefore, in order for the 
project to be consistent with the Land Use Designation, and the zoning to be consistent with 
the Land Use Designation, the applicant proposes a General Plan Amendment ( see below for 
further discussion). 

The project includes the merger and re-subdivision of all the approved lots within Phase 10 
resulting in Lots 1, 2, 6-22, Ranch Lot 1, and Open Space Parcels A, B, C, H, F, El, and E2. 

Legal Context 
Government Code section 66499.20 ½ of the California Subdivision Map Act provides: 
"subdivided lands may be merged and resubdivided without reverting to acreage by complying 
with all the applicable requirements for the subdivision of land as provided by this division and 
any local ordinance adopted pursuant thereto. The filing of the final map or parcel map shall 
constitute legal merging of the separate parcels into one parcel and the resubdivision of such 
parcel, and the real property shall thereafter be shown with the new lot or parcel boundaries on 
the assessment role." 

If this tentative map is approved and the final map is recorded, the existing parcel configurations 
will be eliminated and replaced with the parcel configurations shown on the final map. This is 
not a modification of the existing map; it is a new map which makes it subject to the 
requirements of the 2010 Monterey County General Plan. While this is a new subdivision, there 
are currently 24 existing lots which can be developed. 
The previously certified EIR for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision analyzed the potential impacts 
of the creation of these 24 lots. The relevant consideration under CEQA now is whether the 
resubdivision of these existing legal lots involves new significant environmental effects not 
discussed in the EIR or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects. Staff has concluded the answer is no and therefore prepared an Addendum pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15164. 

Analysis 

Subdivision Design 

Access and Road Network 
The subdivision will continue the private street design of the rest ofMonterra Ranch. The street 
system is designed to provide access through the existing Monterra Ranch Subdivision and also 
to provide access at York Road. The original Monterra Ranch subdivision included an access 
point at York Road and Highway 68. This access point would be installed as part of the 



subdivision improvements for this project. The certified EIR analysis included specific 
improvements including left turn lanes and acceleration lanes that will need to be constructed. 

The proposed road network has been designed to follow jeep trails and ranch roads to minimize 
grading. The prior Monterra Ranch design included a loop road, whereas the subject design will 
function as a very long cul-de-sac with only fire road access between Phase 6 and the York 
Highlands project area. This is a trade off for other competing goals of the project. The 
reduction in roadway area preserves more habitat and open space and reduces the amount of 
grading which is needed. This works because of the limited number of homes that will be at the 
end of the road. The design leaves only a few homes at the end, rather than a cluster of homes 
concentrated in a small area. The Monterey County Regional Fire District has reviewed the 
design and found it to be acceptable for emergency response. 

Lot Configuration 
The design of the subdivision is to create larger sized lots with specified building envelopes. 
The areas outside of the building envelopes will be conserved in scenic and conservation 
easements. The building envelopes have been designed to minimize disruption to the natural 
environment, while allowing development of the lots. 

The property has a zoning district of Rural Density residential which has a minimum lot size of 5 
acres. A revision to the map has been submitted insuring that all the lots are a minimum of 5 
acres. 

Water and Sewer 
The project will be serviced by a private utility (Canada Woods Water Company) which provides 
water and sewer service to Tehama and Monterra. 

Adjusted Lot 44 Remainder 
A merger and resubdivision is not dependent upon the number of lots involved unless there is 
concern with maintaining the same number of legally created lots. Adjusted Lot 44 Remainder 
requires some explanation. Lot 44 was initially created in Phase 1 of the Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision. In 1999, Lot 44 was involved in a lot line adjustment with a 2,257.15 acre parcel 
(Lot 2), resulting in Lot 44 increasing to a 320.94 acre lot and Lot 2 decreasing to a 1938.37 acre 
lot. The findings for the lot line adjustment indicated that both were legal lots at the time. In 
2001 Lot 44 was again involved in a lot line adjustment with 22 other lots. This resulted in the 
land area of the original Lot 44 being relocated from the boundaries of the newly configured lot 
44. The net result was a decrease in the number oflots. Subsequent to that action, Lot 44 was 
involved in the recordation of Phase 6 of the Monterra Subdivision. Phase 6 is within the 
boundary of Lot 44. The remnant of the lot after phase 6 was recorded is essentially the Lot 44 
that exists today. 

As part of the improvement plans for Monterra Ranch a grading permit was issued to allow the 
proposed building envelope for Lot 44 to be used as a borrow site ( excavation area so dirt could 
be used elsewhere.) As fill material was needed for other areas of the site it was removed from 
this location. This is what created the existing building pad area in which the upper building 
envelope is proposed. 

General Plan Consistency 

Policy LU-1.19 



General Plan Policy LU-1.19 makes community areas and Affordable Housing Overlay districts 
the top priority for development and requires that everything outside of those areas be subject to 
a Development Evaluation System. This project has not been subjected to a development 
evaluation system because it is the location of 24 existing lots which are being reallocated within 
the boundaries of the original subdivision. 

Public/Quasi Public 
A portion of the property is designated Public Quasi Public (PQP), but zoned Rural Density 
Residential. The PQP Land Use designation is intended for publicly or privately owned uses 
such as schools, parks, regional parks, public works facilities and hospitals that serve the public 
at large. This Land Use designation is not intended for residential uses and a General Plan 
Amendment is required in order to find the proposed map consistent with the General Plan. The 
change in land use designation is discussed in more detail below. 

Policies OS-1.3, 1.4, 1.5 - Ridgeline Development 
These policies preclude ridgeline development. The subject project has been reviewed for the 
potential of creating ridgeline development. Lots 2, 6, and 44 each have that potential. The 
applicant has submitted three dimensional building envelopes and specific design criteria for 
each of these lots. These lots have been flagged and staked and it has been determined that Lots 
2 and 6 have the potential to result in ridgeline development. In order to ensure consistency with 
the General Plan policies and that no ridgeline results from future development of these lots, the 
applicant is proposing to plant additional native plants and trees outside the building envelopes 
as part of the subdivision improvements. In addition, additional plantings will be required as 
part of the future development of these lots. The implementation of these design requirements 
are being implemented in the CC&Rs for the subdivision which will also include the provision 
that future development of these lots will require a Use Permit to be considered by the Planning 
Commission. 

OS-3.5 - Slopes in Excess of25% 
The York Highlands area within the Monterra Ranch Subdivision contains several ridges and 
valleys and fairly mountainous terrain. Much of the hillsides between the ridges and valleys at 
the site contain relatively steep slopes, making siting oflots challenging. Policy OS-3.5 of the 
2010 General Plan restricts development on slopes greater than 25%. Development on slopes is 
allowed only when there is no feasible alternative which would avoid development on slopes 
greater than 25% and/or if the proposed development better achieves the resource protection 
policies of the General Plan. 

At the time of the approval of the Monterra Ranch Subdivision, the 1982 General Plan required 
discretionary review of development on slopes greater than 30%. As approved, the Monterra 
Ranch Subdivision improvements involve development on slopes greater than 30%. The 
approved design contains a cluster of home sites on an area that contains gently sloping terrain; 
however, this configuration requires new roads and a single large area of development that 
necessitates the need for large amounts of grading and tree removal. The grading for access and 
for some lots is on slopes that are greater than 30%. 

The proposed design disperses the proposed lots and spreads development out amongst the hills 
and valleys at the site. While the fragmented design places development across the terrain at the 
site, the design takes advantage of existing ranch roads at the site and places building envelopes 
in pockets where terrain levels out enough to support residential development. 



Overall, the proposed design minimizes grading and tree removal by taking advantage of existing 
roads and clearings. Minimization of grading and tree removal from the original design better 
achieves the resource protection objectives and policies contained in the 2010 General Plan. 

Policy PS-3.1 
This policy requires that new development must demonstrate that there is a long term sustainable 
water source prior to approval of any discretionary project. In this particular case the Canada 
Woods Water company provides water to the subject site. The EIR for the Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision demonstrated that there was sufficient water for the project. This is discussed in 
greater detail in the Initial Study attached to the Addendum (Exhibit D). 

GMP-3.3 - Visual Sensitivity. 
Provision "c" of this policy encourages areas that are designated "Highly Sensitive" as shown in 
the Scenic Highway Corridors and Visual Sensitivity exhibit for the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Plan be ''preserved as open space to the maximum extend possible through scenic easements or, 
if necessary fee acquisition." Three lots (2, 6, and 44) do encroach into this area in a manner that 
they would be visible. The remainder of the area within the subdivision will be set aside for 
open space through a scenic and conservation easement. 

Provisions "d and e" of this policy state: 
d. New development should not be sited on those portions of property that have been 

mapped as "highly sensitive. " Where exceptions are appropriate to maximize the goals, 
objectives, and policies of this plan, development shall be sited in a manner that 
minimizes visible effects of proposed structures and roads to the greatest extent possible, 
and shall utilize landscape screening and other techniques to achieve maximum 
protection of the visual resource. 

e. New development to be located in areas mapped as "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" and 
which would be visible from a designated scenic route shall maintain the visual character 
of the area. In order to adequately mitigate the visual impacts of development in such 
areas, the following shall be required: 
1. Development shall be rendered compatible with the visual character of the area 

using appropriate siting, design, materials, and landscaping; 
2. Development shall maintain no less than a 100-foot setback from the scenic route 

right-of-way; 
3. The impact of any earth movement associated with the development shall be 

mitigated in such a manner that permanent scarring is not created; 
4. Tree removal shall be minimized; 
5. Landscape screening and restoration shall consist of locally native plant and tree 

species consistent with surrounding native vegetation; 
6. Architectural review of projects shall be required to ensure visual compatibility of 

the development with the surrounding area; and 
7. New development in open grassland areas shall minimize its impact on the 

uninterrupted viewshed. 
Exceptions to the above may be considered if compelling circumstances are demonstrated. In 
cases where the extent of visibility of development proposed in "highly sensitive" areas is not 
clear, individual on-site investigations by the Planning Department staff shall be required. 

The Initial Study prepared for this project describes the project characteristics which address the 
visibility concerns associated with these three lots in more detail, but the concern associated with 
Lots 2, 6, and 44 can be addressed as follows: 



Proposed Lot 44 
Lot 44 is proposed as an 8.91 acre lot with two building envelopes of 1 acre and 0.36 acres 
with the larger building envelope visible from State Highway 68. A three dimensional 
building envelope has been designed for this lot so that the roof line of the structure would tie 
into the existing topography. The edges of the building envelope would be softened by 
requiring the planting of native plants and trees as part of the subdivision improvements 
(Condition No. 22). This approach meets both the policy objectives of the General Plan and 
the design criteria that were included as mitigation measures in the Monterra Ranch EIR. 

Proposed Lot 2 
Proposed Lot 2 is located at the knoll of a hill and has the potential to be very visible from 
State Highway 68 and result in ridgeline development. A three dimensional building 
envelope has been developed for this lot in order to use the existing topography and trees to 
minimize the visibility of any future structures. However, there are angles in which the 
existing three dimensional building envelope is visible, such as from the York Road/State 
Highway 68 intersection. The applicant proposes to plant native trees outside the building 
envelope as part of the subdivision improvements and the project has been conditioned to 
assure this occurs. In addition, the future structure will require a discretionary review to 
determine if it constitutes ridgeline development. If it is determined to be ridgeline, the size 
or location of the structure will need to be modified until it is no longer ridgeline 
development. 

Proposed Lot 6 
The building envelope for proposed Lot 6 is located along a saddle formation at a significant 
distance from State Highway 68. It is only visible from State Highway 218 corridor and is 
difficult to see with the unaided eye due to its distance. However, a three dimensional 
building envelope has been prepared for this lot. The maximum height of the roof will tie 
into the topography of the hill to the south and the trees located on the northern portion of the 
lot. There could be some visibility of the area between the slope and trees, but the height 
limitation of the three dimensional building envelope will make it difficult to see the 
structure. In order to ensure that the building ties into the topography and trees, the applicant 
proposes that trees be planted as part of the future house design to break up any solid angles 
which may be noticeable; therefore, the project has been conditioned accordingly (Condition 
No. 22). 

Policy GMP-3.3 of the 2010 General Plan strongly discourages new development within 
visually sensitive areas; however an exception can be made where appropriate to maximize 
the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan. The proposed project qualifies for 
such exception because the revised lot configuration will require less development on slopes 
(Policy OS-3.5), removal of fewer trees (Policy GMP-3.5), and less grading. Furthermore, 
all of the building envelopes will be on slopes of 25% or less and all areas outside of the 
building envelopes will be placed in a Conservation and Scenic Easement. In addition, the 
project has been conditioned (Condition No. 22) requiring the applicant to place a note on the 
Final Map stating the design criteria for Lots 44, 2, and 6. 

Biology 
Oak woodland habitat is a significant native plant community on the site. As discussed in the 
Initial Study and Biology Report, the project will substantially reduce the overall impact to oak 
woodlands in particular. 



Habitat fragmentation was identified in the biological analysis to "slightly increase" under the 
reconfigured·project since it disperses residential units over a larger area of the site," while the 
existing approved configuration uses a clustered approach. However, development of the 
clustered lots would require more habitat removal because the new roads and parcel 
improvements were within a very dense oak woodland forest. The York Highlands building 
envelopes were carefully placed to minimize impacts, and the proposed open space (scenic 
easement) areas that will be designated outside the building envelopes will continue to function 
as habitat. 

Comments from other Agencies 

Parks Department 
1. Title 19, Monterey County Code, has been satisfied by the dedication of approximately 

115 acres of parkland lying contiguous to Jacks Peak Park that reasonably serves both the 
proposed York Highlands Subdivision and the existing, neighboring Canada Woods 
North subdivision. 

2. The Applicant shall offer to dedicate a twenty (20) foot public recreational trail easement 
over the subdivided property in accordance with the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area 
Plan Policy GMP-3.11 by providing a portion of a connection trail along the Jacks Peak 
Park / Laureles Grade ridgeline and in conference with Parks Department. 

The requirement to offer to dedicate a public recreational trail easement has been 
incorporated as Condition No. 67 

General Plan Amendment 
The project involves amending the General Plan designation from Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 
and Urban Reserve to Rural Density Residential (RDR), 10 acres per unit and Urban Reserve on 
a portion of the Monterra Ranch subdivision that was contemplated to be the location of an 
equestrian center (a portion of Parcel H). The reason that this was designated PQP in the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area Plan is not clear. The site is not intended for any type of public project 
or even a private project that serves the public. An equestrian center is no longer part of the 
project. Modifying the land use plan to allow the parcels to be spread out over a greater area will 
not intensify development. Prior to approval of a change in land use designation, a 
determination must be made by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) that the amendment 
is consistent with the Monterey Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). The project is 
scheduled to be heard by the ALUC on October 17, 2011. A report on the outcome of that 
hearing will be provided to the Board at the Board of Supervisors hearing on October 18, 2011. 

Tree Removal 
The Monterra Ranch subdivision did not include a specific Use Permit for removal of the trees. 
In order to comply with the General Plan and Zoning ordinance, this project includes a Use 
Permit to allow the removal and replacement of trees for the subdivision infrastructure. Trees 
which need to be removed for infrastructure improvements will be flagged and staked prior to 
issuance of permits and the applicant will either relocate the tree, or provide a replacement with a 
relocated tree or through planting of a native tree of the same species and of locally grown stock. 
The subdivision has been designed so that the building envelopes can be developed without tree 
removal. However, Condition No. 29 has been included to require separate discretionary 
approval should any future development proposals on individual lots require the removal of any 
protected trees. As discussed in the Biology Report and in the initial study, the proposed design 
reduces the impact to oak woodland habitat by 20 acres. The current proposal will remove up to 
seven acres of oak woodland associated with the building envelopes and up to 15 acres 
associated with the road network. The tree permit included in this request would only authorize 



tree removal of trees associated with the infrastructure improvements. The tree permits for the 
building pads will be processed on a case by case basis. 

Environmental Review 
An Initial Study was prepared using the existence of 24 buildable lots within the York Highlands 
area of the Monterra Ranch Subdivision analyzed in the Monterra Ranch EIR as the baseline and 
tiering off the Certified EIR (No. 84-007) for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision. The project was 
found to be consistent with the 2010 General Plan, the Air Quality Management Plan, and the 
Airport Land Use Plan. Potential impacts to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, 
noise were identified to be less than significant. The Initial Study demonstrated that no new 
mitigation measures beyond those required by the EIR were required to reduce any new impacts. 
The Initial Study with a proposed Draft Negative Declaration was circulated for public review 
and comment from September 8, 2011 to September 27, 2011. 

The initial study demonstrated that none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for 
preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. Based on comments received from the public on 
the draft Negative Declaration and upon further review, staff has determined that an Addendum 
is the appropriate environmental document. 

Some of the mitigation measures from the original Monterra Subdivision EIR have already been 
satisfied or are not applicable to the current project. The remaining mitigation measures apply. 
Therefore, all of the applicable mitigation measures included in the previously certified EIR (No. 
84-007) have been incorporated as conditions of approval (See Condition No. 7) and a 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan has been prepared to ensure compliance with all of 
the mitigation measures. 

The following comments were submitted during the 20 day public review period for the Draft 
Negative Declaration/Initial Study (See Exhibit E): 

LandWatch Monterey County 
Comment No. 1: That the Planning Department is expediting processing of this project ahead of 

other applications to minimize County's exposure to financial loss arising from security 
arrangements provided for in the existing subdivision improvement agreements and suggests 
that a conflict of interest may exist. 

Response: The project was submitted on March 14, 2011 and was deemed complete on August 
3, 2011. The practice of the RMA-Planning Department is that staff process assigned 
applications in the order that they are deemed complete. This application has been processed 
and scheduled for hearings in accordance with this practice. Staff resources were allocated to 
prepare the initial study as has been done with other recent projects. Planning Department 
staffs role has been to process the Combined Development Permit application, and staff has 
not participated in any discussions regarding security arrangements. 

Comment Nos. 2-4: Essentially asserting that the baseline for the environmental review should 
be the existing condition on the ground with no consideration of the previously approved 
project and contends that impacts to transportation and biological resources have been under
estimated. 

Response: Based on this comment, and further staff review, staff has determined that an 
Addendum is more appropriate than the proposed Negative Declaration; the underlying 
analysis in the Initial Study has not changed, but the use of the Addendum clarifies the 



reliance on the previously certified EIR and the determination that none of the conditions 
requiring preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. The environmental review for the 
project tiers from the Certified EIR for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision. Final maps for all 
phases of Monterra Ranch have been approved by the Board of Supervisors and recorded. 
The potential impacts stemming from the initial creation of the 24 lots that are now proposed 
for resubdivision have already been analyzed in the certified EIR and mitigation measures 
identified. Under CEQA, an Addendum may be prepared if none of the conditions described 
in CEQA Guideline 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent or supplemental EIR 
have occurred. No change to the number of lots are proposed, therefore the impacts to 
traffic and air quality are the same as were considered in the EIR. The traffic analysis in the 
EIR identified cumulative future traffic impacts and adequately projects traffic volumes 
along Highway 68. The new access road at York Road was anticipated in the EIR, was 
included in the original subdivision approval and would be built whether or not the current 
proposal is approved. Impacts to habitats will be reduced from 96 acres to 76 acres, a 16 acre 
reduction. Applicable mitigation measures from the EIR have been incorporated as 
conditions of project approval. 

Comment No. 5: Asks about status of hiking and equestrian trail linkages between the site and 
Ryan Ranch and the status of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Citizens Advisory 
Committee (GMPAPCAC) mentioned in Mitigation Measure no. 64. 

Response: The Monterra Ranch Subdivision applicant recorded irrevocable offers to dedicate 
trails within the subdivision in consultation with the Parks Department. The York Highlands 
subdivision is subject to the existing irrevocable offers to dedicate and has been conditioned 
to re-record an irrevocable offer to dedicate land for a trail within York Highlands. The 
County has not yet accepted the offers to dedicate. The recommendations in MM No. 64 
refer to recommendations that were made by the GMP APCAC at the time the EIR was being 
prepared. While the GMP APCAC no longer exists, the recommendations are still valid and 
are incorporated in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. The Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Land Use Advisory Committee reviewed the proposed project. 

Comment No. 6: Questions analysis of impacts to Oak woodland, grassland and Coastal scrub. 
Response: The EIR anticipated impacts to 45 acres of Oak woodland, 24 acres of grassland and 

23 acres of Coastal scrub. The proposed project will result in impacts to 22 acres of Oak 
woodland, 21 acres of grassland and 33 acres of Coastal scrub. The proposed project will 
result in a net decrease in impacts to all habitat types of 16 acres. 

Comment No. 7: Questions finding oflong term sustainable water supply. 
Response: There is currently the ability to develop 24 lots on the property. Water entitlements 

and an approved water source for the developable lots exist. This resubdivision does not 
increase the number of lots to be served. There is no change to water entitlements or the 
water source associate with the proposed project. 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
Comment No. 1: Questions how determination of consistency with the 2008 Air Quality 

Management Plan was made. 
Response: Consistency with the AQMP is an indication of a project's cumulative adverse impact 

on regional air quality ( ozone levels). It is not an indication of project-specific impacts, which 
are evaluated according to the Air District's adopted thresholds of significance. Inconsistency 
with the AQMP is determined by comparing the project population at the year of project 
completion with the population forecast for the appropriate five-year increment that is listed in 
the AQMP. If the population increase resulting from the project would not cause the estimated 
cumulative population to exceed the relevant forecast, the project would be consistent with the 
population forecasts in the AQMP. The project is consistent with the Monterey County 2010 
General Plan and with the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) regional 



· population and employment forecast. The proposed project will not increase the population of 
the area nor generate additional permanent vehicle trips over the number that were anticipated 
by the population and employment forecast. Therefore, the project will be consistent with the 
AQMP. 

Comment No. 2: Suggests measures for mitigation of construction related fugitive dust. 
Response: The suggested measures are all standard provisions of the Construction Management 

Plan, Erosion Control Plan or Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), all of which 
are required as conditions of approval or, in the case of the SWPPP, by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

Law Offices of Michael Stamp 
Comment No. 1: That the public review period for the proposed negative declaration for York 

Highlands does not comply with CEQA requirement for mandatory 20 day public review 
period. 

Response: The Initial Study and proposed negative declaration were filed on September 7, 2011. 
The public review period was from September 8, 2011 through September 27, 2011 
inclusive, which is 20 days. Staff subsequently determined that an Addendum is the 
appropriate environmental document. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164(c), the 
addendum need not be circulated for public review. 

Standard Subdivision Committee 
The project was heard by the Standard Subdivision Committee on September 12, 2011. 
The Standard Subdivision Committee adopted Resolution No. 11-011 recommending that the 
Planning Commission approve the project. 

Planning Commission 
The project was heard by the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 21.76.030.B of the 
Zoning Ordinance (Title 21) on September 28, 2011. Minor modifications were made to three 
conditions of approval to correct dates and factual omissions, two new conditions were added 
and one condition was deleted. 
- Condition No. 28 (Raptor/Migratory Bird Nesting) was added to ensure protection for nesting 

birds. 
- Non-standard Condition No. 29 (Tree Permits for Future Development) was added to give 

notice to future property owners of County permitting requirements for tree removal 
associated with future development of the property. 

- Public Works Condition No. 46 was deleted because it is no longer applicable. The condition 
required dedication of a 60 foot wide right of way between State Highway 68 and the 
southern boundary of the project. This condition, which was carried forward from the 
original approval, was impo~ed on the original project when a through public road between 
Highway 68 and Carmel Valley Road was part of the project. A public through road is no 
longer proposed. 

The Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 11-033 recommending that the Board of 
Supervisors adopt the Negative Declaration, Approve the General Plan Amendment, Approve 
the project and Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. (Exhibit 1 attached to 
Exhibit C). Section 21.76.030.B of the Zoning Ordinance requires that when the Board of 
Supervisors is the appropriate hearing body for a Combined Development Permit, the Board 
shall not act on the Combined Development Permit without prior review and recommendation of 
the Planning Commission on both the environmental and land use issues. The Planning 
Commission has fulfilled its role because while the form of the environmental review document 
changed since the Planning Commission made its recommendation, the substance remains the 



same. Subsequent to the Planning Commission hearing, it was determined that an Addendum to 
the previously certified EIR is the more appropriate form of environmental review for the project 
than adoption of a Negative Declaration; however, the proposed Negative Declaration that was 
considered by the Planning Commission was based upon the analysis contained within the same 
Initial Study that is the basis for the Addendum. Therefore, while the technical form of 
environmental review document changed since the Planning Commission's consideration, the 
Planning Commission's recommendation to the Board of Supervisors is based on the same 
substantive environmental analysis as is before the Board. 

Recommendation 
All project issues have been resolved and the project as designed and conditioned has been found 
to be consistent with the 2010 General Plan, the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21 ), 
and the Monterey County Subdivision Ordinance (Title 19). Therefore, staff recommends that 
the Board of Supervisors 1) consider the addendum; 2) adopt a resolution to approve the General 
Plan Amendment; 3) adopt a resolution to approve the project, based on the findings and 
evidence and subject to the conditions of approval; and 4) adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan. 
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EXHIBITB 
DRAFT BOARD RESOLUTION APPROVING GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the 
County of Monterey, State of California 

Resolution No. 
Resolution of the Board of Supervisors ) 
am.ending the Greater Monterey Peninsula ) 
Area Plan portion of the 2010 General Plan ) 
Figure #LU5 to change the land use ) 
designation from the "Public Quasi-Public and ) 
Urban Reserve" designation to the "Rural ) 
Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and ) 
Urban Reserve" land use designation. [York ) 
Highlands Subdivision APN: 259-241-004- ) 
000 ( a portion of Parcel H as shown on the ) 
Monterra Ranch Phase 10 Final Map recorded ) 
on December 1, 2005 in Volume 23 Cities and ) 
Towns at Page 16), located south of the ) 
intersection of State Highway 68 and York ) 
Road, Monterey.] ) 

A General Plan Amendment to change a portion of Parcel H currently designated as Public 
Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (part of the 2010 
Monterey County General Plan) to Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and Urban 
Reserve came on for public hearing before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors on 
October 18, 2011. Having considered all the written and documentary evidence, the 
administrative record, the staff report, oral testimony, and other evidence presented, the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors hereby finds and decides as follows: 

RECITALS 

1. Section 65300 et seq. of the California Government Code requires each county to adopt a 
comprehensive, long-term General Plan for the physical development of each county. 

2. On October 26, 2010, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey ("County") 
adopted the 2010 Monterey County General Plan ("General Plan"), which updated the 
County's previously adopted general plan and area plans applicable to the unincorporated 
inland area of the County, 

3. The General Plan Figure #LU5 provides a graphic representation of the general distribution, 
location, extent and intensity of land uses and transportation routes in the Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area Plan area. 

4. Pursuant to Government Code sections 65350 et seq., the County may am.end the adopted 
General Plan provided the County follows certain procedures, including that the County 
Planning Commission hold a noticed public hearing and make a written recommendation to 
the Board of Supervisors on the proposed amendment of the General Plan. 

5. Section 65358 (b) of the California Government Code provides that no mandatory element 
of a general plan shall be am.ended more frequently than four times during any calendar 



year. This proposed General Plan amendment is the first amendment to the General Plan in 
the 2011 calendar year. 

6. The proposed General Plan amendment is part of an application (PLN100020, York 
Highlands) for a General Plan Amendment and Combined Development Permit ("Project"). 
The Combined Development Permit is for the merger and re-subdivision of lots created by 
Monterra Ranch Final Map Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of 24 
residential lots, 3 open space parcels, 1 scenic easement parcel, and 3 road and utility 
parcels. 

7. A portion of this property was given a General Plan Land Use designation of Public Quasi
Public when the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan was first adopted in 1984 while the 
zoning remained Rural Density Residential at 10 acres per unit. The reason that this area 
was designated Public Quasi-Public in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan is not 
clear. The General Plan Land Use designation remained Public Quasi-Public when the 
General Plan was adopted in 2010. The portion of the property that is designated Public 
Quasi-Public and that is the subject of this general plan amendment consists of APN 259-
241-004-000 ( a portion of Parcel H as shown on the Monterra Ranch Phase 10 Final Map 
recorded on December 1, 2005 in Volume 23 Cities and Towns at Page 16), located south of 
the intersection of State Highway 68 and York Road, Monterey. 

8. The proposed General Plan amendment would change the existing land use designation on 
the above-described portion of the property from the "Public Quasi-Public and Urban 
Reserve" designation to the "Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and Urban 
Reserve" land use designation .. 

9. The General Plan Amendment is required because the Public Quasi-Public Land Use 
designation is intended for publicly or privately owned uses such as schools, parks, regional 
parks, public works facilities and hospitals that serve the public at large. The site is not 
intended for any type of public project or even a private project that serves the public. 
Therefore, a General Plan Amendment is required in order to find the proposed map, which 
proposes residential uses, consistent with the General Plan. 

10. The zoning designation on the property does not need to be modified. The existing zoning 
designation is Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit as shown on Section 21-1 7B of 
the Monterey County Sectional District Maps. The proposed Combined Development 
Permit is consistent with this zoning. 

11. All policies of the General Plan have been reviewed by the Planning Department staff to 
determine whether the proposed amendment maintains the compatibility and internal 
consistency of the General Plan. Board of Supervisors finds the proposed general plan 
amendment does not affect the internal consistency of the General Plan. The Board of 
Supervisors also finds that the proposed Project is consistent with the General Plan as 
proposed to be amended. Section III of the Initial Study prepared for the project determined 
that the Project is consistent with goals and policies in the Monterey County General Plan. 
Modifying the land use plan to allow the parcels to be spread out over a greater area will not 
intensify development. 

12. An initial study was prepared and circulated to the public with a proposed Negative 
Declaration from September 8, 2011 through September 27, 2011. Because the initial study 
demonstrated that none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation 



of a subsequent EIR have occurred, a determination has been made that an Addendum is 
more appropriate than a Negative Declaration; the underlying analysis has not changed. 

13. The Addendum to previously certified EIR No. 84-007 prepared for the Project included and 
analyzed the environmental impacts associated with the General Plan amendment. Prior to 
making the recommendation on the General Plan amendment, the Board of Supervisors 
reviewed and considered the Addendum and previously certified EIR. 

14. On September 28, 2011, the Monterey County Planning Commission adopted Resolution 
No. 11-033 recommending that the Board of Supervisors amend Figure #LU5 of the General 
Plan to redesignate the York Highlands land, APN 259-241-004-000 (a portion of Parcel H 
as shown on the Monterra Ranch Phase 10 Final Map recorded on December 1, 2005 in 
Volume 23 Cities and Towns at Page 16), located south of the intersection of State Highway 
68 and York Road, Monterey, from the "Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve" 
designation to the "Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and Urban Reserve" 
designation, as shown on Attachment 1 attached hereto and incorporated herein by 
reference. 

15. On October 18, 2011, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed public 
hearing to consider the Addendum, the proposed General Plan amendment, and the proposed 
Combined Development Permit. At least 10 days before the public hearing, notices of the 

· hearing before the Board of Supervisors were published in the Monterey Herald, were 
posted on and near the property and mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject 
property as well as interested parties. 

DECISION 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors does hereby: 

a. Adopt an amendment to Figure #LU5 of the General Plan to redesignate the York 
Highlands land, APN 259-241-004-000 (a portion of Parcel H as shown on the 
Monterra Ranch Phase 10 Final Map recorded on December 1, 2005 in Volume 23 
Cities and Towns at Page 16), located south of the intersection of State Highway 68 
and York Road, Monterey, from the "Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve" 
designation to the "Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and Urban Reserve" 
designation, as shown on Attachment 1 attached hereto and incorporated herein by 
reference. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 18th day of October 2011, by the following vote, to-wit: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 

I, Gail T. Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County ofMonterey, State of California, hereby 
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of an original order of said Board of Supervisors duly made and entered in 
the minutes thereof of Minute Book_ for the meeting on _____ _ 

Dated: Gail T. Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
County of Monterey, State of California 

By _____________ _ 
Deputy 
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EXHIBITC 
DRAFT BOARD RESOLUTION FOR APPROVAL OF PLN100020 

Before the Board of Supervisors in and for the 
County of Monterey, State of California 

Resolution No. 
Resolution of the Monterey County Board of ) 
Supervisors approving Combined ) 
Development Permit PLN100020. ) 

Combined Development Permit (PLNl 00020) consisting of: 
1) A Vesting Tentative Map for the re-subdivision oflots created by Monterra Ranch Final Map 
Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of 24 residential lots (Phase 6: Lot 44 
Remainder; Phase 8: Lots 164 - 171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -122, Ranch Lots 1, 3 and 4), 3 
open space parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic easement parcel (Phase 10, Parcel H), 
and 3 road and utility parcels (Phase 6: Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: Parcel M); 2) 
Use Permit for tree removal for subdivision improvements (not for building envelopes); 3) 
Administrative Permit for grading ofless than 131,100 cubic yards (approximately 70,500 cubic 
yards cut and 60,600 cubic yards fill) in a Visually Sensitive District; and 4) Use Permit for 
development on slopes greater than 25 percent (hereafter "Project") came on for public hearing 
before the Monterey County Board of Supervisors on October 18, 2011. Having considered all 
the written and documentary evidence, the administrative record, the staff report, oral testimony, 
and other evidence presented, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors hereby finds and 
decides as follows: 

FINDINGS 

1. FINDING: CONSISTENCY -The Project, as conditioned, is consistent with the 
applicable plans and policies, which designate this area as appropriate 
for development. 

EVIDENCE: a) Consistency During the course ofreview of this application, the project 
has been reviewed for consistency with the text, policies, and 
regulations in: 

the 2010 Monterey County General Plan; 
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21); and 
Monterey County Subdivision Ordinance (Title 19). 

All potential conflicts with the above listed documents have been 
resolved (see evidences that follow). No communications were received 
during the course of review of the project indicating any inconsistencies 
with the text, policies, and regulations in these documents. The 
Monterra Ranch subdivision was approved under the 1982 General Plan 
and final maps were recorded that created the lots herein being re
configured or re-subdivided. No additional lots are being created and the 
revised lot configuration will better meet the Monterey County goals 
and policies relative to tree removal and development on slopes. 

b) This project consists of a Combined Development permit which 
includes: 1) A Vesting Tentative Map for the re-subdivision of lots 
created by Monterra Ranch Final Map Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of 
the reconfiguration of 24 residential lots (Phase 6: Lot 44 Remainder; 



Phase 8: Lots 164 - 171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -122, Ranch Lots 1, 3 
and 4), 3 open space parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic 
easement parcel (Phase 10, Parcel H), and 3 road and utility parcels 
(Phase 6: Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: Parcel M); 2) Use 
Permit for tree removal for subdivision improvements (not for building 
envelopes); 3) Administrative Permit for grading ofless than 131,100 
cubic yards (approximately 70,500 cubic yards cut and 60,600 cubic 
yards fill) in a Visually Sensitive District; and 4) Use Permit for 
development on slopes greater than 25 percent. The Vesting Tentative 
map is shown on the map prepared by WWD Engineering, dated March 
11, 2011 and revised October 7, 2011, on file in the RMA-Planning 
Department (PLN100020). A copy of said map is attached to this 
resolution as Exhibit 2. 

c) Land Use The project area contains 3 different Land Use designations as 
shown in Figure No. LU5. A small area along Highway 68 south of the 
York Road entrance is designated Resource Conservation (RC), a larger 
area where the Equestrian center was contemplated under the original 
Monterra Ranch subdivision is designated Public/Quasi-Public (PQP), 
and the remaining property is designated Rural Density Residential 
(RDR). The original lot configuration contained lots that were located 
entirely within the RDR designation and the re-subdivision would place 
new building envelopes in both the RDR and PQP designated areas of 
the site. The PQP designation does not allow for the intended residential 
use so a General Plan amendment is required based on the proposed lot 
design. By amending the General Plan designation on the former 
equestrian site from PQP to RDR, an equestrian center will no longer be 
a part of the Monterra Ranch subdivision. The proposed map will be 
consistent with the General Plan Land Use Map when the General Plan 
Amendment becomes effective. Prior to approving this Combined 
Development Permit, by a separate resolution the Board of Supervisors 
amended the General Plan to change the land use designation of a 
portion of Parcel H from Public/Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve to 
Rural Density Residential and Urban Reserve. With this amendment, 
the project is consistent with the land use designation in the General 
Plan. 

d) Zoning The property is located South of the Intersection of Highway 68 
and York Road, Monterey (Assessor's Parcel Number 259-092-072-000, 
259-092-075-000,259-191-023-000,259-191-024-000,259-231-016-
ooo through 259-231-026-000, 259-231-028-000, 259-241-001-000, 
259-241-004-000, 259-251-001-000 through 259-251-014-000) within 
the Greater Monterey Peninsula planning area. The project involves a 
merger and re-subdivision of 24 lots within the Monterra Ranch 
subdivision. The intended residential use of the lots will not change. 
Unlike the General Plan designation, the parcels all share the same base 
zoning designation of "RDR/10-UR" (Rural Density Residential, 10 
acres per unit with an Urban Reserve overlay). In addition to the base 
zoning and the Urban Reserve combining district, all of the subject lots 
have either a "VS" (Visual Sensitivity) overlay or a "D" (Design 
Control) overlay depending on the lots proximity to Highway 68 (See 
Figure No. 14 of the GMPAP). The RDR/10 zoning designation allows 
residential uses at a density of 10 acre per unit. The project is for 
residential purposes and the density of the proposed project is 



approximately 50 acres per unit. Therefore, the project complies with 
the zoning designation. 

e) Visual Sensitivity The project includes the creation of parcels in a 
Visual Sensitivity (VS) zoning area. Policy GMP-3.3 of the 2010 
General Plan strongly discourages new development within visually 
sensitive areas; however an exception can be made where appropriate to 
maximize the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan. In this 
case, the proposed project qualifies for such exception because the 
revised lot configuration will require less development on slopes (Policy 
OS-3.5), removal of fewer trees (Policy GMP-3.5), and less grading. 
Where an exception can be made, development must be sited in a 
manner that minimizes visible effects of development to the greatest 
extent possible using a variety of techniques. Many of reconfigured lots 
will be located outside the visually sensitive area and many of the lots 
within the mapped visually sensitive area will not be visible from 
Highway 68 due to existing topography and vegetation with the 
exception of proposed Lots 2, 6, and 44. Lots 2 and 6 have been 
adjusted but are still located near the top of a ridge and development on 
these lots could be visible from Highway 68. Lot 44 is located on a 
slope that faces Highway 68 and may be highly visible from Highway 
68. This location was selected because it is currently used as a borrow 
site for on-going subdivision improvements. The borrow site is already 
highly disturbed and has an access road already graded making it a 
sensible building site from an environmental perspective. All three lots 
have been evaluated and specific design criteria including a three 
dimensional building envelopes and landscape screening have been 
developed for all three lots. The special 3-dimensional envelopes and 
landscaping requirements will minimize visibility of future development 
to a point where structures will be inconspicuous when viewed from 
Highway 68 (non-standard Condition No. 22). All of the building 
envelopes will be on slopes of 25% or less and all areas outside of the 
building envelopes will be placed in a Conservation and Scenic 
Easement. All development within the VS zoning district is subject to 
Chapter 21.46 of the zoning ordinance Title 21. 

f) Urban Reserve Pursuant to General Plan Policy LU-2.15 and Section 
21.50.030.C of the Zoning Ordinance (Title 21), the project was referred 
to the City of Monterey for review and comment. The City of Monterey 
commented that they have no issue with the proposed project. 

g) Design Control No structures are proposed at this time but all future 
development will be subject to Chapter 21.44 of the Zoning Ordinance 
(Title 21). 

h) General Plan Policies In addition to specific policies quoted in the 
preceding evidences, the merger and re-subdivision project has been 
evaluated for consistency with relevant General Plan Policies. Some 
policies are complied with through carrying forward conditions and 
mitigations from the Monterra Ranch subdivision such as lighting 
requirements and are not described here again. Other more specific 
policies applicable to the proposed project are described in the 
evidences that follow. 

i) LU-1.7 Policy LU-1.7 strongly encourages clustering of residential 
development to those portions of the property which are most suitable 
for development and where appropriate infrastructure exist to support 



the development. The same policy also allows re-subdivisions that do 
not increase the total number of lots without a general plan amendment. 
The proposed design complies with this policy even though the re
configured lot locations are of a less clustered nature because the new 
lot configuration reduces grading requirements, tree removal 
requirements and development on slopes thus placing lots in the "most 
suitable" location for development. The re-subdivision will not result in 
a greater number of lots than previously existed; therefore, evaluation 
pursuant to LU-1.19 (Development Evaluation System) is not necessary 
in this case. 

j) LU-1.8 The project is consistent with LU-1.8, which encourages 
voluntary reduction or limitation of development potential in rural areas 
through dedication of scenic or conservation easements or other 
appropriate techniques. This project proposes to voluntarily dedicate 
over 88 percent of the land area (approximately 730 acres) as scenic 
easement. 

k) OS-1.5 General Plan Policy OS-1.5 requires that lot configurations 
avoid creating building sites that will constitute ridgeline development. 
Lots 2 and 6 have the potential of creating ridgeline development, but 
the three dimensional building envelopes, and additional screening to be 
placed on site will minimize to the potential for ridgeline development. 
To insure that ridgeline development will not occur, Planning 
Commission review of these units is required. 

1) OS-3.5 Overall, the revised lot configuration takes advantage of existing 
ranch roads and minimizes grading quantities. Still subdivision 
improvements will occur on slopes greater than 25% in some areas. A 
Use Permit to allow development on slopes greater than 25% is included 
in this permit and the ability to grant the Use Permit has been met (See 
Finding No. 6). 

m) OS-5.4 A biological report was prepared for the proposed subdivision. 
The biological report identified several sensitive species at or near the 
site but no direct impact to these sensitive species was identified. The 
one exception is oak woodland habitat. Overall impacts to oak 
woodland habitat are less severe under the proposed lot configuration; 
however, habitat fragmentation is slightly increased due to the dispersed 
lot layout. Prohibiting perimeter fencing and reducing direct impacts to 
oak woodlands on the balance of the parcels results in a net biological 
benefit to the habitat. 

n) S-3 .1 A drainage plan has been prepared for the revised subdivision 
design by a licensed engineer. The drainage plan maintains the same 
method and effect required under the original design by installing 
detention basins that can maintain pre-development runoff rates. 

o) PS-1.1 Adequate Public Services and facilities including water and 
sewer are available to serve the lots in their new locations. The project 
does not create more lots than already exist. 

p) GMP-1.4 The project is consistent with GMP-1.4, which requires 
development proposals to include compatible open space uses located 
between other developed areas in order to maintain a rural atmosphere 
and to protect scenic resources. As proposed, new building envelope 
locations will have a rural atmosphere with open space between 
building sites. Everything outside the revised building envelope 
locations will be placed in a conservation and scenic easement resulting 



in approximately 730 acres of open space in and around the building 
envelopes. 

q) GMP-1.5 The project is consistent with GMP-1.5, which identifies open 
space and recreational uses as appropriate and compatible land uses 
within areas of high visual sensitivity. Over 90 percent of the area of 
the site that is located within the area of high visual sensitivity is 
proposed to be in scenic easement. The areas not within the scenic 
easement consist of building envelopes for residential use that either 
will not be visible from major public viewing areas or have been 
conditioned consistent with the requirements of GMP-3.3 to remain 
inconspicuous when viewed from major public viewing areas. 

r) GMP-3.2 The project is consistent with GMP-3.2, which directs that 
development on canyon edges and hilltops be designed to minimize the 
visual impact of the development. Three-dimensional building 
envelopes and performance based design criteria are proposed for lots 
that have the potential for development on hillsides or hilltops (Lots 2, 6 
& 44). See also Finding No. 9. 

s) GMP-3.5 The project is consistent with GMP-3.5, which discourages 
the removal of healthy, native oak, Monterey Pine and redwood trees 
within the GMP Planning Area. The proposed lot configuration will 
result in an approximately 20-acre reduction in Oak woodland habitat 
removal when compared to the existing lot configuration. 

t) GMP-3.11 The project is consistent with GMP-3.11 and GMP-3.13, 
which encourage the acquisition and development of trails with the 
intent of creating a coordinated, area-wide trails system. Open space 
parcels within the project area are subject to an irrevocable offer to 
dedicate a trail and declaration of restrictions recorded at Document 
200110850 in the Monterey County Recorder's Office. Additionally, a 
non-standard condition has been incorporated requiring that the 
irrevocable offer to dedicate a trail is re-recorded and that under 
specified conditions, obligating the developer to construct the trail 
(Condition No. 68). 

u) Site Visit The project planner conducted site inspections on April 26, 
2011, June 13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to verify 
that the project on the subject parcel conforms to the plans listed above. 

v) LUAC The project was referred to the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Land Use Advisory Committee (LUAC) for review. Based on the 
LUAC Procedure guidelines adopted by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors per Resolution No. 08-338, this application did warrant 
referral to the LUAC because the project is subject to CEQA review. 
On May 4, 2011, the LUAC considered the project and heard comments 
from a neighbor who was concerned about impacts to Monterra 
residence from traffic through the subdivision. The LUAC commented 
that York Highlands should be a separate development from Monterra 
Ranch and stated a concern about congestion at the York Road 
intersection before recommending approval of the project by a vote of 
6-0. LUAC comments were noted during review of the project. 

w) The application was heard by the Standard Subdivision Committee at a 
duly noticed public hearing held on September 12, 2011. As a technical 
committee, the Standard Subdivision Committee did not consider the 
General Plan Amendment. The Standard Subdivision Committee 
adopted Resolution No. 11-011 recommending that the Planning 



Commission approve the Combined Development Permit. 
x) The application was heard by the Planning Commission at a duly 

noticed public hearing held on September 28, 2011. The Planning 
Commission adopted Resolution No. 11-033 recommending that the 
Board of Supervisors adopt the proposed Negative Declaration, approve 
the General Plan Amendment, approve the Combined Development 
Permit and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. 
Subsequent to the Planning Commission hearing, it was determined that 
an Addendum to the previously certified EIR is the more appropriate 
form of environmental review for the project than adoption of a 
Negative Declaration, and an Addendum was prepared, but the 
underlying analysis in the Initial Study has not changed. 

y) . On October 18, 2011, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors held a 
duly noticed public hearing to consider the Addendum, the proposed 
General Plan amendment, and the proposed Combined Development 
Permit. At least 10 days before the public hearing, notices of the hearing 
before the Board of Supervisors were published in the Monterey Herald, 
were posted on and near the property and mailed to property owners 
within 300 feet of the subject property as well as interested parties. 

z) The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted 
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning 
Department for the proposed development found in Project File 
PLN100020. 

2. FINDING: SITE SUITABILITY - The site is physically suitable for the use 
proposed. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project has been reviewed for site suitability by the following 
departments and agencies: RMA- Planning Department, Monterey 
Regional Fire Protection District, Parks, Public Works, Environmental 
Health Bureau, and Water Resources Agency. There has been no 
indication from these departments/agencies that the site is not suitable 
for the proposed development. Conditions recommended have been 
incorporated. 

b) The site was previously found suitable for development of the 24 lots in 
question when the Monterra Ranch subdivision was approved 
(Resolution No. 87-527). Lot and building envelope locations are being 
reconfigured within the boundaries of the previously approved Monterra 
Ranch subdivision. Suitability of the new lot locations has been 
considered. See following evidences. 

c) Staff identified potential impacts to Biological Resources, 
Archaeological Resources, and Soil/Slope Stability in considering the 
new building envelope locations. Technical reports by outside 
consultants indicated that there are no physical or environmental 
constraints that would indicate that the new building envelope locations 
are not suitable for the use proposed. County staff independently 
reviewed these reports and concurs with their conclusions. The 
following reports have been prepared: 
- York Highlands Grading letter, prepared by WWD Engineering, June 

14,2011. 
- Biological Impact Letter, prepared by Vern Yadon, Pacific Grove, 

California, March 11, 2011. 



- Supplemental Biological Assessment York Highlands (LIBl 10168), 
prepared by Zander Associates, San Rafael, California, May 9, 2011. 

- Geological and Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (LIB 110169), 
prepared by Environmental Risk Specialties Corporation, Santa 
Clara, California, March 31, 2011. 

- Drainage Report for York Highlands Re-Subdivision Project 
(LIBll0l 70), prepared by WWD Engineering, Monterey, California, 
April, 2011. 

- Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of a Portion of the 
Monterra Ranch, (LIB030110) Monterey, Monterey County, 
California, prepared by Archaeological Consulting, Salinas, 
California, August 21, 1989. 

d) Staff conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, 
August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to verify that the site is suitable 
for this use. 

e) The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted 
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA- Planning 
Department for the proposed development found in Project File 
PLN100020. 

3. FINDING: HEALTH AND SAFETY -The establishment, maintenance, or 
operation of the project applied for will not under the circumstances of 
this particular case be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, 
comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to 
property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general 
welfare of the County. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project was reviewed by the RMA - Planning Department, 
Monterey Regional Fire Protection District, Parks, Public Works, 
Environmental Health Bureau, Water Resources Agency, and the City 
of Monterey. The respective departments/agencies have recommended 
conditions, where appropriate, to ensure that the project will not have an 
adverse effect on the health, safety, and welfare of persons either 
residing or working in the neighborhood. 

b) Necessary public facilities are available. The project will be served 
water by the Monterra Ranch water system. Each individual lot will 
have a septic tank and the effluent will be processed by a sewer system, 
which is operated by the Canada Woods Water Company. 

c) Preceding findings and supporting evidence for PLN100020. 

4. FINDING: NO VIOLATIONS - The subject property is in compliance with all 
rules and regulations pertaining to zoning uses, subdivision, and any 
other applicable provisions of the County's zoning ordinance. No 
violations exist on the property. 

EVIDENCE: a) Staff reviewed Monterey County RMA - Planning Department and 
Building Services Department records and is not aware of any violations 
existing on subject property. 

b) Staff conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, 
August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 and researched County records to 
assess if any violation exists on the subject property. 



c) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

5. FINDING: CEQA (Addendum): - An Addendum to previously certified EIR No. 
84-007 for Monterra Ranch Subdivision was prepared pursuant to Code 
of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15164 to reflect changes or additions in 
the project that do not cause substantial changes or new information that 
would require major revisions to the adopted EIR. 

EVIDENCE: a) Public Resources Code Section 21080.d and California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15064.a.l require 
environmental review if there is substantial evidence that the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment. 

b) An EIR for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision was prepared and certified 
by the Board of Supervisors on October 6, 1987 (Board Resolution 87-
257) 

c) The Monterey County Planning Department prepared an Initial Study 
pursuant to CEQA. The Initial Study is on file in the offices of the 
Planning Department and is hereby incorporated by reference 
(PLN100020). The Initial Study uses the baseline that there are 24 
existing lots created as part of the Monterra Ranch Subdivision which 
could be developed and tiers from the previously certified EIR (No. 84-
007) for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision (Board Resolution No. 87-527) 
for the purposes of evaluating the merger and re-subdivision. 

d) None of the conditions described in Public Resources Code Section 
21166 or CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 (a) calling for the 
preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred: 

1. No substantial changes are proposed in the project which will 
require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects. 

2. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 
circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will 
require major revisions of the previous EIR due to the 
involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects; or 

3. No new information of substantial importance, which was not 
known and could not have been known with the exercise of 
reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified 
as complete exists to show that the project will have significant 
effects not discussed in the previous EIR or that substantial 
effects previously examined will be more severe than shown in 
the previous EIR. 

e) A Draft Negative Declaration was prepared and circulated for public 
review from September 8, 2011 through September 27, 2011. Because 
the initial study demonstrated that none of the conditions described in 
Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR have 
occurred, a determination has been made that this Addendum is more 
appropriate than a Negative Declaration; the underlying analysis has not 
changed. 



f) Issues that were analyzed in the Initial Study include: aesthetic 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
hazards/hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use and 
planning, mineral resources, and noise. 

g) Changes in the location and configuration of 24 lots and associated 
access roads and infrastructure, within the larger Monterra Ranch 
subdivision, have been proposed (Merger and Re-subdivision). An 
Initial Study was prepared for the project that tiered from the Monterra 
Ranch EIR. The Initial Study found no potentially significant effects 
from the revised lot locations. Impacts were found to be substantially 
the same or less than those evaluated in the previously certified EIR. 

h) All project changes required to avoid significant effects on the 
environment have been incorporated into the project and/or are made 
conditions of approval. A Condition Compliance and Mitigation 
Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan has been prepared in accordance with 
Monterey County regulations and is designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation and is hereby incorporated herein by 
reference as Exhibit 1. All applicable mitigations have been carried 
forward from the Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted when the 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision was approved (Resolution No. 87-527). 
The applicant must enter into a new "Agreement to Implement a 
Mitigation Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan as a condition of project 
approval. 

i) Pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, there are no 
substantial changes proposed in the project that would require major 
revisions to the prior EIR. The proposed merger and re-subdivision of 
24 lots within the larger Monterra Ranch subdivision will not result in 
creation of any additional lots nor extend infrastructure that could 
induce growth in the area. New building envelope locations, including 
those within the area that was previously proposed to contain an 
equestrian facility, will result in minor and mostly beneficial changes to 
the environmental impacts already considered in the certified EIR. The 
land use designation change in itself will not have a substantial impact 
on the environment. 

j) Pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, there is no new 
information of substantial importance that was not known at the time the 
EIR was certified. There have been some changes in the regulatory 
setting since the time that Monterra Subdivision EIR was certified; 
however, the new regulations and policies do not suggest that the 
project would have new significant impacts on the environment not 
previously identified in the EIR. Water supply, traffic, visual sensitivity, 
noise, air quality, biology, and a variety of other topics were considered 
in certifying the Monterra Ranch EIR and creating the subject lots. 
There is no substantial change in circumstances that would result in new 
impacts not previously considered in the EIR. For example, traffic was 
identified as a significant unavoidable impact in the EIR. This would 
remain true today. 

k) The state law (PRC §21083.4) has been enacted since approval of the 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision. This legislation gives direction in 
determining significant effects on oak woodlands and providing 
mitigation. In this particular case the new project will result in 
approximately a 20 acre reduction of impacts to oak woodlands. The 



modified design will not constitute a significant adverse impact to Oak 
Woodlands. Additionally, conditions of approval requiring 
minimization of vegetation removal (Condition No. 16), maintenance of 
the natural habitat (Condition No. 15) and replacement of protected 
trees which are removed (Condition Nos. 27 and 29) have been 
incorporated to ensure protection of all protected trees. 

1) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4.c lead agencies are 
required to consider measures to mitigate the significant effects of 
greenhouse gas emissions. The proposed project is equivalent to the 
existing Monterra Ranch project with respect to the number of units, 
and thus vehicle trips. The project will produce less greenhouse gas 
emissions related to the reduction in the amount of grading needed, the 
amount of paving provided and the amount of carbon sequestration 
resulting from tree removal. In 2010, amendments to the CEQA 
guidelines were adopted to incorporate GHG analysis in CEQA. 
Although evaluation of GHG impacts is now a requirement of CEQA, 
there has been a recent court case ruling that found that a new EIR does 
not need to be prepared when a project EIR was certified prior to the 
requirement to analyze GHG emissions (Citizens for Responsible 
Equitable Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of San Diego). 
In this case the court upheld the use of a 2008 addendum to a 1994 EIR 
used in connection with approving a revised project. The courts found 
that a new GHG analysis was not required because it is not new 
information that could not have been known in 1994 when the EIR was 
certified. The Court found that GHG impacts were known as early as the 
1970s. 

m) Evidence that has been received and considered includes: the 
application, technical studies/reports (see Finding 2/Site Suitability), 
staff reports that reflect the County's independent judgment. These 
documents are on file in the RMA-Planning Department (PLN100020) 
and are hereby incorporated herein by reference. 

n) Staff analysis contained in the Initial Study and the record as a whole 
indicate the project could result in changes to the resources listed in 
Section 753.S(d) of the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) regulations. 
All land development projects that are subject to environmental review 
are subject to a State filing fee plus the County recording fee, unless the 
Department of Fish and Game determines that the project will have no 
effect on fish and wildlife resources. The site has the potential to support 
Hickman's Onion and supports Oak woodland habitat. For purposes of 
the Fish and Game Code, the project may have an impact on the fish and 
wildlife resources upon which the wildlife depends. Therefore, the 
project will be required to pay the State fee plus a fee payable to the 
Monterey County Clerk/Recorder for processing said fee and posting the 
Notice of Determination (NOD). 

o) Comments were received on the Initial Study during the comment period 
from September 8, 2011 to September 27, 2011 from LandWatch, 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District and the Law Offices 
of Michael Stamp. Although the determination was later made that an 
Addendum was the appropriate environmental document and an 
Addendum has been prepared, staff evaluated the comments and 
determined that none require preparation of a subsequent or supplemental 
EIR or identify new significant impacts or an increase in the severity of 



impacts not previously analyzed. 
p) The Monterey County Planning Department, located at 168 W. Alisal, 

Second Floor, Salinas, California, 93901, is the custodian of documents 
and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which 
the decision to adopt the negative declaration is based. 

6. FINDING: DEVELOPMENT ON SLOPE - The proposed development better 
achieves the goals, policies and objectives of the Monterey County 
General Plan and Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and the 
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21) than other development 
alternatives. 

EVIDENCE: a) In accordance with the applicable policies of the Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area Plan and the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 
21), a Use Permit is required and the authority to grant said permit has 
been met. 

b) The project includes an application for development on slopes 
exceeding 25%. The original lot design and road improvements were 
proposed on slopes greater than 30% (the threshold of the 1982 General 
Plan). The 2010 General Plan lowered the threshold for a discretionary 
permit requirement to 25% slope and no specific entitlement for 
development on slopes was granted under the original approval but has 
been included in this permit under the baseline condition that included a 
project with development on 30% slope. As proposed, the revised lot 
locations avoid placing building envelopes on slopes greater than 25% 
and take advantage of existing ranch roads at the project site; however, 
road improvements will still affect slopes greater than 25%. The revised 
lot and infrastructure locations minimizes disturbance to slopes and 
better achieve the goals and policies of the 2010 General Plan by 
minimizing grading quantities and tree removal. 

c) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

d) The project planner conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 
13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011. 

e) A letter of justification for development on slopes in excess of 25% was 
submitted by the applicant's representative for the project. The 
justification provided in the letter is that there is no feasible alternative 
that would avoid development on slopes and that the project better 
achieves the resource protection goals and policies by reducing impacts 
to oak woodlands. Staff concurs that the new lot locations better meet 
the resource protection goals of the 2010 General Plan. 

7. FINDING: SUBDIVISION - Section 66474 of the California Government Code 
(Subdivision Map Act) and Title 19 (Subdivision Ordinance) of the 
Monterey County Code (MCC) requires that a request for subdivision be 
denied if any of the following findings are made: 
1. That the proposed map is not consistent with the applicable general 

plan and specific plans. 
2. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not 

consistent with the applicable general plan and specific plans. 
3. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development. 
4. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of 



development. 
5. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is 

likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and 
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

6. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely 
to cause serious public health problems. 

7. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will 
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access 
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. 

None of these findings are made. 
EVIDENCE: a) Consistency. The project as designed and conditioned is consistent with 

the 2010 Monterey County General Plan, (see Finding 1). None of the 
b) Design. The lot designs are consistent with the Lot Design Standards of 

MCC Section 19.10.030. All Lots of the proposed Vesting Tentative 
Map meet the 5 acre minimum lot size for the Rural Density Residential 
zonmg. 

c) Site Suitability. The site is suitable for the proposed project including 
the type and density of the development (see Finding 2). 

d) Environment The Subdivision Ordinance requires denial of a tentative 
map if the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial 
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat. An Initial Study was prepared with a baseline of 
the existing 24 units from Monterra Ranch and tiered form the 
previously certified EIR for the Monterra Ranch subdivision. The Initial 
Study did not identify any new substantial environmental impacts or 
more severe environmental impacts than previously identified. 
Mitigation measures from the EIR which are applicable to the current 
project have been carried forward and are incorporated as conditions of 
project approval. The new design and improvements will not injure fish 
and is an improvement for habitat from the previously approved design 
(see Finding 5). 

e) Health and Safety. The proposed project as designed and conditioned 
will not, under the circumstances of the particular application, be 
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood or to the 
general welfare of the County (see Finding 3). 

f) Water Supply. MCC Section 19.10.070 requires provision shall be 
made for domestic water supply as may be necessary to protect public 
health, safety, or welfare, and that the source of supply is adequate and 
potable. MCC Sections 19.03.015.L and 19.07.020.K require Water 
Supply and Nitrate Loading Information in order to assess these 
conditions and proof that there is a long term water supply with the 
project. The project involves relocating 24 lots within the Monterra 
Ranch subdivision. The use and intensity of the project will not change 
and water supply and demand will similarly not change. The lots will be 
served water by the Monterra Ranch water system that has been found 
to have an adequate quantity and quality of water to serve the project. 
(See Finding No. 3). 

g) Sewage Disposal MCC Sections 19.03.015.K and 19.07.020.J requires a 
can and will serve letter from the sewage treatment provider for projects 
on a sewer system. The subject project does not include new 
connections beyond those already approved and contemplated. The lots 



8. FINDING: 

will continue to be connected to the Canada Woods sewage treatment 
plant. 

h) Easements. The project involves an amendment to a Conservation and 
Scenic Easement deed in order to recognize the new locations of the 
building envelopes and to include all the areas outside the new building 
envelope locations. No other easements will be affected by the re
subdivision. 

i) Traffic. No new lots are being created so there would be no increase in 
potential traffic beyond what was anticipated and evaluated in the 
previously certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
Monterra Subdivision. Access for the area would remain as approved, 
located at the York Road/State Route 68 intersection. 

j) Affordable Housing. Affordable housing has been developed for the 
Monterra Ranch subdivision. No new lots will be created; therefore no 
additional affordable units are required. 

k) Parks and Recreation. Parks and recreation requirements have been 
satisfied for the Monterra Ranch subdivision. No new lots are proposed 
and a condition that requires dedication of access for trails will continue 
to apply to the re-subdivision (Condition No. 67). 

1) The application, tentative map and supporting materials submitted by 
the project applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for 
the proposed development are found in Project File PLNl 00020. 

m) The project planner conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 
13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011. 

TREE REMOVAL - The tree removal is the minimum required under 
the circumstances and the removal will not involve a risk of adverse 
environmental impacts. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project includes application for the removal of approximately 15 
acres of oak trees for subdivision improvements. In accordance with the 
applicable policies of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and the 
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21), a Use Permit is required 
and the authority to grant said permit has been met. 

b) Under the previously approved design, road improvements and future 
development of lots would have required removal of approximately 45 
acres of oak trees. This included an estimate on the acreage of oak 
woodland within the proposed building envelopes. As proposed 
approximately 7 acres of oak woodland would be within the building 
envelopes for a total impact of approximately 22 acres. This approval 
does not authorize tree removal within the building envelopes. 
Development of the lots within the building envelopes will be subject to 
individual permitting at which time tree removal standards will apply. 
This permit allows removal of approximately 15 acres of oaks for road 
and subdivision improvements. 

c) A non-standard condition of approval (Condition No. 29) requiring that 
the CC&Rs include a statement that all removal of native trees shall be 
subject to a tree permit has been incorporated. 

d) Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Policy GMP-3.5 states "Removal 
of healthy, native oak, Monterey pine, and redwood trees in the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area shall be discouraged." The project proposes 
removal of 15 acres of oak woodland. This is a significant decrease 
from the tree removal implied with the approval of the previous design 



in keeping with the intent of the policy. 
e) Measures for tree protection during construction have been incorporated 

as conditions of approval and include tree protection zones, trunk 
protection and monitoring and reporting requirements (See Condition 
No. 24) 

f) The project has been designed and sited to minimize the removal of 
protected trees to the greatest extent feasible. There are many challenges 
to the project design including visual requirements, slopes, and trees. 
The proposed design takes advantage of existing ranch roads within the 
subdivision to minimize effects of road improvements on trees. The 
building envelopes have also been appropriately sited to avoid slopes 
greater than 25% and to avoid ridgeline development. 

g) The removal will not involve a risk of adverse environmental impacts. 

h) 

The new lot configuration has been evaluated by a biologist. The 
biologist has concluded that except for a minor increase in habitat 
fragmentation the proposed design is biologically superior to the 
original lot design. 

i) Staff conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, 
August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to verify that the tree removal is 
the minimum necessary for the project and to identify any potential 
adverse environmental impacts related to the proposed tree removal. 

j) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

9. FINDING: VIEWSHED-The subject project minimizes development within the 
viewshed in accordance with the applicable goals and policies of the 
applicable area plan and zoning codes. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project includes application for a merger and re-subdivision that 
would create new lots within a highly sensitive viewshed. The new lots 
contain building envelopes that will be the location of future 
development for single family purposes. The creation of new building 
areas within the viewshed requires a Use Permit pursuant to Section 
21.46.030.D of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21). 
Future development of structures will be subject to additional review 
and approval. 

b) New lot locations were staked and flagged and have been evaluated 
pursuant to Policies under Goal OS-1 of the 2010 General Plan, Policy 
GMP-3.3 of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and Chapter 
21.46 of the Zoning Ordinance Title 21. 

c) Of the 24 relocated building envelopes proposed, three lots (Lots 2, 6, 
and 44) were considered to have the potential to create a substantial 
adverse visual impact when viewed from Highway 68. Lots 2 and 6 are 
proposed near the crest of a hill south of Highway 68. Those building 
envelope locations were slightly revised to avoid ridgeline development. 
Lot 44 is proposed to be located in the side of the north facing slope that 
is highly visible from Highway 68. The location of the building 
envelope was chosen because it is currently highly disturbed from the 
grading activities associated with subdivision road improvements. Lot 
44 is void of vegetation and from that perspective is a sensible location 
for development. Proposed design and landscaping techniques to 



minimize visibility of the subject lots which include three dimensional 
building envelopes and native plant and tree screening. (Condition No. 
22). Staff has reviewed the staking and flagging and the specific design 
restrictions on the subject lots. The proposed restrictions are consistent 
with minimization measures and techniques contained in subsection e of 
Policy GMP-3.3 and will render the future development compatible and 
inconspicuous with the visual character of the area. All other lots will 
not be visible from Highway 68. 

d) For nighttime views, all exterior lighting including street lighting will be 
subject to review by the Planning Department to ensure that lighting is 
unobtrusive and constructed so that only the intended area is 
illuminated, long-range visibility is avoided, and off-site glare is fully 
controlled in compliance with General Plan Policy LU-1.13 (Condition 
No's. 10 and 20). 

e) The project as proposed, conditioned, and mitigated is consistent with 
policies of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan dealing with visual 
resources. The location of the new building envelopes take advantage of 
existing disturbed areas such as a borrow site and existing ranch roads, 
avoids placing building envelopes on slopes greater than 25%, avoids 
ridgeline development, minimizes grading and tree removal, and with 
design and landscape restrictions on Lots 2, 6, and 44 minimizes impacts 
on the highly sensitive viewshed. 

f) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

g) The project planner conducted site inspections on site inspections on 
April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to 
verify that the project minimizes development within the viewshed or to 
identify methods to minimize the development. 

10. FINDING: WATER SUPPLY - The project has a long-term water sustainable 
supply and manages development in the area so as to minimize adverse 
effects on the aquifers and preserve them as viable sources of water for 
human consumption. 

EVIDENCE: a) Potable water for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision is provided by an 
independent permitted large water system. The water system draws 
water from wells located in the Monterey Shale fractured rock 
formations which are geologically isolated from neighboring properties. 
The Monterra Ranch subdivision EIR stated that the demand to serve 
the newly created lots can be accommodated by groundwater contained 
in the fractured siltstone and that production of the net demand of 117 
acre feet of water per year (afy) will have no adverse effect on 
developments along Highway 68 or in Seaside. 

b) The Monterra Ranch EIR evaluated impacts based on a total of 283 lots. 
This number is greater than the actual number of lots that have been 
created within the overall subdivision. The subject re-subdivision will 
remain well within this number and will not increase the number of lots 
thereby not increasing the total water demand. 

c) The existing water system that serves the Monterra Ranch subdivision 
has a sophisticated treatment system in accordance with mitigations 
suggested in the FEIR which has been effectively treating water to serve 
the development in the subdivision. 



d) The project has been reviewed by the Water Resources Agency. 
Conditions recommended have been included in this permit. 

e) The project complies with General Plan Polices PS-3.1 and PS-3.2. The 
project will not result in the creation of additional lots or uses that 
would increase water demand or substantially effect water quality both 
on-site and off. The subject project reconfigures already approved lots 
and water for these lots will continue to be provided by the approved 
Monterra Ranch water system. 

DECISION 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, based on the above findings and evidence, the 
Board of Supervisors does hereby: 

A. Consider the Addendum to previously certified EIR No. 84-007 for Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision; 

B. Approve the Combined Development Permit consisting of: 
1) A Vesting Tentative Map for the re- subdivision ofMonterra Ranch Final 
Map Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of 24 residential lots 
(Phase 6: Lot 44 Remainder; Phase 8: 
Lots 164 - 171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -122, Ranch Lots 1, 3 and 4), 3 open space 
parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic easement parcel (Phase 10, Parcel H), and 3 
road and utility parcels (Phase 6: Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: Parcel M); 
2) Use Permit for tree removal for subdivision improvements only (not for building 
envelopes); 
3) Administrative Permit for grading ofless than 131,100 cubic yards (70,500 cubic 
yards cut and 60,600 cubic yards fill) in a Visually Sensitive District; and 
4) Use Permit for development on slopes greater than 25 percent, in general 
conformance with the attached copy of the Vesting Tentative Map (Exhibit 2) and 
subject to the attached conditions (Exhibit 1), all being attached hereto and incorporated 
herein by reference; and 

C. Adopt the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (Exhibit 1). 

DECISION 

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this 18TH day of October 2011, by the following vote, to-wit: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 

I, Gail T. Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Monterey, State of California, hereby 
certify that the foregoing is a true copy of an original order of said Board of Supervisors duly made and entered in 
the minutes thereofofMinute Book_forthe meeting on October 18, 2011. 

Dated: Gail T. Borkowski, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
County of Monterey, State of California 

By _____________ _ 

Deputy 
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Exhibit C 
1. Conditions of Approval and Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Banker's Development Group, LLC 
York Highlands 

PLN100020 

Board of Supervisors 
October 18, 2011 



Monterey County Planning Department 

DRAFT Conditions of Approval/Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Plan 

PLN100020 

Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

1. PD001 -SPECIFIC USES ONLY 

Responsible 
Department 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This Combined Development Permit allowing: 1) Vesting Tentative Map for the 
re-subdivision of Monterra Ranch Final Map Phases (Ph)6, 8 & 10 consisting of the 
reconfiguration of 24 residential lots (Ph. 6: Lot 44 Remainder; Ph. 8: Lots 164-171; 
Ph. 10: Lots 5-10, 117-122, Ranch Lots 1, 3& 4), 3open space parcels (Ph. 8: 

Planning Adhere to conditions and uses specified in the permit. 

Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic easement parcel (Ph. 10, Parcel H), & 3 road & utility 
parcels (Ph. 6: Parcel R2; Ph. 8: Parcel L; Ph. 10: Parcel M); 2) Use Permit for tree 
removal for subdivision improvements (not for building envelopes); 3) Administrative 
Permit for grading of less than 131,100 CY (70,500 CY cut and 60,600 CY fill) in a 
Visually Sensitive District; 4) Use Permit for development on slopes >25 percent was 
approved in accordance with County ordinances and land use regulations subject to 
the terms and conditions described in the project file. Neither the uses nor the 
construction allowed by this permit shall commence unless and until all of the 
conditions of this permit are met to the satisfaction of the Director of the 
RMA-Planning Department. Any use or construction not in substantial conformance 
with the terms and conditions of this permit is a violation of County regulations and 
may result in modification or revocation of this permit and subsequent legal action. No 
use or construction other than that specified by this permit is allowed unless additional 
permits are approved by the appropriate authorities. To the extent that the County 
has delegated any condition compliance or mitigation monitoring to the Water 
Resources Agency, the Water Resources Agency shall provide all information 
requested by the County and the County shall bear ultimate responsibility to ensure 
that conditions and mitigation measures are properly fulfilled. 

2. PD002 - NOTICE PERMIT APPROVAL 

PLN100020 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The applicant shall record a Permit Approval Notice that states, "A Combined 
Development Permit, Resolution Number __ , was approved by the Board of 
Supervisors on October 18, 2011, 2011 for Assessor's Parcel Numbers 
259-241-001-000; 259-241-004-000; 259-092-072-000; 259-092-07 5-000; 
259-191-023-000; 259-191-024-000; 259-211-016-000; 259-231-016-000; 
259-231-017-000; 259-231-018-000; 259-231-019-000; 259-231-020-000; 
259-231-021-000; 259-231-022-000; 259-231-023-000; 259-231-024-000; 
259-231-025-000; 259-231-026-000; 259-231-028-000; 259-251-001-000; 
259-251-002-000; 259-251-003-000; 259-251-004-000; 259-251-005-000; 
259-251-006-000; 259-251-007-000; 259-251-008-000; 259-251-009-000; 
259-251-010-000; 259-251-011-000; 259-251-012-000; 259-251-013-000; 
259-251-014-000; and 259-251-015-000. The permit was granted subject to 68 
conditions of approval and 92 mitigation measures which run with the land. A copy of 
the permit is on file with the Monterey County RMA - Planning Department." Proof of 
recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of the RMA - Planning 
Department prior to issuance of building permits or commencement of the use. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

3. PD004- INDEMNIFICATION AGREE 
The property owner agrees as a condition and in consideration of approval of this 
discretionary development permit that it will, pursuant to agreement and /or statutory 
provisions as applicable, including but not limited to Government Code Section 
66474.9, defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County of Monterey or its agents, 
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its 
agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval, which 
action is brought within the time period provided for under law, including but not limited 
to, Government Code Section 66499.37, as applicable. The property owner will 
reimburse the County for any court costs and attorney's fees which the County may be 
required by a court to pay as a result of such action. The County may, at its sole 
discretion, participate in the defense of such action; but such participation shall not 
relieve applicant of his obligations under this condition. An agreement to this effect 
shall be recorded upon demand of County Counsel or concurrent with the issuance of 
building permits, use of property, filing of the final map, whichever occurs first and as 
applicable. The County shall promptly notify the property owner of any such claim, 
action or proceeding and the County shall cooperate fully in the defense thereof. If the 
County fails to promptly notify the property owner of any such claim, action or 
proceeding or fails to cooperate fully in the defense thereof, the property owner shall 
not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold the County harmless. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

4. PD032(A) • PERMIT EXPIRATION 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 8:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished 
to the RMA - Planning Department. 

Submit signed and notarized Indemnification 
Agreement to the Director of RMA-Planning 
Department for review and signature by the County. 

Proof of recordation of the Indemnification 
Agreement, as outlined, shall be submitted to the 
RMA-Planning Department. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The permit shall be granted for a time period of 2 years, to expire on September 28, 
2013 unless use of the property or actual construction has begun within this period. 
(RMA-Planning Department) 

5. PD003(A) - CULTURAL RESOURCES NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORT 
If, during the course of construction, cultural, archaeological, historical or 
paleontological resources are uncovered at the site (surface or subsurface resources) 
work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the find until a qualified 
professional archaeologist can evaluate it. The Monterey County RMA - Planning 
Department and a qualified archaeologist (i.e., an archaeologist registered witli the 
Register of Professional Archaeologists) shall be immediately contacted by the 
responsible individual present on-site. When contacted, the project planner and the 
archaeologist shall immediately visit the site to determine the extent of the resources 
and to develop proper mitigation measures required for recovery. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

6. PD00G • MITIGATION MONITORING 
The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the County to implement a Mitigation 
Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan in accordance with Section 21081.6 of the California 
Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of Title 14 Chapter 3 of the California 
Code of Regulations. Compliance with the fee schedule adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors for mitigation monitoring shall be -required and payment made to the 
County of Monterey at the time the property owner submits the signed mitigation 
monitoring agreement. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

7. PDSP014-MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

All of the mitigation measures contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report for 
the Monterra Ranch Subdivision (EIR No. 84-007) as shown in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan are included as conditions of approval. (RMA -
Planning Department) 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to the expiration date stated in the condition, the 
Owner/Applicant shall obtain a valid grading or 
building permit and/or commence the authorized use 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning. Any 
request for extension must be received by the 
Planning Department at least 30 days prior to the 
expiration date. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

The Owner/Applicant shall adhere to this condition on 
an on-going basis. Stop work within 50 meters (165 
feet) of uncovered resource and contact the 
Monterey County RMA - Planning Department and a 
qualified archaeologist immediately if cultural, 
archaeological, historical or paleontological resources 
are uncovered. When contacted, the project planner 
and the archaeologist shall immediately visit the site 
to determine the extent of the resources and to 
develop proper mitigation measures required for the 
discovery. 

Within sixty (60) days after project approval or prior to 
the issuance of building and grading permits, 
whichever occurs first, the Owner/Applicant shall: 

1) Enter into agreement with the County to 
implement a Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

2) Fees shall be submitted at the time the property 
owner submits the signed mitigation monitoring 
agreement. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Subdivider shall implement all mitigation measures to 
the satisfaction of the RMA-Planning Department. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

8. PD010 • EROSION CONTROL PLAN 
The approved development shall incorporate the recommendations of the Erosion 
Control Plan as reviewed by the Director of RMA - Planning and Director of Building 
Services. All cut and/or fill slopes exposed during the course of construction be 
covered, seeded, or otherwise treated to control erosion during the course of 
construction, subject to the approval of the Director of RMA - Planning and RMA -
Building Services. The improvement and grading plans shall include an 
implementation schedule of measures for the prevention and control of erosion, 
siltation and dust during and immediately following construction and until erosion 
control planting becomes established. This program shall be approved by the Director 
of RMA - Planning and Director of RMA - Building Services. 
(RMA - Planning Department and RMA - Building Services Department) 

9. PD036 - UTILITIES-SUBDIVISION 
A note shall be placed on the final map or a separate sheet to be recorded with the 
final map indicating that "Underground utilities are required in this subdivision in 
accordance with Chapter 19.10.095, Title 19 of the Monterey County Code." Such 
facilities shall be installed or bonded prior to filing the parcel/final map. The note shall 
be located in a conspicuous manner subject to the approval of the Director of Public 
Works. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

10. PD013 -STREET LIGHTING 
All street lights in the development shall be approved by the Director of the RMA -
Planning Department. (RMA - Planning Department) 

11. PDSP001 ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, 
the Owner/Applicant shall submit an Erosion Control 
Plan to the RMA - Planning Department and the RMA 

Building Services Department for review and 
approval. 

The Owner/Applicant, on an on-going basis, shall 
comply with the recommendations of the Erosion 
Control Plan during the course of construction until 
project completion as approved by the Director of 
RMA - Planning and Director of RMA - Building 
Services. 

Prior to recordation of the parcel/final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall place a note on the map or on 
a separate sheet and submit to the RMA - Planning 
Department for review and approval. The 
Owner/Applicant shall install or bond for the 
underground utility facilities. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits 
for street lights, the Owner/Applicant shall submit 
three copies of the lighting plans to the RMA -
Planning Department for review and approval. 
Approved lighting plans shall be incorporated into 
final building plans. 

Prior to occupancy and on an on-going basis, the 
Owner/Applicant shall ensure that the lighting is 
installed and maintained in accordance with the 
approved plan. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

An archaeologist shall be retained to monitor the initial excavation and grading of 
subdivision improvements for each phase. An agreement signed by the archeologist, 
applicant, and excavation contractor subject to approval of the Planning Director prior 
to issuance of the grading permit shall be required. Said agreement shall specify that 
the archaeologist shall submit a written report detailing findings, if any. Upon 
discovery of significant archaeologists resources excavation or grading shall cease for 
a period necessary to determine the significance of any artifacts and salvage any 
discoveries. Said period shall not exceed 15 working days. (RMA-Planning 
Department) 

12. PDSP002 - HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
(NON-STANDARD) That a Homeowners Association be formed for road, drainage 
and open space maintenance. The document(s) for the formation of this association 
shall be submitted to and approved by the Director of Public Works, the Director of 
RMA-Planning, and the Monterey County Water Resources Agency prior to filing of 
the final map. The CC&Rs shall include provisions for a yearly report prepared by a 
registered civil engineer regarding monitoring of impacts of drainage and maintenance 
of drainage facilities. The report shall be reviewed and approved by the Water 
Resources Agency. (RMA-Planning Department and Water Resources Agency) 

13. PDSP003 - EROSION CONTROL PLAN (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Prior to the filing of the final map, an erosion control plan shall be prepared for the 
project. This plan shall include all of the following and shall be approved by the 
Director of Building Services Department: 
a. all disturbed slopes shall be revegetated with a mix of seeds best suited for the 
climate and soil conditions; 
b. slopes shall be covered with a straw mulch or jute netting after seeding or 
hydroseeding; the straw mulch should be punched in; no hydromulch should be used; 
c. no grading shall occur between October 15 and April 15, unless conforming to 
Monterey county Code Section 16.12.090; 
d. where possible, cuts shall be revegetated with trees as well as seed, especially in 
areas where trees are removed to allow roads and driveways; 
e. removed topsoil shall be stockpiled on the site to be used for revegetation work; 
f. all road work on slopes over 30% or in landslide or dipslope areas shall require 
geotechnical evaluations; 
g. land shall be graded and landscaped in increments of size that can be completed 
during a single construction season; 
h. storm water shall not be allowed to flow directly down unprotected slopes, devoid of 
vegetation; 
i. catch basins shall be used to retain sediment within the site area during the 
construction period; the grading operations shall be evaluated and inspected be a 
qualified soils engineer. (RMA-Planning and RMA-Building Services) 

Print Date: 1017/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to issuance of grading permit, applicant/owner 
shall submit contract for monitoring to RMA-Planning 
Department. 

Prior to filing of the final map, The document(s) for 
the formation of a Homeowners Association shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Director of Public 
Works, the Director of RMA-Planning, and the 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency. 

Prior to the filing of the final map, an erosion control 
plan shall be prepared for the project and shall 
include the required elements as stated in the 
condition. This plan shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Director of Planning and the Director of 
Building Services. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

14. PD007- GRADING WINTER RESTRICTION 
No land clearing or grading shall occur on the subject parcel between October 15 and 
April 15 unless authorized by the Director of RMA- Building Services Department. 
(RMA - Planning Department and Building Services Department) 

15. PDSP004 - MAINTENANCE OF NATURAL HABITAT (NON-STANDARD) 
In order to maintain the natural habitat within and surrounding the lots, the following 
language shall be included as a note on the final map and shall be implemented by 
future homeowners: 
a. Direct disturbance or removal of native vegetation cover should be restricted to 
those areas designated for development only, except as prescribed under Fire Control 
and Fuel Management. 
b. The introduction of non-native plant species should be avoided. Native trees 
(preferably oaks), shrubs, and ground covers should be used for erosion control and 
landscaping within the designated development envelope surrounding each homesite, 
the proposed recreation areas, and along the access road system. A landscape plan 
should be developed incorporating the retention of native trees and vegetation around 
the building sites. 
c. Exotic plant species that are aggressive colonizers of disturbed areas should be 
actively eradicated. These species include, but are not limited to, French broom and 
Eucalyptus. 
d. Off-road vehicle activities should not be allowed on the property. 
e. Livestock (e.g., horses, cattle) should be kept or grazed on the property only at 
stocking levels comparable to pre-existing use. If desired, use of the existing road 
and trail system for recreational horseback riding and hiking may be allowed to 
continue. No livestock should be stabled or boarded on any cluster or estate parcel. 
f. No broad-scale application of pesticides or herbicides should be permitted on the 
property. 
g. Dead trees and snags, as well as bare and denuded limbs, should be retained. 
These are valuable as perch or roost sites for raptors and flycatchers, and as nest 
sites for cavity-nesting birds. Removal should be implemented only when a hazard 
exists. 
h. Brush piles and fallen logs should be retained except as prescribed under Fire 
Control and Fuel Management. These serve as protective or escape cover, nest 
sites, and foraging areas for a variety of wildlife species. (RMA - Planning De 

16. PDSP009 - MINIMIZE VEGETATION REMOVAL (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 1017/2011 8:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

The Owner/Applicant, on an on-going basis, shall 
obtain authorization from the Director of RMA -
Building Services Department to conduct land 
clearing or grading between October 15 and April 15. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall include the language of this 
condition as a note on the final map or on a separate 
sheet to be recorded with the final map and shall 
submit the final map to the Director of RMA-Planning 
for review and approval. 

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the language 
of this condition shall be included in the CC&Rs for 
the Homeowner's Association. 

On an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall 
implement the condition as required. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

Development and construction activities should be conducted with as little vegetation 
removal and soil disturbance as possible. Tree and shrub root systems should be left 
intact to help bind the soil. Surface cuts and fills should be made only for designated 
homesites and associated construction material laydown areas. Development of the 
existing unpaved road along the ridgeline as construction and residential access to the 
homesites will prevent soil disturbance on slopes where higher erosion rates are 
expected. Clearing should not be allowed on slopes greater than ten percent without 
specific consultation with an erosion control specialist. (RMA-Planning Department) 

17. PD022(A) - EASEMENT-CONSERVATION & SCENIC 
(NON-STANDARD) A conservation and scenic easement shall be conveyed to the 
County over those portions of the property where slopes exceed 25% and all areas 
outside of the designated building envelopes and development envelopes. The 
easement shall be developed in consultation with certified professionals. An 
easement deed shall be submitted to, reviewed and approved by, the Director of RMA 
- Planning Department prior to recordation of the final map. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

18. PDSP005 - FUEL MANAGEMENT PLAN (NON-STANDARD) 
The Owner/Applicant shall prepare a Fuel Management Plan for review and approval 
by the Director of RMA-Planning and the Monterey County Regional Fire Protection 
District. The approved Fuel Management Plan shall be included in the CC&Rs for the 
Homeowner's Association. (RMA-Planning and Monterey County Regional Fire 
Protection District) 

19. PD012(D) - LANDSCAPE PLAN & MAINTENANCE (MPWMD-SFD ONLY) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall include the language of this 
condition as a note on the final map or on a separate 
sheet to be recorded with the final map and shall 
submit the final map to the Director of RMA-Planning 
for review and approval. 

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the language 
of this condition shall be included in the CC&Rs for 
the Homeowner's Association. 

On an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall 
implement the condition as required. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant/Certified Professional shall submit 
the conservation and scenic easement deed and 
corresponding map, showing the exact location of the 
easement on the property along with the metes and 
bound description developed in consultation with a 
certified professional, to the RMA - Planning 
Department for review and approval. 

Concurrently with recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall record the deed and map 
showing the approved conservation and scenic 
easement. 

Prior to filing the final map, the Owner/Applicant shall 
prepare a Fuel Management Plan for review and 
approval by the Director of RMA-Planning and the 
Monterey County Regional Fire Protection District. 
The approved Fuel Management Plan shall be 
included in the CC&Rs for the Homeowner's 
Association. 
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PLN100020 

Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The site shall be landscaped. Prior to the issuance of building permits, three (3) 
copies of a landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Director of the RMA - Planning 
Department. A landscape plan review fee is required for this project. Fees shall be 
paid at the time of landscape plan submittal. The landscaping plan shall be in 
sufficient detail to identify the location, species, and size of the proposed landscaping 
materials and shall include an irrigation plan. The plan shall be accompanied by a 
nursery or contractor's estimate of the cost of installation of the plan. Before 
occupancy, landscaping shall be either installed or a certificate of deposit or other 
form of surety made payable to Monterey County for that cost estimate shall be 
submitted to the Monterey County RMA - Planning Department. All landscaped areas 
and fences shall be continuously maintained by the applicant; all plant material shall 
be continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, healthy, growing condition. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape 
Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall 
submit landscape plans and contractor's estimate to 
the RMA - Planning Department for review and 
approval. Landscaping plans shall include the 
recommendations from the Forest Management Plan 
or Biological Survey as applicable. All landscape 
plans shall be signed and stamped by licensed 
professional under the following statement, "I certify 
that this landscaping and irrigation plan complies with 
all Monterey County landscaping requirements 
including use of native, drought-tolerant, non-invasive 
species; limited turf; and low-flow, water conserving 
irrigation fixtures." 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape 
Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall 
submit one (1) set landscape plans of approved by 
the RMA-Planning Department, a Maximum Applied 
Water Allowance (MAWA) calculation, and a 
completed "Residential Water Release Form and 
Water Permit Application" to the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency for review and approval. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape 
Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall 
submit the RMA-Planning Department approved 
landscape plans, a Maximum Applied Water 
Allowance (MAWA) calculation, and a completed 
"Residential Water Release Form and Water Permit 
Application" to the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District for review and approval. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape Contractor/ 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

20. PD014(B) • LIGHTING-EXTERIOR LIGHTING PLAN (VS & RIDGELINE) 
All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local area, and 
constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is 
fully controlled. Exterior lighting shall have recessed lighting elements. Exterior light 
sources that would be directly visible from when viewed from a common public 
viewing area, as defined in Section 21.06.195, are prohibited. The applicant shall 
submit three (3) copies of exterior lighting plan which shall indicate the location, type, 
and wattage of all light fixtures and include catalog sheets for each fixture. The 
lighting shall comply with the requirements of the California Energy Code set forth in 
California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6. The exterior lighting plan shall be 
subject to approval by the Director of the RMA - Planning Department, prior to 
issuance of building permits. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

21. PD015 • NOTE ON MAP-STUDIES 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

shall submit an approved water permit from the 
MPWMD to the RMA-Building Services Department. 

Prior to occupancy, the Owner/Applicant/Licensed 
Landscape Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect 
shall ensure that the landscaping shall be either 
installed or a certificate of deposit or other form of 
surety made payable to Monterey County for that cost 
estimate shall be submitted to the Monterey County 
RMA - Planning Department. 

On an on-going basis, all landscaped areas and 
fences shall be continuously maintained by the 
Owner/Applicant; all plant material shall be 
continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, 
healthy, growing condition. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant shall submit three copies of the 
lighting plans to the RMA - Planning Department for 
review and approval. Approved lighting plans shall 
be incorporated into final building plans. 

Prior to occupancy and on an on-going basis, the 
Owner/Applicant shall ensure that the lighting is 
installed and maintained in accordance with the 
approved plan. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

A note shall be placed on the final map or a separate sheet to be recorded with the 
final map stating: "The following reports have been prepared: 
-York Highlands Grading letter, prepared by WI/VD Engineering, June 14, 2011; 
-Biological Impact Letter, prepared by Vern Yadon, Pacific Grove, California, March 
11, 2011; 
-Supplemental Biological Assessment York Highlands (LIB110168), prepared by 
Zander Associates, San Rafael, California, May 9, 2011; 
-Geological and Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (LIB110169), prepared by 
Environmental Risk Specialties Corporation, Santa Clara, California, March 31, 2011; 
-Drainage Report for York Highlands Re-Subdivision Project (LIB110170), prepared by 
WI/VD Engineering, Monterey, California, April, 2011; and 
-Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of a Portion of the Monterra Ranch, 
(LIB030110) Monterey, Monterey County, California, prepared by Archaeological 
Consulting, Salinas, California, August 21, 1989. 
These reports are on file in the Monterey County RMA-Planning Department. All of 
the recommendations contained in these reports shall be followed in further 
development of this property." The note shall be located in a conspicuous location, 
subject to the approval of the County Surveyor. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

22. PDSP00S - THREE DIMENSIONAL BUILDING ENVELOPES (NON-STANDARD) 
The three dimensional building envelopes (dated August 22, 2011) and development 
criteria (submitted September 1, 2011) for Lot 2, Lot 6 and Lot 44 shall be 
incorporated into the CC&Rs for the subdivision. The CC&Rs shall also note that all 
development on these lots shall conform to these building envelopes and to the 
associated development criteria and that these lots are subject to a Use Permit to be 
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission. A note shall be placed on the 
Final Map stating that these three dimensional building envelopes and development 
criteria have been incorporated into the CC&Rs. (RMA - Planning Department) 

23. PDSP007 - BUILDING ENVELOPES (NON-STANDARD) 
That building envelopes be established for all lots and approved by the Director of 
Planning and that the approved building envelopes be shown on the final map. 
Prepare site plans for all lots to be approved by the Director of Planning. The site plan 
shall: (1) define the building envelope (2) identify existing geologic hazards; (3) 
identify areas placed into scenic easement showing a 50 foot setback or as 
determined by subsequent geologic studies; (4) the maximum size of each site plan 
shall be 8½" X 14". The approved site plans are to be recorded with the subdivision 
CC&Rs. A note shall be placed on the final map of each phase stating that the 
property may be subject to building and /or use restrictions. (RMA - Planning 
Department) 

24. PD011 - TREE AND ROOT PROTECTION 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 1017/2011 8:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to recordation of final/parcel map, the Owner 
Applicant shall submit the final map with notes to the 
RMA - Planning Department and Public Works for 
review and approval. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit a copy of CC&Rs to the RMA-Planning 
Department for review and approval. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit a copy of the map showing the required 
note to the RMA-Planning Department. 

Prior to the recordation of the final map the applicant 
shall provide to the RMA-Planning Department for 
review and approval: 
1) building envelopes for each lot; and 
2) copy of final map with required notes. 

Prior to recordation of CC&Rs the applicant shall 
provide a copy of the CC&Rs to the RMA-Planning 
Department for review and approval. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

(NON-STANDARD) Trees which are located close to construction site(s) shall be 
protected from inadvertent damage from construction equipment by fencing off the 
canopy driplines and/or critical root zones (whichever is greater) with protective 
materials, wrapping trunks with protective materials, avoiding fill of any type against 
the base of the trunks and avoiding an increase in soil depth at the feeding zone or 
drip-line of the retained trees. Said protection, approved by certified arborist, shall be 
demonstrated prior to issuance of grading permits subject to the approval of RMA -
Director of Planning. If there is any potential for damage, all work must stop in the 
area and a report, with mitigation measures, shall be submitted by certified arborist. 
Should any additional trees not included in this permit be harmed, during grading or 
construction activities, in such a way where removal is required, the owner /applicant 
shall obtain required permits. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

25. PDSP009 - NOTE ON MAP - NOISE (NON-STANDARD) 
The applicant shall place the following note on the final map: "The York Highlands 
subdivision is located within close proximity to the Monterey Airport, the Laguna Seca 
Raceway and State Highway 68 and may be subject to intermittant noise impacts. 
Appropriate design and building techniques to mitigate noise should be considered in 
the design and construction of residential structures within the subdivision." (RMA -
Planning Department) 

26. PDSP006 - GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (NON-STANDARD) 
Prior to recordation of any final map for the subdivision, the General Plan Amendment 
to change the General Plan Designation of a portion of the property (Parcel H) from 
Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve ("PQP-UR") to Rural Density Residential, 10 
acres per unit and Urban Reserve ("RDR/10-UR") shall be adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors and be in full force and effect. 

27. PDSP011 -TREE RELOCATION/REPLACEMENT (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the 
Owner/Applicant shall submit evidence of tree 
protection to the RMA - Planning Department for 
review and approval. 

During construction, the Owner/Applicant/Arborist 
shall submit on-going evidence that tree protection 
measures are in place through out grading and 
construction phases. If damage is possible, submit 
an interim report prepared by a certified arborist. 

Prior to final 
submit photos 
RMA-Planning 
document that 
if follow-up 
required. 

inspection, the Owner/Applicant shall 
of the trees on the property to the 
Department after construction to 

tree protection has been successful or 
remediation or additional permits are 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit a copy of the map with the required note 
to the RMA-Planning Department for review and 
approval. 

Prior to recordation of any final map for the 
subdivision, the Owner/Applicant shall submit 
documentation that the General Plan Amendment to 
change the General Plan Designation from Public 
Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve ("PQP-UR") to 
Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and 
Urban Reserve ("RDR/10-UR") has been adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors and is in full force and 
effect. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

Trees, 6 inches or greater in diameter measured 2 feet above ground level, that need 
to be removed for infrastructure improvements will be flagged and staked prior to 
issuance of permits. The Owner/Applicant will either relocate the tree or provide a 
replacement with a relocated tree or through planting of a native tree of the same 
species and of locally grown stock. Trees 6 inches or greater and less than 24 inches 
in diameter measured 2 feet above ground level that are removed shall be replaced 
on a 1: 1 basis. Trees greater than 24 inches in diameter measured 2 feet above 
ground level (landmark) that are removed shall be replaced on a 3:1 basis. 

28. PD050 - RAPTOR/MIGRATORY BIRD NESTING 
Any tree removal activity that occurs during the typical bird nesting season (February 
22-August 1), the County of Monterey shall require that the project applicant retain a 
County qualified biologist to perform a nest survey in order to determine if any active 
raptor or migratory bird nests occur within the project site or within 300 feet of 
proposed tree removal activity. During the typical nesting season, the survey shall be 
conducted no more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance or tree removal. If 
nesting birds are found on the project site, an appropriate buffer plan shall be 
established by the project biologist. 

29. PDSP010 l TREE PERMITS FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
The CC&Rs shall include a statement that all removal of native trees shall be subject 
to a tree permit. All Tree Removal shall require the provision of replacement trees on 
a one to one basis. 

30. PW0016 - MAINTENANCE OF SUBDIVISIONS 
Pay for all maintenance and operation of subdivision improvements from the time of 
installation until acceptance of the improvements for the Subdivision by the Board of 
Supervisors as completed in accordance with the subdivision improvement agreement 
and until a homeowners association or other agency with legal authorization to collect 
fees sufficient to support the services is formed to assume responsibility for the 
services. (Public Works) 

31. PW0019 - EROSION, ETC CONTROL SCHEDULE 
Submit the improvement and grading plans that include implementation schedule of 
measures for the prevention and control of erosion, siltation, and dust during and 
immediately following construction, and until erosion control planting becomes 
established. The Director of RMA-Planning and the Director of RMA-Public Works 
shall approve this program. (Public Works) 

32. PWSP001 - HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (NON-STANDARD CONDITION) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10m2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of permits for the removal of 
trees for infrastructure improvements, the 
Owner/Applicant shall flag and stake the trees. 

The Owner Applicant shall demonstrate that trees 
that have been relocated or removed have been 
replaced as required by the condition. 

No more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance or 
tree removal, the Owner/Applicant/Tree Removal 
Contractor shall submit, to the RMA-Planning 
Department, a nest survey prepare by a County 
qualified biologist to determine if any active raptor or 
migratory bird nests occur within the project site or 
immediate vicinity. 

The applicant or owner shall provide a copy of the 
CC&Rs to the RMA-Planning Department for review 
and approval prior to the filing of the final map. 

On an on-going basis, the Subdivider shall be 
responsible to maintain improvements until 
maintenance is assumed by another entity. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the Subdivider's 
Engineer shall include notes on improvement and 
grading plans. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

Prior to recordation of a Final Map, complete all requirements and create a 
Homeowner's Association (HOA) for operation and maintenance of specified 
infrastructure as required by the Department of Public Works (DPW). Prepare an 
operation and maintenance plan for all facilities. The submittal shall include a detailed 
written inventory of maintained infrastructure with specific locations, limits, areas, 
dimensions and miscellaneous information to clearly identify all facilities to be 
operated and maintained by the HOA. Infrastructure shall include, but is not limited to: 
roads, street lights, storm water, drainage facilities, and open space. Implement a fee 
program to fund operation and maintenance, and have appropriate documentation 
recorded against each parcel within the subdivision. (Public Works) 

33. PW0031 • FINAL MAP 
File a final map delineating all existing and required easements or rights-of-way and 
monument new lines. (Public Works) 

34. PW0021 • ROAD NAMES 
Submit all proposed road names to the Department of Public Works for approval by 
County Communications. (Public Works) 

35. PW0036 - EXISTING EASEMENTS AND ROW 
Provide for all existing and required easements or rights of way. (Public Works) 

36. PW0020 • PRIVATE ROADS 
Designate all subdivision roads as private roads. (Public Works) 

37. PW0014. DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT STUDY 
Provide an on-site/off-site drainage improvement study prepared by a registered Civil 
Engineer. Study to be approved by Public Works Department and the Water 
Resources Agency and shall be incorporated in the improvement plans. ( Public 
Works) 

38. PW0023 • IMPROVEMENT PLANS 

PLN100020 

Provide improvement plans for approval of the Department of Public Works and that 
the roads be constructed in accordance with the typical section shown on the tentative 
map. (Public Works) 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 8:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit documentation to DPW and WRA for 
formation of homeowners association or other entity 
to maintain roads and drainage improvements. 

Prior to recordation of 
Owner/Applicant/Engineer Applicant's 
prepare Final Map submit to DPW 
approval. 

Final Map 
surveyor shall 
for review and 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit proposed road names to DPW. DPW will 
submit to County Communications for Approval. 

Prior to recordation of the Final Map, Subdivider's 
Surveyor shall include all existing and required 
easements or rights of way on Final Map. 

Ongoing condition, Subdivider's Surveyor shall 
designate private roads on final map. 

Prior to Building/Grading Permits Issuance or 
recordation of Final Map, Applicant's Engineer shall 
prepare drainage study and improvement plans for 
review and approval by DPW. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

39. PW0022 • FIRE REQUIREMENTS FOR ROADS 
Improve roads, including the fire access road between Phase 6 and York Road, in 
accordance with requirements of the local fire jurisdiction. (Public Works) 

40. PW0032 - AS BUil T PLANS 
A Registered Civil Engineer shall file as built plans (originals) in the Department of 
Public Works with a letter certifying improvements have been made in conformance to 
improvement plans and local ordinance. (Public Works) 

41. PW0044 • CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLAN 

42. 

(NON-STANDARD) The applicant shall submit a Construction Management Plan 
(CMP) to the RMA-Planning Department and the Department of Public Works for 
review and approval. The CMP shall include measures to minimize traffic impacts 
during the construction/grading phase of the project and shall provide the following 
information: Duration of the construction, hours of operation, an estimate of the 
number of truck trips that will be generated, truck routes, number of construction 
workers, parking areas for both equipment and workers, and locations of truck staging 
areas. Hauling shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 am to 7:00 pm. Approved 
measures included in the CMP shall be implemented by the applicant during the 
Construction/ grading phase of the project. (Public Works) 

PW0015 - UTILITYlS COMMENTS 
Submit the approved tentative map to impacted utility companies. Subdivider shall 
submit utility company recommendations, if any, to the Department of Public Works 
for all required easements. (Public Works) 

43. PW0018 - ROUGH GRADING FOR SLOPE 
Where cut or fills at property line exceed 5 feet, driveways shall be rough graded when 
streets are rough graded. Positive drainage and erosion control shall be provided. 
(Public Works) 

44. PW0025 - GRADING PERMIT 
A grading permit shall be obtained from the Planning and Building Inspection 
Department if required. (Public Works) 

45. PW0026 - PLANTING FOR GRADED AREAS 
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Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to local fire jurisdiction and to DPW for approval. 
Roads to be constructed in accordance with 
approved plans. 

Prior to Release of Bonds Subdivider/Engineer shall 
submit as built plans and stamped notice of 
completion letter to DPW for review and approval. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of the Grading Permit or Building 
Permit Owner/Applicant/ Contractor shall prepare a 
CMP and shall submit the CMP to the RMA-Planning 
Department and the Department of Public Works for 
review and approval. 

2. On-going through 
Owner/Applicant/Contractor 
approved measures during 
phase of the project. 

construction phases 
shall implement the 
the construction/grading 

Prior to Recordation of 
Owner/Applicant/Subdivider shall provide 
map to impacted utility companies for 
Subdivider shall submit utility comments to DPW. 

Map 
tentative 

review. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider's 
Engineer shall include notes on improvement plans. 

Prior to commencement of Grading, Subdivider shall 
submit application for Grading Permit. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

Plant and maintain all graded areas of the street right-of-way as required by the 
Department of Public Works to control erosion. The area planted shall include all 
shoulder areas and all cut and fill slopes. A report and plan prepared by a qualified 
person shall be submitted for approval of the Department of Public Works and include 
the following: 
a. That the cut and fill slopes be stabilized. 
b. Specific method of treatment and type of planting, by area, for each soil type and 
slope 

required to satisfy item (a). 
c. Type and amount of maintenance required to satisfy item {a). (Public Works) 

46. PWSP004 CUT/FILL SLOPE 
That cut slopes not exceed 1 ½ to 1 except as specifically approved in concurrence 
with the erosion control report and as shown on the erosion control plan. Slope 
rounding shall be a minimum of 10 feet by 10 feet to include replacement to topsoil. 
(Public Works) 

47. PWSP006 
That York Highlands (Road 1) shall be constructed to road geometrics and width, 
including drainage, subject to the approval of the department of Public Works. ( Public 
Works) 

48. PWSP009 - ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
Structural sections on all roads shall be determined by R-value tests. (Public Works) 

49. PWSP007 ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
That all loop roads and cul- de- sacs be paved to a width of 24 feet including drainage 
control. 

50. PW0009 - DEDICATION (OPL) 
Dedicate to the County of Monterey area within the official plan line of 
State Highway 68. (Public Works) 

51. PWSP00B - ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
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Responsible 
Department 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to Recordation 
Engineer to include 
improvement plans. 

of Final Map Subdivider's 
erosion control measures on 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map 
Subdivider/Engineer shall include notes on 
Improvement Plans. 

Prior to recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 

Prior to Building/Grading Permits Issuance the 
Applicant's surveyor shall prepare description of area 
to be dedicated. DPW can prepare deed. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

All stub roads shall have turn-arounds adequate for emergency equipment. (Public 
Works) 

52. PWSP005 
Obtain an encroachment permit from CAL TRANS and construct left turn 
channelization on State Highway 68 at the entrance to the subdivision (York Highlands 
(Road 1) as shown on the vesting tentative map), including acceleration and 
deceleration tapers. (Public Works) 

53. WR41 - NOTICE OF WATER CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS 
A notice shall be recorded on the deed for each lot stating: "All new construction shall 
incorporate the use of low water use plumbing fixtures and drought tolerant 
landscaping, in accordance with County Water Resources Agency Ordinance No. 
3932." Prior to recordation of the final map, a copy the completed notice shall be 
provided to the Water Resources Agency for approval. (Water Resources Agency) 

54. WR42 - LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS 
A notice shall be recorded on the deed for each lot stating: "The front yards of all 
homes shall be landscaped at the time of construction. Low water use or dmught 
tolerant plants shall be used together with water efficient irrigation systems." Prior to 
recordation of the final map, a copy the completed notice shall be provided to the 
Water Resources Agency for approval. (Water Resources Agency) 

55. WR8 - COMPLETION CERTIFICATION 
The applicant shall provide the Water Resources Agency certification from a 
registered civil engineer or licensed contractor that stormwater detention/retention 
facilities have been constructed in accordance with approved plans. (Water 
Resources Agency) 

56. WRSP1 - STORMWATER DETENTION (NON-STANDARD CONDITION) 

PLN100020 
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Responsible 
Department 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Water 

Water 

Water 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to local fire jurisdiction and to DPW for approval. 
Roads to be constructed in accordance with 
approved plans. 

Prior to Building/Grading Permit Issuance 
Owner/Applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit 
from DPW. Improvements are to be completed prior 
to occupancy or commencement of use. Applicant is 
responsible to obtain all permits and environmental 
clearances. 

Submit a recorded notice to the Water Resources 
Agency for review and approval. 
(Recordation of the notice shall occur concurrently 
with the final map. A copy of the County's standard 
notice can be obtained at the Water Resources 
Agency.) 

Submit a recorded notice to the Water Resources 
Agency for review and approval. 

(Recordation of the notice shall occur concurrently 
with the final map. A copy of the County's standard 
notice can be obtained at the Water Resources 
Agency.) 

Prior to final inspection, the owner/applicant shall 
submit a letter to the Water Resources Agency, 
prepared by a registered civil engineer or licensed 
contractor, certifying compliance with approved 
drainage plan. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The applicant shall provide a drainage plan, prepared by a registered civil engineer, 
addressing on-site and off-site impacts with supporting calculations and construction 
details. The plan shall include detention facilities to mitigate the impact of impervious 
surface stormwater runoff. Drainage improvements shall be constructed in 
accordance with plans approved by the Water Resources Agency. (Water Resources 
Agency) 

57. WRSP2 - DRAINAGE & FLOOD CONTROL SYSTEMS AGREEMENT (NON-STANDARD CONC 

The developer shall enter into a Drainage and Flood Control Systems Agreement. 
The Agreement shall contain provisions for an annual drainage report to be prepared 
by a registered civil engineer. The report shall be submitted to the Water Resources 
Agency (Agency) for review and approval no later than August 15th of each year. 
Certification shall be provided that all recommended improvements, have been 
completed by October 15th of the same year. If the responsible party identified in the 
Agreement, after notice and hearing, fails to properly maintain, repair, or operate the 
drainage and flood control facilities in the project, the Agency shall be granted the right 
by the property owners to enter any and all portions of the property to perform repairs, 
maintenance, or improvements. The Agency shall have the right to collect the cost for 
said repairs, maintenance, or improvements from the property owners upon their 
property tax bills. (Water Resources Agency) 

58. WRSP3 - NATURAL DRAINAGE CHANNELS (NON-STANDARD) 
All natural drainage channels shall be designated on the final subdivision map by 
easements labeled "natural drainage easement" or "scenic easement." Detention 
ponds, silt traps, and the appurtenant access shall be labeled "drainage easement." 
New drainage culverts shall be identified as such on the subdivision improvement 
plans and are subject to review and approval of the County Public Works Director. 
(RMA-Planning, RMA-Public Works, and Water Resources Agency) 

59. FIRE002 - ROADWAY ENGINEERING 
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Responsible 
Department 

Water 

Water 

Water 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to filing of the final map submit 3 copies of the 
drainage plan and supporting calculations to the 
Water Resources Agency for review and approval. 

Prior to recordation, submit the signed and notarized 
original Agreement to the Water Resources Agency 
for review and approval. 

A copy of the County's standard agreement can be 
obtained at the Water Resources Agency or online at: 
www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us 

The approved agreement shall be recorded 
concurrently with the final map 

Owner/Applicant shall label all natural drainage 
channels, detention ponds, silt traps, and 
appurtenant accesses as required by the condition. 

The Owner/Applicant shall submit the map for review 
and approval to the Director of RMA-Planning, the 
Director of Public Works, and the General Manager 
of the Water Resources Agency prior to filing of the 
final map. 
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"-Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The grade for all roads shall not exceed 15 percent. Where road grades exceed 8 
percent, a minimum structural roadway surface of 0.17 feet of asphaltic concrete on 
0.34 feet of aggregate base shall be required. The length of vertical curves in 
roadways, exclusive of gutters, ditches and drainage structures designed to hold or 
divert water, shall not be less than 100 feet. No roadway turn shall have a horizontal 
inside radius of less than 50 feet. A roadway turn radius of 50 to 100 feet is required 
to have an additional 4 feet of roadway surface. A roadway turn radius of 100 to 200 
feet is required to have an additional 2 feet of roadway surface. Roadway turnarounds 
shall be required on dead-end roads in excess of 150 feet of surface length. The 
minimum turning radius for a turnaround shall be 40 feet from the center line of the 
road. If a hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" shall be a minimum of 60 feet in 
length. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

60. FIRE004 - DEAD-END ROADS (2) 
For parcels greater than 1 acre and not exceeding 5 acres, the maximum length of a 
dead-end road, including all dead-end roads accessed from that dead-end road, shall 
not exceed 1320 feet. All dead-end road lengths shall be measured from the edge of 
the roadway surface at the intersection that begins the road to the end of the road 
surface at its furthest point. Where a dead-end road serves parcels of differing sizes, 
the shortest allowable length shall apply. Each dead-end road shall have a turnaround 
constructed at its terminus. The minimum turning radius for a turnaround shall be 40 
feet from the center line of the road. If a hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" 
shall be a minimum of 60 feet in length. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

61. FIRE00S - DEAD-END ROADS (3) 
For parcels greater than 5 acres and not exceeding 20 acres, the maximum length of 
a dead-end road, including all dead-end roads accessed from that dead-end road, 
shall not exceed 2640 feet. All dead-end road lengths shall be measured from the 
edge of the roadway surface at the intersection that begins the road to the end of the 
road surface at its furthest point. Where a dead-end road serves parcels of differing 
sizes, the shortest allowable length shall apply. Each dead-end road shall have 
turnarounds at its terminus and at no greater than 1320-foot intervals. The minimum 
turning radius for a turnaround shall be 40 feet from the center line of the road. If a 
hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" shall be a minimum of 60 feet in length. 
(Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

62. FIRE010 - ROAD SIGNS 
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Responsible 
Department 

Fire 

Fire 

Fire 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance inspection 
for each phase of development. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance inspection 
for each phase of development. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to the final building inspection, the applicant 
or owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance 
inspection for each phase of development. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

All newly constructed or approved roads and streets shall be designated by names or 
numbers, posted on signs clearly visible and legible from the roadway. Size of letters, 
numbers and symbols for street and road signs shall be a minimum 4-inch letter 
height, ½-inch stroke, and shall be a color that is reflective and clearly contrasts with 
the background color of the sign. All numerals shall be Arabic. Street and road signs 
shall be non-combustible and shall be visible and legible from both directions of 
vehicle travel for a distance of at least 100 feet. Height, visibility, legibility, and 
orientation of street and road signs shall be meet the provisions of Monterey County 
Ordinance No. 1241. This section does not require any entity to rename or renumber 
existing roads or streets, nor shall a roadway providing access only to a single 
commercial or industrial occupancy require naming or numbering. Signs required 
under this section identifying intersecting roads, streets and private lanes shall be 
placed at the intersection of those roads, streets and/or private lanes. Signs 
identifying traffic access or flow limitations (i.e., weight or vertical clearance limitations, 
dead-end road, one-way road or single lane conditions, etc.) shall be placed: ( a) at the 
intersection preceding the traffic access limitation; and (b) not more than 100 feet 
before such traffic access limitation. Road, street and private lane signs required by 
this article shall be installed prior to final acceptance of road improvements by the 
Reviewing Fire Authority. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

63. FIRE012 - EMERGENCY WATER STANDARD - WATER SYSTEMS 
The provisions of this condition shall apply when new parcels are approved by a local 
jurisdiction. The emergency water system shall be available on-site prior to the 
completion of road construction, where a community water system is approved, or 
prior to the completion of building construction, where an individual system is 
approved. Approved water systems shall be installed and made serviceable prior to 
the time of construction. Water systems constructed, extended or modified to serve a 
new development, a change of use, or an intensification of use, shall be designed to 
meet, in addition to average daily demand, the standards shown in Table 2 of the 
Monterey County General Plan, NFPA Standard 1142, or other adopted standards. 
The quantity of water required pursuant to this chapter shall be in addition to the 
domestic demand and shall be permanently and immediately available. (Monterey 
County Regional Fire District) 

64. FIRE016 - SETBACKS 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 8:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Fire 

Fire 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed -.. .--,/ 

1. Prior to filing final map, the applicant or owner shall 
incorporate specifications into design and enumerate 
as "Fire Dept. Notes" on improvement plans. 

2. Prior to issuance of building permit(s) for 
development on individual lots within the phase of the 
subdivision, the applicant or owner shall schedule a 
fire dept. clearance inspection for each phase of 
development. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of permit, the applicant or owner 
shall incorporate specification into design and 
enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance inspection 
for each phase of development. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

All parcels 1 acre and larger shall provide a rrnnimum 30-foot setback for new 
buildings and accessory buildings from all property lines and/or the center of the road. 
For parcels less than 1 acre, alternate fuel modification standards or other 
requirements may be imposed by the local fire jurisdiction to provide the same 
practical effect. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

65. FIRE018 - GREENBELTS 
Subdivisions and other developments, which propose greenbelts as a part of the 
development plan, shall locate said greenbelts strategically as a separation between 
wildland fuels and structures. The locations shall be approved by the Reviewing 
Authority. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

66. FIRE030 • OTHER NON-STANDARD CONDITION 
The fire flow for this subdivision is based on California Fire Code Appendix Ill -A (Fire 
Flow Requirements for Buildings). Due to several mitigating factors, such as the fuel 
modification and residential fire sprinklers, the fire flow has been reduced to the 
following: One and Two-Family Dwelling Areas - Fire Flow shall be a minimum of 500 
gpm at 20 psi residual pressure for a duration of two hours. Hydrant Outlets shall be 
on e 2-1/2 inch and one 4-1/2 inch NST outlets. Building Other than One and 
Two-Family Dwelling Areas - Fire Flow shall be a minimum of 750 gpm at 20 psi 
residual pressure for a duration of two hours. Hydrant Outlets shall be two 2-1/2 inch 
and one 4-1/2 inch NST. Hydrant Spacing - Locations of fire hydrants shall be 
according to the Approved Improvement Plan. Hydrant Identification· - Blue reflective 
hydrant markers are required to be installed pursuant to Public Works Department 
standards (Monterey County Resolution 83-3). (Monterey County Regional Fire 
District) 

67. PKSSP001 l RECREATIONAL TRAILS EASEMENT (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 B:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Fire 

Fire 

Fire 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance 
inspection. 

Prior to filing of final map, the applicant or owner shall 
schedule fire department clearance inspection for 
each phase of development. 

1. Prior to approval of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit to the fire district and obtain approval of 
water system improvement plans. 

2. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant 
shall obtain approval of fire department final 
inspection testing and accepting the water system 
improvements. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The Applicant shall offer to dedicate a twenty (20) foot public recreational trail 
easement over the subdivided property in accordance with the Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Plan Policy 3.11 by providing a portion of a connection trail along the Jacks 
Peak Park / Laureles Grade ridgeline and in conference with Parks Department. The 
trail easement shall be offered to the County through an Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate 
Agreement, which shall set forth the terms, conditions, . restrictions and subsequent 
use and location of the public recreational trail. The specific trail alignment shall be 
located entirely within the trail easement as described and shown on the Applicant's 
Final Map. The Director of Parks and the Director of Planning shall approve the final 
alignment for the trail easement. The trail easement shall not be opened to the public 
for trail access until such time as the County accepts the trail easement under the 
terms and conditions of the Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate, and thereafter assumes the 
responsibility for use of the public trail. (Parks and RMA-Planning Departments) 

68. PKSSP002 - RECREATIONAL TRAIL CONSTRUCTION (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

The County shall accept from the Developer the Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate ("IOD") 
a Trail Easement prior to or within two (2) years from the date of filing the final map for 
the York Highlands subdivision. The Developer shall be obligated to include in the 
!OD, an Offer to construct the trail in the general location as illustrated in the Trail 
Illustration Map dated June 17, 2011, subject to the following conditions: 
1. Developer shall provide County with written notice of the Filing of the Final Map, 
which shall serve to commence the two (2) year time period for County's acceptance 
of the !OD as well as, but exclusive of, the County's acceptance of the Developer's 
Offer to construct said trail. 
2. The County and Developer, through the Parks Department, shall consider the cost 
of ongoing maintenance and liability for the use of the Trail, the responsible parties 
and the Improvements thereon. 
3. Should the County accept the Offer. to construct said trail in addition to accepting 
the IOD, the Developer shall have three (3) years within which to construct the trail. 
4. Said trail shall consist of a 6- to 8-foot wide path of native materials as available and 
appropriate or as required for erosion control per engineered plans or County 
specifications ("Improvements"), as approved by the Parks Department, which 
approval shall not be unreasonably withheld. 
5. County shall inspect the Improvements upon Developers' completion of it to ensure 
that the Improvements were constructed pursuant to the approved plans. 
6. Upon determining that the Improvements are substantially consistent with the plans, 
County shall accept the Improvements by an action of the Board of Supervisors. 
7. Thereafter, the Improvements shall be deemed complete and open to public use. 
8. Should the County fail to accept this Offer to construct the trail within two (2) years 
from the date of filing the final map, Developer shall be relieved of its obligation to 
construct said Improvements. 

Print Date: 10/7/2011 8:27:59PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Parks 

Parks 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

~,. 

'"--~_/ 

Applicant/Owner shall contact and meet with the 
Parks Department and the Planning Department to 
formulate the public recreation trail easement prior to 
the filing of the Final Subdivision Map. 

The Developer shall provide notice to the Parks 
Department when filing the Final Subdivision Map, 
thereafter commencing a two year period upon which 
time the Parks Department will consider acceptance 
of the !OD. During this two year period, the Parks 
Department and Planning Department, meeting with 
the Developer, will formulate conditions for 
construction of a public recreation trail that will 
include the cost of ongoing maintenance and liability 
for the public use of the trail and the improvements 
thereon, and which shall require final action by the 
Board of Supervisors. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan Project Name: York Highlands 
File No: PLN100020 
Approval by: Board of Supervisors Date: October 18, 2011 

*Monitoring or Reporting refers to projects with an EIR or adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration per Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code. 

Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
1. Additional geotechnical field work, including trenching, is required to determine the activity pf the Navy Yes "Geological and Preliminary 
and Berwick Canyon Faults, and the structural lineations located between the Navy and Chupines Faults Geotechnical Investigation" 
where development is proposed within 200 feet of these features. There is an unknown potential for surface (LIBl 10169). Prepared by 
offset along the structural lineation. A 100-foot construction setback is initially recommended on either side Environmental Risk 
of these features and this setback may need to be increased where the feature s are not precisely located or Specialties Corporation (ERS), 
are concealed. Specifically, the short lineation to the west of the Berwick Canyon landslide passes through 

Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
proposed Lots 47, 55 and 61; further investigation of the hazard posed by this geologic structure is needed. 
The major lineation passes through many proposed lots; further evaluation is needed here also. Proposed lots 2011 prepared for York 

19-25 lie adjacent to Chupines Fault. As long as any construction remains at least 200 feet from this Highlands (24 residential lots, 

mapping trace, further fault activity is unlikely due to constrained location of fault zone. associated roads and 
driveways). An in depth fault 
investigation was performed to 
identify geologic conditions 
that may require special 
residential set backs. A 
landslide investigation was 
performed for the roads and 
driveways associated with the 
residential lots. No faulting 
associated with the Berwick 
Canyon Fault or the Chupines 
fault were identified within the 
eight lots located within the 
fault hazard rupture zone as 
established by Monterey 
County. The study concludes 
that no geologic setbacks are 
necessary for the proposed 
building envelopes and 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
provides engineering design 
criteria for construction of 
proposed roads and driveways. 

2. No structures or lakes should be constructed on the Berwick Canyon landslide area until further Yes See Comment #1. 
geotechnical studies are completed to determine the slide activity, the fault location and the potential ERS report cleared all 
problems with loading (building on) the slide mass. landslide areas within York 

Highlands. 
3. A thorough aerial photo investigation and field investigation of possible slides in all areas proposed for Yes- Addressed in "Addendum 
development should be carried out to determine whether the slides are growing headward or laterally; and, to Items d, 1 & Geologic Report, Proposed 
establish reasonable setbacks from specific slides. Specifically: m Monterra Ranch Subdivision", 

a. Proposed Lots 33, 34, and 35 are partially on steep (over 30%) slopes above headscarp area of Berwick prepared by Rogers E. Johnson 
Canyon slide. These should be consolidated, eliminated or any structure located a safe distance back & Associates, Santa Cruz, CA, 
from scarp (200 ft.). 

February 2, 1987. 
b. The access road to proposed Lots 62- 69 runs up a drainage way or draw with side slopes over 30%. 

Natural drainage must be dealt with here. 
"Geological and Preliminary c. The lower third of Lots 63 and 64 are mapped as the headscarp of a large landslide. There are no 

bedding attitudes mapped here such that further analysis is required to determine safe setbacks for Geotechnical Investigation" 

structures if construction proceeds. (LIBl 10169). Prepared by 
d. All of Lot 52 and large portions oflots 51, 53, and 54 lie along the oflarge mapped dipslope landslide. Environmental Risk 

A cul-de-sac is located at the headscarp as well. Stability evaluation is required here. Although perhaps Specialties Corporation (ERS), 
stable under present conditions, the input of significantly increased water through septic leach fields, Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
landscape watering, and increased runoff at the top of dipslope may well destabilize these slopes. 2011 prepared for York 

e. A previously unmapped landslide forms the lower portions of Lot 82; most of the middle portions of Highlands (24 residential lots, 
the lot is over 30%. associated roads and 

f. The road connecting Lot 118 to 119 crosses a drainage and slope over 30%; needs evaluation. This 
driveways). This report may be an unnecessary connection. 

g. Lots 105-110 are at the top of a dipslope; impacts of development and added water required further includes road analysis and 

evaluation. specifies the road design 

h. Road traversing the steep slope connection Lots 145, 154-166, and the lots themselves are all on a criteria. 

slope with only a single mapped attitude indication a 32° dip in Monterey Shale. This slope is 
potentially unstable, development and water input adds additional concern which needs resolutions. "Drainage Report for York 

i. Lots 161-170 lie at the base of the above-mentioned, potentially unstable dipslope. Hazard evaluation Highlands Re-Subdivision 
needed. Project" (LIB110170), 

j. Lots 235 and 236 and road are on a mapped slide; if this is actually a slide it appears to be incorrectly prepared by Environmental 
located and headscarp should be further to the north, at the break-in-slope; resolution is needed. Risk Specialties Corporation, 

k. Access road to Lots 185-190 runs directly up the center of a major drainage and crosses the toe of a 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure I Highlands? 
major mapped landslide. Lot 185 is on the toe of this apparently old subdued slide. The rear portion of 
lot 188 is steep scarp and unmapped slide. This lot should be eliminated, or construction set well back 
from edge and post-construction stability assessed. 

1. Retention ponds proposed south of lot 208, west oflot 43, and west oflot 8 are located in landslide 
areas and should be individually assessed and designed to take these conditions into account. 

m. Any secondary access roads which are found to be necessary by the Planning Department and fire 
officials should be evaluated for potential geologic problems. 

4. A geotechnical study on dipslopes should be completed to determine safe dip angles with the I Yes 
Monterey Formation bedrock; and, to recommend foundation and other techniques which will 
prevent future slope failure in areas where these angles are exceeded. 

5. Soil Conditions at each building site should be evaluated by a soils engineer to determine I Yes 
foundation requirements. 

6. An erosion control plan should be prepared for the project. This plan should include all of the I Yes 
following: 

a. all disturbed slopes should be revegetated with a mix of seeds best suited for the climate and 
soil conditions; 

b. slopes should be covered with a straw mulch or jute netting after seeding; the straw mulch 
should be punched in; no hydromulch should be used; 

c. no grading should occur between October 15 and April 15, unless conforming to Monterey 
County Code Section 16.12.090; 

d. where possible, cuts should be revegetated with trees as well as seed, especially in areas where 
trees are removed to allow roads and driveways; 

e. removed topsoil should be stockpiled on the site to be uses for revegetation work; 
f. all road work on slopes over 30% or in landsJide or dipslope areas shall require geotechnical 
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Comments 
Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
2011. Report prepared to 
show that stormwater 
generated within the proposed 
re-subdivision area will be 
detained and discharged in 
compliance with the Monterey 
County Water Resources 
requirements. Retention ponds 
are under construction and 
have been approved by Water 
Resources Agency. 

See Comment No. 1 

This is a standard requirement 
for construction permits per 
California Building Code 
Section 1803. 
Incorporated into Conditions 
for PLNl 00020 as Condition 
No.13. 



Mitig_ation Measure 
evaluations; 

g. land should be graded and landscaped in increments of size that can be completed during a 
single construction season. 

h. storm water should not be allowed to flow directly down unprotected slopes, devoid of 
vegetation. 

i. catch basins should be uses to retain sediment within the site area during the construction 
period. 

j. the grading operations should be evaluated and inspected by a qualified soils engineer. 
See also Comment Response 7 in Response to Comments section: 
k. Fertilizer should be included with seed and straw mulch to overcome nitrogen deficiency 

created by straw and to help establishment of grass. 
1. Stockpiled soil must be protected from erosion by vegetative and/or structural means, and 
m. Disposal of catch-basin soil must be addressed. 

Applicable 
to York 

Highlands? 

7. The proposed project would increase the peak storm runoff by a factor of 11.4 percent as a result I Yes 
of covering open ground with impervious surfacing in the form of roadways, buildings, pads, tennis 
courts, etc. Without adequately designed retention facilities, this increase runoff could overflow 
downstream receiving facilities and increase erosion hazards on and off site. Table 2.2 indicates 
summary drainage calculations; see Appendix for full reports. Changes in on-site drainage could 
increase gulling and erosion on-site. 

8. Future runoff from urban activity areas (roads, driveways, homesites) will contribute to a variety I Yes 
of water quality problems. Contaminant matter includes sand, silt, organic matter, vehicular oils 
and fuels, heavy metal compounds, non-biodegradable fertilizers, pesticides and vegetaJive control 
chemicals. The planned equestrian center could have significant water quality impacts if not 
properly designed. Groundwater testing indicates that iron and manganese concentrations and 
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Comments 

"Drainage Report for York 
Highlands Re-Subdivision 
Project" (LIBl 10170), 
prepared by Environmental 
Risk Specialties Corporation, 
Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
2011. Report prepared to 
show that stormwater 
generated within the proposed 
re-subdivision area will be 
detained and discharged in 
compliance with the Monterey 
County Water Resources 
re_guirements. 
This is not a measure. The 
equestrian center is no longer 
proposed. 
The applicant will be required 
by the State Water Resources 



Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
salinity content exceed safe drinking water requirements. Control Board to prepare a 

Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
which will address urban 
runoff issues. 
The applicant has also 
prepared a drainage report ( see 
comment No. 7) which 
addresses drainage issues. 
The water system (Canada 
Woods Water Company) is a 
public utility regulated by the 
State Health Department. The 
water is treated to meet safe 
drinking water standards as 
required by the State Health 
Department. 

9. Retention basins should be designed to retain additional peak runoff due to development, while No - This measure was included as 
discharging no more than predevelopment 10-year design runoff. Retention basis should also be Condition No. 58 with 
designed with overflow or bypass features to allow post-development 100-year storm flows. Each Resolution 87-527. 
basin will be designed to discharge predevelopment 10-year runoff at two feet of freeboard while 10/29/2001 memo from Tom 
storing additional runoff due to development. Each basin will be designed to allow post- Moss of Water Resources 
development 100-year storm overflows at one foot o freeboard. Pipelines, curbs and gutters and Agency confirms that 
catchment structures will be designed for the 10-year storm, and culverts crossing under roadways condition is cleared. 
in drainage channels will be designed for post-development 100 year storms. Retention basins Retention ponds are currently 
should be designed to accommodate silt storage. under construction 

- Drainage report for York 
Highlands (LIBl 10170) 
documents that off-site 100 
year post-development peak 
flow rates will be limited to the 
10 year pre-development peak 
flow rates. 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
10. Based on General Plan Policy 16.2.7, the Project Engineer will design and submit for approval Yes Drainage plan is required for 
to the County Planning Director after design and submit for approval to the County Planning York Highlands per Condition 
Director after consulting with the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, No. 56. 
a complete drainage plan, including engineering studies and calculations, future runoff courses and Drainage plan was required as 
present and future volume of runoff and silt load. Wherever possible, drainage shall be directed to Condition No. 20 with 
the seven proposed detention basins. As an addendum to the drainage plan, it shall be determined if Resolution 87-527. 
these basins are adequate to handle the increased runoff created by the project. Maintenance or pro-
rated contribution toward maintenance of the detention ponds shall also be described in the 
drainage plan addendum. 

11. All natural drainage swales shall be designated on the Final Subdivision Map by easements Yes Required as Condition No. 58. 
labeled "natural drainage easements". New drainage culverts should be identified as such on 
improvement plans and are subject to review and approval of the County Public Works Director. 

12. The project applicant shall contribute the development drainage fee per acre to the County No Required as Condition No. 45 
Treasury "Canyon Del Rey Creek Watershed Zone Primary Facilities Updating Fund" for off-site with Resolution 87-527. 
operation, maintenance and updating of primary facilities in this watershed, at the discretion of the Cleared by Water Resources 
MCFC and WCD. This contribution shall be made prior to filing of the Final Subdivision Map. Agency for Phases 6, 8 and 10. 

13. The applicant shall pay for all on-site and a pro-rata share of off-site maintenance and operation Yes Required as Condition No. 30. 
of storm drainage facilities and access roadways impacted by the project from the time of 
installation or filing of the final Map until acceptance of the improvements for the subdivision by 
the Board of Supervisors, and/or until a Homeowners' Association or other agency, with legal 
authorization to collect fees sufficient to support the service, is formed to assume responsibility for 
the service. Mitigations provided in Section 2.3, Soils, requiring erosion control measures shall be 
implemented in construction and buildout in order to prevent erosion and siltation from increased 
runoff. 

14. There should be a complete and careful County review of the entire grading plan for the Yes Grading plans for York 
proposed project, before project approval. If it is found that there would be extensive cuts and fills, Highlands improvements 
especially on slopes exceeding 30%, thereby increasing potential for excessive erosion and submitted with application. 
siltation, then the project should be redesigned to eliminate such plans. No extensive cuts or fills are 

proposed on slopes exceeding 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Hi~hlands? Comments 
30 percent. 

15. It should be a condition of project approval that a maintenance program agreement be Yes Condition No. 32 requires 
established to ensure that all paved roads and parking areas be mechanically swept at least once a Homeowners Association and 
year in early September before the annual rainy season begins. The contaminant matter traps Operations and Maintenance 
(French drains) should be appropriately maintained. The Monterey County Public works Plan for operation and 
Department should establish a procedure to ensure that maintenance of the facilities is carried out maintenance of all facilities. 
annually. The use of a Homeowner' s Association requirement and some form of bonding for the 
first few years may be appropriate. 

16. A water quality expert should check the water at least twice a year to ensure that maximum No Canada Woods Water 
contaminant levels set by the California Department of Health are not exceeded. Water Quality test Company provides reports to 
results should be sent to Monterey County's Environmental Health Service for monitoring. the State Health Department as 

required by water system 
permit 

17. Although the Logan and Anderson-Nichols water studies indicate that there is an ample Yes Required - Incorporated as 
groundwater supply for the proposed project, water conservation practices should be required and Condition No. 53 
implemented due to high treatment and pumping costs and possible other necessary future uses for 
this groundwater resource. Various techniques include: installation of water-conserving fixtures 
(faucets, toilets, showerheads); use of native, low-water requiring plants for landscaping; 
discouragement/prohibition of exotic plantings; use of drip irrigation systems. 

18. If a water mutual is formed, it must meet the standards of Title 22 of the California No Canada Woods Water 
Administrative Code and the Residential Subdivision Water Supply Standards. It must also be Company is an operational 
approved by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, the State Public Utilities public utility. 
Commission, and the County Environmental Health Service. 

19. Direct disturbance or removal of native vegetation cover should be restricted to those areas Yes Scenic and Conservation 
designated for development only ( except as prescribed under Fire Control and Fuel Management). Easement required to be 

conveyed to County over all 
areas >25% slope and all areas 
outside of the designated 
building envelopes - See 
Condition No. 17. 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
20. Wherever possible, existing unpaved roads on the site should be used for access to the Yes York Highlands proposes to 
homesites. Construction access to and from homesites should be along the same routes that are improve existing ranch roads 
proposed for residential access. Existing roads that will not be used as residential access routes to the maximum extent 
should be abandoned. The final residential access routes should be completed before homesite possible. 
construction activities begin. During construction phases, access roads should be frequently Construction management plan 
watered to minimize the generation of road dust. required as Condition No. 41 

will address measures to 
minimize generation of road 
dust. 

21. The introduction of non-native plant species should be avoided. Native trees (preferably oaks), Yes Condition No. 15 requires 
shrubs, and ground covers should be used for erosion control and landscaping within the designated maintenance of natural habitat. 
development envelope surrounding each homesite, the proposed recreation areas, and along the Condition No. 19 requires 
access road system. A landscape plan should be developed incorporating the retention of native landscaping plan for all 
trees and vegetation around the building sites. Deed restrictions should be instituted to assure residential development. 
recourse if violated. 

22. Exotic plant species that are aggressive colonizers of disturbed areas should be actively Yes Included in Condition No. 15. 
eradicated. These species include, but are not limited to, French broom, poison oak, and 
Eucaly12tus. 

23. Off-road vehicle activities should not be allowed on the property. Yes Included in Condition No. 15. 

24. Livestock (e.g., horses, cattle) should be kept or grazed on the property only at stocking levels Yes Included in Condition No. 15. 
comparable to pre-existing use. If desired, use of the existing road and trail system for recreational 
horseback riding and hiking may be allowed to continue. No livestock should be stabled or 
boarded on any cluster or estate parcel. 

25. No broad-scale application of pesticides or herbicides should be permitted on the property. Yes Included in Condition No. 15. 

26. Dead trees and snags, as well as bare and denuded limbs, should be retained. These are Yes Included in Condition No. 15. 
valuable as perch or roost sites for raptors and flycatchers, and as nest sites for cavity-nesting birds. 
Removal should be implemented only when a hazard exists. 
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Mitigation Measure 
27. Brush piles and fallen logs should be retained (except as prescribed under Fire Control and Fuel 
Management). These serve as protective or escape cover, nest sites, and foraging areas for a variety 
of wildlife species. 

28. Since the 1985 LSA Biotic Report does not quantify wildlife resources or the extent of their 
distribution, specific mitigation measures are not estimated. The following minimal guidelines 
should be included in a homeowner' s agreement for the entire development. These guidelines 
would establish basic rules about impacts that may be implemented by one or a few homeowners, 
but that would negatively impact the resources of the entire development. 

For example, if no restrictions are established regarding free-roaming dogs, deer will avoid the 
general vicinity reducing the quality of the rural living environment for all homeowners. 
The basic concerns to be addressed in such an agreement should include but not be limited to: 

a. Leash and kennel requirements for dogs and bells fitted on cats to impede their 
predatory impact on wildlife; 

b. Fencing designs that will not inhibit deer movements; 
c. Maintenance of natural and diverse vegetation buffers in non-landscape areas; 
d. Minimal tree removal guidelines; 
e. Fire control standards should be established and enforced to protect vegetation; 
f. Restrictions_ on human activity in designated open space areas; 
g. Guidelines on maintenance of domestic livestock' 
h. An annual management/assessment fee for forestry programs, wildlife habitat 

protection and oak tre~ management. 
29. Development and construction activities should be conducted with as little vegetation 
removal and soil disturbance as possible. Tree and shrub root systems should be left intact to help 
bind the soil. Surface cuts and fills should be made only for designated homesites and associated 
construction material laydown areas. Development of the existing unpaved road along the ridgeline 
as construction and residential access to the homesites will prevent soil disturbance on slopes where 
higher erosion rates are expected. Clearing should not be allowed on slopes greater than ten 
percent without specific consultation with an erosion control specialist. 

30. A short-term erosion control program should be established on large areas of exposed soil 
( cuts, fills, etc.), consisting of seeding with an annual grass and herbaceous cover. 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
a. Standard seed mixes for erosion control applications may be inappropriate due to 

relatively high fire hazard and competition with native species. No data were found 
to suggest that regeneration of oaks would be inhibited by high densities of annual 
grasses. However, the inhibitory effect of weed competition on chaparral shrub 
seedling survival is well documented (Horton, 1950; Shultz, et.al., 1955; Hanes, 
1977). Gautier (1981) discussed the possibility that seeding of recent burns in 
chaparral may increase long-term slope erosion by retarding the recovery of native 
shrub vegetation. Therefore, a seed mix should be designed to include species 
relatively low in stature and biomass in order to reduce fire hazard and competition 
effects. Annual fescue (Vulpia megalura, Vulpia octo:flora) and soft chess (Bromus 
hordeaceus spp. hordeaceus) are recommended. To these may be added a mixture of 
native herbaceous species, including California poppy (Eschscholtzia californica), 
trefoil(Lotus spp.), clover (Trifolium spp.) and lupine (Lupinus spp.). 

b. Germination and establishment of seeded grasses and herbs are dependent on proper 
timing and intensity of precipitation (Hanes, 1977). Seed applications should be 
made in September, just prior to the onset of the rainy season. 

C. The success of the seeding effort should be monitored, especially during the first 
several months following the initial treatment. On an annual basis, seeding should 
be repeated where necessary to help stabilize areas of exposed soil. 

31. A long-term erosion control program should be established to revegetate disturbed area Yes Erosion control plan required 
using native woody species. by Condition No. 16. The 

a. Plan materials used in revegetation and landscaping should be propagated in a County Erosion Control 
nursery from native seeds and cuttings collected on the site. The propagules should Ordinance requires installation 
be planted in a sandy soil mixture. At least in the period immediately prior to of permanent erosion control 
transplanting, soil water conditions should simulate those found on the site. These plantings. 
measures will help reduce transplant shock and mortality. 

b. Liner planting should follow the method developed by Chan, et.al. (1977). The 
standard method consists of excavating holes 6 to 12 inches deep and mixing the 
native substrate with a high loam, potting type soil. On slopes, slight backslopes are 
constructed above the liner hole to minimize erosion and encourage soil water 
retention. Each liner is placed within a small (about 8-inch diameter) plastic collar 
with the bottom removed. The collar serves as a protection against rodents, 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
concentrates precipitation within the root zone, and provides and anchor point for 
the wire mesh screen used to protect the young seedlings from foraging wildlife (i.e., 
deer). A mulch of black plastic film embedded between two layers or burlap is 
placed around each plant to aid in soil water retention and control of competitive 
weeds and grasses around the transplants. 

C. Plantings should be conducted in late October or early November, to coincide with 
the period when soil water tables are reaching surface levels. This planting period is 
most conducive to liner establishment. It favors extensive root development prior to 
significant above-ground growth in the spring and helps to eliminate the need for 
spring and summer watering programs. 

d. An annual monitoring and maintenance schedule should be adopted to repair or 
replace screens and collars, remove competitive weeds, provide supplemental 
watering if warranted, and replanting as necessary. 

32. A controlled burning program should be considered for implementation on the property. No This was considered but was 
Such a program would mimic the effects of natural fires and reduce fire hazard. Maritime chaparral deemed to be inadvisable due 
is well adapted to conditions ofrecurrent fire (Griffin, 1978), and coast live oak is extremely fire- to danger to existing 
resistant and has the ability to resprout from both trunk and branches following a fire (Plumb, development in the area. 
1979). Controlled burning would reduce the probability of a catastrophic wildfire and would be 
compatible with the ecological strategies of the predominant vegetation types on the property. 

a. The scale and frequency of prescribed burning should be commensurate with the 
maintenance of mature plant communities with minimal fuel loads. 

b. The controlled burning program should be initiated prior to construction on the 
homesites. This will result in lessened fuel loads and reduced fire hazard during and 
after the construction phase of the project. 

c. A qualified forester or controlled burn specialist should be consulted before 
initiating a controlled burning program. Representatives of the California 
Department of Forestry (CDF) may be of assistance in designing a controlled 
burning program or in recommending knowledgeable experts on the subject. Factors 
to consider in developing a burn prescription include dead/live fuel ration, fuel 
volume, live and dead fuel moisture, fuel chemical content, and weather conditions 
(Green, 1981). Various techniques may be used to limit or control the area ofland 
to be burned at any one time (i.e., construction of fuel breaks, mechanical fuel 
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reduction, spot burning, etc.). 

d. The landowner should not necessarily be required to bear the entire burden for this 
program. An agreement with agencies such as CDF, the California Youth 
Conservation Corps, and the County of Monterey may be pursued to alleviate the 
cost of the program. 

33. A program of fuel load reduction through direct vegetation removal should also be Yes Fuel Management Plan 
considered for implementation on the site, either separately or in tandem with a controlled burning required by Condition No. 18. 
program. 

a. A program of direct vegetation removal or thinning and chipping may be necessary 
to reduce critically high fuel loads prior to beginning a prescribed burning program. 
Dead brush may be piled and later consumed by the burn. 

b. The distribution of native vegetation patterns should be considered in designing and 
establishing fuel breaks. 

c. Vegetation removal for fuel management may be accomplished either mechanically 
or by hand. Hand removal is less cost-effective but results in lower amounts of soil 
disturbance and subsequent accelerated erosion rates. Mechanical removal should 
be conducted in a manner that minimizes soil disturbance ( e.g., following slope 
contours). 

d. The "pruning up" of shrubs (i.e., removing all their lower branches) should be 
considered as an alternative to outright clearing of chaparral, coastal scrub and the 
understory of live oak woodland. This technique may prevent fire from reaching the 
crowns of the larger shrubs and trees and therefore favors cool ground fires. The 
method has been used effectively in fire control applications in southern California. 
Use of this technique would produce a minimal amount of soil disturbance compared 
with mechanical vegetation removal. 

34. Estate lots 227 through 235 and 239 proposed in the occurrence area of Hickman's onion No Outside York Highlands area. 
on-site should be eliminated or redesigned and a minimum buffer of 50 feet implemented to 
preserve the population. This could entail the loss or redesign of these parcels along the proposed 
Romera Vista Road in the northwestern end of the property. The furthest occurrence to the south 
could be protected by shifting of the Romera Vista Road to the east. Care should be taken to 
preserve the present vegetation and soil structure in the areas where these occurrences were found. 
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Mitig_ation Measure 
No corralled livestock should be kept in these areas. Fencing of the occurrences may be 
appropriate to prevent accidental encroachment by off-road vehicles and construction equipment or 
their use as laydown areas. 

35. The Hickman's onion population should be monitored both during and after construction to 
evaluate the adequacy of the protection measures implemented and the vitality of the species. 

36. Residential and other types of development in areas viewed from State Route 68 should be 
inconspicuous in order to maintain the natural rural character along this scenic corridor. Visually 
sensitive areas include Work Ranch Ridge, Del Rey Ridge and north-facing slopes and meadows 
along Canyon Del Rey. Strict architectural control of building plans for lots in these areas should 
be required. 

3 7. A requirement for single-story houses located behind existing vegetation along Work Ranch 
Ridge, Del Rey Ridge, and slopes bordering State Route 68 should be considered. 

38. Require building permits for Monterra lots to be evaluated utilizing the following design 
criteria. These criteria are general in nature since overly prescriptive standards of design, given the 
current preliminary planning stage of the project plan, could be detrimental to the ultimate success 
of the project. Conformance with these criteria is necessary to provide a project integrated with the 
natural setting and the planning goals of the County of Monterey and to ensure that the scale of the 
project allows for development, but also relates to the preservation of the natural character of the 
State Route corridor. 

39. The prominent ridges and native vegetation along the State Route 68 corridor shall be 
preserved in a natural state, as much as possible, to maintain the natural scenic quality of this area. 
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Three dimensional building 
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6 and 44 - Condition No. 22. 
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Three dimensional building 
envelopes required for Lots 2, 
6 and 44 - Condition No. 22. 
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either VS or D Zoning overlay 
which requires review of 
development for aesthetic 
considerations. All 
development will require 
discretionary approval through 
Design Approval, 
Administrative Permit or Use 
Permit. Development will be 
evaluated using these criteria. 
Condition 22 requires that a 
scenic easement be dedicated 



Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
over all areas with slopes 
greater than 25%. 

40. Development should be designed to blend with the natural terrain, by using innovative site Yes See Comment No. 38. 
design, grading techniques, building types, and spacing of buildings. 

41. All structures should complement one another and the natural landscape, provide visual Yes See Comment No. 38. 
interest, and create a sense of identity within the development. 

42. Removal of native vegetation, particularly trees, should be minimized. Yes Required as Condition No. 16 

43. Grading in hillside areas should be minimized to the portion of the site covered by the Yes See Comment No. 38. 
structure. Required grading should be finished to blend with the natural contours by avoiding 
abrupt changes in grade and by rounding off sharp angles along the sides of cut and fill slopes. 
The mass grading of large building pads and excessive terracing should be avoided. 

44. Roadways should be designed to reflect the natural topography in order to minimize Yes New roads are proposed on 
grading and scarring of hillsides. existing ranch roads to the 

extent possible. 
45. Exterior colors and materials that blend, rather than contrast with the surrounding soil and Yes See Comment No. 38. 
vegetative cover should be used. These include natural wood and masomy materials and brown, 
muted green and gold colors. Highly reflective surfaces and colors should be avoided. 

46. Structures should not greatly exceed the height of the forest canopy. Yes See Comment No. 38. 

47. Development along ridge lines should not silhouette against the skyline. Yes See Comment No. 38. 
Three dimensional building 
envelopes required for Lots 2, 
6 and 44 - Condition No. 22. 
Section 21.66.010 prohibits 
ridgeline development which 
will create a substantial 
adverse visual impact. 

48. Exterior lighting should be minimized. Lighting that is necessary should be of low profile Yes See Comment No. 38. 
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Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
design, unobtrusive and compatible with the rural character of the project area. Consider using Lighting plans required by 
warm tone lights on dark standards. Condition No. 20 

49. Roofs of buildings at lower elevations should be attractively designed to enhance views of Yes See Comment No. 38. 
these buildings from adjacent hillside residential areas. In general, sloping, gabled, or vaulted 
roofs constructed of wood shingles, wood shakes or tiles are preferred over flat, gravel-type roofs. 
Mechanical equipment on roofs should be avoided or screened so that it is not apparent from the 
hillside areas. 

50. Large wall planes without a change in dimension should be avoided. Yes See Comment No. 38. 

51. Parking and service areas, for the recreational uses should be screened with landscaped Yes See Comment No. 38. 
berms. 

52. Architectural detail should consider the appearance of buildings as seen from the hillside Yes See Comment No. 38. 
areas, as well as from on-grade with the building. Trellises awnings, balconies, and planters 
should be used to add interest and assist with blending in with the natural setting. 
53. Edges between active public areas and adjacent private residential areas should be defined Yes See Comment No. 38. 
by landscaping. 
54. All utility lines serving the project should be placed underground. Yes Included as Condition No. 9 
55. Signage identifying the entrance to the Monterra development should be minimized, Yes New signs will be required to 
particularly along State Route 68. Signs should be aesthetically pleasing, blending into the comply with Section 21.60 
highway corridor. There should be a comprehensive signage motif which is compatible with the (Regulations for Signs) and 
building design and surrounding natural setting (e.g., non-illuminated wood signs). Signs will be subject to Design 
identifying individual residences and buildings should be of a uniform low-profile type, easy to Approval. 
identify (and to facilitate emergency access). 
56. When adequate off-street parking is provided, consideration should be given to reduced Yes Road design subject to 
street width. Intermittent widening of streets for cluster parking areas, bays, and turnarounds, are approval by Public Works. 
encouraged at appropriate locations. Alternatively, parking may be provided along only one side Included as Condition No. 47. 
of the street. 
57. Streets may be divided into one-way segments on different levels of steeper slopes to better Yes Road design subject to 
blend with the terrain and minimize grading. Pedestrian paths may also be at a different level from approval by Public Works. 
the roadway segments. Included as Condition No. 47. 
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to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
58. The clustering of driveways or use of common access driveways should be encouraged to No Design of York Highlands 
maximize natural open space preservation. precludes use of common 

access driveways. 
59. A comprehensive trail plan should be submitted to the County prior to approval of the yes Irrevocable offer to dedicate 
tentative map. land for public trail required as 

Condition No. 67. Map 
showing general location of 
the trail has been submitted. 

60. A continuous system of hiking and equestrian trails following fairly level contours should Yes Irrevocable offer to dedicate 
connect the proposed open space and park areas. Also, open space linkages should be provided land for public trail required as 
between the site and the Ryan Ranch. Solid lot line fencing of yards bordering this narrow open Condition No. 67 
space corridor should be avoided to prevent a "walled" appearance. 
61. Natural landscaping should be provided around buildings to screen them from internal Yes See Comment No. 38. 
roadways and from surrounding areas, especially State Route 68. Condition No. 19 requires note 

on the map to notify 
purchasers of lots that 
landscape plans will be 
required for all development. 

62. Roadway guard rails and fences should blend into the landscape as much as possible. Yes Will be incorporated into 
Subdivision Improvement 
Plans. 

63. Off-road turnouts should be provided in areas with significant views. No Original subdivision proposal 
included public road 
connecting Highway 68 and 
Carmel Valley Road. No 
public roads are proposed or 
required for York Highlands. 

64. Follow the recommendations of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Citizens Yes See Comment No. 38 
Advisory Committee in regard to highly sensitive areas along Highway 68: No lots within York Highlands 

are within 100 feet of State 
a. Development shall be rendered compatible with the visual character of the area using Highway 68. 

appropriate sitting, design, materials and landscaping; 
b. Development shall maintain no less than a 100-foot setback from the scenic route right-
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to York 

Mitigation Measure I Highlands? 
of-way; 

c. The impact of any earth movement associated with the development shall be mitigated 
in such a manner that permanent scarring is not created; 

d. Tree removal shall be minimized; 
e. Landscape screening and restoration shall consist of plant and tree species consistent 

with surrounding native vegetation; 
f. Architectural review of projects shall be required to ensure visual compatibility of the 

development with the surrounding area; and 
g. New development in open grassland areas shown as "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" on 

the Visual Sensitivity Map should minimize its impact on the uninterrupted viewshed. 
65. Construction phase noise can be mitigated by using properly maintained and muffled I No 
equipment. The use of graders and other equipment with tires rather than bulldozers can reduce 
noise generation. Also the use of nail guns rather than manual hammering can reduce noise 
generation. Noise intrusion can be reduced by using temporary berms or barriers such as lumber or 
other stock_IJ_ile materials. 
66. Noise impact from the transportation of materials can be reduced or avoided by selecting I Yes 
haul routes that will be frequently used which do not pass through residential areas or by sensitive 
receptors and by limiting hauling to the hours between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm. 

67. Require an acoustical study of proposed new residential homes within future 55 L dn noise I No 
contours. Require sound insulation, if necessary, to mitigate noise impacts in these areas exposed to 
an existing or future CNEL or L dn of 55 dBA and greater. 

68. Require developer to disclose noise information in this section and the recommended I No 
acoustical study to prospective buyers so that they are aware of short-term annoyance impacts of 
airport, Ford Ord and Laguna Seca raceway operations, the long-term impacts of airport and 
vehicular noise sources, and the potential mitigation measures available through appropriate design 

Page 17 of 21 

Comments 

Comment, not a measure. 

Construction Management 
Plan required by Condition No. 
41 includes limitation on 
hauling to hours between 7:00 
am and 7 :00 _IJ_m. 
Proposed homes in York 
Highlands not within this area. 
Noise evaluation prepared 
pursuant to Condition No. 54 
of BOS Resolution 87-527 
found no need for specific 
noise mitigations for 
residential development in 
Monterra Ranch property. 
See Comment No. 67 



Applicable 
to York 

Mitigation Measure Highlands? Comments 
and building techniques. 
69. The west entrance to the site should be relocated from Ragsdale Drive to Olmstead Road in No Intersection improvements 
order to: utilize the existing traffic signals there; utilize the future full interchange planned there completed with earlier phase. 
after construction of the Toro Park interchange; remove at least half of the Monterra traffic from 
two miles of Highway 69 (between Olmstead and the western entrance); eliminate conflicting 
turning movements on Highway 68 by changing the proposed western entrance to an emergency 
exit only until and interchange is constructed there. The Monterra subdivision should also 
participate in funding the intersection improvements at Olmstead Road and Highway 68. 
70. Base on the existing plus through-traffic plus cumulative traffic need for widening Highway No Fees required to be paid prior 
68 and that the Monterra Ranch subdivision will contribute to that need, the Monterra Ranch to recordation of final maps for 
subdivision should therefore participate in funding the widening of Highway 68 to the adopted plan each phase pursuant to 
lines at a rate commensurate to the project traffic assignment. The formula for this fee should be Condition No. 32 of BOS 
determined by the Planning Department. Resolution 87-527. This 

condition was cleared by 
Public Works. 

71. An approach lane to Highway 68 on the east entrance should be provided to separate right Yes Required by Condition No. 52 
and left-turn traffic. In addition, a left-turn pocket on Highway 68 with an adequate deceleration 
lane should be provided to facilitate access to the east entrance of and to the western entrance off of 
Olmstead Road. 
72. The Monterra Ranch subdivision should dedicate a right-of-way consistent with the adopted Yes Required by Condition No. 50 
plan lines for Route 68. 
73. The private road designs and construction should be at horizontal and vertical standards Yes Road design subject to 
unless these standards would cause excessive grading and/or environmental impacts. A approval by Public Works. 
determination of specific roadway segments to be exempted from normal county standards, if any, Included as Condition No. 47. 
should be made prior to recordation of the final subdivision map. 
74. The Monterra subdivision access to Highway 68 will be facilitated by an internal collector No No internal collector loop 
loop road which connects east and west entrances. Traffic control should be on the side streets in within York Highlands which 
order to preserve the internal collector's integrity. will connect east and west 

entrances. 
75. The subdivision map should be conditioned to grant access rights to the school district and No Access to school property is 
Lt Ng parcels to assure appropriate access to the parcel considering future highway improvements; not within the York Highlands 
and to assure secondary access routes for both Lt Ng and Monterra in the future. Please see Figure area. 
1.2 for locations. At the time this measure was 
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written, a public road 
connecting Highway 68 and 
Carmel Valley Road was 
included as part of the 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision. 
With the elimination of the 
public road, prov1s10n of 
secondary access to the Lt Ng 
parcel is no longer appropriate. 

76. Use dust controls, such as wetting down the soil during excavation and earthmoving Yes Required as part of 
operations. Construction Management 

Plan- See Condition No. 41 
77. Suspend construction activities or increase sprinkling during periods of high wind (greater Yes Required as part of 
than 15 mph). Construction Management 

Plan - See Condition No. 41 
78. Revegetate exposed surfaces as soon as possible. Yes Required as part of Erosion 

Control Plan - See Condition 
No. 13 

79. Consider provision of a park and ride lot, bus stop and turn-out area to be located near the No Included with Highway 218 
project on Highway 68 to encourage the use of public transit by future residents. improvements 
80. As specified in the Air Quality Plan, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Government Yes Negative Declaration 
should review all project plans. circulated to Monterey Bay Air 

Pollution Control District 
81. The developer should be required to distribute local transit, bicycle and carpooling Yes Will be incorporated into 
information to prospective buyers during the marketing of the home sites. CC&Rs 
82. Strictly adhere to the sites indicated safe for the location of septic systems in the M. Jacobs No Served by sewer system 
and Associates Percolation Study for the Monterra Ranch project. 
83. The Monterey County Health Department should review each specific septic system No Served by sewer system 
location and design prior to their placement to ensure that the State of California Basin Plan and the 
provisions of Monterey County Ordinance 1835 are met. 
84. Septic system should not be built on slopes in excess of 30% or if deemed necessary should No Served by sewer system 
be specifically engineered for each site. 
85. * The installation of water conserving fixtures (low flush toilets, flow restrictors on faucet Yes Notice of Water Conservation 
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Mitigation Measure 
and shower heads) should be required to reduce the potential for septic system loading. Residents 
should also be encouraged to use phosphate free detergents because the systems' efficiency will be 
increased. *Include training/information program about proper use and maintenance of septic 
systems, by residents via homeowners association. 
86. The Monterra property should be annexed to the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District, and 
a fire station site should be provided in the Laguna Seca area. Annexation to CSA 39 and the 
provision of an interim fire station site on the Monterra property might be an acceptable alternative 
if the Salinas Rural/ Laguna Seca site preference is not attainable for some reason. 
87. The developer should enter into an agreement with the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District 
to help purchase some additional structural and wildfire-fighting equipment. 
88. The developer, Planning Department and fire agency officials should discuss and agree an 
appropriate resolution of the secondary access issue on cul-de-sacs longer than 1000 feet. 

89. Both the subdivision tentative map and the future improvement plans should be reviewed by 
the County Fire Warden and Salinas Rural FPD Chief to assure that fire protection and prevention 
designs features are included. Some of these design features are listed below. 

1) The development shall provide safe and ready access for fire and other emergency 
equipment and to handle possible evacuations. Drivers provided for access as 
provided by amendment to Section 10.31 ( d) of the 1979 Edition of the Uniform Fire 
Code. Parking shall be prohibited in turnarounds; signs so indicating shall be posted. 

2) Emergency access points shall be provided to all significant public and private 
water supplies 

3) All buildings shall be sprinklered for fire protection in accord with Salinas Rural 
Fire Protection District regulations. Water distribution and source facilities shall be 
required of sufficient design to support the flows necessary for the type of 
development proposed. 

4) Flammable ground cover shall be cleared in a 3 0-foot area around each structure, or 
to the property line, and replaced with a low fire spread evergreen groundcover or 
other suitable material approved by the Fire Warden and Planning Director. Where 
the property line is less than 30 feet from any structure, the Fire Warden shall 
evaluate the hazard and may require non-co_mbustible siding exterior s_Qrinkler or 
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Comments 
Requirements required by 
Condition No. 53 

Monterra Ranch previously 
annexed to the SRFPD. Fire 
Station has been built at 
Laureles Grade/Highway 68. 
Completed with earlier phases. 

Condition Nos. 60 & 61 limit 
length of dead end roads and 
identifies specifications for 
turn-arounds. 
Application was reviewed by 
Monterey County Regional 
Fire Protection District 
(MCRFPD). Conditions 
recommended by MCRFPD 
are included as Condition Nos. 
59-66. 



Mitigation Measure 
other methods of protection which will reduce the risk of fire spread. 

5) All building shall be designed and sited sot that roofs and other areas may be kept 
free of leaves, needles and other dead vegetative growth. 

6) Roof covering for building shall be fire retardant, as defined in the latest edition of 
the Uniform Fire code (adopted as Ordinance No. l by the Salinas Rural Fire 
District). 

7) All easements for fire breaks for the fire safety of built-up areas shall include access 
for firefighting personnel and equipment. 

8) Fire breaks shall be periodically cleared of dead wood and vegetation by the 
homeowner's association in cooperation with the agency. 

9) When parking lanes are not provided, turnouts eight feet wide and 15 feet long each 
side of fire hydrants shall be provided and posted "No Parking". 

10) Highly flammable underbrush shall be removed from within 20 feet of each side of 
all roadways ifrequired by the fire agency. Individual or small groups of trees, 
ornamental shrubbery or similar plants of low combustibility which are used as 
_groundcover need not be removed. 

90. Incorporation of the measures discussed above in future home and building design will 
reduce the project's impacts on non-renewable energy resources. 

Applicable 
to York 

Highlands? I Comments 

No I Not a measure. All new 
development will be required 
to meet California Building 
Code Title 24 Energy 
Standards. 

91. Prior to and during the initial stages of grading, a qualified archaeologist should be I Yes Was included as Condition No. 
11 with Resolution 87-527. 
Reporting on status of this 
condition was required by 
Condition No. 82. 

consulted to do on-site inspecting, examining the results of grading in those areas judged to have a 
greater potential of containing archaeological sites such as bedrock outcrops, springs, seeps and the 
lower ridges should be covered by a controlled intuitive reconnaissance. 

92. A condition should be added to the development permit for the subdivision to require a 
detailed archaeological investigation if development of Ranch Lot #2 is proposed on or in the 
vicinity of the archaeological site. 
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Included as Condition No. 11 
for PLNl 00020. 
Archaeological surveys 
completed with earlier phases. 
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EXHIBITD 

Addendum Pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act 

Article 11, Section 15164 

York Highlands 
Planning File No. PLNl 00020 

General Plan Amendment and Combined Development Permit 

1. Introduction 

The Board of Supervisors approved the original Monterra Ranch Subdivision and certified 
the EIR for the project (EIR No. 84-007) on October 6, 1987 (Resolution No. 87-527). The 
original project consisted of a vesting tentative map for the phased subdivision of 2,911.60 
acres into 283 parcels ranging in size from 2 acres to 60 acres and included a recreation, 
tennis, and equestrian complex, a 47-acre parcel for inclusionary housing, and 115 acres of 
dedicated parkland. The applicant chose to file multiple final maps for "phases" of the 
subdivision, all of which have been approved by the Board of Supervisors and recorded for 
each phase of the subdivision. 

J The York Highlands Combined Development Permit modifies phases 6, 8, and 10 of the 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision by merging and resubdividing the 24 lots approved in the final 
maps for these three phases into 24 new lots. The proposed project also includes a use 
Permit for tree removal, an Administrative Permit for grading, a Use Permit for development 
on slopes exceeding 25%, and a General Plan Amendment from the land use designation of 
Public Quasi-Public to the land use designation of Rural Density Residential. The proposed 
project involves the merger and resubdivision oflots on a portion of the original subdivision 
that has a General Plan Designation of Public Quasi-Public that was the location of a 
recreation center and equestrian center. These uses are no longer a component of the project. 

\ _ _) 

2. Scope and Purpose of this Addendum 

An EIR for the Monterra subdivision was certified on October 6, 1987 by the Board of 
Supervisors in Resolution No. 87-527. The EIR is incorporated herein by reference. This 
Addendum has been prepared pursuant to Section 15164 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act Guidelines because some changes or additions to the EIR are necessary but none 
of the conditions described in Public Resources Code section 21166 or CEQA Guidelines 
section 15162 triggering a supplemental or subsequent EIR have occurred. None of the 
conditions described in Section 15162 (a) calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR 
have occurred: 
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1. No substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions 

of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects 
or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

2. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which 
the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR due 
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase 
in the severity of previously identified significant effects; and 

3. No new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous 
EIR was certified as complete exists to show that the project will have significant 
effects not discussed in the previous EIR or that substantial effects previously 
examined will be more severe than shown in the previous EIR. 

Substantial evidence supports this conclusion, including the initial study which is attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. The initial study was prepared and circulated to 
the public with a proposed Negative Declaration from September 8, 2011 through September 
27, 2011. Because the initial study demonstrated that none of the conditions described in 
Section 15162 calling for preparation of a ~ubsequent EIR have occurred, a determination has 
been made that this Addendum is more appropriate than a Negative Declaration; the 
underlying analysis has not changed. The Planning Department had initially proposed a 
Negative Declaration because the project involves a General Plan Amendment (GP A); 
however, analysis of the proposed General Plan amendment in the initial study shows that the 
General Plan Amendment does not result in the involvement of new environmental effects 
not previously identified in the EIR or result in a substantial increase in the severity of the 
previously identified effects. Therefore, the inclusion of a GP A in the project does not per se 
necessitate a subsequent or supplemental EIR or Negative Declaration. An additional reason 
for the proposed Negative Declaration was to enhance public review, and the initial study 
circulated for public review with a proposed Negative Declaration. An Addendum is not 
required to be circulated for public review (CEQA Guideline section 15164). Although 
County determined subsequent to the circulation period that an Addendum is more 
appropriate than a Negative Declaration, this process resulted in more public review than 
required by law for an Addendum and does not preclude the preparation of an Addendum. 

The initial study and the administrative record as a whole demonstrate that the changes to the 
project proposed by the resubdivision do not result in the involvement of new environmental 
effects not previously identified in the EIR or result in a substantial increase in the severity of 
the previously identified effects. The resubdivision will result in the creation oflarger lots 
with building envelopes placed in the natural clearings instead of concentrating the 
development on smaller lots within an oak woodland habitat. The proposed project requires 
less grading that the original subdivision. The proposed project will result in fewer impacts 
to biological resources. The project does not involve the creation of new lots. Additionally, 
the initial study demonstrates that there are no changes in circumstances or new information 
of substantial importance that would result in the involvement of new environmental effects 
not previously identified in the EIR or a substantial increase in the severity of the previously 
identified effects. 

York Highlands PLN100020 



'\ 
i 

Applicable mitigation measures included in the previously certified EIR have been 
incorporated as conditions of approval, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan has 
been prepared to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures. 

Attachment: Initial Study for the York Highlands Combined Development Permit File Number 
PLN100020, dated September 7, 2011 

Reference: Certified Environmental Impact Report for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision, 
dated October 6, 1987, Resolution No. 87-527. The EIR is available for public 
inspection at: 
http:/ /www.in.co .monterey .ca. us/planning/mai or/York Highlands Monterra Ran 
ch Properties LLC/Y ork Highlands Monterra Ranch Properties LLC.htm ; 
Clerk to the Board, 168 W. Alisal Street, First Floor, Salinas, CA 
RMA-Planning Department, 168 W. Alisal Street, Second Floor, Salinas, CA 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
RESOURCEMANAGEJ\1ENTAGENCY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
168 WEST ALISAL ST., 2nd FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901 
PHONE: (831) 755-5025 · FAX: (831) 757-9516 

INITIAL STUDY/ 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

L BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
-·--------- ... - . - ---·- -- ------- - -·- ··------ -·-· -- -- ------·----- -- -

Project Title: York Highlands Combined Development Permit 

File No.: PLN100020 

Project Location: South of the intersection of Highway 68 and York Road, 
Salinas (Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan) 

Name of Property Owner: Banker's Development Group LLC; Carmel Development 
Company; York Highlands LLC 

Name of Applicant: Banker's Development Group LLC; Carmel Development 
Company; York Highlands LLC 

Assessor's Parcel Number(s): 259-241-001-000; 259-241-004-000 259-092-072-000; 259-
092-075-000; 259-191-023-000; 259-191-024-000 259-211-
016-000; 259-231-016-000; 259-231-017-000; 259-231-018-
000; 259-231-019-000; 259-231-020-000; 259-231-021-000; 
259-231-022-000; 259-231-023-000; 259-231-024-000; 259-
231-025-000; 259-231-026-000; 259-231-028-000; 259-251-
001-000; 259-251-002-000; 259-251-003-000; 259-251-004-
000; 259-251-005-000; 259-251-006-000; 259-251-007-000; 
259-251-008-000; 259-251-009-000; 259-251-010-000; 259-
251-011-000; 259-251-012-000; 259-251-013-000; 259-251-
014-000; and259-251-015-000 

(Note: Listed APNs are a combination oflots of record, Scenic 
Easement and/or Open Space parcels and roads) 

Acreage of Property: Approximately 900 acres 

General Plan Designation: Residential, Public Quasi Public 
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Zoning District: RDR/10-UR-D andRDR/10-UR-VS 

Lead Agency: Monterey County RMA- Planning Department 

Prepared By: Nadia Amador, David Mack and Craig Spencer, Associate 
Planners 

Date Prepared: September 6, 2011 

Contact Person: Delinda Robinson, Senior Planner 

Phone Number: (831) 755-5198 
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IL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A. Description of Project: 

Overview-
The York Highlands Vesting Tentative Map (hereinafter referred as York Highlands) 

involves the merging of portions of recorded but undeveloped Phases 6, 8 and 10 of the Monterra 
Ranch Subdivision and the approval of a new subdivision with new lots, building envelopes, 
roads and scenic easements. The project also includes a General Plan Amendment to change the 
General Plan Designation of a portion of the property (Parcel H) currently designated Public 
Quasi-Public to Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per_ unit. The entire project area is 
approximately 900 acres. The project will not result in the creation of ·additional lots, but 
involves the merger and re-subdivision of 24 existing lots. 

The table below ideniifies. the existing residential lots which. are part of the York Highlan~ re
subdivision in association with the final map that created them: 

Monterra Ranch Original Lot #s filed: Recorder's File Numherl.Date of Filing: 
Phase/Tract 

Number: 

Phase 6; Tract Lot44 Cities and Towns, Vol. 22, Page 56; 
1419 June 16, 2004 

(Source: IX. 4) 
Phase 8; Tract 164, 165, 166, 167, Cities and Towns, Vol. 23, Page 14; 
1450 168, 169, 170, 171; September 14, 2005 

(Source: IX. 5) 
Phase 10; Tract Lots 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, Cities and Towns, Vol. 23, Page 16; 
1452 117, 118, 119, 120, December 1, 2005 

121, and 122, Ranch 
(Source: IX. 6) Lot 1, 3 and 4. 

York Highlands uses a different design concept than Phase 10 and Phase 8 of Monterra Ranch. 
The design of Pµ.ase 8 (Lots 164-171) and Phase 10 (Lots 5-10 and Lots 117-122) include 
clusters of smaller lots. This design was done to concentrate the impacts of development to a 
limited area leaving larger open space parcels intact to preserve the existing natural habitat areas. 
This resulted in the lots on Phase 10 being concentrated within an oak woodland which results in 
significant tree removal in that location to implement the recorded map. Thls is balanced by the 
remainder of Monterra Ranch being set aside as open space. York Highlands will use a different 
approach to subdividing this property through the use of larger lots with building envelopes 
placed in natural clearings. The areas around the building envelopes within the individual lots 
will be retained in scenic and conservation easements to protect the existing natural habitat. The 
lot pattern is designed off a road network which follows existing jeep trails and ranch roads. 
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The proposal would reduce grading and tree removal primarily by the reduction in roadway 
improvements and placing building envelopes in areas with the least amount of oak tree and/or 
grading impacts. Grading would be minimized by approximately 20,000 cubic yards (IX. 12) and 
the impacts to oak woodland habitat would decrease by approximately 20 acres (IX. 12) in 
comparison to implementing the existing recorded maps. 

General Plan Amendment- The General Plan Amendment is required because the merger and 
re-subdivision would involve the placement of lots on a portion of current Parcel H that has a 
General Plan Designation of Public Quasi-Public (see Source X. 2). The PQP Land Use 
Designation is used to identify the locations for schools, parks, regional parks, public works 
facilities and hospitals that serve the Public at Large (2010 General Plan Policy LU-6.1). At this 
time it is not understood why this portion of the property was designated for PQP, but the record 
indicates that the PQP was designated when the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan was 
adopted in 1984. The original tentative map for Monterra Ranch showed this .ar~?-_!o ~e use:Q: for 
an equestrian center and a recreational center. The land use of this area would be changed to 
Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit, with an Urban Reserve General Plan Designation 
Overlay, consistent with the surrounding land use. The Zoning on the property does not need to 
be modified as the existing zoning is Rural Density Residential at 10 acres per unit. 

County entitlements- The proposed York Highlands Vesting _Tentative Map requires the 
following entitlements from the County of Monterey: 

Combined Development Permit consisting of: 

l. Vesting Tentative Map for the re-subdivision of Monterra Ranch Final Map 
Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of 24 residential lots (Phase 
6: Adj Lot 44 Remainder; Phase 8: Lots 164- 171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -
122, Ranch Lots l, 3 and 4), 3 open space parcels (Phase 8: Pari::els A, B & C), 
1 scenic easement parcel (Phase 10, Parcel H), and 3 road and utility parcels 
(Phase 6: Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: Parcel M); 

2. Use Permit for tree removal for subdivision improvements only (not for 
building envelopes); 

3. Administrative Permit for grading of less than 131,100 cubic yards (70,500 
cubic yards cut and 60,600 cubic yards fill) in a Visually Sensitive District; 

4. Use Permit for development on slopes greater than 25 percent; 

Prior CEOA Findings and focus of Initial Study-

The Monterey County Board of Supervisors (Board) certified the Monterra Ranch Subdivision 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) No. 84-007 (IX.2) and approved the Monterra Ranch 
Standard Subdivision Tentative Map on October 6, 1987 by Resolution No. 87-527 (IX. 3). 
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This Initial Study tiers from the Certified Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR.. The baseline for this 
project must consider that there are existing lots of record which can currently be built upon. 
The application will not add to the number of lots that currently exist. The subdivision will 
redistribute lots onto Parcel H which was to be the location of a recreation center and equestrian 
center. These uses will no longer be a component of this project. This is a net reduction in 
development density. The Initial Study will examine the environmental impacts from the 
perspective of the identified baseline. In addition, York Highlands is subject to the policies of 
the 2010 Monterey County General Plan which has been adopted since approval of the Monterra 
Ranch project. 

The EIR. identified the increase of traffic resulting from the Monterra Ranch Subdivision as an 
unavoidable significant adverse impact. The Board found six project benefits which outweighed 
the project's unavoidable significant adverse traffic impacts. Therefore, the Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision was approved with Statements of Overriding Consideration. 

One overriding consideration was the project's careful placement of building sites resulting in no 
visibility of development from State Highway 68 or Carmel Valley Road (IX. 3, Exhibit B, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration for Monterra Ranch Subdivision, Item 5). This statement 
was based on an assurance made at a Board hearing by the developer's architect/planner, Mr. 
Holm (IX. 4, Exhibit A, Board Order, page 3) that no units would be seen from State Highway 
68. The EIR did not assume that no units would be visible but understood that units would be 
inconspicuous. The EIR also recommended design measures, which included that development 
along ridge lines would not silhou~tte against the skyline. The applicant for York Highlands is 
requesting to allow some visibility from State Highway 68 for proposed Lots 2, 6 and 44. See 
Section VI. 1. Aesthetics and Section VI. 10 Land Use and Planning for a detailed discussion ... 

B. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting: 
The project site involves approximately 900 acres of land within the gated community of 
Monterra Ranch, located along the south side of State Highway 68 between Olmsted Road and 
York Road. The project site is zoned residential and is within the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan of the County of Monterey. The site also has an Urban Reserve Zoning Overlay, given 
its close proximity to the City of Monterey. Thus, development review must consider impacts on 
the City of Monterey. 

The site consists of relatively steep to rolling terrain of undeveloped land. Major vegetation 
communities include: grassland, mixed coastal scrub and oak woodlands and savanna. The site 
is comprised of northeast-facing slopes above a small, northwest-flowing contributory drainage 
(IX. 13) to Canyon Del Rey, south of the intersection of State Highway 68 and York Road in 
Monterey Co:unty. The site is currently accessed from the northwestern gate to Monterra Ranch, 
located off State Highway 68 or via existing roads within the Monterra Ranch Subdivision. The 
project will construct an entrance opposite of York Road ( off of State Highway 68) which was 
considered and approved as part of the Monterra Ranch approval. 

The site borders Ryan Ranch and Laguna Seca Ranch (located to the north), Hidden Hills 
residential subdivision (located to the east) Tehama residential subdivision (located to the south) 
and Jacks Peak Regional Park (located to the west). The Monterey Peninsula Airport does not 
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immediately border the site but it is located approximately 3 miles northwesterly from the project 
site. 

C. Other public agencies whose approval is required: ( e.g. permits, :financing approval, 
or participation agreement) 

Caltrans- The applicant is required to obtain encroachment permits from the California 
Department of Transportation ( Caltrans) for encroachment off of York Road onto State Highway 
68. 

IIL PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL 
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS 

Use the list below to indicate plans applicable to the project and verify their consistency or non
consistency with project implementation. 

General Plan/ Area Plan 

Specific Plan 

Water Quality Control Plan 

~ 

D 

D 

Air Quality Mgmt. Plan 

Airport Land Use Plans 

Local Coastal Program-LUP 

General Plan/Area Plan. The proposed project was reviewed for consistency with the 2010 
Monterey County General Plan. Section IV.IO (Land Use and Planning) discusses whether the 
project physically divides an established community; conflicts with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project or conflicts with any 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan (Source: IX.8). The 
Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan includes policies to protect the scenic nature of the 
viewshed along State Highway 68. These policies are discussed in more detail below in Section 
VI.I Aesthetics. The proposed project would redistribute the same number oflots on the subject 
site. The redistribution of the lots will include placing lots over a portion of the property with a 
General Plan Land Use Designation of Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve. It is unknown. 
exactly why this land use designation exists here. This area has a Zoning Designation of Rural 
Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and Urban Reserve. The proposed project includes a 
General Plan Amendment that will change the General Plan Land Use Designation of the subject 
area from Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve to Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit 
and Urban Reserve. There is not a public need to maintain this PQP Land Use on the subject site 
and it is not known why this land use designation was put in place. Modifying the Land Use 
Designation will be consistent with the surrounding land use designation. Therefore, the 
proposed project is consistent with the General Plan Land Use Designation. CONSISTENT 

2008 Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey Bay Region (AOJ\1P). Consistency of a 
residential project is determined by comparing the project population at the year of project 
completion with the population forecast for the appropriate five year increment that is listed in 
the AQMP. If the population increase resulting from the project would not cause the estimated 
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cumulative population to exceed the relevant forecast, the project would be consistent with the 
population forecasts in the AQlv!P. Therefore, the project will be consistent with the AQlv!P. 
CONSISTENT 

Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Monterey Peninsula Airport. The project site is within the 
sphere of influence of the Monterey Peninsula Airport (Plan). The Plan intends to safeguard the 
general welfare of the residents within the sphere of influence and to assure the safety of air 
navigation and specifically it seeks to protect the public from the adverse effects of aircraft noise. 
The subject site is not within the following areas which would determine a Primary Planning 
Area within the sphere of influence: a building restriction area, such as a clear zone and/or 
extended safety area, an imagi,nary surface area or directly under a flight path or area within the 
65 CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Levels). However, the Certified EIR for Monterra 
Ranch did find the subject site to have noise levels ofless than 55 Ldn ( daylight equivalent noise 
levels) caused by various aircraft operations such as engine runoff before take off, landings and 

- takeoffs. Therefore, the Monterra Subdivision Tentative Map was approved subjecf to an 
A vigation Easement condition. The A vigation Easement instrument has been recorded 
(Monterey County Recorder's Office, Reel 2461, Page 1084, January 19, 1990) for Monterra 
Ranch Properties. Pursuant to the recordation of the Avigation Easement, the project is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Monterey Peninsula Airport. 
CONSISTENT 

Iv. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND 
DETERMINATION 

A. FACTORS 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as 
discussed within the checklist on the following pages. 

1Z1 Aesthetics 

IZI Biological Resources 

IZI Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

IZI Land Use/Planning 

D Population/Housing 

D Transportation/Traffic 

D Agriculture and Forest 
Resources 

~ Cultural Resources 

D Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

D Mineral Resources 

D Public Services 

D Utilities/Service Systems 

IZI Air Quality 

IZ! Geology/Soils 

IZ! Hydrology/Water Quality 

IZI Noise 

D Recreation 

fg] Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no 
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental 
Checklist; and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of 
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projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily 
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no 
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding can 
be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as supporting 
evidence. 

D Check here if this finding is not applicable 

FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked off, there is no potential for 
significant environmental impact to occur from either construction, operation or 
maintenance of the proposed project and no further discussion in the 
Environmental Checklist is necessary. 

EVIDENCE: 
1) Aesthetics. See Section VI. l 

2) Agriculture and Forest Resources. The project site is not designated as Prime, Unique or 
Farmland of Statewide or Local Importance and the proposed project would not result in 
conversion of prime agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses. The site is not under a 
Williamson Act Contract. The project will not result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land into non-forest land, nor conflict with existing zoning or cause 
rezoning of forest land or timberland to a non-forest use. The project will not change the 
existing residential zoning of the property (Source: Il and IX. 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 10). Therefore, 
the project will have no impacts to agricultural or forest resources. 

3) Air Quality. The impacts to Air Quality for the York Highlands re-subdivision are within 
and under the thresholds of the Certified Monterra Ranch Subdivision BIR 84-007. When 
compared to the existing approved final maps (portions of Phase 6, 8 and 10), the York 
Highlands re-subdivision does not include any new development, does not result in 
additional traffic trips, has no effect on the population forecasts of the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP), does not change (i.e. increase) the results of air quality, 
odors or construction related emissions. Furthermore, the grading impacts for York 
Highlands are significantly reduced by approximately 20,000 cubic yards. Any future 
development on specific lots of record will be subject to separate discretionary review 
(Source: II and IX.1,2,3,5,6,7,10,11,12 ). Therefore, the proposed project would have no 
impact to Air Quality. 

4) Biological Resources. See Section VI. 4 

5) Cultural Resources. See Section VI.5 

6) Geology and Soils. See Section VI. 6 

7) Green House Gas Emissions. See Section VI. 7 
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8) Hazards and Hazardous Materials. See Section VI. 8 (No Impact discussion) 

9) Hydrology and Water Quality. See Section VI. 9 

l0)Land Use/Planning. See Section VI. 10 

11) Mineral Resources. The project site does not contain a mineral resource of value to the 
region, the residents of the state or is the site a locally important mineral recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan nor other land use plan. Therefore, the 
project will have no impact to mineral resources (Source: II and IX. 1,2,3,8) 

12. Noise. See Section VI. 12 

13. Population and Housing. The project does not affect population or housing. It does not 
destroy any housing or affect the population anticipated in a previously approvea· final - --- ----
map. The project re-subdivides an existing approved final map into the same number of 
lots in a different configuration. No residential development has occurred on the existing 
lots of record, and lot specific residential development is not included in the proposed 
project. (Source: II and IX.1,2,3,8) 

14. Public Service. There would be no increase in need for emergency service as a result of 
· reconfiguring the lots. Accessibility of the lots to and by the public agencies would be 
improved by locating the lots in a different configuration and constructing the previously 
approved access gate located at the York Road/State Route-68 intersection. (Source: II 
andIX.1,2,3,8) 

15. Recreation. The project does not create any additional need for recreation facilities nor 
does it disturb any existing facilities. (Source: II and IX.1,2,3,8) 

16. Transportation. No new lots are being created so there would be no increase in potential 
traffic beyond what was anticipated and evaluated in the previously certified 
Environmental hnpact Report (EIR) for the Monterra Subdivision. Access for the area 
would remain as approved, located at the York Road/State Route-68 intersection, and will 
not increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses ( e.g., farm equipment). The York Road/State Route-68 intersection 
will require the same level of improvements as documented and approved in the 
conditions of approval and mitigations measures of the previously approved EIR for 
Monterra Subdivision (EIR# 84-007/Resolution #87-527). Prior mitigation measures 
require: 

• Construction of approach lanes on Highway 68 for the east entrance (York Road) 
to separate right and left tum traffic, including a left tum pocket on Highway 68 
with adequate deceleration lane" (MM No. 71); 

• That road designs and construction meet current horizontal and vertical standards 
unless excessive grading and environmental impacts would result, in which case a 
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determination of roadway segments to be exempt from current standards, if any, 
shall be made prior to recordation of the final map (MM No. 73); and 

• Access to Highway 68 will be "facilitated by internal collector loop road which 
connects east and west entrances." (MM No. 74). 

All previous conditions of approval and mitigation measures not yet satisfied and 
documented, including those mentioned above, shall be carried forward for the proposed 
project, and all intersection improvements will meet the standards and specifications of 
the California Department of Transportation (CalTrans). See Section 4 for discussion of 
Biological Resources as it relates to said access. (Source: II and IX.1,2,3,8) 

17. Utilities. The project does not affect utilities or service systems. It does not exceed 
wastewater-treatment-requirements norre_quire or re~ult in the construction of_nevy_water, 
wastewater or storm water facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. The proposed · - - -
re-subdivision will utilize previous water supply allocations and will not result in an 
increase of residential lots; therefore will not require allocations beyond what has been 
previously approved for the Monterra Subdivision. The re-subdivided lots will not result 
in an increase of service by the regional landfill than has already been anticipated and 
approved in the original subdivision (Res. 87-527). The proposed project will not result 
in non-compliance with federal, state, and/or local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste. The project re-subdivides an existing approved final map into the same number of 
lots in a different configuration. No residential development has occurred on the existing 
lots of record, and lot specific residential development is not included in the proposed 
project. (Source: II and IX.1,2,3,8) 

18. Mandatory Findings of Significance. See Section VII 

B. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

[gj I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT is required. 

D I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or 
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one 
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effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis 
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 1s 
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

D I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately 
in an earlier BIR or NEGATNE DECLARATION pursuant to applicabie standards, and 
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Signature 
Nadia Amador 

Title: Associate Planner 

V. EVALUATIONOFENVIRONMENTALIMPACTS 

September 6, 
2011 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses 
following each question. A ''No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced 
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one 
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer 
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general 
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on 
project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including o:ffsite as well as 
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as 
well as operational impacts. 

3) · Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is 
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are 
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an 
EIR is required. 
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4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies 
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially 
Significant hnpact" to a '1Less Than Significant Impact. 11 The lead agency must describe 
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than 
significant level mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be 
cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist 

were within the scope of and __ <l-d~g_~tely analyzed in an earlier document pursuant 
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed oy 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are 11Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated, 11 describe the mitigation measures which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they 
address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference 
to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used 
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 

significance .. 
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VI. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

1. AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
(Source: IX. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,11,20) 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Source: IX. 
l,2,3,4,5,6, 7,8,9,11,20) 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings? (Source: IX>- -
1,2,3 ,4,5,6, 7,8,9, 11,20) 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? (Source: IX. l,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,ll) 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Discussion: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Less Than 
Mitigation Significant No 

Incorporated Impact Impact 

D lZI D 

D D 

D !ZI- -. 0- ... 

D D 

Existing site condition. The project site is located along State Highway 68, a designated state 
scenic highway. State Highway 68 is approximately 20 miles long connecting the City of 
Monterey to the Salinas Valley. State Highway 68 winds through Canyon del Rey, which offers 
vistas of pastoral, semi-rural land consisting of high ridges, open rolling grassland, oak, 
sycamore and pine trees. The project site setting consists of visually prominent ridges and 
canyons near the intersection of State Highway 68 and 218. The project site is undeveloped, but 
neighboring approved Monterra phases have been developed with residences. 

Background-Certified EIR No. 84-007 for Monterra Ranch Subdivision. As explained in the 
Project Description (Section IL A), in 1987 the Board of Supervisors certified the Monterra 
Ranch Subdivision Environmental Impact Report (BIR). The BIR identified the increase of traffic 
resulting from the Monterra Ranch Subdivision as an unavoidable significant adverse impact. 
The Board found six project benefits which outweighed the project's unavoidable significant 
adverse traffic impacts and therefore, the Board approved the Monterra Ranch Standard 
Subdivision Tentative Map with a Statement of Overriding Consideration (IX. 2, 3). 

One overriding consideration was the project's careful placement of building sites resulting in no 
visibility of development :from State Highway 68 or Carmel Valley Road (IX. 3, Exhibit B, 
Statement of Overriding Consideration for Monterra Ranch Subdivision, Item 5), which reads (in 
part): 
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"The proposed subdivision for Monterra Ranch calls for view shed protection and 
building sites have been situated so that they are not visible from Highway 68 or 
Carmel Valley Road. No development is planned for ridgelines ... " 

This statement was based on an assurance made at a Board hearing by the developer's 
architect/planner, Mr. Holm (IX. 4, Exhibit A, Board Order, page 3) that no units would be seen 
from State Highway 68. The EIR did not assume that no units would be visible but understood 
that units would be inconspicuous. 

This Initial Study tiers from the Certified Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR No. 84-007. As 
such, York Highlands is required to be consistent with this BIR. To meet aesthetic consistency, 
the units on each proposed lot from State Highway 68 must be inconspicuous which means the 
units shall not be clearly visible or attract attention. In addition, aesthetic mitigation measures 
were applied to the .Monterra Tentative Map project One of these measures included requiring 
building permits to be evaluated utilizing specific design criteria and reqciring-1:hat devefoprn.ent ---- --
along ridge lines shall not silhouette against the skyline. The list of specific Site Design criteria 
listed in the Certified Final Environmental Impact Report for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision 
EIR No. 84-007 under aesthetic Mitigation Measures 2.6.1.3 (pages 94-98, commencing with 
item 3 8 and ending at item 64) are as follows: 

38. Require building permits for Monterra lots to be evaluated utilizing the following 
design criteria. These criteria are general in nature since overly prescriptive 
standards of design, given the current preliminary planning stage of the project 
plan, could be detrimental to the ultimate success of the project. Conformance 
with these criteria is necessary to provide a project integrated with the natural 
setting and the planning goals of the County of Monterey and to ensure that the 
scale of the project allows for development, but also relates to the preservation of 
the natural character of the State Route corridor. 

Site Design. 

39. The prominent ridges and native vegetation along the State Route 68 corridor 
shall be preserved in a natural state, as much as possible, to maintain the natural 
scenic quality of this area. 

40. Development should be designed to blend with the natural terrain, by using 
innovative site design, grading techniques, building types, and spacing of 
buildings. 

41. All structures should complement one another and the natural landscape, provide 
visual interest, and create a sense of identity within the development. 

42. Removal of native vegetation, particularly trees, should be minimized. 

43. Grading in hillside areas should be minimized to the portion of the site covered by 
the structure. Required grading should be finished to blend with the natural 
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contours by avoiding abrupt changes in grade and by rounding off sharp angles 
along the sides of cut and fill slopes. The mass grading oflarge building pads and 
excessive terracing should be avoided. 

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

45. Exterior colors and materials that blend, rather than contrast with the surrounding 
soil and vegetative cover should be used. These include natural wood and 
masonry materials and brown, muted green and gold colors. Highly reflective 
surfaces and colors should be avoided .. 

46. Structures should not greatly exceed the height of the forest canopy. 

· 4 7. Development along ridge lines should not silhouette against the skyline. ·· 

48. Exterior lighting should be minimized. Lighting that is necessary should be of 
low profile design, unobtrusive and compatible with the rural character of the 
project area. Consider using warm tone lights on dark standards. 

49. Roofs of buildings at lower elevations should be attractively designed to enhance 
views of these buildings from adjacent hillside residential areas. In general, 
sloping, gabled, or vaulted roofs constructed of wood shingles, wood shakes or 
tiles are preferred over flat, gravel-type roofs. Mechanical equipment on roofs 
should be avoided or screened so that it is not apparent from the hillside areas. 

50. Large wall planes without a change in dimension should be avoided. 

51. Parking and service areas, for the recreational uses . should be screened with 
landscaped berms. 

52. Architectural detail should consider the appearance of buildings as seen from the 
hillside areas, as well as from on-grade with the building. Trellises awnings, 
balconies, and planters should be used to add interest and assist with blending in 
with the natural setting. 

53. Edges between active public areas and adjacent private residential areas should be 
defined by landscaping. 

54. All utility lines serving the project should be placed underground. 

55. Sign.age identifying the entrance to the Monterra development should be 
minimized, particularly along State Route 68. Signs should be aesthetically 
pleasing, blending into the highway corridor. There should be a comprehensive 
sign.age motif which is compatible with the building design and surrounding 
natural setting (e.g., non-illuminated wood signs). Signs identifying individual 
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residences and buildings should be of a uniform low-profile type, easy to identify 
(and to facilitate emergency access). 

56. When adequate off-street parking is provided, consideration should be given to 
reduced street width. Intermittent widening of streets for cluster parking areas, 
bays, and turnarounds, are encouraged at appropriate locations. Alternatively, 
parking may be provided along only one side of the street. 

57. Streets may be divided into one-way segments on different levels of steeper slopes 
to better blend with the terrain and minimize grading. Pedestrian paths may also 
be at a different level from the roadway segments. 

58. The clustering of driveways or use of common access driveways should be 
encouraged to maximize natural open space preservation. 

59. A comprehensive trail plan should be submitted to the County prior to approval of 
the tentative map. 

60. A continuous system of biking and equestrian trails following fairly level contours 
should connect the proposed open space and park areas. Also, open space 
linkages should be provided between the site and the Ryan Ranch. Solid lot line 
fencing of yards bordering this narrow open space corridor should be avoided to 
prevent a ''walled" appearance. 

61. Natural landscaping should be provided around buildings to screen them from 
internal roadways and from surrounding areas, especially State Route 68. 

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

63. Off-road turnouts should be provided in areas with significant views. 

64. Follow the recommendations of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
Citizens Advisory Committee in regard to highly sensitive areas along Highway 
68: 

a. Development shall be rendered compatible with the visual character of 
the area using appropriate sitting, design, materials and landscaping; 

b. Development shall maintain no less than a 100-foot setback from the 
scenic route right-of-way; 

c. The impact of any earth movement associated with the development 
shall be mitigated in such a manner that permanent scarring is not 
created; 

d. Tree removal shall be minimized; 
e. Landscape screening and restoration shall consist of plant and tree 

species consistent with surrounding native vegetation; 
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f. Architectural review of projects shall be required to ensure visual 
compatibility of the development with the surrounding area; and 

g. New development in open grassland areas shown as "sensitive" or 
"highly sensitive" on the Visual Sensitivity Map should minimize its 
impact on the uninterrupted viewshed. 

In addition, York Highlands is also subject to the policies of the 2010 Monterey County General 
Plan (2010 General Plan) which was adopted since the original approval of the Monterra Ranch 
project. Policies in the 2010 General Plan which relate specifically to York Highlands include 
GMP-3.3d and OS-1.5: 

GMP-3.3 d states that "highly sensitive" properties should not site new 
development, unless there is evidence that such development maximize the goals, 
objectives and policies of the plan, development can be sited in a manner that 
minimizes visible effects of propi:isea-structures and roads to the greatest extent 
possible; and 

OS-1.5 states that new subdivisions shall avoid lot configurations which create 
building sites that will constitute ridgeline development. 

Focus of the Initial Study for York Highlands/ Consistency with Certified Final 
Environmental Impact Report/or the Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR No. 84-007 and 2010 
General Plan. The proposed York Highlands project is consistent with the Aesthetic mitigation 
m~asures outlined in the Monterra Ranch BIR No. 84-007, listed above (items 38-to 64) and with· 
Policy OS-1.5 (as listed above) of the 2010 General Plan. York Highlands is not proposing lots 
which will create building sites that will constitute ridgeline development. The project proposes 
development standards designed to blend development with the natural terrain, by using 
innovative site design, grading techniques, building types, and spacing of buildings. Roadways 
are proposed to reflect the natural topography in order to minimize grading and scarring of 
hillsides. Structures would not greatly exceed the height of the forest canopy. The aesthetic 
analysis will focus on proposed lots 2, 6 and 44, which are lots with visibility from State 
Highway 68. No aesthetic issues were found with the rest of the proposed York Highlands re
subdivision because the sites are not visible from State Highway 68 or Carmel Valley Road; 

The York Highlands design would result in potentially visible development from State Highway 
68 for proposed Lots 2, 6 and 44. Development on these lots can be considered consistent with 
the Certified EIR No. 84-007 for Monterra Ranch, which calls for "inconspicuous" development 
of lots and be considered consistent with the policies of the 2010 General Plan if the lots use 

, sufficient design techniques to minimize visibility. The General Plan does not prohibit 
development in this area, but seeks to protect the scenic viewshed along State Highway 68. 

The applicant has demonstrated through on-site staking of proposed Lots 2, 6 and 44, with 
corresponding three dimensional building envelope plans (Source IX. 20) and with a narrative 
description of how the lots will function (Source IX.20 and X. 1 ), that development on Proposed 
Lots 2, 6 and 44 is consistent with County policies and with the Certified EIR. 
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In evaluating these specific criteria, it is important to understand the regulatory context. 
Proposed Lots 2, 6, and 44 and other lots within the proposed project have a Visual Sensitivity 
("VS") Zoning District Overlay. Lots designated as such are subject to the regulations of 
Chapter 21.46 "VS Districts", which requires flagging and staking of any proposed development 
in order for the County Planning Department to determine whether the development will create a 
substantially adverse visual impact when viewed from a common public viewing area. If during 
the field review of the staking and flagging, County Planning staff determines that any portion of 
the development has the potential to create substantial adverse visual impact when viewed from a 
common public viewing area, the project is then processed as a Use Permit and the appropriate 
authority to consider the Use Permit is the Monterey County Planning Commission. The 
applicant's proposed design guidelines include a proposal making the Director of Planning the 
appropriate authority in reviewing residential design on these specific lots. The VS Zoning will 
determine the appropriate level of review for all the lots. Staff proposes a condition of approval 
that all lots in York Highlands with a VS Zoning overlay, be subject to Chapter 21.46, 
Regulations for Visual Sensitivity Zoning Districts or "VS" Dzstricts. .. 

The following sections analyze Proposed Lots 44, 2 and 6 separately: 

Proposed Lot 44-
Lot 44 is proposed as an 8.91 acre lot with two building envelopes of 1 acre and 0.36 acres. The 
smaller building envelope is intended for an accessory dwelling unit and/or a non-habitable 
accessory structure. This smaller building envelope sits next to the driveway at a lower elevation 
from the larger building envelope. The smaller 0.36 acre building envelope has no visibility when 
viewed from State Highway 68. 

The proposed 1 acre building envelope is intended for the primary residence and is located at the 
highest elevation of the site. The 1 acre area was created as the result of grading conducted as 
part of the approvals associated with Monterra Ranch. It was used as a "borrow site" where soil 
was removed to be used in other locations. The grading permit for the borrow site is active and 
on-going. The photograph below shows the current borrow site location where the larger 1 acre 
building envelope is being proposed (Note: photograph was taken from inside the Monterra 
Ranch Subdivision (not from a public viewing area): 
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The location of the site is currently visible when viewed from State Highway 68. The 
photograph below of the current borrow site/ proposed 1 acre building envelope was taken while 
sitting in the passenger seat of a vehicle traveling east on State Highway 68: 
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The Certified Monterra Ranch EIR did not assume that units would be invisible, but understood 
that units would be inconspicuous. Inconspicuous is defined as "not clearly visible or attracting 
attention. " Placement of a house on the 1-acre building envelope of proposed Lot 44, can be 
achieved, but through proper site design criteria. A three dimensional building envelope has 
been created for this lot. This building envelope has been designed to place a structure on the 
existing graded area such that the roof line of the structure ties into the existing topography. This 
has been verified through staking that has been completed on-site showing the limits of the three 
dimensional building envelope. The edges around the building envelope will be softened by 
planting of native plants and trees as part of the subdivision improvements and a mixture of 
additional native trees will be planted at the time a future residence is constructed (Source IX. 
20). The result will be a building site that fits within the natural topographic contours of the site 
and uses native vegetation to screen the edges of the proposed development. The proposed 
design is located in the Conclusion section for Aesthetics (a-c). 

Based upon this approach, proposed Lot 44 is consistent with Policy GMP-3.3 d of the 2010 
General Plan. Pursuant to the Greater Monterey Peninsula Scenic Highway Corridors and Visual 
Sensitivity Map, Lot 44 is entirely within the Highly Sensitive designation, which deems the area 
"protected". GMP-3.3 d., requires that "highly sensitive" properties should not site new 
development, unless there is evidence that such development maximize the goals, objectives and 
policies of the plan, development can be sited in a manner that minimizes visible effects of 
proposed structures and roads to the greatest extent possible. 
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As noted above, the upper building envelope and the access drive were created as part of the 
subdivision improvements for Monterra Ranch. This building pad and the road leading to it were 
constructed as a borrow site. The result is that the grading for this building pad has already been 
completed. No new disturbance of existing native vegetation or topography is needed. 
Conversely, if this location were not approved for development, the lot would need to be moved 
to another location where additional grading and clearing would be needed. Development of the 
building envelope subject to the specific and strict design guidelines can make the placement of a 
house at this location "inconspicuous" when viewed from State Highway 68. The remainder of 
Lot 44 will be designated as Scenic Easement. Given the reasons explained above, developing 
Lot 44 with the proposed buildable lot and building envelope locations would maximize the 
goals, objectives and policies of the General Plan. 

Proposed Lot 2-
--+---- - -Propns-edtut:2-irlu-ca:ted-arthe-klroll-nfa-bill-an:-d-has-tlre potential-robe very v1s1filefromSt-,at-e --------· · ---- ---

Highway 68 and to result in ridgeline development. A three dimensional building envelope has 
also been developed for this lot in order to use the existing topography and existing trees to 
minimize the visibility of any future structures. There are angles in which the existing three 
dimensional building envelope is visible. The most visible is from the Y erk Road/State Highway 
68 intersection. In order to mitigate this, the applicant proposes to plant native trees outside the 
building envelope as part of the subdivision improvements. The future structure will require a 
discretionary review to determine if it constitutes ridgeline development. If it is determined to be 
ridgeline, the size or location of the structure will need to be modified. The applicant's proposal 
includes additional tree planting as part of the future construction of a residence. 

Proposed Lot 6-
The building envelope for proposed Lot 6 is located along a saddle formation at a significant 
distance from State Highway 68. It is only visible from State Highway 218 corridor. The 
location itself is difficult to see with the unaided eye. A three dimensional building envelope has 
been prepared for this lot. The maximum height of the roof will tie into the higher hill to the 
south of the lot and to trees located on the northern portion of the lot. There could be some 
visibility of the area between the slope and trees, but the height limitation of the three 
dimensional building envelope will make it difficult to see the structure. In order to ensure that 
the building ties into the topography and trees, the applicant proposes that trees be planted as part 
of the future house design to break up any solid angles which may be noticeable. 

Conclusion: 
Aesthetics (a-c) - Less Than Significant Impact. 

The location of a building site on proposed Lot 44, 2 and 6 will have a less than significant 
adverse visual impact on the sensitive view corridors of State Highway 68, State Highway 21-8 
and York Road, "'1-Vith implementation of the design measures proposed as part of the project. 
These design measures are consistent with the original aesthetic mitigation measures under 
Certified BIR 84-007 for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision. 
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A condition of the tentative map will require that prior to recordation of Final Map, a note shall 
be recorded on the final map stating the design criteria must be implemented as part of any future 
development and be incorporated into the CC&R' s of the subdivision. The implementation of 
these design criteria as implemented through the subdivision improvements and implementation 
through the lot development review process will mitigate any impacts to a less than significant 
impact. 

Therefore, given the conditions stipulated above, the proposed project will have a less than 
significant impact on Aesthetic Resources and is consistent with the Certified Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR No. 84-007 and with the 
2010 Monterey County General Plan. 

Aesthetics ( d) - Less Than Significant Impact. 
·----=.::.:_:-;-·~-=- - --- --· ------- - c.c=~---- ~ --~ -· --··------ ____ _ 

The y ork Highlands project has the potential to create new sour~~ o:f light or glare-- from the -· 
residential lots. The proposed project would be required to comply with County 2010 General 
Plan Policy LU-1.13, which all exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive and constructed or located 
so that only the intended area is illuminated, long range visibility is reduced, and offsite glare is 
fully controlled." This design criteria will be implemented as part of the design criteria for the 
subdivision, so that future lot owners will lmow what the light limitations are. In addition, the 
zoning for the subject area, requires a discretionary permit for construction of a residence. The 
County submittal of an Exterior Lighting Plan, subject to review and approval by the Resource 
Management Agency - Planning Department. With the implementation of this criteria through 
the review process, the project is consistent County 2010 General Plan Policy LU-1. 13. 
Therefore, the project's new source oflight would have a less than significant effect on aesthetic 
resources. 
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2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

In determirring whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's 
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 
Resources Board. 

Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as -- -- -
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land ( as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 
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3. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or arr pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

Would the eroject: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

c) Result :in a cumulatively considerable net :increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (:including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

d) Result in significant construction-related air quality 
impacts? 

e) Ex.pose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

Potentially 
Significant 

Imeact 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Would the Eroject: Impact Incorporated Impact IInEact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either clirectly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in D D D local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service?(Source: IX.2,3,10,13,14,19) 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the D D [2$] D 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service?(Smrrce: IX.2,3,10,13,14,19) ·-- ----------

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (mcluding, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, D D D coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological mterruption, or other means? (Source: 
IX.2,3,10,13, 14, 19) 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife D D ]gj D 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? (Source: IX.2,3,10,13,14,19) 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordmances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree D D D preservation policy or ordinance? 
(Source:lX.2,3,10,13,14,19) 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Commucity Conservation D D D Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? (Source: IX.2,3,10,13,14,19) 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
There are two areas to be addressed. The modification of the General Plan Land Use 
Designation and the impacts from the project. The existing PQP land use would allow 
development of public facilities on the property. The change from PQP to residential does not 
add any new entitlement to the property; it allows the dispersion of 24 lots over a larger area. 
The net result is the same number of lots, without an equestrian center or recreation center. 

Biological Resources {c)-No Impact. 
The analysis contained in the biological reports did not identify any federally protected wetlands 
on-site. Therefore, no impact to federally protected wetlands exists. 
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Biological Resources ( a, b, d, e, f) -Less Than Significant Impact. 
Two biological analyses (IX. 13, 14) were prepared for the proposed York Highlands re
subdivision. Both analyses conclude that the proposed York Highlands re-subdivision would 
significantly reduce :impacts to biological resources when compared to the undeveloped approved 
final maps for this area. York Highlands reduces the total building envelope coverage, increases 
open space area and re-aligns roads resulting in a reduction in the overall impact to the natural 
habitat of the area. 

Sensitive Species 
No sensitive animal species were sighted. The biological analyses (IX. 13) determined that the 
project area did not contain suitable habitat for California tiger salamanders. 

Sensitive plan species identified as having the potential to occur at the project site were the 
Monterey pine (Pinus :radi_ate) and the G_anJ?.el Valley bush mallow (Malacothamnus palmeri 
var.involucratus). The biological assessment states (IX. 13): "The preferred method -for 
protecting sensitive plants is to avoid them by surrounding their growing site with open space." 
The sensitive plant species were located on Lot 13 and 7. In both lots the sensitive species occur 
outside the building envelope in the "open space" areas. Therefore, the proposed York 
Highlands re-subdivision would have a less than significant impact on sensitive species. 

Special Status Species 
The biological analysis (IX. 14) identified that no special status species occur on any of the 
proposed building envelopes. Although the analysis in the Certified Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision EIR (IX. 2) identified the occurrence of Hiclanan's onion, a special status plant, at 
specific locations in the Monterra property, ihe biological analysis (IX. 14) stated that Hiclanan' s 
onion "were well outside of ihe areas now proposed for lot and building envelope readjustment." 
The biological analysis also identified that no special status animal species were likely to be 
significantly affected by ihe project, because the habitat types th.at support these species were not 
present (i.e. riparian woodland, aquatic habitats, friable sandy soils). Therefore, the proposed 
York Highlands re-subdivision would have a less 1han significant :impact on special status 
species. 

Oak Woodland Habitat 
Oak woodland habitat is a significant native plant community on the site. Under the proposed 
re-subdivision, approximately 22 acres of oak woodland would be affected for the York 
Highlands subdivision improvements. 

Proposed Building Envelopes- Out of the 22 acres oak woodland habitat, approximately 7 acres 
are located in the proposed building envelopes. However, removal of trees withln the building 
envelopes will be limited to comply with County tree removal policies. Such policies include the 
requirement that specific findings be made for the removal of protected trees (i.e. Oaks) and 
therefore, clearance of the entire building envelope for the placement of a residence would 
probably not be allowed, making the oak woodland impacts less. In addition, tree removal 
policies require that during the bird nesting season (February 22 through August 1) tree 
consultants identify any nests within 300 feet of the proposed tree removal(s) in the tree 
assessment. If a nest is found, a qualified biologist must conduct a nest survey prior to the 
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approval of the tree removal permit. The biologist's recommendations will be added as a 
condition of approval of the tree removal permit. 

Proposed Road Re-Alignment- The biological analysis explains that under the approved plans, 
nearly two miles of new roadways ( emphasis added) were approved to be graded through 
otherwise undisturbed habitat while in the reconfigured plan (York Highlands), less than one 
mile of undisturbed habitat would be affected by new roadways (not including new driveways to 
existing lots). 

Habitat Fragmentation- Habitat fragmentation was identified in the biological analysis to 
"slightly increase" under the reconfigured project since it disperses residential units over a larger 
area of the site," while the existing approved configuration is clustered. However, development 
of the clustered lots would require more habitat removal because the new roads and parcel 
improvements were within a very dense oak woodland forest. The York Highlands building 
envelopes were carefully placed to minimize impacts and the proposed open· space· (scenic·- · · -
easement) areas that will be designated outside the building envelopes will continue to function 
as habitat. The biology report suggests that appropriate management and use restrictions such as 
no perimeter fencing and landscaping with native plants along with scenic easements, would 
offset impacts to habitat fragmentation. As it currently stands, the recorded CC&R' s for 
Monterra Ranch (Source: IX. 19) have existing language which minimizes impacts to biological 
resources with respect to habitat fragmentation. Such language includes the prohibition for any 
alteration to the existing landscaping or other natural scenic features of property under a 
Conservation and Scenic Easement, development limitations within lots, such as landscaping 
with native species within the building envelope. The York Highlands re-subdivision would 
have a condition of approval requiring application of these CC&R's. 

Grassland and Coastal Scrub Impacts 

Approved final maps- Under the approved final maps, grassland impacts from the development 
were estimated at 23.13 acres in the building envelopes and 0.81 acres for new road 
improvements, for a total of approximately 24 acres. Coastal scrub impacts under the approved 
final maps were estimated at 21.30 acres in the building envelopes and 1.69 acres for new road 
improvements, for a total of approximately 23 acres. 

York Highlands- York Highlands proposal estimates grassland impacts at 19.97 acres for 
building envelopes and 0.81 acres for road improvements, for a total of approximately 21 acres. 
Coastal scrub impacts are estimated at 31.63 acres for building envelopes and 0.94 acres for road 
improvements for a total of approximately 33 acres. 

Comparison- Given the information above, the impacts of the York Highlands re-subdivision is 
approximately 3 acres less for grasslands and approximately 10 acres more for Coastal scrub, 
when compared to the current approved final maps. Although, York Highlands impacts to 
Coastal scrub increase by 10 acres, the increase in Coastal scrub impact must be weighed against 
the significant reduction in impacts to Oak woodland forest. For example, under the approved 
final maps, oak woodlands impacts are approximately 45 acres, while the proposed York 
Highlands impacts would be approximately 22 acres. 
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Conclusion: 
The proposed York Highlands re-subdivision will reduce impacts to oak woodlands without 
significantly increasing impacts to other vegetation and wildlife habitat. Iri total, the impact to all 
three communities (grassland, coastal scrub and Oak woodlands) is reduced to a total of 92 acres 
to 76 acres. With the incorporation of certain conditions of approval described above, the 
impacts to biological resources would be less than significant. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial. adverse change in the significance of 
-a historical resourceas--defined-in 1-S064.5?(Source: -
IX.1,2,3,8) 

b) Cause a substantial. adverse change in the significance of 
an archaeological. resource pursuant to 15064.5? 
(Source: IX.1,2,3, 8, 17, 18) 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Source: 
IX.1,2,3,8,17,18) 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?(Source: IX.1,2,3,8,17,18) 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Cultural Resources (a) -No Impact. 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D· 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Less Than 
Mitigation Significant No 

Incorporated Impact Impact 

D D __ rg]_ 

D D 

D D 

D D 

The Certified Monterra Ranch Subdivision BIR 84-007 did not identify any historic resource as 
identified in 15064.5. Therefore, no impact will occur to a historic resource. 

Cultural Resources (b,c,d) -Less than Significant Impact. 
The subject site is located in a Moderate Archaeological Sensitivity Zone as mapped by County 
resource maps. An archeological report is required for any development project located in a 
Moderate Archaeological Sensitivity Zone if the development requires environmental 
assessment. In the case of the subject York Highlands re-subdivision which is a development 
project that would require an archeological report, such report was not required because previous 
reports have been prepared for the site by a qualified archaeologist and such reports clearly and 
adequately included the currently proposed development site within the scope of i~s survey. 

Previous archaeologi,cal studies-
. Archaeological reconnaissance and reports were conducted and prepared for the subject site in 

1984 and 1989. The 1984 report was part of the cultural resources analysis in the Certified 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision BIR 84-007 for the Monterra Ranch Tentative Map. The BIR 
analysis identified that potential impacts to cultural resources may occur with the development of 
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Estate Lots 12-26 or in the viciniry of these lots (shown on the Monterra Ranch Tentative Map) 
and provided mitigation to reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. This area has since 
been renumbered and is currently those lots approved as Monterra Ranch Phase 6, which is 
within the "vicinity" of York Highlands Proposed Lot 44. 

Mitigation Measure (Condition No. 17) was imposed for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision 
Tentative Map requiring a detailed archaeological investigation and report be prepared by a 
qualified archaeologist for the areas identified in the BIR. This requirement was satisfied in 
1989 with a subsequent archaeological reconnaissance and report which was approved by the 
Director of Planning. The report did not find surface evidence of potential significant resources 
and recommended that the project move forward. 

Conclusion- Mitigation Measure 17 of the Monterra Ranch Tentative Map (BOS Resolution No. 
87-527) has been complied with, requiring no further analysis of cultural resources. A condition 

· ·of approval from the--original tentative map-applies to York Highlands whicb:--requires·that--·· 
archaeological monitoring be retained to monitor the initial excavation and grading of 
subdivision improvements for each phase (Condition No. 11 or BOS Resolution No. 87-527). 
With this condition of approval, the project would have a less significant impact to 
archaeological resources. 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

i) Rupture of a lmown earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the mostrecent.Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Source: IX. 1,2,3,8,15,16) Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 
42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Source: IX. 
1,2,3,8,15,16) 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? (Source: IX. 1,2,3,8,15,16) 

iv) Landslides? (Source: IX. 1,2,3,8,15,16) 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
(Source: IX. 1,2,3,8,15,16) 
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Would the project: Impact Incorporated lmEact ImEact 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral D D D 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (Source: 
IX. 1,2,3,8,15,16) 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating D D D substantial risks to life or property? (Source IX. 
1,2,3,8,15,16) 

- ---+- ------ -·- ------ --~ ---
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of ------·-· -- -·--

septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems D D D lgJ 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? (Source: IX. 1,2,3,8,15,16) 

Discussion/Conclusion/M:itigation: 

Discussion: 
Initial fault investigation requirements were first established in 1972 when the State of California 
passed the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act (A-P Act). In 1994, the A-P Act was 
renamed the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. Subsequent to A-P Act legislation, 
individual counties in California adopted similar investigation guidelines for faults not identified 
by the 1972 legislation. Under the A-P Act, faults are zoned and development across them is 
regulated if they are deemed "sufficiently active" and "well defmed". A fault is regarded as 
"sufficiently active" if one or more strands exhibit evidence of B;olocene displacement. A fault 
is "well defined" if its trace can be clearly identified as a physical feature at or just below the 
ground surface by a trained geologist using standard professional techniques, criteria and 
judgment. 

The primary purpose of either the State legislation or individual County ordinances is to protect 
life during a seismic event. Monterey County's 2010 General Plan (Sections S-1.1 through S-
1.9) outlines County requirements for development in high hazard areas (including zones that 
extend 1/8 mile from active or potentially active faults). 

Environmental Risk Specialties Corporation (ERS) conducted geological and geotecbnical 
investigations on 24 single family lots (Lots 1-22, Lot 44, and Ranch Lot 1) and associated 
roads/driveways located within the proposed project area. A total of 29 proposed building 
envelopes exist within the 24 lots; two proposed building envelopes exist on lots 3, 4, 8, 21, and 
Ranch Lot 1. 
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ERS performed focused Fault Investigations on Lots 2, 6, 10, 11, 16, 19, 21, and Lot 44. The 
remaining lots did not require geological trenching work, since they are not located within the 
County identified fault zone. Further geotecbnical investigations will be conducted at such time 
as individual residences are designed. 

Landslide Investigations were performed within the building envelopes for Lots 1, 8, 9, 12, 18, 
20, 21 and 22. ERS cleared building envelopes 13, 14, 15, and 17 as a result of data previously 
gathered during preparation of prior reports within the area, therefore no additional investigations 
were required. The remaining lots also do not require landslide trenching as no landslides are 
mapped on these lots. Each of these lots is cleared for development provided a detailed 
geotechnical investigation is performed for the individual residences prior to the issuance of 
building permits. 

Conclusion: 
Geology and Soils (a.i-iv)-Less than Significant.---The site does not -lie-within-a currently ~ -- --- --- --- · 
designed A-P Act fault zone, however, it lies within a mandated fault investigation zone as 
established by Monterey County. Pursuant to County regulations, ERS completed in-depth fault 
investigations within the proposed project, to identify sufficiently active, well-defined fault traces 
associated with the mapped north branch of the Navy fault that passes northwest of the project 
site. The reconnaissance and investigation conducted by ERS concluded that although possible, 
it is unlikely that surface rupture would occur within the project site, and that habitable 
construction within the project area would not result in unacceptable risk for direct faulting 
activities. No faulting activity was noted during the trenching studies with Lots 2, 6, 7, 10, 11, 
19, 21, and/or Lot 44. No residential fault setbacks are required for these lots. Residential lots 
not located within the County fault hazard or landslide hazard zone did not require trenching to 
identify potential hazards and no setbacks are required. Therefore the project will not expose 
people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-
related ground failure, and/or landslides. The project will have a less than significant impact. 

Geology and Soils (b, c, d)-No Impact. The site does not is located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of the project. The project is not located on 
highly expansive soil, and will not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. No 
impact. 

Geology and Soils (e)-No Impact. The proposed project will not involve the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Sanitary sewer lines will be installed for each lot to 
provide effluent disposal. No impact. 
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7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? (Source: l,2,3,4,8,10,ll) 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? (Source: l,2,3,4,8,10,ll) 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Discussion: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

With Less Than 
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Incorporated Impact Impact 

D [81 D 

D D 

At the time the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared and certified for the Monterra 
Ranch Subdivision (prepared 1986, certified 1987) greenhouse gases were not required to be 
addressed. Starting in 2008-2009 the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) mandated 
evaluation of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts through the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) review process. In 2010, amendments to the CEQA guidelines were adopted to 
incorporate GHG analysis in CEQA. Although evaluation of GHG impacts is now a requirement 
of CEQA, there has been a recent court case ruling that found that a new EIR does not need to be 
prepared when a project EIR was certified prior to the requirement to analyze GHG emissions 
(Citizens for Responsible Equitable Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of San 
Diego). In this case the court upheld the use of a 2008 addendum to a 1994 EIR used in 
connection with approving a revised project. The courts found that a new GHG analysis was not 
required because it is not new information that could not have been known in 1994 when the EIR 
was certified. The Court found that GHG impacts were known as early as the 1970s. 

The 1986 Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR identifies overall air quality impacts based· on vehicle 
trips and discusses in Section 2.9.4 "Energy Conservation". The following is a qualitative 
analysis tiering and streamlining from the original BIR and introducing new policies and 
information relative to the 2010 Monterey County General Plan which does address GHG 
emissions on a programmatic basis. 

Conclusion: 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (a) - Less Than Significant. 
The proposed merger and re-subdivision does not directly result in any additional greenhouse gas 
emissions. Indirect greenhouse gas emissions from construction and development of roads, 
infrastructure, and homes on the reconfigured lots will occur; however, these emissions are _in 
keeping with or less than the emissions that would result under a "no project" scenario. With the 
re;.subdivision, the number ofbuildable lots will not change and the location of the lots is similar 
for the purposes of determining vehicle miles traveled. Therefore, impacts resulting from GHG 
producing activities such as vehicle trips, household waste, and new stationary sources· resulting 
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from construction of new structures will not change. Mitigation from the original project BIR for 
energy conservation will still be complied with. The EIR mitigation states: 

"Incorporation of the measures discussed above [passive solar design guidelines] in 
future home and building design will reduce the project's impacts on non-renewable 
energy resources." 

The current California Building Codes (Title 24) require minimum efficiency levels in all new 
construction that will insure implementation of this mitigation measure. 

Other sources not discussed above include emissions from construction equipment and impacts 
resulting from loss of trees and vegetation which if not removed sequester Carbon Dioxide (CO2

) 

and remove GHGs from the environment. Indirect GHG emissions relative to loss of 
sequestration from vegetation removal and from construction and grading related emissions will 
actually be reduced from current conditions. The merger and re-subdivision includes-relocating 
building sites and roads to take advantage of openings in tree canopies and to make use of 
existing ranch roads at the site. This effort results in a reduction in the amount of grading 
required to construct roads and building pads and reduces the overall number of trees to be 
removed as compared to the approved configuration. 

No thresholds of significance for GHG emission have been adopted :in Monterey County; 
however, there is evidence in the record to qualitatively conclude that the proposed project will 
have fewer impacts on GHG emissions than the currently approved configuration. Therefore, the 
project will have a less than significant impact environment as a result of GHG emissions. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (b}-: Less Than Significant. 
There are a number of plans and regulations that have been passed or adopted with the intent of 
regulating and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. One of the main pieces of legislation is 
California Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) to adopt rules and regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to state
wide levels in 1990 by 2020. AB 32 does not specifically mandate action at the local level; 
however, because CEQA is defined by the state as a primary tool for addressing climate change, 
many local agencies are being proactive by developing policies and programs aimed at reducing 
GHGs generated within their jurisdictions to reduce climate change impacts identified in the 
CEQA process. 

Currently, neither CARB, the Monterey Peninsula Unified Air Pollution Control District 
(MPUAPCD), nor Monterey County have adopted thresholds of significance for GHG emissions; 
however, the 2010 Monterey County General Plan contains policies that require preparation of 
GHG reduction plans. The following General Plan policies address GHG emissions: 

• OS - 10 .11 requires preparation of a Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan within 24 months 
of adoption of the General Plan. This plan has not been adopted yet. The project will not 
interfere with the preparation of this ordinance or be incompatible with the criteria that 
must be addressed pursuant to the policy; 
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• OS - 10.12 requires preparation of a Green Building Ordinance within 24 months of 
adoption of the General Plan. This plan has not been adopted yet but there are criteria in 
the policy that would require consideration of solar building orientation, solar roofs, cool 
pavements, and planting of shade trees in new residential projects of 6 units or more; 

• OS - 10.13 requires preparation of an Alternative Energy Promotion ordinance. The 
project will not conflict with the preparation of this ordinance; and 

As mentioned in section 7a above, the project actually reduces GHG emissions from the levels 
permitted under the existing recorded map. Implementation of Air Quality measures and 
application of the current Building Codes will ensure consistency with the original subdivision 
EIR and the project will not substantially conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or 
regulations to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant 

___ .impact, __ . _ ___ ___ _ ___ __ _____ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal ofhazardous materials? (Source: IX. 
l,2,3,8,9,ll,12,13,14,15,16) 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? (Source: IX. 
1,2,3,8,9 ,11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16) 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
(Source: IX. l,2,3,8,9,11,12,l3,l4,15,16) 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? (Source: IX. l,2,3,8,9,ll,12,13,14,15,l6) 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where.such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? (Source: IX. 
1,2,3,8,9,l l,12,13,14,15,16) 
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Im:eact Impact 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people D D D residing or working in the project area? (Source: IX. 
1,2,3,8,9,11, 12, 13,14,15,16) 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency D D D evacuation plan? (Source: IX. 
1,2,3,8,9,l l,12,13,l4,l5,l6) 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where D D D lZl 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? (Source: IX. 
l,2,3,8,9,l l,12,13,14,15,16) 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Discussion: 
The project involves the merger and re-subdivision of residential lots. The anticipated residential 
use of the properties will not involve the use or transport of hazardous substances. The original 
EIR did not identify any impacts relating to hazards and hazardous materials other than wild.land 
fires; however, some of the lots were, and will continue to be, located within the Monterey 
Peninsula Airport Land Use Plan area, near a flight path. This location near the airport was 
identified and discussed in the original EIR in terms of noise impacts but not in terms of hazards. 
Noise impacts are addressed in Section VI.12 of this report. 

Conclusion: 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials (a-d) - No Impact. 
The anticipated residential use of the properties within the Monterra Ranch subdivision will not 
involve the use or transport of hazardous materials other than the common gas lines or propane 
tanks used to serve the structures with natural gas. The nearest school is York School located 
across Highway 68 more than ¼ mile away from the nearest residential lot. The site is not listed 
in the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Hazardous Waste and Substances Site 
List and there is no evidence that there are hazardous materials present in the study area. 
Therefore there is a less than significant impact involving the hazardous materials 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials ( e) - No Impact. 
Some of the project site is located with the Monterey Peninsula Airport Land Use Plan area. The 
approach and flight path for the airport runway is not directly over the site but is generally 
located across highway 68 over the Ryan Ranch office park area. It is highly unlikely that aircraft 
would present an unusual danger for structures and people at the site. The location and new 
configuration of the proposed lots are in and among hills and valleys south of Highway 68 and 
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the 30 foot height limit for structures will ensure that no new structure could conflict with low 
flying aircraft. The reconfigured lots pose no more risk to people or development than the 
original lots in their original configuration. Therefore, the project will have no impact on safety 
hazards due to the project location within an Airport Land Use Plan area. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials {f)-No Impact. 
The project is not located in the vicinity of any private air strips. Therefore, the project will have 
no impact on safety of people due to location near a private air strip. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (g) - No Impact. 
The project involves minor changes to the locations of roads and driveways accessing the subject 
lots; however, the access points for ingress and egress to the Monterra Ranch subdivision along 
with the regional emergency evacuation routes for the area will remain unchanged and 
unaffected. Tb.e re-supdtvision ~~ result in the same number of lots as those previously 
analyzed thereby resulting the same number of evacuees in the event of a disaster and the access 
point at the York Road and Highway 68 intersection has always been anticipated as part of the 
project. In addition to the York Road access point; there is also inter-connectivity of streets to 
two other access points on Highway 68 west of York Road providing alternate routes that may be 
used to access the regional roads and highways. Therefore, there will be no impact on emergency 
planning and evacuation plans. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials (h) - No Im.pact. 
The original Final BIR, Section 2.9 .3 starting on page 117 discusses fire protection. Much of the 
discussion focused on fire protection services including the need to annex the project area into 
the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District and to provide a station in close proximity. The site is 
now within the Monterey Regional Fire protection district (formally Salinas Rural Fire) and is 
served by the Laureles Station at the comer of Laureles Grade and Highway 68. The current 
conditions are in keeping with mitigation measures 86 and 87 of the original ElR, effectively 
providing adequate fire protection services to the area. Two other impacts were identified based 
on introduction of people into a moderate to high fire hazard area and the design of cul-de-sacs 
that exceed the 1000-foot maximum length standard established in the Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area Plan. 

The need for fire protection controls due to the introduction of people into the moderate to high 
fire hazard areas were identified in the original BIR. Mitigation Measure 89 describes the desire 
to have future improvement plans reviewed by Salinas Rural Fire Department to assure that fire 
protection and prevention design features included. Tiris is followed by a list of design features 
that are summarized as follows: 

a. Adequate access provisions for fire equipment; 
b. Adequate fire suppression such water tanks and/or fire hydrants; 
c. Fire sprinklers for all buildings; 
d. Flammable ground cover clearance of30-feet around each structure; 
e. Building setbacks and clearance from dead vegetative growth; 
f. Fire retardant roof coverings; 
g. Easements and access for fire breaks; 
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h. Periodic clearing of dead vegetation along fire breaks by the homeoVvIJ.er' s 
association; 

1. Need for parking lanes or turnouts for access to fire hydrants with associated parking 
restrictions; and 

J. Highly flammable underbrush clearance within 20 feet of each side of all roadways if 
required by the fire agency. 

All of these measures are adequately implemented by current practices and fire standards. The 
subject re-subdivision has been reviewed by the Monterey Regional Fire Department who has 
recommended conditions of approval for the project that will be carried forward. Review of the 
project by the Fire Department includes considering the design of the subdivision improvements 
and the need for conditions to ensure consistency with Chapter 18.56 of the Monterey County 
Code. Chapter 18.56 establishes regulations for road design and fire access, water suppression 
requirements, addressing of structures, and fuel modification standards. In addition, current Fire 
and building codes require fire retardant roofing and fire sprinklers for all new development- in ·· -· · 
high fire hazard areas. Compliance with chapter 18.56 is also required by the Fire Safety chapter 
of the 2010 General Plan. Fuel modification plans that address a 100-foot defensible space area 
around structures rather than the 3 0-feet previously required under the original mitigation is also 
required. All future development will be reviewed by the Monterey Regional Fire District and 
conditions requiring adequate fire protection measures including sprinklers, appropriate building 
materials, appropriate access and turnarounds, and 100-feet of defensible space will be applied in 
each case. With the exception of the change from 30-feet of defensible space to 100-feet of 
defensible space the mitigation, as written, remains adequate to address the impact identified and 
there is no change in the severity of the impact from the original to the proposed project. 
With respect to the 1,000-foot cul-de-sac limitation from the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area 
Plan, the 2010 General Plan amended the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and eliminated· 
this specific policy in favor of the more generally applicable policies with the safety element of 
the General Plan. The current re-subdivision is being considered under the 2010 General Plan 
and the project is consistent with the policies implementing the General Plan goal of mjnjmjzjng 
the risks from fire. Consistency is determined based on· review from the applicable Fire 
Department, conformance with Chapter 18.56 of the Monterey County Code, and implementation 
of the existing mitigation measure. Therefore, the project with implementation of existing 
mitigation will have no impact involving exposure of people and structures to loss, damage, or 
death from wildland fires. 

Note: It is also noted that biological mitigations suggest development of a controlled burning 
plan. As it relates to fire hazards for the re-subdivision, controlled burns are probably not 
appropriate for the study area but may still be considered in consultation with the Fire 
Department for other areas containing large expanses of open space within the larger Monterra 
Ranch subdivision. 
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge D D D [ZJ 
requirements? (Source: JX.l,2,4,8,ll,15,16) 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
ofthe local groundwater table level (e.g., the D D D production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

--- -- -- ---- -- . (So~c.e:I~.l,_2!1,8~1 l, !5,16) 
. ,__ - - --

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would D D 18] D 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 
(Source: IX.l,2,4,8,ll,15,16) 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the D D D rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Source: 
JX.l,2,4,8,l l,15,16) 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm.water drainage D D 18] D systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? (Source: JX.l,2,4,8,ll,15,16) 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Source: D D D JX.l,2,4,8,l l,15,16) 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood D D D Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map? (Source: JX.1,2,4,8,11,15,16) 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? (Source: D D D 
IX.l,2,4,8,11,15,16) 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding D D D as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Source: 
JX.l,2,4,8,l l,15,16) 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Source: D D D IX. l,2,4,8,ll,15,16) 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Discussion: 
The Monterra Ranch subdivision BIR analyzed water availability and ground water impacts from 
the proposed subdivision. It was determined that the project is located in the Monterey Shale 
fractured rock formations which is geologically isolated from neighboring properties, and that the 
intensely fractured rock contains a sizeable supply of groundwater. Some impacts were identified 
due to water quality. The ground water was found to contain high concentrations of iron, 
manganese, and salts. Water treatment to reduce contaminants to acceptable levels was required. 
The installation of septic systems within the fractured rock area was identified as another 
potential impact due to the potential for nitrate contamination of the ground water. 

Impacts resulting from erosion, siltation, and run-off were also addressed in the Monterra Ranch 
subdivision EIR. Some of the areas of the site have shallow loose soils underlain by a· hard clay-· --
surface which creates a high potential for erosion and run-off, particularly on slopes and in areas 
disturbed by grading and construction activities. The EIR also recognizes that the development of 
impervious surface at the site would increase run-off and that this run-off could lead to water 
quality problems. Run-off from roads, driveways, and home-sites contain contaminants such as 
sand, silt, organic matter, vehicular oils and fuels, heavy meal compounds, non-biodegradable 
fertilizers, pesticides, and vegetative control chemicals. Mitigations and design considerations 
were discussed to address these identified impacts. 

None of the reconfigured building sites are within a flood plain and there is no risk of impacts. 
resulting form a seiche or tsunami because the site is not in close proximity to major water 
bodies. The proposed re-subdivision will result in a lot configuration that is slightly more 
distributed throughout the study area than the clustered design previously reviewed. This has the 
effect of necessitating additional impervious surfaces from construction of roads and driveways 
to access the sites over that required under the original design; however, the proposed site and 
road locations better conform to site topography and tree cover thus minimizing the grading and 
disturbance areas. The remaining Hydrology and Water Quality issues would remain 
substantially unaffected. 

Conclusion: 
Hydrology and Water Quality (a, b) -No Impact. 
The Monterra Ranch subdivision EIR stated that the demand to serve the newly created lots can 
be accommodated by groundwater contained in the fractured siltstone and that production of the 
net demand of 117 acre feet of water per year (afy) will have no adverse effect on developments 
along Highway 68 or in Seaside. Currently, the site is served by the water system established for 
the Monterra subdivision which draws water from the fractured rock. The large water system is 
subject to regular inspection and oversight from the Monterey County Environmental Health 
Division. The Monterra Ranch EIR evaluated impacts based on a total of 283 lots. This number 
is greater than the actual number of lots that have been created within the overall subdivision and 
the subject re-subdivision will remain well within this number and will not increase the number 
of lots proposed within the subject Phase thereby not changing any water demand. The existing 
water system that serves the Monterra Ranch subdivision has a sophisticated treatment system in 

York Highlands Combined Development Permit 
PLNI00020 

Page39 



accordance with mitigations suggested in the FEIR which has been effectively treating water to 
serve the development in the subdivision. 

Wastewater generated by all future development in Monterra Ranch is disposed through an 
existing sewer system and treatment plant operated by Canada Woods. Some individual home 
sites may require septic systems but those septic systems are also connected to the sewer system. 
Because the project site is served by approved water and sewer systems, the re-subdivision will 
not violate water quality or waste discharge requirements. 

Hydrology and Water Quality (c-f)-Less Than Significant. 
Impacts involving drainage and erosion were identified in the Monterra Ranch EIR. These 
impacts included an increase in storm water runoff and potential impacts to water quality from 
urban runoff due to the introduction of new impervious surfaces and an equestrian facility . 

. ,.---- - ---- ----·- ·-- ----··· - -·----

Erosion can occur from wind, water, and huma:ri-dlsiirrbance and generally is addressed in the 
grading and development phase. When bare soils are exposed by removal of vegetation and 
earth-moving activities, the resulting loose top soils on the exposed surface areas become 
susceptible to movement by wind and rain events. Wind borne soils can result in a decrease in 
Air Quality and soils erosion from saturation can cause off-site siltation which deceases water 
quality. Monterey County requires erosion control plans for all grading operations involving 
more than 100 cubic yards of soils through the Planning and Grading Permit processes. 

Run-off, as referred to in the EIR and this section, involves the movement of water from post
development activities. Run-off occurs when rain falls on impervious surfaces such as buildings; 
driveways, patios, streets, and sidewalks. An increase in impervious area can result in flooding 
and other water-related impacts down slope or down stream from the impervious areas. 

Currently, there is an issued and active Grading Permit that allows subdivision improvements 
pursuant to the approved Monterra Ranch subdivision. A revised Grading Permit will be required 
for the proposed road and lot reconfiguration. Erosion control plans prepared by a licensed 
engineer will be required to address erosion during grading. Commonly, projects minimize 
erosion impacts by watering disturbed sites to minimize wind erosion and using straw wattles or 
silt fences to contain erosion at the site. Also, as soon as possible after grading, all disturbed 
areas are re-seeded with native plant species and netting or mulch is used on slopes until 
vegetation is re-established. Erosion Control plans are required pursuant to Monterey County 
Code Title 16 Section 16.12.060 and standard conditions of approval. This is in keeping with the 
same requirements applied to the Monterra Ranch Subdivision and the reconfigured 
improvements will not affect the severity or applicability of the analysis. 

Storm water run-off and drainage control will also be handled in a manner consistent with 
Monterey County Code (Title 16, Chapter 16.14) and the evaluation and mitigation contained in 
the Monterra Ranch EIR. Mitigations suggested in the BIR included appropriate design of on
site retention basins to accommodate 100 year storm flows and design each basin so that storm 
water runoff does not exceed natural runoff rates. Additional mitigation included designation of 
natural drainage easements and identification of drainage culverts on final maps subject to review 
and approval of the Department of Public Works. 
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An updated Drainage study was submitted for the proposed re-subdivision. The study verifies 
that the design of the detention basins can accommodate 100 year storm flows and maintain a 
runoff not exceeding natural runoff rates. The Drainage Study prepared by David Fuller of 
WWD, April 2011 discusses three different watershed patterns in the project area and two on-site 
detention basins designed and located to accommodate the runoff from these areas. 

Although the project will increase impervious surfaces due to the construction of an expanded 
road network to access the reconfigured lots, these roads have been sited to take advantage of 
existing ranch roads and impacts from erosion will be reduced. Contaminants within the 
increased run-off from impervious surfaces will be substantially the same as under the original 
configuration because the number of lots and the nature of the project will not change. Therefore 
there is a less-than-significant impact from erosion and drainage. 

Hydrology & Water Quality (g-i}- No Impact. · --·----------·- - - -- -- - - ~--- - -
The project area is not located within a 100 year flood plain or floodway fringe according to the 
FEMA flood maps. The nearest waterway is the Canyon Del Rey Creek that is located on the 
northern side of Highway 68. This creek area has limited flood capacity and the 100-year flood 
plain maps do not include any area south of Highway 68 where the subject site is located. The 
area where the re-subdivision is proposed is fairly mountainous and is not close enough to the 
ocean or to any major lakes that could present the threat of a tsunami or seiche. Therefore, there 
is no impact from flooding hazards, tsunamis, or seiches. 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially With Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Would the Eroject: Im:eact Incorporated ImEact Im:eact 

a) Physically divide an established community? (Source: D D D lZl IX. 1,2,3,4,8,11) 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific D D D plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? (Source: IX. 1,2,3,4,8,11) 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan? (Source: IX. D D D 
1,2,3,4,8,ll) 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Discussion: 
At this time, without the project (York Highlands re-subdivision) the Monterra Ranch 
subdivision improvements could be completed and lots could be sold and developed. Witb. this 
understanding, this Initial Study focuses on discussion about the effects of the re-subdivision in 
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light of the analysis in the certified EIR for the Monterra Ranch project. CEQA thresholds 
identify the need for additional review when there are substantial changes requiring major 
revisions to the previous EIR, substantial changes in circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken, or new information of substantial importance which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR. was 
certified. The notable changes that have occurred include changes to the regulatory setting under 
CEQA (i.e. the requirement to discuss Green house Gases) and the applicable General Plan 
policies. Based on initial review, and as discussed in this Initial Study, the re-subdivision has 
positive effects on trees and grading impacts which actually promotes local goals and policies. 
Many other resources or environmental effects remain substantially unchanged because the 
project occupies the same area and results in the same number of lots. Section (b) below, 
analyzes the issues that resulted from the proposed project and how these issues were addressed 
in order to meet consistency with the applicable plans, policies and regulations adopted for the 
area. 

Conclusion: 
Land Use and Planning (a) - No Impact. 
The project will not divide and established community. The proposed project simply reconfigures 
approved residential lots and corresponding road access without passing through areas where 
development already exist. The area will continue to be a low density residential area, consistent 
with the area around it. Therefore there will be no impact related to physically dividing an 
established community. 

Land Use and Planning (b)- Less Than Significant. 

Preservation of visual resources-
Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan, Policies GMP-3.2 and GMP-3.3 require preservation of 
visible areas along scenic roads to the "maximum extent feasible" and where development in 
highly sensitive visual areas can not be avoided, design considerations that minimize visibility 
are required. There is some potential for the reconfigured lots to conflict with Policies GMP-3.2 
and GMP-3.3 in that there are three lots (Lots 44, 2 and 6) that may be visible from Highway 68. 
Of the three lots that may be visible, one lot is potentially highly visible (Lot 44) and likely to 
adversely effect the Highway 68 scenic corridor. Design considerations for these lots have been 
discussed in Aesthetics, VI. Section 1 and pursuant to these specific requirements, the proposed 
York Highlands project would be a less than significant impact on visual resources. 

Development on Slopes of 25% or greater-
Also related to new lot placement within the project area, is the issue of development on slopes. 
The original approval included review of impacts from development on slopes greater than 3 0% 
pursuant to the 1982 General Plan policies and Title 21 Zoning Ordinance requirements. The 
recently adopted 2010 General Plan changed the policy limitations to restrict development on 
slopes of 25% or more. The project involved development on slopes exceeding 30% as originally 
designed and as proposed will require development on slopes greater than 25%. Development on 
slopes greater than 25% may only be allowed if permitted through a discretionary process with at 
least one of the following findings made: 
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1. There is no feasible alternative which would allow development to occur on slopes ofless 
than25%. · 

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

The project meets the finding 2 above in that the proposed development better achieves the 
resource protection objectives and policies of the County's General Plan. York Highlands creates 
larger lots with building envelopes placed in natural clearings. These building envelopes may 
have portions of land over 25 percent slope, but the areas around the building envelopes within 
the individual lots will be retained in scenic and conservation easements to protect the existing 

. natural habitat that is there. The lot pattern has been designed to follow proposed roads which 
follow existing jeep trails and ranch roads. These existing jeep trails and ranch roads have areas 
over 25 percent slopes, but utilizing the existing roads and trails would minimize tree--removal ·· 
and excessive grading. In the overall, Yark Highlands would reduce grading and tree removal 
primarily by the reduction in roadway improvements and placing building. envelopes in areas 
with the least amount of oak tree and/or grading impacts. Grading would be minimized by 
approximately 20,000 cubic yards (IX. 12) and the impacts to oak woodland habitat would 
decrease by approximately 20 acres (IX. 12). Therefore, the proposed development includes a 
Use Permit for development on portions over areas in excess of 25 percent slopes. Given the 
evidence described above, the project better achieves the resource protection objectives and 
policies of the subject area. 

General Plan Amendment-
y ork Highlands also involves a General Plan Amendment because the proposed lots will be 
placed in a portion of current Parcel H that has a General Plan Designation of Public Quasi
Public with an Urban Reserve Overlay (see Source X. 2). This portion will be designated as 
Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and will continue to have an Urban Reserve General 
Plan Designation Overlay. Currently, this area is within a land use zoning district of Rural 
Density Residential, 10 acres per unit with an Urban Reserve Zoning Overlay. The General Plan 
Amendment would bring consistency between the General Plan Designation and the Zoning 
District designation. 

There appears to be no other inherent conflicts with Monterey County plans and policies. 
Subject to the design criteria, as analyzed in Aesthetics (Section VI. 1) and with the General Plan 
Amendment proposed as part of the York Highlands project, the project will have a less than 
significant impact as a result of conflicts with plans or policies designed to avoid or mitigate 
environmental effects. 

Land Use and Planning (c)-No Impact. 
The proposed project would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan, as none are applicable to the project site (see Biological Resources, Section VI. 
4. 
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Potentially 
Significant 

Would the project: Im:eact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the D 
residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally :important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local D 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 

12. NOISE 

Would the :eroject result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? (Source: IX.l,2,3,4,8,11) 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundbome vibration or groundbome noise levels? 
(Source: IX.1,2,3,4,8,11) 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? (Source: IX.1,2,3,4,8,11) 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? (Source: IX.1,2,3,4,8,11) 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels? (Source: 
IX.l,2,3,4,8,11) 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? (Source: 
IX.1,2,3,4,8,11) 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

Discussion: 
Two main off-site noise generators in proximity to the site were identified in the Monterra Ranch 
EIR including the Monterey Airport and Highway 68, although Laguna Seca Raceway was also 
discussed as a "minor, but annoying noise source. The project site is within 2 miles of the 
Monterey Airport. The runway for the airport is oriented so that the flight path is directly over the 
existing Ryan Ranch and Laguna Seca Office Park just north of Highway 68 and the project site. 
As part of the original mitigation, an avigation easement was recorded for the site. This easement 
will remain unaffected by the proposed project. 

Conclusion: 
Noise {a, e)-Less Than Significant. 
Impacts from Aircraft, ground transportation, and construction noise were discussed in the EIR. 
At the time impacts were considered in terms of the 1982 General Plan requirements which 
identified a "normally acceptable" threshold of 50-55 d.BA Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) and a "conditionally acceptable" threshold of 55-70 d.BA CNEL for low density 
residential projects. These thresholds remain the same in the 2010 General Plan. Noise levels 
exceeding the "conditionally acceptable" level were identified for lots within 1,200 feet of the 
centerline of Highway 68. When the air craft noise was added in the fold, it was projected to 
create a 3 dBA increase over the transportation related levels. 

Construction related noise shall be reduced by properly maintaining mufflers on equipment, .the 
use of graders with wheels rather than bulldozers, and the selection of haul routes that avoid 
residential areas combined with limiting hours of operation for construction activities from 7:00 
AM to 7:00 PM. Long-term noise related impacts including road and air craft noise, would be 
minimized by using buil~g materials and insulation required for new construction in areas 
exposed to CNEL of 55 d.BA or greater (presumably the 1,200 foot wide strip of land along 
Highway 68) and disclosure by the developer of noise annoyances to prospective buyers. 

The original EIR analysis is applicable to the reconfigured lots. No change in circumstances other 
than the abandonment of the Highway 68 widening project has occurred with respect to noise. 
The Highway 68 road widening project would actually have created a larger strip of land in 
which noise impacts would be greater than "normally acceptable". The reconfigured lots do not 
substantially alter the number of lots that may be impacted by noise and the General Plan 
thresholds have remained constant. Therefore, with the implementation of the original 
mitigations the project will have a less than significant impact from exposure of people to noise 
including within the vicinity of a public airport. 

Noise {b, c, d, f)-No Impact. 
The proposed re-subdivision will result in a project that requires less grading and will not change 
the nature of the foreseeable uses or the number of lots being created. The residential nature of 
the project, in this location, was not considered to be a substantial noise generator and there 

. would be no associated activities that would produce noticeable ground-bome vibrations. 
Because the number of lots will not change, and the location of the lots is still in the same 
general area and proximity to other uses, the noise generated by introduction of residential uses 

York Highlands Combined Development Permit 
PLNJ00020 

Page45 



to the site will not change from the original analysis. The project is also not located in close 
proximity to any private air strips. Therefore, the project will have no impact resulting from 
ground-borne vibrations, temporary or permanent increases in ambient noise levels, or location 
near a private air strip. 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Potentially 
Significant 

Would the project: ImEact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and D businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 

.. _ extensionofroads or other infrastructure)?--·--

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing D 
elsewhere? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating D the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project result in: 

Substantial adverse physical :impacts associated with the · 
provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental :impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

a) Fire protection? 

b) Police protection? 

c) Schools? 

d) Parks? 

e) Other public facilities? 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 

15. RECREATION 

Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and :freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
( e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses ( e.g., farm equipment)? 
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-·· ·-··-··· .. ·----

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

±) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities? ( 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing 
commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal 
needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: See Section IV. 
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VII. MANDATORY FINDINGSOFSIGNIFJCANCE 

NOTE: lfthere are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and.no feasible project altematives 
are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and attach to this initial study as an appendix. 
This is the first step for startil1g the environmental impactreport (EIR) process. 

Does the project: 

a:) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife po:pu lation 
to drop helow self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the.range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate import.ant examples of the 
m<1jor periods of California histmy or prehistory? 
(Source: IX.l;2,3,4,5,6,7,S;9,101ll/l2,1J,!4,15,l6) 

l?) Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (Source: )("Cumtiiatively 
considerable" mearis that the incremental effects ofa 
project are c()nsiderable when viewed in connection 
wlth the effects ofpastproject-s, the-effects ofothe1; 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? (Source: IX. 
1,2,3A,5,6,7,8,.9JO,l l, 12,13,14,15, 16) 

c) Have environmental effects which wiII cause substantial 
adverse effects nn human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? (Source: IX. 
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,l 0,11,12,13,l4,15,16) 

'Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

(a) (b) (c}:Less than Significant Impact. 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

D 

D 

D 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

impact 

D 

D 

.D 

For (a) and (b) refer to Section Vt 4 -Biological Resources and VI. 5 -Cultural Resources. 

(c) The project, subject to standard conditions of approval, should have a less than significant 
effect on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21083:os, Public Resources Code. Reference; Section 65088.4, Gov. 
Code; Sections 2J080(c), 2108fU, 21080.3,. 21082.1, 21083, 21083.05, 21083.3, 21093,21094, 21095, and 21151, 
Public Resources Code; Sundstrom v, Coumy of Mendocino, (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296; Leonojfv. }vfonterey 
Board o_f Supervisors (1990) 222 Ca1.App.3d 133 7; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt, -v. City qf Eureka (2007) 
147 CaLApp.4th 357; Protec/ the Historic Amador rVaterways v. Amador Wate1· Agency (2004) l l 6 Cal.App.4th at 
1109; San Franciscans l}pholding the Downtown Plan v, City and County q_(San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 
656. 
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VIIL FISH AND GAME ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES 

Assessment of Fee: 

The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of 
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a "de minim.is" (minimal) 
effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game. 
Projects that were determined to have a "de minimis" effect were exempt from payment of the 
filing fees. 

SB 1535 has eliminated the provision for a determination of "de minimis" effect by the lead 
agency; consequently, all land development projects that are subject to environmental review are 
now subject to the filing fees, unless the Department of Fish and Game determines that the 
project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources. --- -- - - -

To be considered for determination of"no effect" on fish and wildlife resources, development 
applicants must submit a form requesting such determination to the Department of Fish and 
Game. For.ms may be obtained by contacting the Department by telephone at (916) 631-0606 or 
through the Department's website at www.dfg.ca.gov; 

Conclusion: The project will be required to pay the fee. 

Evidence: Based on the record as a whole as embodied in the Planning Department files 
pertaining to PLN100020 and the attached Initial Study/ proposed Negative 
Declaration. 

IX REFERENCES 
1. Project Application/ York Highlands Vesting Tentative Maps (including Slope Density 

Analysis Map, Aerial Photo Map) 

2. Certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR 84-
007, October 6, 1987 

3. Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 87-527 certifying the EIR for Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision (SB826) and approving the Monterra Ranch Tentative Subdivision Map 

4. Report to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors, dated October 6, 1987 (Agenda 
Number S-3) considering Monterra Ranch (836) Standard Subdivision Tentative Map and 
Certification of the Environmental Impact Report, with attached Exhibit A, Board of 
Supervisors Order of September 8, 1987 

5. Monterra Ranch Phase 6; Cities and Towns, Vol. 22, Page 56, June 16, 2004 

6. MonterraRanchPhase 8; Cities and Towns, Vol. 23, Page 14, September 14, 2005 

7. Monterra Ranch Phase 10; Cities and Towns, Volume 23, Page 16, December 1, 2005 

8. 2010 Monterey County General Plan 
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9. Title 21 of the Monterey County Code (Zoning Ordinance) 

10. 2008 Air Quality M.anagement Plan (AQMP) for the Monterey Bay Region, Monterey 
Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, Revised August 2008. Sixth Revision to the 
1991 AQMP for the Monterey Bay Region 

1 L Site Visit conducted by the planning staffon July 6, 201 1 

12. Y oik .Highlands Grading letter, prepared by W'WD Enginee:rfag, June 14, 201 l 

13. · Biological Impact Letter (LIB)prepared by Vern Yadon~ Pacific Gro:ve, California, March. 
11, 2011 

14. Supplemental Biologic~l Assessment Yoik Highlands (LIBll 0168), prepared 1-?Y Zander · 
Associates, San Rafael, California,~ May :9, 20Li · · 

15. Geological·· and Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation {LIEU 10169), _prc;pared :by · · 
·- _ _ __ Environmenta:1.Rislc Specialties Corporatio11; SmitaClahh Cal1fortiia, March3l; 20l1 ... 

. 16. . Drainage Report for York.Highlands Re;.Subdivision :Project :(LTB1l0170),]Jn;:pared bf ·.•· 
. . ·• ~Dingineeting, Mpnterey/Catifofuia,, April, 2011 . . . . . . ..·. . ... 

. i·:.tX:1~;;1t~ti~i:i1~~=~·#leZ~i4::c1t· 
·GountyRecorder.·s.·Offiq~i;Re¢l2851,':pages/77j"'.79~ 

a;;l::~,ii!I~:gz,I:t.t;!ii~:r~/t 
T. 1Cmiforriia;,A1+gW>t2tf:~9.89\/ 

.}t~!!~~~fit!~~~l::~t"te~!t:t:6.;~tci;1 

. ,Applic~'s .· .si:tbrtiittal 'to :County :1striff ,d~te4, Se,pterrtber :· t 2011/ defuiliu.g app1icant';s ·. 
proposalI>fconditiom;,ofra:pproval;fofproposecllots 4~ ,6 ~d44 ·.•·.. .. ., 

x.. A~ACk!MENI; ...•... 
·.··:·. : ·• _ _., . : . . .-. . . 

. Applicant '·s ..suhfui~~t ~o CountYstaff dated. ·septem~er 1, 2oli:, 
proposal:o:f-.cqnditions c,fappr6va1 for'proposed]ots 2/6 and.44 . . • .• 

· 2. General Plan.Amendment Mapi(ParceLH) 
.. ·: . .- ;!.··'.·. 

: . . · .. · .. 

3. YorkHjghlarrds Vesting Ie11tativeJvJ;ap .. 

. .. . ·. , .. 
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X. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Applicant's submittal to County staff dated 
September 1, 2011, detailing applicant's 
proposal of conditions of approval for 
proposed lots 2, 6 and 44; 

2. General Plan Amendment Map (Parcel H); 
and 

3. York Highlands Vesting Tentative Map . 
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Attachment 1 

Applicant's proposal of conditions · • 
. of approval for proposed Lots 2, 6sl ~4 

[ APPLICANT SUBMITTAL I 
°I - l - z__.o \[ 

Specific three dimensional building envelopes have been created for Lot 44, Lot 2 
and Lot 6. These three dimensional building envelopes identify the building site 
area and the maximum allowable building height elevations for these lots. All 
development on these lots shall conform to these three dimensional building 
envelopes. A note shall be placed on the Final Map stating that three dimensional 
building envelopes have been prepared for these lots,. and that these lots are subject 
to building restrictions as identified therein. 

Development on Lots 44, 2 and 6 shall also include the following measures: . 

Lot 44. Devel_opment y;ithiJ:?: :fue quilding envelope on Lot 44 shall 11_s_e 
apprc;>priate design, materials and landscaping to maintain compatibility with·· -- - -- -
the visual character of the area as follows: 

• The Subdivider shall reseed the area on Lot 44 that has been used as a 
borrow site under existing grading permits in the area located outside 
of the Lot 44 building envelope as identified on the three dimensional 
building envelope above Points E to D to allow restoration of native 
vegetation (native grasses and native plant material consistent with the 
local area) to occur in the disturbed areas. 

• The Subdivider shall also provide landscaping and restoration 
consisting of locally native plants and vegetation consistent with 
surrounding vegetation, and shall include plantings placed in 
appropriate locations between Points C-B-A-H around the three 
dimensional building envelope for Lot 44. Such plantings in this area 
shall include the broadcasting of p:ine or coffeeberry seeds outside of 
the building envelope between Points C-B-A-H to ensure a minimum 
planting of ten (10) trees and the additional planting of ten (10) oak 
trees. The oak trees shall be 36" -48" inch square box size and from 
local genetic stock. 

• Architectural review of Lot 44 shall be required to ensure visual 
compatibility of the development with the surrounding area and the 
Lot Owner shall provide landscaping with native trees and vegetation 
in the areas between Points E-F-G-H as identified on the three 
dimensional building envelope for Lot 44 to achieve a breaking and 
blending of the architectural form into the natural setting. Such 
plantings in this area shall include three (3) to five (5) oak trees within 



APPLICANT SUBMITTAL 

the building envelope, which shall be 36"-48" inch square box size 
and from local genetic stock. 

• Appropriate design and materials shall include either use of darker 
roof or wall colors to achieve blending, or roof design to shadow 
walls to achieve a blending into the natural environment. 

• Residential design is subject to review by the Director of Planning. 
• There shall be a 3-5 year monitoring plan to ensure establishment of 

plantings required for Lot 44 and all monitoring responsibilities shall 
be borne by the Lot Owner and their successors in interest. 

Lot 2. Development within the building envelope on Lot 2 shall use 
appi-opriate design,-materials..and landscaping to maintain compatibility_with _____________ _ 
the visual character of the area as follows: 

-• The Subdivider shall provide landscaping and restoration consisting of 
locally native plant and tree species consistent with surrounding 
vegetation, and shall include plantings placed in appropriate locations 
between Points C and E as identified on the three dimensional 
building envelope for Lot 2. 

• Architectural review of Lot 2 shall be required to ensure visual 
compatibility of the development with the surrounding area and the 
Lot Owner shall provide landscaping with native trees and vegetation 
between Points A and F as identified on the three dimensional 
building envelope for Lot 2 to achieve a breaking and blending of the 
architectural form into the natural setting. Such plantings in this area 
shall be planted between the proposed home and within or outside of 
the building envelope between Points A and F to blend angles of the 
structure. Such required planting shall include three (3) to five (5) 
native trees such as oaks, pines or coffeeberries that consist of 
planting larger sized trees of 3 6" -48" inch square box size from local 
genetic stock or transplanting local trees of similar or larger size. 

• Appropriate design and materials shall include either use of darker 
roof or wall colors to achieve blending, or roof design to shadow 
walls to achieve a blending into the natural environment. 

• Tree removal shall be minimized to maintain visual character of the 
area. 

• Residential design is subject to review by the Director of Planning. 



APPLIC..t\..N"T SUBMITTAL 

• Tb.ere ..shall be a 3-5 year monitoring plan to ensute establishment of 
plantings .required for Lot 2 and all monitoring responsibilities shall 
be bon1e by the Lot Owner and their successors, in interest. 

Lot 6. Development within the building envelope on Lot 6 shal.l use 
appropriate design, materials and landscaping to maintain compatibility with 
the visual ,character of the area as follows: 

• TheSubdivid~r shall,providelandscaping and restoration consisting of . 
locally.native plant and tree species consistentwith surrounding 

· • vegetation, and shall .include plantings placed in,appropriate locations 
, outsid~ :qf;the; 'gui1£l.in,g envelope 1betweyJJ .Points A-B-.Qas identified 

-'-·-'.~-Ot,},thelhr~~,diinensi01ia1 huilcling envelqp@:for'riLqf~:.:,-:-~--- --- -- -. __:___~-cc', -~~ --- --~ 

•• A:rchitectura1'feview,ofLot6 shall be reqriiiedto,ensurevisua] .· . . 

·. · .. FB;l~alr£=ii5i~tit?~A.~:Ic 
·' · e1n7.e1qpe fo(.PQt ~to :achi¢ye a brealdi'J,g,aJJd '.blehdiqg bfili~; ...• "''; 



r.J>,RANCH RD 

Attachment 2 

eneral Plan Amendment Map 
Q?arcel H) 

LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT, GREATER MONTEREY PENINSULA 

MONTEREY COUNTY GENERAL PLAN FIGURE #LU5 

FILE# PLN100020, YORK HIGHLANDS 

N 

A 
0 1,000 

11111111111 
Feet 



TOTAL 
tor• 

IUl•fOTAL 1w.roT,1t JCJHJO 
,or ,.,. •A••M•N1 

AC.UAQI AC.UAQI /UJ1 
:toe,06) lto.160 11,2'0 

., 
1111,fOTAL tll9-rorAL ICIH#G 

!AIICIL I.I, JAHJlll(J 
WAOI ACAIAOI l 

' 

- GRAPHIC SCALE 

Attachment 3 

Vesting Tentative 
LEGEND: YORK. HIGIIl,ANDS 

t~:ti~E~ Btm.DINGBNVBLOP.B 
-......a..w-orP'h-.10. 
",'ol.:ac..-i- .... 111 

r-::::zt:.r;z::;:21 ~~m 
Yc4.-CAT.._,t4 

SCBNIC BASBMBNT 
~~~~~-=-23 CA.T .... 1,S. 
~d,,Val.Jl::lOll.'l" .... $0 

: BUILDING BNVBLOPB 
-To~,t-,,, 

BXBIBITA 



YORK AND PROPOSED RE-SUBO 

m
GF.II.,ANDS MSION LOJS 

a PHASE 8&10 DW. w,p LOTS -EXISTJN 

-MEA COMPAAISON TASlE BDMS!OH BOUttDMY 
-MEETS .k BOUNCS Of RE-SU 

•• 
' ' 

li\NK.l'An.Cl!L 

~~----- .. , 



©
 . . 

<
( 

. ·-·-
... ___ ---· 

-
-
-
-
-
-
-



r...io~ .. 11,.1a,:i 

i;,...1hr.-.-..,c.11.~,..,1.1 
2801 MONTEREY-BALIN.AS HroliWAY,JWONT.E'REYCA 

QJ31}85!r27%1 F.AJG(831)~ 

LEGEND 

- - - -1----

SEGMENT 1 TRAIL AS CURRENTLY ILLUSTRATED IN OFFER TO DEDICATE 

SEGMENT 2 TRAIL AS CURRENTLY ILLUSTRATED IN OFFER TO DEDICATE 

REFlNED ILLUSTRATION OF TRAIL 

TRAIL ll.LUSTR.ATION MAP YORK HIGHLANDS 
RE-SUBDIVISION 



( - "'! 

-
\_) 

Exhibit D 

2. Environmental Impact Report 

Banker's Development Group, LLC 
York Highlands 

PLN100020 

Board of Supervisors 
October 18, 2011 



.1 

LLS PLANNING ASSOCIATES 
119 National Street• Santa Cruz, California 95060 • (408) 429-8660 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING SERVICES 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

FOR 

. THE MONTERRA RANCH SUBDIVISION 

EIR No. 84-007 
Subdivision 815 -

AP Nos. 103-071-16J 17;/ 
259-011-35, 39, 40, 41J 42, 

43, 44J 45, 46J 65; 
416-'101-0lJ 02, 03J 04; 
a portion of 259-011-64., 

County Base Map 17 
County Planning Area 02 

Prepared for 
Monterey County 

February 1986 



SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section presents a summary of the project's impacts 
on the environment and mitigation measures to prevent or lessen 
these impacts. Impacts and mitigation measures are consecutively 
numbered in the report, and a summary is presented here; see full 
report for detailed wording of impacts and mitigation measures. 

BRIEF PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Hanovei Monterra Investors II propose to develop their 
2,831 acre property into 283 lots, and a recreational tennis and 
equestrian complex for residents and their guests; and, to 
dedicate 115 acres for an addition to Jack's Peak .Park. The 283 
single-family lots will consist of 10 ranch lots and 273 estate 
lots; the overall average density is one lot per 10 acres of 
land. An internal 'private loop road system is proposed with 
entry gates on Highway 68 at York Road and Ragsdale Drive (Ryan 
Ranch entrance). · 

GEOLOGY IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impacts 

1. Absent the completion of additional specific geo
technical studies identified .in this EIR, and 
adherence to recommendations which come out of those 
studies, there is.the potential for adverse geologic 
impacts in several areas of the subdivision. Areas 
subject to impacts, absent these studies, include the 
entire Berwick Canyon Fault and Landslide, lots 
located along the structural lineation in the 
central-southwestern portion of the site, and lots 
located in dipslope areas. Specific studies needed 
are listed below under Mitigation Measures. Specific 
lot numbers are described in the Geology section. 

2. Future homes built. on subdivision lots will be 
subject to strong seismic shaking in the event of an 
earthquake along the San Andreas Fault. 

3. Landslide areas 
detail necessary 
criteria. 

have not been 
to establish 

studied in 
appropriate 

enough 
setback 

Mitigation Measures 

1. Additional 
trenching, . 
the Navy 

geotechnical field work, including 
is required to determine the location of 
and Berwick Canyon Faults, and the 

i 

( ------
\ 



structural lineations located between the Navy and 
Chupines Faults'. There. is great potential for 
surf act: offset along the structural lineation. A 100 
foot cdnstructi6ri'' setback is _initially recbtnmended on 
either side·' of these features and this setbac~ may 
need to be increased wher~· the features a"re not 
precisely located or are coµcealed. 

2. No structures or la~es_shou~~ be 6on~tructed on the 
BefWi,e:~)':: din:yon . lapa.i;'l~pe:' ;+'.r.ec:1;;: PP:t~l' .· 'f~.i;t,her geo
technici:1.1 · stU.dieJ:fl '.".are: ·comp:H~ted . 'tb. deter.inin.e the 

.· slide' activit , ''th:~'¥'lf\llt ·t6'.catfbrt''1iha tH~ - cit'ehtial . ·,.,.,. . ..... · ·. Y ... ., .. , ... , .. · .. ·_, ......... ,.· .,... -•.. .. ·. .. ~.. ·,._" 
problem~ ·witl:\,.lo~ding (buildin,g _9n)· th¢ slJde' mc1ss. 
• •·;··: ' _..I • ·:;::~i ;,''·-.~ ·'. '.; i ·,_; ;.· ·, _.· '·: ,•.· ·.·:· _: ;_ '· ,.· ,.,:· .'· ., . • .. ..'" ~ 

3. A''. thorough· aeria~· 'pho·fo . inyes'tig-~tion. and __ field 
review;. of pos_sib_!l.e .slides in_ ~+l are.as pr'opos·ea, for 
development shoiild be carried . o.td:: . to· deter:inine 

.whether the slides are moving headwi:ttd'b'.f l'ateta"ily; 

anl~d, to es~~~P_,i:;i._:}_,_:·"s§.,lli, :',e_!f;'_-~,s,;.g_p __ ,.._a2'''9,ttF•5' -~~f-_tP_9:.r_f:~::;c_J,f'?_.mf, ·l.J~P_ .f?P,11' t tic 
S 1 es. ee · .: ,,·,t· eC1..'i:J.:On'·· . 'i'i:·.· .. ·Or.· spet:1 :1c· · · 0 S 
involved. 

4. A .. g~otechnical ... stµp.y _c;m dipslopt;s ... _. ~hould be com
piet.~a.:·;l'o' de·t~rmfhe'::,s~·\fe?··aip''" ~ngi~~ \.11th the Monterey 

. 'Formation: B~dt'o·cl]{; _ a.frd)' "to rei66nimend foundation and 
btlier 1'·',,ifechn·lgu"~k'.'( i.fi'fl:ri" . w:i.il t>h~yeht future slope 
f?,ifi:ire; 1n·' 'a;r'i3i!{s · where these anglefi · a'te exceeded • 

. , f, ·/ -~ _ _,., -~,.:.:-~:(.-~- ' ·-·! ~:-~. . .,_ ',. J '-·', .,,,\: i"·.,~.,:-.-' .' . -. . . · .. 
"·: ,.;: :·, .. -,.,~ . ,J, ··'"··.,>:·.1i·',;·)·. ·' ... ,";,~·,,~-~-''~~~};,\'· .· Ol:•,i'·,'·r,<1.:,,;.•fik·,f.'~ . " . .'·· ·.l··-,~_l·-:.'i .. · .. 

SOILS' IMPACTS' 'AND · Mi TI GATTON ··,:MEASURES'' . 

Impacts 

4 .. The· fbundations1 of· proposed structures 
subject· to·. corrosion Of uripro1;ected steel 
crete. 

could be 
and con-

5. Access roads to Lots 185-190; 146-184, 62-69, 57-60, 
Ce>~\n.~9t,i.~~-_,).J.f ·~:h~t .. ,!J,.9, ... _,.,.,.c::,r.os.~.

1
}0.~-,9:t:_'. greater slopes 

in'·poteht."ially-t'hin···ana···ero·siver soilsf~ · 

6. Top6g:raphy . c9u,1a: · .· con$train dev~lciprnent in several 
are'as where lots contain less than 4000 square feet 
of land with slopes for building sites less than 30%. 
Lots 44, 45, 58, 59, 60, 75, 82, 85, 86, 275 and 276 
are ·all in this category. 

ii 



Mitigation Measures 

5. On-site soil conditions at each building site should 
be evaluated by a soils engineer to determine foun
dation requirements. Geotechnical expertise may also 
be required in some cases; see geologic impacts 
above. 

6. An erosion control plan should be prepared for 
of 

the 
the project. This plan should include all 

following: 

- all disturbed slopes should be revegetated with a 
mix of seeds best suited for the climate and soil 
conditions; 

- slopes should be covered with a straw mulch or jute 
netting after )seeding; the straw mulch should be 
punched in; no hydromulch should be used; 

- no grading should occur between October 15 and 
April 15, unless conforming to Monterey County Code 
Section 16.12.090; 

- where possible, cuts should be revegetated with 
trees as well as s~ed, especially in areas wher~ 
tree·s are removed to allow roads and driveways; 

- removed topsoil should be stockpiled on the site to 
be used for revegetation work; 

- all road work on slopes over 30% or in landslide or 
dipslope areas shall require· geotechnical eval
uations; 

land should be graded and landscaped in increments 
of size that can be completed during a single 
construction season; 

- storm water should not be allowed to flow directly 
down unprotected slopes, devoid of vegetation; 

- catch 
within 
period; 

basins should 
the site area 

be used to retain sediment 
during the construction 

- the grading operations should be evaluated and 
inspected by a qualified soils engineer; 

iii 



7. Building envelope loc~tions should be required on 
lots which include s1opes greater than 30%, or those 
adjacent to slide areas, dipslopes, faults. or 
lineations deemed hazardous. 

\l 

8. Relocate access roads which cross 30%+ 
require specific geologic, grading 
,control pians to mit::i:gate impacts. 

,.(. ·,; ',.( 

slopes or 
and erosion 

HYDROLOGIC AND DRAINAGE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

. {,/<· 

Impacts . : ri.r ·. :'•'•:.,:;,_,.,.,;_ 

7. 
/i ';i .. :.": '..'.,''.,·,',:.~·f:.':i 

)i,, ' 

There will be an lltA per~cent increase in runoff 
over pre-development levels·. During construction, 
tl').ere- is the pqt~ntia1, 1for erosion of on-site soil 
'ahci! , .sedi;menta:t1d:bn\:dm off~site:, .· downstream drainage 
ar,~as,1 ,::, ::i::nclliu9in:g·tii1J:iaguria Grande and Roberts Lakes. 
Future runoff from urban activity areas (roads, 
driveway§, "hdmesH::es}<will contribute to a variety of 
wa'ber quality ~prO:blemsi , , Contaminant matter includes 
sand, silt, organib½ffi~tt~rj 0 vehicUl~r oils and fuels, 
heavy metal compounds, non-biodegradable fertilizers, 
pesticides ·· and •"vege;!:ie,tiive,,·controi·· . chemicals. The 
planned'. •Equest:rrii'ah i.;,~Qefiter '!·COUltl'·' have significant 
water , ,quali'.tyt impacts· ,,iff not\ properly designed and 
maintai·ned. Groundwater quality testing indicates 
uhatt·/1:itrori ,arid::mangane·se:•,conc~ntrations and salinity 
content exceed· ·sa:fe"'dr±nking water requirements. 

9. Retention basirrs should be designed to retain 
addi-tional peak runoff due to development, while 
,,di,schaJ:.:ging . no ;; ·mot~•··· than··: predevelopment 10-year 
design .runoff~· · Retention basins should also be 
designed with ove~:f-il::ow or,;'bypass•.rfeatures to allow 
post-development 100.:.:year storm flows. Each basin is 
desii.-gnecl ,, ·-tb·dischliirge''·predevelopment 10-year runoff 
at: twd•)f.'eet .of ·freeboard ·while ;,,.storing additional 
runoff due to development. Each basin is designed to 
allow ··1)ost-developrnent 100--year·storm overflows at 
one foot of freeboard. Pipelinei, curbs and gutters 
and catchment structures will be designed for the 10-
year storm, and culverts crossing under roadways in 
drainage' channels' · will ·be d·e'signed for post
development 100-year storm. 
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10. Based on General Plan Policy 16.2.7, the Project 
Engineer will design and submit for approval to the 
County Planning Director after consulting with the 
Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District, a complete drainage plan, including 
engineering studies and calculations, future runoff 
courses, and present and future volume of runoff and 
silt load. Wherever possible, drainage shall be 
directed to the seven proposed detention basins. As 
an addendum to the drainage plan, it shall be deter
mined if these basins are adequate to handle the 
increased runoff created by the project. Maintenance 
or a pro-rated contribution toward maintenance of the 
detention ponds shall also be described in the 
drainage plan addendum. 

12. The project applicant shall contribute the. develop
ment drainage fee per acre to the County Treasury 
"Canyon Del Rey Creek Watershed Zone Primary 
Facilities Updating Fund" for off-site operation, 
maintenance and updating of primary facilities in 
this watershed, at the discretion of the MCFC and 
WCD. This contribution shall be made prior to filing 
of the Final Subdivision Map. 

13. The applicant shall pay for all on-site and a pro
rata share of off-site maintenance and operation of 
storm drainage facilities and access roadways 
impacted by the project from the time of installation 
or filing of the Final Map until acceptance of the 
improvements for the subdivision by the Board of 
Supervisors, and/or until a Homeowner's Association 
or other agency, with legal authorization to collect 
fees sufficient to support the service, is formed to 
assume responsibility for the service. Mitigations 
provided in Section 2.3, Soils, requiring· erosion 
control measures shall be implemented in construction 
and buildout in order to prevent erosion and 
siltation from increased runoff. 

14. There should be a complete and careful County review 
of the entire grading plan for the proposed project, 
before project approval. If it is found that there 
would be extensive cuts and fills, especially on 
slopes exceeding ·30%, thereby increasing potential 
for excessive erosion and siltation, then the project 
should be redesigned to eliminate such plans. 
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15. It should be a condition of project approval that a 
maintenance program' agr·eement . be · e~tablished to 
ensure that all paved roads and parking areas be 
mecbanically swept at least once a year in eaily 
September,. before the annual rainy season begins. The 
contamin:an:t:c matter·, it:taps ('French drains) should be 

/ ·· .,.,,appropriately maintained. The Monterey County Public 
·. works· . Depart:ment should establish a procedure to 
~nsur.e. that maintenance of the f ac.iJJ.:i ties is carried 

... 'out annua,11y,, .• '· 'The ,use of .,a Homeowner' s Association 
r.equirement' and,· somec;.:f,orin of1 bondi,ng for the first 
'.fi'.ve ·year.s may •be,:apprbpriate.·r,(i'. . 

. 16. · · A .. water quality.i:,\expe:rt.'',"spouil.Ji, checK the water at 
least twice a · }'ea.i:,,,·to ,en~ure that maximum con
taminant levels set by the California Department of 
He¢tlj;,h are: not' excee~e·q,~ .· Water.- quality test results 

.. : "·· ,, r ·.·· ,.shoµil.d , be·! '.)sen,t'i·t-oi\,~bnterey · dountyls Environmental 
Health . -Se.ri;:vi C'e/':f; or ~.o:rfi tor-ing. ·. ' .. , /i . ' 

. '~·-t/::: !1·\/ '/:-·· .)::~~.: . ).<>'.·.~:· l~f<.J{\f!f.),. · .. :~/ti.}:· '' : :'.;, ,i ,1i-) -~ ;, :1· ·-:;\'.(/J . 
· 17-. . Although thei!ibgah>wat~r studies indicate that there 

is :·', arr•,:- amp'le't• gr6undwater:tsupply · £6r the proposed 
pr·o,ject,·t .' water·' co:#~et·vati--6.n'fi:' practices should be 
considered );,\i arid, . .:: \ 'ifup]einehted \. ·. ~hehever possible. 
Various techniques include: installation of water

. conserving··• fixbiires :· 1,(,:f·aucet~\,- : :·,tOi leis, shower heads ) ; 
,use''., cif,'native .low;::,,wa}t:er>requi:ring'·piants for land-
·scaping; ' di;sc0tii:'agemehb/p~ohibit±on of exotic 

· "plant i:ng s ; : us'e t:>'firs)a ~lip . i'.f-'r tg·a ti'pn' ,· 's°y:s terns • \., 
.\' ·· .. ! .. , 

1·8. If a water · mutual is· formed·~ it must . meet the 
standards of -Title .. 22·''· of the Calif0riiia Administra
tive Code rand 'the Residential· Subdivision Water 
Supply, Standards.. It·· ,must also he approved by the 
Monterey., Peninsuil.a <Water.·Management District, the 
State Public Utilities·,,cominis·sion,. and the County 
Environmental, Health Service.'' 

rvEGETAiroN/WI~IFE''IMPAC~~;~iitt:M~T•:i:G~;io~{MEA-SURES 
\:.--· ,,_ ,., . . ·-- · ...• ,,. .... , __ ,., ... _ ..... , ....... . ,, .. , ,. ........ "" 

·.,Impacts·'"···· .. 
' .~ I•.'. ,' ' 

34. Development of .:lots· .. 22.7 and 234 ·through 239 and the 
cul-de-sac road leading to them will displace and 
remove the rare plant· , 'Species, Hickmans Onion, 
resulting· ill' a ·9.0, . per cent re'duction of this 
population and available habitat on-site. This would 
be a significant adverse impact. 
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9. Approximately 53.5 per cent of the Monterra Ranch 
Property would be directly affected to some degree by 
the proposed subdivision development. This effect 
ranges from direct removal of vegetation cover to 
indirect modification of the vegetation due to the 
introduction of invasive landscape, alteration of 
environmental factors controlling vegetation ~nd 
habitat development (ie., prevention of fire 
strategies), and loss of habitat diversity due to 
monocultural practices or reduction in habitat size. 

10. A total of 53.5 per cent or 1,563 acres of existing 
habitat on the Monterra Ranch may be subject to 
modification or indirect impacts resulting from this 
project. Nearly 72 per cent of oak tree habitat may 

{ be affected. However, half of that is found on the 
l ranch lot parcels which should not directly disturb 
\ more than 10 per cent of the average 50 acre parcels. 
1 More significant direct losses of habitat are 

anticipated· within those parcels designed as estate 
lots, and the recreation and equestrian complex. The 
higher density of structures and human use in these 
areas are likely to result in greater direct impact 
losses to the vegetation and associate wildlife. 

12. The activities of fire prevention following the 
development of the Monterra Ranch property may have a 
significant long-term impact on vegetation. The 
accumulation of woody fuels may pose a severe fire 
hazard over time, and regeneration of existing 
vegetation conditions would take many years following 
a catastrophic wildfire. 

13. Other indirect impacts to vegetation resulting from 
the introduction of residences to the landscape 
include the possible introduction to competitive, 
adventive landscape species such as eucalyptus, 
pampas grass, periwinkle, english ivy, etc. that can 
escape into the surrounding native habitat and· 
displace native species. Increased summer irrigation 
of landscape vegetation could cause shifts in the 
vegetation composition or result in soil conditions 
unfavorable to mature trees that have adapted to a 
regime of winter wet/summer dry cycles characteristic 
of California's mediterranean climate. Saturation· of 
oak root zones in the summer have resulted in 
increases in oak root fungus and decay. This has 
been shown to be a significant impact in oak woodland 
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landscapes in association with residential develop
ment. 

16. The· proposed development will reduce the available 
habitat for wildlife' species found in several plant 
cdmm'tinitfe;s· . discussed elsewhe're ( LSA 19 8 5) • The 
habi fat loss'es for srria.11 inanirna:ts and birds will, in 
1:'u_rn·, :r::eguce the availa:tffli, i::Y e>i prey for mammalian 
and aviati:'predatdrs. ··' 'Losses of fdrage plant species 
will'':r~dt{b'e' ae·er ;,'tffu:itberiif·"arid,'.'\tJ:ieir' ''8t'.i'lization of the 
area •...• The . result will be a general re4uction in 
w111dlif'e utiliz'.a:'t'i9'r{ · o,f ,, the ar~a . of development. 

; ' . I, :. i.", .-:, <i~_.·: 

17. Ifit:rodtjct'ion· 'cf' domesfic. c.a't.S 'and :do'gs could result 
in,,, ·i·ndt·ea:s:ea 'wildiife 'c6fi'flicts( •by predation and 
dispfacement: of n~ti',r~ pre}T' 'species.· . Deer are . very 

' s..us.c::~1;~:ti,bl~.· 1·:'to ,, ·at~~:c~~ br dc,m~~t~d ,,dogs in packs. 
·cat's are· effective 'predators· of·' small game, in parti-
5;~;\~{ ~;~~9,g; -~~r,9,~/ i .. :,. ,·.,,: ,·.··· . '' ; .. L ,. 

18". I~~.~~~,t_ra~l.f .. ;f~ng~ng . ~.:t;~:4-~c:i. ·.· es,t:~t,e and cluste7ed 
hous;illg tract~ could.effectively fdc:us deer browsing 

. aBat·. :r.~:~.~.r,tcf~': .:mi'<li~it_:f9t1·,::t9, ,,ifn;eat·: ·:qorridors. This 
' cduld result'ili' overgrazing impacts of the designated 

open s~.~~e are.as • 

Mitigation.Measures 
'·01."·.". :• t : .- ... ·,·.:, 1•• 

:Tb:'<£ f°0Ef6wfrlcf''nii tii'g,tiori' 'mea's\i:tes , are summarized from 
ii' ''rri6re' eif'ensiVe li~t ''in sedtion 2 .·s .3. 

34. Development proposed ih · the··· occurrence area of 
Hickman's onion on-site should be eliminated and a 
minimum. b'qffer of '50 'fe~t iinpl~:rµ,ente·a to preserve the 
populatioii'. . ThiS would entail the·· loss or redesign 
of numerous pardel'S . along 'the proposed Romera Vista 
Road in . the tlt:):t;~hwes.~ern e~d . of t~~. · . property. The 
f,urthe'st'·''''occ·utretlc'e 'to thEi''soU:'th"'cduld be rotected 

• .,·., ~:""" ... -... • • , .. ,.,\•.:·_·~·-:'.:·;·•.irl,;,,:,•_,:r·,~i"'':·- .. .,:7,,,.,,1'.,··'.'t• .•,.:,·).f .. l .. ··. '.,·''.!i:'•!···'' .. ·· p . <ny ~, 'shif't'.'ing''' ' 1of''"the '"Romeiia 'Vista:·:·iRd'ad to the east. 
c~,:s.7. , ', ~:~.9'.~ld ,:, h~, t~~T,n · J9,,'.:i,~;:~~er~e the . present 
yeg.etation ·· and·· soii · st.ruct:ure in the areas where 
these occurrences were fqund. No ··coralled livestock 
s·hc,uld be k~pt iri 'thesie areas. · Fencing of the 
occurrences niay be app:r:opriate to prevent accidentar 
encroachment ·by off....:road vehicles and construction 
equipment or their use as laydown areas. 

viii 
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19. Direct disturbance or removal of native 
cover should be restricted to those areas 
.for development only (except as prescribed 
Control and Fuel Management). 

vegetation 
designated 
under Fire 

20. Wherever possible, existing unpaved roads on the site 
should be used for access to the homesites. Con
struction access to and from homesites should be 
along the same routes that are proposed for 
residential access. Existing roads that will not be 
used as residential access routes should be 
abandoned. The final. residential access routes 
should be completed before homesites construction 
activities begin. During construction phases, access 
roads should be frequently watered to minimize the 
generation of road dust. 

21. The introduction of non-native plant species should 
be avoided. Native trees (preferably oaks), shrubs, 
and ground covers should be ·used for erosion control 
and landscaping within the designated development 
envelope surrounding each homesite·, the proposed 
recreation areas, and along the access road system. 
A landscape plan should be developed incorporating 
the retention of native trees and vegetation around 
the building sites. Deed restrictions should be 
instituted to assure recourse if violated. 

28. The following minimal guidelines should be included 
in the code, covenants and restrictions for the 
entire development. These guidelines would establish 
basic rules about impacts that may be implemented by 
one or a few homeowners but that would negatively 
impact the resources of the entire development. 

For example, if no ·restrictions are· 
regarding free-roaming dogs, deer will 
general vicinity reducing the quality of 
living environment for all homeowners·. 

established 
avoid the 
the rural 

The basic concerns to be addressed in such an agree
ment should include but not be limited to: leash and 
kennel requirements for dogs and bells fitted on 
cats; fencing designs that will not inhibit deer· 
movements; maintenance of natural and di verse, 
vegetatj_pn.bµffers in non-landscaped areas; minima]; 
tree .. removal .. guidelines; fire control standards 
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.:,_ .'. ~ 1 ' 

.. \:, . 

. ·j}i' 

i. .,. 

should be 
ve,geta tion; ,' 

'd~si:gnateq' 
maintenance 

/ 

established and enforced to protect 
restrict~ons on hutilan' activity in 

open space. areas; and guidelines on 
of .domestic livestock. 

A, ,:f,:,g;-_pia_l; ei;-osJqn qqn:tp;ol_ .anq .,.revegetation program 
shou.,i,c1 be q:evej,ope,q, in. consultation with U .s. Soil 
CqI),s.ervat,ion .. Ser:vic~ r~presentatives and key County 

· P.i.:,~~rti~,is·, D~pa,r:t;ip.en-i;.,',.;1:;,, ... st~.f~ •· · . , J?~'l:ailed measures 
; r,,~9,9,~e,~~

1
~9,,,.t;,9~ in.99,~99;i:;~t!91::i,. ~n-t:,e>, ;,?!-n erosion control 

, J;p:::,9,<J:ra14 -a,re; 1 inclu.,g~:HJ..;"il), .Sect~pn 2. 5. 3. 
• ... ·, -~· \;,: . ,.: '\::",'!:-,'., -~le -L.:;:>:!~· )'_:(·-~:.,.' t' ,1, ~·--..:,1,1 -::n \1 f-'.Yi'•~':·d1;_;.; ,: ,:. 

:~ 1.g9,?"t-f:61~.~~.:,}3·1;p:::r;~B9-.,:J;?F:99:rai;q ... shq,ut~l.:J~e considered for 

.. • .,) .·,~ri~,~~~f~t-~~t~:J~:£~-~~1;·::~jt~f·~i:If{!~-~:~n~ p~~~~~: -w~~~~ 
' , ·t,,·,::,y :,· ·:·., .\ /~~~-': ,. · '.I. ,3. ''-:./t,,:;·,>• .>,'°,)'~IJ!, ..:c,; •.·.J;•. ,;, · ·," .,:,.' ·· ,1,1t .,,,. • •. ,..-_\' -~,Y ,. ,\1 •\., ,_-: ,.,_. ,. -: ' , • 

hazard. · · MaritLriieh .,chaparral is ,\olell adapted to 
conditions of' ,.reciu'rr'enf'' fir~ (Griffin 1978), and 

... 1l!¾tt~it~i$il~iii!l,1!!~:1ii;:f ii: ~~;~~i;i 
~9~~9,;,,re9:uce _ ,t,fi:~ /t?ro~~p!;!J~t,'.:<:r~ ·a, _9.~tastrophic wild
£,A,t"Erfi:.,;~.p;d ; ,"f.9.414,'.'e~i:i9/ax.iiI?~t4:bl~,-:',~~.t.J;t the·. ecological 

,,,,e;;t:,;a~,~-~i-~~" of -~ti~, pteg,9itfi:nan~ \,y~ge,t;a,tion types on the 
·:P:1'.::~1?.~:t:',:i?Y ~ ' , ' ' i ';\ /•,l •( ' ' ;,'J :'i ' C ,, ; :, ! 

33." ,A ; i,Pl:]99:zjii;,.,,;, ,of f,~;~ .;::load'. ,.; , zj~g,uctig,n through direct 
.~~,<j~ta,'.t;Jo_:p,1. ,;.t;-~xn,qv9a~ ,_,:.f~-~oµJ.d:-, ·•;.als9 /~~. . considered for 
imp"lementation ori the_ site, either separately or in 

,:. . , : ,:;:t9,,p_d~ffi.1·;i~;t:;:1?1;Iita,,pc9.§;t;-~2,"1,Jeq,,.,X:g1,1p;r.rt;tW pr,qgra~~-.: A program 
, · P~,; ,:lq,'¾i;-,~p,t vegtH.eJ;,,ttjn _,:i;,~,moval, q7 ithinning may . be 

ne.q,el;i.~.a,;1:;:y. to.,.reduc~ }c,ri;t:i,;qally, high fuel loads prior 
to, l?,eg.:i,n;ning ·, .q 1,,p,r_esgr,,:i/l;:,ed ... ,l?urn.:i,Q,g,, program. Dead 
prushf,, ,may be, ,pi,.J,~.q,,,.~nd <l;ater consumed by the burn. 
The .,distribu;tion of :na,t.Jy;~ veget;ation patterns should 
be considered in designing and· establishing fuel 
break,s. 

:1, _it/.::_~·,." .. ::, ,·,1J · . ..i'"·~,:· 1·f;,~-'.~(~ ,: .,:; ( )_,:-: .:"!,~/'.'(~ r, · ~- ' '"i' , , " :'./·:1·-' .- : 

Impacts 

20 ~ ifiher~; , ... is the potent_i~l for c1 noticeable decrease in 
the. rural charaq~er of the State Route 68 scenic 
corr"idoi. From .state Route 68, proposed essential 

' tl,~e,s_ .'. could, ' qia~:qq~ng upon : :'spec.ific design, be 
visible.on, Del Rey Ridge, on ,the ridge west of Work 
Canyon South, on ,.$lopes which face the road-way north 
of Tarpey Flats, and north-facing slopes between Work 
Canyon South and York Canyon. 

X 

\1 ,, 



/ 

21. There will .be minor impacts on the visibility of the 
project from downtown Monterey, the Toyon residential 
area west of the site, Seaside, the Hidden Hills 
residential area, Laguna Seca residences and golf 
ranch, and homes southeast of the site at the end of 
Tierra Grande Drive. Views of the site from these 
areas are either quite distant or largely blocked by 
intervening topography and vegetation. Views of the 
project would be limited to lighting at night. 

Mitigation Measures 

36. Residential and other types of development in areas 
viewed from State Route 68 should be inconspicuous in 
order to maintain the natural rural character along 
this scenic corridor. Visually sensitive areas 
include Work Ranch Ridge, Del Rey Ridge and north
facing slopes and meadows along Canyon Del Rey. 
Strict architectural control of building plans for 
lots in these areas should be required. 

37. A requirement for single-story houses, or the 
location of houses behind existing vegetation along 
Work Ranch Ridge, Del Rey Ridge, and slopes bordering 
State Route 68 should be considered. 

38. Require building permits for Monterra lots to be 
evaluated utilizing specific design· criteria; see 
Section 2.6.1.3 for criteria. These criteria are 
general in nature since overly prescriptive standards 
of design, given the current preliminary planning 
stage of the project plan, could be detrimental to 
the ultimate success of the project. Conformance 
with these criteria is necessary to provide a project 
integrated with the natural setting and the planning 
goals of. the County of Monterey and to ensure that 
the scale of the project allows for development, but 
also relates to the preservation of the natural 
character of the State Route 68 corridor. 

NOISE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impacts 

22. Two. ranch lots adjacent to Highway 68 on 
of the York Road entrance and 19 estate 
Highway 68 on either side of the Ragsdale 
Ranch) entrance will be exposed to 

xi 

·either 
lots 

Drive 
55-60 

side 
near 

(Ryan 
dBA 



·, 

Day/Night (Ldn) noise levels generated by aircraft 
,,'. oper'.ations a'nd''vehiduhi.r traffic along .the highway. 

22. All resident·ial· lots in the subdivision will exper
ience annoyance from noise levels less than 55 Ldn 
ca.ti.s;ed> by ·various. 'aircraft· ·operations such as €ngine 

· · ·runoff, ·· before· takeOf fr·· i ·1ahd'.ings · and takeoffs; by 
periodic Laguna :iseca":auto 'races and by testing of 
~i·lit1a;ty ordnancefa't Fort '.0:td. 

25. High noise levels wirL·'.:b¢ .. ?{geri~ra'ted .· ·on-site by 
various grading, and other .h¢.a"[y · ... · µipment during the 

. cdristructicui>pila :)of ·the pr9j'~:Q · ,, 
,.,, ,; ~.;,.,:~~~~~-~atro~t~~'.~~~~;.~::1~:,~ n._:;_·:y:, >'<;''•'.'. :,,[;,•,, 

. ,·' · .. 

5{,.:/ i,:· <".:._::.,_:·:··, .. :.,.J, 

67 ~:-- Reqtfire{ ,;;;•''an. ~:¢,o\is'.t:i)cali~t'pdf tc>'d~termine appropriate 
.... · .·,. :'insµ:J.a'.1::ion·,:1,an'¢:H:\wind9.w spec;f·~·cat'ion>requirements for 

,,i~!'.f:'.f,~~s~.:!tiit1{~~,t!t~~~a:is:ria9:.;::~~;n~
0 

~;gh;~iu;! 
airport noise contours outlined in Figures 2~14 and 
2:;-)._5 ;,' 1 C· , Vi ', .'. ',,,,,,,>t '' ' i<:,,' :·· 

·' ]'':\ ··t (.J!'l 

68':i:,. 'Reqtid.re1:iH·ae'veitipehf·to·,·a-::Vs6io1sfe',':rf·oiset information in 
thisf1 EIR'''ana·: tit€'·r'ecdmmeride'd acoustical study to 
prc:>sp~ctive buyers so.that.they are aw~re of the 

''ishbrt':..,Berm ·anrloy'~npe·:,\:t:Iilp~-6£s of airport' . operations, 

· .,:·:'.~t·~;:~,~;f;!~~~:r;ir_:11:~t'J~~!~;tf.'{t~!?Iifiia~!~!cul!~a~~!:: 
'avai!:J.Jable 't'hrbugn•';a?pp'i6'pr.fate. 'otri'lcfihg techniques . 

.. , '.'\,, ·\!' ·; ·:. · ,. · :1! '.:t·'! .. ·::r(··, 

65. Require·constructi'oh equipmerit __ to he properly muffled 
atjd limit' .. corist£uct1bn..;.·r'e'iat.ed · hauling and other 
·constrtict'it>ri'' ' 'activit.i'Eis·_ ,:, to· the hours between 7: 00 
A.M. and 7 :·00 P .M.' 

TRAFFIC :IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
j; :,;}·i ~_,,<: ·_,./ ::, :> "'; .. : .• , 

Impa.'cFts~:;:,"' ,·;·,, ,,. ~r: :~tlJ\ 
26. The project·. J-:ii .. ;;>generate 2/~flo _aai'ly'' automobile 

trips with 178 inbound and 88 outbound trips during 
the evening peak hour. The additional trips 
represent a 15.7 per ceQt increase over existing 
traffic'• volw:n:e·s ·On' the' existing two-lane Highway 68, 
arid will· haVEi ·sfgnifica·nt: a,dverse impacts in that 

· this. highway· is ., ... ,currefitly' operating at Level of 
Service F--beyond.its desi'gn capacity. 
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28. The proposed project will add two access points to 
the congested Highway 68, at Ragsdale Drive/Ryan 
Ranch and at York Road. The new Ragsdale Drive 
access point represents a significant adverse impact 
when compared to an alternative access point off 
Olmsted Road which is now equipped with a traffic 
light at Highway 68. 

Mitigation Measures 

69. The west entrance to the site should be relocated to 
Olmsted Road in order to: utilize the existing 
traffic signals there; utilize the future full 
interchange planned there; remove at least half the 
Monterra traffic from two miles of High 68 (between 
Olmsted and the western entrance); eliminate con
flicting turning movements on Highway 68 by changing 
the proposed western entrance to an emergency exit 
only until an interchange is constructed there. The 
Monterra subdivision should also participate in 
funding the interchange improvements at Olmsted Road 
and Highway 68. · 

70. Based on the existing plus cumulative traffic need 
for widening and interchange improvements to Highway 
68 and that the Monterra Ranch Subdivision will. con
tribute to that need, .the Monterra Ranch Subdivision 
.should participate in funding the widening of Highway 
68 to the adopted plan lines at a rate commensurate 
to the project traffic assignment. 

71. An approach lane to Highway 68 on the east entrance 
should be provided to separate right and left turn 
traffic. In addition, a left turn pocket on Highway 
68 with an adequate deceleration lane should be 
provided to facilitate access to the east entrance of 
and to the western entrance off of Olmsted Road. 

72. The Monterra Ranch Subdivision should be required to 
dedicate right of way consistent with Adopted Plan 
lines for Route 68. 

73. The private road designs and construction should be 
at standard horizontal and vertical standards unless 
these standards would cause excessive grading and/or 
environmental impacts. · A determination of specific 
roadway segments to be exempted from ·normal county 
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standards, if any, should be made prior to 
recordation of the-final subdivision map. 

74. The Monterra subdivision access to Highway 68 will be 
facilitated by .an internal ~ollecto~ loop road which 
connects east and west entrances. Traffic control 
sho·uld be on the side streets in order to preserve 
the internal collector's ~~:t:-~9.".~:j.ty ~:.: .. 

75. .'i'he,.: .,subdiyi~:;iqn map,"sl).oul¢t be,,,.qondii:.ioned,, to 
access , .rights .to,:,,the-.scl;l,0.91 o.is.t:i;-,i,ct and 
pa,:i:;-cels to, ,assure approp;i::-,iate. acp'3S§: t_o these 

'consic;leripg future\.(,1;1tP.i'g];).way:,,:s•iJ11prqvements i 
. . assure ... s~condary./,;access: routes for. ,both Lt 

, .. Monterra in.the:future .... , 
,,.,;/.; ,.\·, '_,<._,;t :,~~.,' ',1} .. : "

1 
• I ")t" \-X~~ ,,t,~ ,"'~ ',)•,), ,,: 

. ;.AIR QUAI,;[.'l,'):',pIMPACl'S ANibML~-IGA~•lQN,,,rl-IBASIJ~E$ .. ·. :::,,c 
. . . . . 

grant 
Lt Ng 

parcels 
and· to 
Ng and 

,_.,.·\:_,'.;,'.( ; \· -~~ ... ~.,-1\:· .. ·-, "/}~>,-,, ~~<_;;~:£,\\::-~,r(?'.'.?t~~X-·:~'.~,t-_i.f.,. :..\}~!:. <,\\J/ . ""':' , -.. r'.. :;:~,'.--.,. 

· ;ID11e J?fOPO&.¢diF: · pi;,pjeq;tS•:;,,,:wilL c.oiit:J'.".ibute to 
'incremental' .degradation of local ,and' regional 

an 
air 

quality. · -"':.·, 

31. Tl)e .. cqnstruc:t.:i.on;,,phase:·iof .. the:;,project :will generate 
locali-~ed increases in particulate levels and pollu
tant'.·.eroiss,i<ims from: cpnstruction vehicles. 

,' }·',\.:,':_:'.,i, •: . • \-·u.·.·:. _'.":.i";:-:.;/,;' r·,·;'.°i ' 

Mitig_a:td.on Meas;µres,,1,i~- "r ·. 

81. The d~v;l;:;:;:i, should be· reqµired to distribute local 
transit, bicycle and carpooling information to pros
pective buyers .. duri,ng marketing of. the, homesi tes. 

·'} .,:,'..':_, .:,·~. ~- '1> -. 

76. Dust·· control tec::p.niq1,1es,. such,.as wetting down the 
soil during.,_,e,ccavat.J.:pp,,.and .· earthmoving operations, 

.. and . suspending. ea:rtllrnoving activities or increasing 
sprinkling during-periods of.high wind (greater than 
15 m.p.h.), should be ·employed during project 
. t t·.' . . . . ,cons, ·xuc -,1.on::. J: ,;:,_,.··:o;:_:.;•·· 

WASTEWATER IMPACTS AND MITIGATION: MEASURES,.· 

Impacts_ 

32. ·The .. proposed· proj·ect will generate 84,900 gallons of 
wastewater per day from the 283 ..residential homes. 
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Mitigation Measures 

· 82. 

83. 

84. 

85. 

Strictly 
location 
Associates 
project. 

adhere to the sites indicated ~afe for the 
of septic sytems in the M. Jacobs and 

Percolation Study for the Monterra Ranch 

The ·Monterey County Health Department should review 
each specific septic system design and location prior 
to placement to ensure that the State of California 
Basin Plans and the By-laws of Monterey County 
Ordinance 1835 are met. 

on slope~ iri ex6ess of 30% 
should be specifically 

100 percent expansion 

Systems shall not be built 
or, if deemed necessary, 
engineered for such sit~s; 
areas shall be provided. 

The use of water conserving fixtures (low flush 
toilets, flow restrictors on faucet and shower heads) 
will also reduce the potential for septic system 
loading. Residents should also be given a brochure 
during the project marketing stage regarding the use 
of phosphate free detergents because the system's 
efficiency will be increased. 

FIRE PROTECTION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Impacts 

33. There will· be significant fire protection impacts 
without the provision of a Salinas Rural Fire 
Protection District. station closer to the property 
than the present Station No. 3 which is 9-10 minutes 
away. The existing station is simply too far away to 
adequately provide structural fire protection to the 
proposed project. 

34 .• There will be an increase in the potential 
wildland fires by the introduction of people 
this moderate-high fire hazard areas. 

Mitigation Measures 

for 
into 

86. The Monterra property should be annexed to the 
Salinas Rural Fire Protection District, and a fire 
station site should be provided in the Laguna Seca 
area. Annexation to CSA 39 and the provision of an 
interim fire station site on the Monterra property 
might be an acceptable alternative if the Salinas 
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• 

Rural/Laguna Seca site preference is not attainable 
·for some reason. 

87~ The developer should enter into an agreement with the 
Salinas Rural Fire Protection District to help 
purchase some additional structural and wildfire

., fighting,;equ,ipment. 
• • ,,1· -~~-_-,: ,_,··. • 

89. · BQ:th'('Y:the St1.l?divisi:t:m: .tentati:ve··,map a:nd the future 
improvement. ·plans;:.shou.1-d be,·ireviewed ,by the County 
Fire Warden and Salinas,. FPD;: Chief. to· assure that fire 
protection and prevention design features are 

> ·,, .. ,, ' includ.ed;.- Thei;;d :;des::i.:g:n ·:·: featu:r:es , <are listed in 
., , · Section·,Jf. 9. 3 of_.,:,this,·r~j;>'ort~l . 

. ,·:·c,, ,,,,,,,,:; 

88. The developer, -Planning Department and fire agency 
off_icials shoul:d discuss and, agree on an appropriate 
:reSd'J;ut1on'_, \of?'the,·secbrtdary acces.s issue oh cul-de-

. \ ·, ,, I 'S~bs ;::<:fop,'g~r ,>thah:)::i.0'.016<\ee·Eit•i/":' r :t . ' ; ' > ;,; 
·. ( :,'.·'., ~, .... :--· <:\ n .:_~; <:1: :t ~ .. , /1.; ::.!; . .- f:_, 

BCHOQ:G IMPACTS· AND MJ:TIGA'l'lON MEASURES· ,. 

Impacts,,,.:,'·,,, I,,.·::, .,,,' 

36. The proposed project will generate 23 elementary 
schoql:';I;::'¢h\tI4d,t~tj:f,:V::fr7J,}jµ:i:i;~,9J;.,)}:i;i;gp.Yscpool .age, and 17 
high school age'young adults. Since these addi- If 

tional students can be accommodat~d):,;11:;>y_. existing 
school facilities in the Monterey Peninsula Unified 
School· -District, no school mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
• ~· I ,.: J 

Impacts 

38. Deyelopment in the area of .Estate Lots 12-26 could 
· imp~6t an ·:j;sol·a.tf~,d bedrock mortar di'.$¢'6vered there as 
partt, of'/an ::archa~d>lo§'ical reconnaissance. Discovery 
of th.is mortar, indicates· that -there·::may be additional 
archaeological artifacts of importance that are 
undetectable to a surface- reconhai·ssance due to the 
effects of vegetative cover and normal ranch 
operation over the>years. 
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Mitigation Measures 

91. ~rior to and during the initial stages of grading, a 
registered archaeologist should be consulted to do 
on-site inspecting, examining the results of grading 
in those areas judged to have a greater potential of 
containing archaeological sites such as bedrock out
crops, springs, seeps and the lower ridges should be 
covered by a controlled intuitive reconnaissance. 

92. A condition should be added to the subdivision permit 
to require a detailed archaeological-investigation if 
development on Estate Lots 12-26 is proposed on or in 
the vicinity of the archaeological site. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

This section of the Final EIR responds to all comments received 
by the Monterey County Planning Department during the EIR public 
review period. During this period, public agencies and inter
ested citizens are encouraged to comment on the factual content 
of the Draft EIR. This Response to Comments section, together 
with the Draft EIR (DEIR), constitutes the Final Environmental 
Impact Report on the Monterra Ranch Subdivision project. The 
DEIR on the p~oject was circulated for public review and comment 
through the State and Regional (AMBAG) Clearinghouses. 

Comment letters received are included in Appendix D, page 
174. All comments are acknowledged and those which question the 
factual information in the DEIR are given specific responses 
below. Comments and Responses are numbered and the comment 
letters in Appendix D are marked with corresponding numbers. 
Various changes to certain pages of the EIR have been made to 
respond to some comments. 

State Office of Planning and Research, John B. Ohanian, 12/30/85 
- Acknowledged, no response required. 

State Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, 
Jack D. Kemmerly, 12/23/85 - Acknowledged, no response required. 

State Department of Fish & Game, Jack c. Parnell, 12/23/85 -
Acknowledged, no response required. 

State Department of Transportation, Caltrans, A.C. Carlton, 
12/11/85 - Acknowledged, no response required. 

State Native American Heritage Commission, Annette Ospital, 
12/12/85 - Acknowledged, no response required. 

Monterey County Health Department, Al Freidrich, R.S., 1/2/86, 
Acknowledged, no response required. 

Bester Engineers, Carl L. Cooper, 12/23/85. 

Comment 1 

The portion of the DEIR relating to Canada de La Segunda Road 
(p. 109 et.seq.) is inaccurate. The EIR erroneously states that 
the western route would require a cut of 85 to 125 feet. Homes 
on lots along the westerly route will not be observable from any 
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area north of Monterra. The worst error is in the final para
graph which states the easterly route to be "about one and a half 
minutes difference in travel time", apparently speaking of trips 
to areas -west of the 218/68 intersection. 

Response 1 

Statements in the Eil~. regarding· the Canada de la Segunda roadway 
were.reviewed with County Public Works and Planning Department 
per~onnel. They indicated that the issues regarding the western 
ve.rsus eastern routes for this proposed roadway.· were aired during 
the hearings .. on.. the Monterey Peninsula. Area, Plan. At the 
conclusion of those hearings, the eastern route was clearly 
favor~d becaus.e of concerns regarding the existing .C:a.1-Am 
fac.i.lities along .the western route and the grading which would be 
nec~ssary for that route. 

Comment 2 
·\ 

Table 2.5 is totally in error with regard..c to Level of·Service 
capacities, especially regarding 2-lane roads. 

Response 2· 

This table is adapted from the State Highway Capacity Manual and 
is not in error. Please refer to Comment and Response 64. 

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, Ken Greenwood, 
12/19/85 

Comment 3 

Page 27 - USGS recommends that an additional site investigation 
be done to look into·· specific . seismic, problems. Has this been 
done with respect to the NaVY and··aerwick Faults'? 

Response 3 

Mitigation Measure No. 1 ·(page 34) recommends additional geotech
nical field work to determine the activity of the Navy and 
Berwick Faults. 

Comment 4· 

Describe "cat tracking of slopes". This could cause compaction 
and subsequent erosion, and should be addressed. 

Response 4 

''.Cat-tracking of slopes" refers to an erosion control technique 
in wh,ich a . caterpillar tractor compacts the dirt which is 
side-cast during the grading process. If cat-tracking is done 
perpendicular to . the slope ( and not parallel) , the tracks will 
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act like "steps" 
flowing downhill, 
compaction of such 
erosion.· 

Comment 5 

to dissipate the velocity of water runoff 
and thereby lessen erosion. Additionally, some 

side-cast dirt will also serve to lessen 

Further description is needed of the nature of the "very specific 
engineering recommendations" for the proposed Berwick Canyon 
Road. 

Response 5 

The M. Jacobs Berwick Canyon Roadway Study is incorporated into 
the EIR by reference. The phrase "very specific engineering 
recommendations" is intended to refer to and describe 25+ pages 
of detailed soils engineering specifications for the construction 
of this roadway. It is not appropriate or necessary to repeat 
such specifications in the EIR. 

Comment 6 

The LKA Soil and Geologic Investigation Reports were done in 1974 
and 1979. Any areas with questionable stability should be 
investigated again to assess winter 1982 and 1983 impacts. 

Response 6 

Mitigation Measures 1-5 in the geology and soils section address 
this concern. 

Comment 7 

The following items should be added to those listed under 
Mitigation Measure No. 6 (page 40): 

A) Fertilizer should be included with seed and straw 
mulch to overcome nitrogen deficiency created by straw 
and to help establishment of grass; 

B) Stockpiled soil must be protected from erosion by 
vegetative and/or structural means; and 

C) Disposal of catch basin soil must be addressed. 

Response 7 

LLS concurs with these suggested additions and reference is made 
to them on page 4 0 .. 

Comment 8 

Page 44, No. 8 - More specific description is needed of "signifi
cant water quality impacts" of an improperly designed equestrian 
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center (i.e., runoff, erosion, percolation of nitrates and 
pesticides, etc.). 

Response 8 

The "significant water quality impacts" of an improperly designed 
equestrian facility refer to the potential for contamination of 
groundwater and wells by runoff and percolation of water contam
inated by the natural waste products of a concentrated number. of 
horses. These- could best be mitigated by a thorough and effec
tive maintenance program to be reviewed by the County Health 
Department. The two main components of this program would 
involve the regular collection and disposal of animal waste 
prodµct~ and appropr4"ate control pr,ocedures. A ~E:!f erence has 
been a9-ded to pa.,ge. 

Comment. 9,. 

Page 45, No. 9 - Please discuss 
to handle 100-year stormwater 
in flows of that magnitude. 

the ability of dete.ntion :basins 
and debris that would be included 

··, 

Response 9· 

Detention pasins must be maintained on a.regular .basis and must 
be monitored during storm events to remove debris that may 
accumulate. There are similar concerns with urban area. storm 
drainage systems. Upstream removal is an important and often 
overlooked .( and unpopular) method of "storm readiness". . Such a 
program was undertaken along the upper watershed of Sequel Creek 
in Santa Cruz County after a bridge logjam caused major flooding 
in 1982. 

Comment 10 

Page 46, No. 15 - Further describe "appropriate maintenance" of 
"french drains". 

Response 10 

French drains should 
schedule just' p:pior 
the removal of silt 
collection box. 

Comment 11 

be 
to 
and 

serviced and maintained on an annual 
the rainy season. Maintenance includes 
contaminant matter from the interior 

Table 2.2 - Area I (946 ac) has a.lower post-development.dis
charge (Qp). This appears to be a typo. 

Response 11 

This is a typo a..nd should rea..d 230.5 as can be seen on page 145 
(hydrology appendix). The correction has been made to Table 2 • .2. 
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Comment 12 

Page 48 First paragraph, fourth line - "was hired by the 
retained by MPWMD". Furthermore, County ... " should read "was 

these reviews are completed 
water Management Report" has 
This information should be 
with that on page 50 (Review 

Response 12 

anc;i a subsequent "Water and Waste
been requested and is in progress. 
brought up to date and should agree 
of Reports). 

The Draft EIR contains the latest information which was available 
when it was printed. Pages 48 through 51 have been updated to 
include the latest information from the Anderson-Nichols Report. 

Comment 13 

Pages 49 & 50 - Recharge, Nitrate Loading, Review of Reports -
see Anderson-Nichols Report. State Standard (Title 22) is 10.0 
Mg/Las N, not 100 Mg/Las stated. 

Response 13 

These sections have been rewritten to include new information 
from the July 1985 Anderson-Nichols Monterra Ranch Water Supply 
Report which is incorporated into the EIR by reference. 

Comment 14 

Page 50, No. 8 - As stated in Anderson-Nichols Report, ground
water withdrawal will impact wells. at the Naval Postgraduate 
School golf course. Therefore, an off-site water supply will be 
impacted. This must be address. 

Response 14 

The Anderson-Nichols Report states that their estimates indicate 
that the groundwater basin (supplying Monterra and the Naval 
Postgraduate School golf course) has sufficient recharge to 
supply both developments; with total recharge exceeding demand by 
only 50 acre-feet/year. Future proposals to withdraw significant 
additional amounts of water should be required to recheck the 
regional water balance. This latter statement has been added to 
Impact 8 on page SO. 

Comment 15 

Title 22 should be cited as the source of contamination level 
standards. Anderson-Nichols studies indicate that water conserv
ing fixtures should be required for two reasons: 

1. due to treatment and pumping costs, the available water 
will be very expensive, 
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2. other uses of this groundwater resource may be neces-
sary in the future. 

Response 15 

Comment acknowledged and a change has been made to No. 17 on 
page 51. 

Comment 16 

Page 81 
species. 
ye.ar. 

Fertilizer should be 
Refertilization could be 

Response 16 

added to the Native grass 
considered after the first 

Comment acknowledged and reference added to page 81. 

Comment 17 

Page 84, 32 d - The CDF has a Chaparral Management Program (CMP) 
that provides direct financial and manpower assistance. 

Response 17 

Comment acknowledged and reference added to page 84. 

Comment 18 

2.9.2.2 Impacts (page 115). Rewrite ·with Anderson-Nichols 
information. · The potential influ~nce of fractured medium upon 
en.try of N03 to ag'llifer needs to be diSC'llSSed. 

Response 18 

Section 2.9.2.2 has been modified to include relevant information 
from the An.derson-Nichols Report. 

Comment 19 

Page 117, No. a·s Include training/information program a.pout 
proper use and maintenance of septic systems by residents via 
homeowner's association. 

Response 19 

Comment acknowledged and reference added to page 117. 

Monterey County, Health Department, Walter Wong, 9/4/85 - Acknow
ledged, no response required. 
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Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 
OWen Stewart, 12/23/85. 

Comment 20 

Reviews of the Anderson-Nichols Report should be included in the 
Final EIR. 

Response 20 

This has been done; please refer to above comments from MPWMD. 

Comment 21 

The EIR states that the site is not within but adjacent to the 
California-American Water Company District. Perhaps there should 
be a discussion in the EIR considering annexation to and service 
by Cal-Am as an alternative, should on-site water supplies not 
prove to be viable. 

Response 21 

The Logan .and Anderson-Nichols Monterra 
which have been completed to date document 
system is a viable source of water for 
additional water resources are developed by 
and service by it represents a less viable 
the proposed project. 

Comment 22 

Water Supply Studies 
that the on-site well 
the project. Until 

Cal-Am, Annexation to 
source of water for 

Figure 26 (page 42) does not correctly depict the 100-year 
floodplain and should be revised for the Final EIR. 

Response 22 

This figure has been revised. 

Comment 23 

The WWD Corporation letter (page 157) recognizes the need for 
designing the detention ponds to accommodate silt storage. This 
should be discussed in the text of the Final EIR in the soils and 
drainage sections. 

Response 23 

Comment acknowledged. An addition to Mitigation Measure 9 on 
page 45 has been made to address this concern. 
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City of Monterey, Bill Wojtkowski, 12/11/85 

Comment 24 

Figure 1.3 should be corrected so as not to include MPUSD 
(school district) property as part of the project area. 

Response 24 

Figure 1.3 has been corrected. 
~ 

Comment 25 

Section 2.4.2.1 (page 47) states that there is np water service 
t9 the Monterra Ranch at this. time. ;The Gity' s -Highway . 68 Area 
Pla-n Policy · 2 states: ''Water · sources should . be from 'other. than 
presently existing Cal-A,.m sources . for a~eas not . pre.sently in 
Cal-Am service jurisdiction unless Cal-Am service capacity is 
increased." This policy should be pointed out in the DEIR. 

Response 25 

Comment acknowledgeq,. Development, 
with this city policy. It should 
. technica,lly don' t , apply as . long 

a~· proposed, is consist~nt 
be noted that city policies 

as ... the property is located 
outs·ide the city incorporated area. 

Comment 26 

A requirement for an annual management/assessment fee for 
forestry, wildlife habitat protection and an oaktree management 
program ( sugges·,;ed on pi;ige 78) cquld be set forth within Mitiga
tion Measures 21 through 33. 

Response 26 

Comment acknowledged. Mitigation Measure No. 28 has been revised 
to suggest an annual management/assessment fee. 

Comment 27 

Mitigation No. 32 (page 83) states: "A controlled 
program should be considered to minimize fire hazards." 
City General Plan Policies are suggested as alternatives 
protection. See letter for policy language. 

Response 27 

burning 
Several 

for fire 

While the suggested policies are good and noteworthy, a con
trolled burning program is considered more effective and appro
priate. This is especially true in that once the property is 
developed, controlled burns will become difficult or impossible. 
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Comment 28 

Page 86, Mitigation 35 does not specify any protection measures 
and does not identify who the responsible party will be to 
monitor the success of such measures if implemented. 

Response 28 

Mitigation 34 includes protection measures for Hickman's Onion. 
The State Department of Fish and Game should be designated to 
monitor the success of the protection measures. 

Comment 29 

On Figure 2.8, the project site includes land north of the MPUSD 
site. However, on Figure 1.2, the project site does not include 
land north of the MPUSD site. Clarification is needed. 

Response 29 

The Monterra property does· include land north of the MPUSD site. 
However, since that land lies within the city limits of Monterey, 
it is not a part of this subdivision proposal. 

Comment 30 

Within the first paragraph on page 87, the last sentence refer
ences a figure but no number is given. 

Response 30 

This should refer to Figure 2.8. This correction has been made. 

Comment 31 

Section 2.6 (page 91) states that 6.3 percent of the project site 
would be converted to buildings, roadways, paved areas and 
landscaping and 93.7 percent would remain in its existing natural 
state. This conflicts with Impact 9 (page 73) which states that 
53.5 percent of the site would be affected to some degree. 

Response 31 

These two percentages refer to two different things: visual 
impacts (6.3 percent) and wildlife habitat impacts (53.5 per
cent). The first refers to that small amount of land which 
will actually be directly built on--roads, pavement, houses. The 
second refers to that area which will be affected in various ways 
ranging from direct removal of vegetative cover to indirect 
modification of environmental factors controlling vegetation and 
habitat development (i.e., prevention of fire strategies), and 
loss of habitat diversity due to monocultural practices or 

--~ reduction in habitat size. 
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Comment 32 

The third paragraph on page 91, a figure is referenced without a 
number. 

Response 32 

The following two figures should be referenced Figures 1.2 and 
2.8. 

Comment 33 

Mitigation 36 (page 94), regarding residential development on 
visually sensitive areas such as Work Ranch Ridge, Del Rey' Ridge, 
and north-facing slopes and meadows along Canyon Del Rey, should 
be modified to include the alternative of no development on these 
prominent ridges. · · · · 

Response 33 

LLS P:1an,ning believes that, strict arch.:j.teqtural controls, 
including restrictions allowing only single-story homes. on s4ch 
prominent ridges, will be adequate to mitigate,potential visual 
impacts. Mitigation Measures on pages 94 through 98 should be 
incorporated into a Design Review Sub-Committee of the Home
owner's Association. 

Comment 34 

Development on slopes greater than 30 percent is a significant 
impact which is not clearly identified in Impact 6, nor which is 
adequately mitigated within Mitigation 7 (pages 39 & 40). The 
City ciearly objects ·to the development of lots on 30 perdent 
slopes. The Highway 68 Area Plan states that no building 
construction shall take place on slopes over 25 percent. 

Response 34 

Cou.nty General Plan Policy 2'6.1.10 (page 10 of EIR) prohibits 
development On slopes greater than 30 perq.en.t. L~S a.grees that 
development . on slopes greater than 30 percent constitutes a 
significant environmental impact. Impact 6 identifies lots which 
contain less than 4000 square feet of land with slopes less than 
30 percent. Mitigation 7 suggests requiring building envelopes 
for such lots with the intention of prohibiting any development 
on areas with slopes iri excess of 30 percent, and in areas 
adjacent to slide areas, d,ip.slopes, faults or lineations deemed 
hazardous. Impact 6 and Mitigation 7 will .. be reworded to refer 
to Gener~l Plan Policy 26~1.10. · 

Comment 35 

Mitigation 64 g (page 98") refers to a Visuai Sensitivity,Map. It 
is unclear whether this refers to Figure 2·. 8 or another map. 
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Response 35 

Mitigation 64 g refers to Figure 17, Visual Sensitivity and 
Scenic Routes, in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
Inventory and Analysis document. This map shows the Highway 68 
corridor as highly sensitive; it is included as Appendix E of 
this report. 

Comment 36 

Impact 22 (page 100) The language regarding aircraft noise 
impacts is inconsistent. The statement: "All residential lots in 
the subdivision will also experience annoyance from noise levels 
less than 55 Ld.N caused by various aircraft operations .•. " should 
probably read " ..• more than 55 Ld.N .•. ". In addition, the 1980 
ANCLUC study adopted a threshold of 60 dBA for acoustical study 
and sound insulation requirements as needed for noise sensitive 
land uses. 

Response 36 

The impact language is correct. Numerous residential lots 
adjacent to the two entrance roads off of Highway 68 are located 
within the predicted 55 Ld.N noise contour for the airport. In 
addition, the entire Monterra Ranch is close enough to the 
airport that residents will experience various single-event noise 

\, occurrences higher than 55 dBA but not consistent enough to 
J result in their inclusion in a 55 Ld.N contour. In other words, 

future residents throughout the subdivision will hear and 
probably be· annoyed by "noisy" aircraft operations; however, 
those near the two entrance roads (within the 55 Ld.N contour) 
will be subjected to such events often enough so that the average 
day/night noise level (Ld.N) will be 55 dBA. The Monterey County 
General Plan requires acoustical studies when noise levels are 
between 55 and 70 dBA Ld.N. 

Comment 37 

The traffic section(page 106) discusses the probability that 25 
percent of the homes in Monterra Ranch would most likely be 
second homes. This statement is unsubstantiated. Although not 
used as a traffic reduction factor, this implication is set forth 
by inclusion of the statement. 

Response 37 

The subject 
development 
the traffic 
occupied. 

of the likely percentage of second homes in this 
is open to debate. The important thing is that 

analysis assumed that all homes would be permanently 
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Comment 38 

Monterra's addition of 6-8 percent more traffic to Highway 68 
west of the project after 1990 will result in a Level of service 
(LOS) ''E" on the highway in that area. Both the City and County 
have adopted a LOS "C" as desirable·for Highway 68. Addition
ally, the· City's Highway 68 Area Plan states: "No new develop
ment will be permitted once LOS "D" is reached unless increased 
capacity is provided." This threshold for needed additional 
.traffic should be mentioned in the EIR, given the significant 
impact LOS "E" will create on Highway 68. 

Response 38 

Transportation policies from the County and City Plans are listed 
on pages 6 , 14, 15 and 19 of the EIR. Additionally, 'Table 1. 2 
indicates that the project is either "Co·nsistent With Proj·ect 
Conditions" or "Po'ssibiy Inconsistent" . with trari.spbftat1on 
policies 37.2.1 and 39.1.4. Both of these policies involve 
highway capacity issues. A reference to General Plan policy 
37.2.1 has been added to Impact 26 on page 107. 

· Comment 39 

Mitigation 71 (page 112) - $tacking and turning lanes shou],d be 
consider'ed an interim solutioi'r to a much larger impact. The· 15:E°IR 
should discuss a Mitigation which would address the needed a.dd'ed 
capacity in an all-encompassing expansion of Highway 68 ca.pa.c
ity. Working with the city and countYthe project should pay its 
proportioncite· share of the over~ll expansion of Highwciy 68 
traffic capacity~ . . . ··, 

Response 39 

Mitigation 70 (page 1'12) states that the Monterra Ranch subdivi
sion should participate in funding the Widening of Highway 68 to 
adopted plan lines at a rate commensurate to the project traffic, 
assignment. This is also discussed on page 128 under Cumulative 
Impacts. The County Transpo~tation Commission, in conjunction 
with city and county gov~rnments, is .responsible for establishing 
fundi:ng mechanisms adequ~te't"o resolve highway capacity prol:>lems 
such as ·this one·~ · Mon.tetra's physical' and/or financial contribu
tions should b~ tail6red fo fit into an o~erall financial plan 
established by the Transportation Commission and relevant city 
and county agencies. 

Comment 40 

Mitigation 84 (page 117) states that septic systems should not be 
buiit on slopes in excess of 30 percent. Should a Mitigation 
that no development be allowed for areas greater than 30 percent 
slopes be offered in a future revision of the EIR (see Comment 
34), this will eliminate the potential of having houses and 
septic tanks on slopes greater than 30 percent. 
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Response 40 

See Response 34. 

Comment 41 

Section 2.9.3 (page 117) should address the fact that the area is 
identified by LAFCO as part of the City of Monterey's Sphere of 
Influence for the logical provision of municipal services such as 
fire protection if the area is ever annexed into the city 
limits. This is a viable Mitigation for a significant impact. 

Response 41 

The proposed project is a rural density subdivision located 
within county jurisdiction. Normally, cities do not or will not 
provide fire protection services to properties outside their 
jurisdiction. Therefore, annexation to the Salinas Rural 
District is the most realistic mitigation measure for the 
proposed project. 

Comment 42 

Table 3.1 (page 128) should be modified as follows: add an 
802,000 square foot office park proposed for Tarpey Flats; change 
Laguna Seca Office Park to 260,000 square feet on 18 lots on 38 

'\ acres; change Ryan Ranch Industrial Park to 30 lots on 234 acres. 

Response 42 

Comment acknowledged and changes have been made to Table 3.1. 

Comment 43 

Impact 9 (page 130) states 
Monterey and development at 
Since the project is within 
Influence, this statement is 

Response 43 

that annexation to the City of 
higher densities will be precluded. 

the City of Monterey's Sphere of 
untrue. 

This statement should perhaps read " ••• annexation will be 
unlikely." As stated in Section 3.3.3 (page 132), if this 
subdivision is approved and built out, it is unlikely that there 
will be any additional housing proposed. There would be little 
reason to annex to the city unless more housing was contemplated. 

Comment 44 

The last paragraph on page 131 states that implementation of a 15 
percent affordable to moderate-income housing requirement would 
be difficult in light of other transportation and public sewer 
improvements required if the site were developed under the City's 
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Highway 68 Area Plan. 
statement. 

Response 44 

This is unsubstantiated and a subjective 

The statement says such housing provision might be difficult, not 
would be difficult. 

Comment 45 

The second p,a,ragraph of Section 3.3.3 states that it is highly 
unlikely .that· there will be any additional housing ·proposed for 
the project site. This is unsubstantiated. 

Response 45 

The point of this statement is ,that this subdiv:isioh,'if approved 
and built out, will :essentially, ···''burn. the urban ;bridg~ ·behind 
it.". once lots are cut, . houses .. are· · built and'· neighborhood 
densities are. ,establi·shed., it is di·fficult · and cqntroversial to 
infill at higher densities. It is true that futu'f'e revis'ions for 
increased density could be proposed. However, this option 
becomes less and less viable as a subdivision becomes built/'out 
and established. In addition, wording of the covenants, condi
tions and restrictions o·f the Homeowner' s Ass~ci-ation ·· Agreement 
may legally preclude future 'irtc:reases in density. · 

League of Women Voters of the Monterey Peninsula, Lorita Fisher, 
12/20/85 

comment 46 

We do not 
Additionally, 
tures should 
canopy." 

Response 46 

consider Mitigation 37 (page 94) to be sufficient. 
Mitigation 46 should be changed to state: "Struc

not exceed the height of the existing forest 

See Response 33 above. 

Comment 47 

we:believe that General Plan Policy 26.1.10 should be strictly 
adhered to and that development on slopes greater than 30 percent 
must be prohibited. We do not consider Mitigation- 6- (page 40) 
satisfactory. 

Response 47 

See·Response 34 above. 

xxxi 



,j 

Comment 48 

In accordance with Policy 39.1.1 (GMP), we propose that the 
County work with the state, local agencies and citizens to 
alleviate the existing traffic congestion prior to allowing any 
more development along this section of Highway 68. 

Response 48 

See Responses 38 and 39 above. 

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, Nicolas Papadakis, 
12/11/85 

Comment 49 

The following additions would enhance the usability of the EIR: 

1) differentiation of Mitigation Measures: 
a) proposed as part of the project, 
b) recommended by the consultant, and 
c) those required by existing ordinances or regula

tions; 

2) determination of project consistency with general plan 
and regional plan policies. 

Response 49 

The EIR's Mitigation Measures do not fall neatly into the 
suggested categories for several reasons. First, EIR Mitigation 
Measures are normally very specific with regard to the 
property/development under review. For example, while a General 
Plan policy regarding wildlife might state: "Development shall 
be carefully planned in areas having high value for fish and 
wildlife reproduction.", an EIR usually specifically outlines a 
number of measures which will carry out this policy. Therefore, 
it is difficult to judge which Mitigation Measures are clearly 
required by the General Plan policies. Second, it would be 
unfair to judge which Mitigation Measures are "proposed" by the 
developer. The developer of Monterra has done many environmental 
resource studies on this property over the years and has planned 
the development utilizing this information. If queried, the 
developer would probably agree with the great majority of 
Mitigation Measures listed in the EIR. However, it is not the 
normal process for them to be proposed by the developer. 
Finally, all of the EIR's Mitigation Measures must be considered 
during the subdivision hearings. Many, if not all, are typically 
added as conditions of the subdivision approval. 

Table 1.2 (opposite page 17) outlines the project's consis
tency with County General Plan policies. 
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Comment 50 

Implementation of the project would conf·lict with county General 
Plan Policies 37.2.1 and 39.1.4 regarding highway capacity. 

Response 50 

Table 1.2 (opposite page 17) lists the project as possibly 
inconsistent with these two policies. As the table indicates, 
determination of policy compliance is most properly .. handled by 
the County Planning Department, Planning Commission, and ulti
mately, the Board of Supervisors. 

Comment 51 

According to the Draft Final FAR Part 150 Noise Coinpatibi:,lity 
Study for the Monterey Peninsula Airport, various aircraft 
overfli·ghts will occur over· the,· property. The safety .impa'cts of 
these overflights should be addressed. 

Response 51 

The Montrerra property is located well away f:toin and outside the 
"clear zones" at the ends of the Monterey. Airport runways. As 
the name implies, the "clear zone" is the area where no build-

, ings may be constructed because aircraft take off ahd1 ·land at low 
altitudes, directly over these areas. The areas at the ends of 
airport runways are the most common crash areas as a result of 
failed takeoffs and landings. As one gets further and _further 
away from the airport runways, relative safety increases. The 
noise·-· contour.s in the EIR, indirectly - indicate, the amount of 
aircraft ·activity over the project site.... Orily,··a· small area of 
the site·islocated close enough to the airport to be included in 
noise contoti'rs. 

Additionally, it should·be noted that the rural d~nsity proposed 
for the Monterra property .will·result .in relatively few people 
who· might be subjected to aircraft overflights and noise. There 
are· numerous examples of airports being surrounded by urban 
density development and later being either· closed or operation
ally hampered because of land use compatibility problems. 

comment 52 

An error was made in 
dwelling unit should 
trips. per dwelling 
indicated. 

Response 52 

the traffic section. The outbound trips per 
be .37 not .31, resulting in 105 outbound 
unit in the P -~-M. peak hour; riot the, 8 4 

Larry Seeman & Associates· authored the· EIR traffic section 
utilizing the most recent areawide traffic report which had been 
prepared on. this Highway 68 area--the 1984 Traffic Impact 
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Analysis of the Highway 68 Area Plan by D. Jackson Faustman, 
Inc. That report utilized the .31 factor for peak hour outbound 
trips, based on the 1979 ITE Trip Generation Report. In any 
event, the 17 additional peak hour trips (generated if the .37 
factor is utilized) amounts to less than one percent of the peak 
hour capacity of the highway. Additionally, the traffic analysis 
was largely based on average daily traffic volumes, not peak hour 
volumes. 

Comment 53 

Page 112, Mitigation 69 The ultimate fate of the western 
entrance (suggested as an emergency exist only in the EIR) should 
be specified. Will the exit be closed completely when an 
interchange is constructed at Olmsted Road or will it serve some 
other purpose? 

Response 53 

This emergency exit should be completely closed when the Olmsted 
interchange is constructed. One alternative would be to make it 
a right-turn-only exit until the freeway is constructed in this 
area. 

Comment 54 

Funding participation by the developers should be specified for 
Highway 68 improvements identified as Mitigation Measures. 

Response 54 

See Response 39 above. 

Comment 55 

Mitigation Measures should include the provision of transit 
facilities in the roadway layout and design as requested by 
Monterey Salinas Transit and school transportation authorities. 

Response 55 

Mitigation Measures 79, 80 and 81 (page 115) address this issue. 

Monterey-Salinas Transit, Patricia M. Goodchild, 12/5/85 

Comment 56 

Given the dispersed nature of the trip ends presented in Table 
2.6 of the DEIR, a park-and-ride lot capable of accommodating 100 
vehicles would be an appropriate Mitigation Measure both for 
traffic and for air quality. The park-and-ride lot as well as 
the access improvements to reach it should be paid for by the 
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developer. The wording in the EIR should require the provision 
of such a park-and-ride lot. 

Response 56 

It is appropriate that the Board of Supervisors consider the 
requirement for such a park-and-ride lot. Reference to this 
comment and response has been added to pages 113 and 115. It 
should be noted that such a park-and-ride lot could have major 
visual impacts, especially along Highway 68. The location of 
such a lot would require extensive visual analysis and landscap
ing treatment. 

Monterey County Department of Public Works, Ron Luiidgu.ist, 
12/13/85 

Comment 57 

Mitigatio'ns 6"9 and 70 do not .specify the amount of fnoriey to be 
contributed to the interchange nor the method of cost distribu
tion to the residents~ 

Response 57 

See Response 39 above. 

Comment 58 

Mitigation 71 - The funding and timing of this measure (regarding 
left-turn lanes from Highway 68 and Olmsted Road into the 
project) should be discussed. 

Response 58 

This Mitigation should be' a condition of any subdivision ap
proval. Left-turh lanes should be built prior' to the final 
sign-off of any building permits for homes on the property. 

Comment 59 

Policy 37.2.1 is not addressed in the Impact and Mitigation 
section. 

Response·S9 

A reference to this policy has been added to page 107. 

Corrtnt'ent 6 O . 

Page 21 - T-he Route 68 Study to Develop a Program of Improvements 
was issued by the Monterey county Department of Public Works, not 
the Monterey County Transportation Commission. 
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Response 60 

This correction has been made. 

Comment 61 

Page 33 - There is no mention of the 1984 Update of the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

Response 61 

Page 23 has been updated with information from the March 1985 
Monterey County Transportation Improvement Plan. 

Comment 62 

Page 109 - Canada de la Seguna Road - Consideration should be 
given to the developer's participation in this road. Mitigating 
could include dedication of right-of-way and construction of or 
contribution to roadway improvements. Actual Mitigation will be 
determined in the subdivision process. 

Response 62 

The developer proposes to dedicate to 
for the Canada de la Segunda Roadway. 
the details of the actual Mitigation 
subdivision process. 

the County a right-of-way 
As the comment indicates, 

will be determined in the 

Salinas Rural Fire District, Ron Zeise, 12/10/85 

Comment 63 

Section 2.9.3.3, Mitigation 89 f (page 121) should be changed to 
read: "Roof coverings for buildings shall be fire retardant, as 
defined in the latest addition of the Uniform Building Code, as 
adopted by Ordinance No. 1 of the Salinas Rural Fire Protection 
District." 

Response 63 

Comment acknowledged and the proposed change has been incorpor
ated into the Final EIR. 

Noland, Hamerly, Etieene & Hoss, Anthony L. Lombardo, 12/6/85 

Commerit 64 

We disagree with the conclusion reached in the Draft EIR that the 
additional traffic generated by the Monterra Subdivision will 
have a significant impact on Highway 68. A report by WWD 
Engineering (attached to letter) argues that State Highway 
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Capacity Manual standardsare not appropriate for analyzing 
Highway 68, and concludes that the highway is capable of accept
ing additional traffic without exceeding an appropriate level of 
service. 

Response 64 

All recent traffic reports utilize the State Highway Capacity 
Manual methodology for computing the Level of Service for Highway 
68. What needs to be· taken into consideration here is that 
"Level of Service" is identified by a range of traffic volumes-
not a single hurnber. · More specifically, t·evel o'f Set·vice E could 
range from 1500 vehicles per hour (vph) to·· 2'400 vph · depending on 
the circumstances. Capacity in the Highway Capacity Manual is 
defined as the highest volume attainable under Level of Service 
E. 

Level Of service E is . not generally · -:an acceptable level of 
service because: of some delay as'sbciated with travel . :and becat.1-s.e 
of the volatile ·natui\e of.- t:Jili 't'faffid-:1 ~.low,, .. ,·· Adc;f:i..n_g to ,;,'.he 
traffic streams at these levels" can be significant. Traffic 
operating at this level of service is difficult to predict. 
There are numerous other instances in which traffic greater th.an 
this is accommodated without serious problems. However, this .is 
not a de$irable dondi tion because it' is un,stabl~ . ari'd· susceptible 
to major delays under breakdown or accident situations. 

Comment 65 

Considering the WWD report, the impact of the entryway opposite 
Ragsdale Drive will be ins'ighif.icant~ Removing this entryway 
would require emergency vehicles to traverse the entire length of 
the subdivision in responding to police or fire assistance 
calls. Removal of this entrance creates a far more significant 
public Safety ·impact than the minor·amourit of· t:1:affic which this 
entrywa·y would cause to enter and exit Highway 68. It is also 
unwise to ti.imecessarily increase internal traffic flow. 

Response 65 

LLS maintains the DEIR recommendation that this entryway be 
changed to exit right-turn-only and eventually closed. The 
12/11/85 caltrans letter included in -Appendix D also r·ecommends 
that this entrance be moved to Olmsted Road. The public safety 
concerns can be satisfied with the construction of a permanent 
road between Lot 104 and the Lot 22 cul-de-sac. There is an 
existing dirt road which connects.these two points. 

Comments 66 

An alternative proposal for a four-lane "parkway'' has been 
stig.gested by property owners along Highway 68. This alternativ~ 
is both affordable and a substantial portion of its cost would be 
paid 'for by the property owners a.long the highway. 
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Response 66 

Comment acknowledged. The type 
which are necessary to accommodate 
parkway suggested to a non-access 
Transportation Commission are the 
such a decision. 

of improvements to Highway 68 
future traffic range from the 
freeway. The City, County and 
appropriate agencies to make 

Noland, Hamerly, Etienne and Hoss, Myron L. Etienne, Jr., 
11/27/85 

Comment 67 

We have commissioned Larry Seeman & Associates to review Mitiga
tion Measure No. 34 regarding the redesign and relocation bf 
certain lots and roadways to avoid the areas of occurrence of 
Hickman's onion. The LSA report (attached to letter in Appendix 
D) proposes that the Hickman's Onion population be moved and 
replanted away from the proposed lots and roadways. We request 
that the Final EIR incorporate this measure as an alternative 
Mitigation Measure to the impact on Hickman's Onion. 

Response 67 

Biosystems Analysis, LLS's subconsultants on the biotic section 
of the DEIR, has reviewed the LSA Report regarding the alterna
tive Mitigation Measure for the Hickman's Onion population. 
Their review is presented in the following paragraphs. 

The mitigation of removing or disturbing existing rare plants and 
their habitats for the purpose of relocation away from proposed 
areas of projected impacts has been viewed by professional and 
academic botanists with great skeptisism. In the past, this form 
of rare plant mitigation has not proven to be a very successful 
way of ensuring the continued existence of the species. The 
techniques for transplantation of native plant species in the 
wild has to date been one of uncertainty with few examples of 
long-term viable success and several examples of failures. This 
botanist can attest to several examples of difficulties that can 
result from such actions. 

The approach proposed for the transplanting of Hickman's Onion on 
the Monterra Ranch property appears to have been given thoughtful 
consideration. However, the proposal makes it appear a simple 
process. Appropriate methods for propagation and transplanting 
of native plants have not to date been extensively tested nor 

_published in the literature. What may appear to be a simple 
process of digging up bulbs and transplanting to a new site may 
instead be a process of defining specific environmental para
meters for growth, edaphic specifications, and even specific 
mycorrhizal associations. There is so little that we know about 
these plant specific requirements that it becomes imperative that 

xxxviii 



no proposal of this kind be implemented witho4t a rigidly 
designed and peer reviewed experimental program. This includes 
the framework of LSA's proposal expanded to meet statistical 
evaluation criteria and to provide safeguards for the existing 
population in the .event of lohg-tertn transplant failure .. 

At a 'minimum this program should include a fi'eld test approach in 
which only a small portion of the existing stands are disturbed 
for transplant material. The transplanted areas should be 
evaluated for a minimum of three years, preferrably five, to 
assess long-term viability and the rate of natural increase, in 
population size in the new transplant sites. During this time 
the existing populations should be protected from develqpment in 
case the transplanting effort proves to be unsuccessful. 
Monitoring and follow-up to tl1,e initial transplai:it e.fJort is 
mandatory. The succe~ses and failures should be -:r::~po:rted · .. on an 
annual :basis and reviewed by a qualified agency Ji. e. ,. 1:'Ca.~lifornia 
·Departn{ent. of Fish and Game). · "' . . '.. . 

Hickman's Onion i's pre.~ently known from 'only :J-7 locations in the 
state. All' 'the locations in the Monterey Bay region are UhJ;)rO
te·Cted and-under _some . pdtential impact from privat:e development 
or public 'land use:, The populations now known on the Monterra 
Ranch represent a considerable percentage, by number of individ
uals, of the total number of Hickman's Onion individuals. 
Generally, it is believed that rare plants occupy a large 
percentage _of their available habitat. If the species ~duld 
occur elsewhere· orf· a site· it probably woU.ld by·' now. For this 
reason removal· of· rare species from ah enVi'.!'.'Oninent in which it 
has demonstrated a:: viable, reproductive presence, and its 
introduction to an environment it does not currently occupy is 

-· the least _ acceptable· alternative and potentially the most 
endanger.ing of all propos·~d mitigations, short of no protection 
and destructi:on of the· habitat. 

Comment 68 

Page 118 - The first- sentence on this page is incorrect and 
con ta iris assumptions not valid. The sentence . should read: 
••• CSA No. 3 9 ( serving Josselyp, Aguaj i to a:hd !>.el Monte Fairways) 
is dependent upon CSA No. 4:3' and Pebble Beach CSD to. east, and 
its sphere of influence does not cover the area: and Monterey 
City_normally serves only lands within the city limits. 

Response 68 

Comment acknowledged,· and page 118 has-been changed ~s indicated. 
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City of Del Rey Oaks, Robert B. Franco, 11/13/85 

Comment 69 

The DEIR is incomplete as it lacks a detailed traffic impacts 
study on Canyon Del Rey Road (Highway 218). We would like to see 
in the report a complete statement of traffic impacts on Highway 
218 and their proposed mitigation. 

Response 69 

Traffic volumes predicted for Highway 218 are described in the 
following table. 

Base 1987* 
Base 1990 
Project Traffic 

1990 + Project 
Base 2000* 
2000 + Project 

*Without Project 

Highway 218 Volumes 
(Del Rey Oaks/Fremont 
to North/South Road) 

15,600 
16,780 

200 

16,980 
17,700 
17,900 

Highway 218 Volumes 
(North/South Road 

to Highway 68 

7,100 
7,860 

300 

8,160 
9,010 
9,310 

As this table indicates, the Fremont end of the segment of 
Highway 218 between Fremont and North/South Road will be operat
ing at Level of Service E in 1987 (without the project) similar 
to Highway 68. The portion of Highway 218 between Highway 68 and 
North/South Road will be operating at Level of Service C through 
the year 2000 with project; please refer to table 2.5 for 
two-lane roadway capacity criteria. Therefore, the project 
traffic will have a cumulative impact on Highway 218 near Fremont 
Boulevard as it will further exacerbate a Level of Service E 
condition. 

Mitigation of this impact would best be achieved through a 
developer contribution toward roadway and/or intersection 
improvements to Highway 218 near Fremont Boulevard. The amount 
of this contribution should be based on a fair share formula 
based on the Monterra development's share of future traffic 
generation. This contribution should be granted to the appropri
ate agency responsible for such improvements (Caltrans, Seaside 
and/or Del Rey Oaks). 
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Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency, Kenneth 
R. DeMent, 11/14/85 

Comment 70 

Pages 115 
systems. 
beginning 
ment. 

and li6, Section 2.9.2 proposes disposal by septic tank 
Our agency is presently planning f'or treatment capacity 
between 1990 and 2000 for the Monterra Ranch develop-

Response 70 

Since this area is within the City of Monterey Sphere of Influ
ence, it is appropriate that your agency include it in your 
future treatment capacity. 

Monterey County· Building Department, Bill Clark, 11/8/85 
Acknowledged; no response required. 

' .· 

Monterey,B~y Unified Air Pollution 
Control District, Douglas Quentin, 12/20/85 

Comment 71 

Section 2.8 - Recent air quality data should be used. Mitigation 
Measures are not quantified as presented. 

Response 71 

The most recent available air quality da:ta were utilized to. 
update·. Section 2. 8. 

Quantification of air qual.i;'ty Mitigation Measures is not 'within 
the scope of this EIR contra.ct. Readers are r,eferred to the 19 8 2 
AMBAG Air.Quality Plan for a discussion of the relative value of 
vario'us air quality improvement techniques. Please also refer to 
Comment and Response 56 regarding a park-and-ride lot~ 

Comment 72 

Table 2.7 should pre~ent data in common units. 

Response 72 

This'table has been revised so that data is presented in common 
units. 
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1,.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Authorization and Purpose 
In 1984, the developer and the County Planning Department agreed that an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared for the proposed project. The 
scope of work for this report was defined by County Planhing Department. 
Subjects that the Initial Study (see Appendix) identified as· having a 
potential significiant impact on the environment ar~ included in this fe~ort. 

LLS was contracted to prepare this EI_R utilizing d number of ~tudies 
which have been completed during the past ten years, including a number of 
specific recent studies prepared by the applicant 1 s consultants. These recent 
studi'es include: percolation tests, vegetation and wildlife survey, a visual 
analysis, an archaeological survey, a descrfption of existing ranch 

operations, a traffic report, groundwater reports, and an engineered drainage 
·, 

study. LLS has relied on 'these studies for the.Existing Cond,itions portions 

of the report and has prepared independent Impact and Mitigation Measures 
sections. 

This report provides useful information to members of the public, 
decision makers, organizations, and concerned public agencies regarding the 

beneficial and negative environmental impacts and conditions that will result 
from the proposed project 1 s construction. 

1.1.1 Environmental Review Process 
After this EIR is required by the County and prepared by the 

Consultant a preliminary draft is reviewed by the county Staff for 
thoroughness and consistency with State and County EIR guidelines. The 
Consultant then makes any necessary changes in the preliminary draft and the 
report becomes a full draft EIR. This Draft EIR is then available for public 
review and comment. It is during this review period that responsible agencies 
and concerned citizens may offer comments and criticism of the draft report. 
At the conclusion of the review period, the Consultant must repond to all 
substantial comments received. These comments and responses are appended td 
the Draft EIR wh~ch are then, in a final EIR form, considered for 
certification as a final EIR by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors. 
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1.1.2 Content and Format 
This report is organized so that its findings and conclusions can be 

directly appied to various aspects of project design and construction. 
Besides serving as a full disclosure document, its major intent is to clarify 

and offer feasible resolutions to concerns voiced by the County regarding 
residential use of the subject property. 

The topical sections of this report each utilize an Existing 

Conditions section, an Impacts section, and Mitigation Measures section. The 

report also includes a summary which gives the reader an overview of the 

impacts of the proposed project. 

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1. 2 .1 Location 

The Monterra project site is 2,831 acres, located along Highway 68 on 

the eastern outskirts of the City of Monterey. The site extends along the 

south side of Highway 68 for approximately 2.5 miles, from Olmsted Road to a 

point one mile east of York Road. Its topography ranges from 200 feet above 
sea level up to 1000 feet at the crest of the ridge separating this area-from 

Carmel Valley. The Monterra property includes undeveloped ridges, valleys and 

meadows of both watersheds that enter Carmel Valley and _lands north of the 

crest in the Highway 68 area. 

Highway 68 forms the property 1 s northern boundary. The.southern 

boundary is roughly 4000 feet south of the ridgeline between the Highway 68 

Valley and Carmel Valley. At its most westerly point, the property is bounded 

by Olmsted Road; however, the primary western boundary is 2/3 mile east of 

Olmsted Road. The eastern boundary is approximately one mile east of the York 

Road/Highway 68 intersection. Figure 1.1 shows the regional location of the 

project. 

1.2.2 Project Objectives 

The objective of the Hanover Monterra Investors II (developers) is to 

seek a rezoning to allow a 283-lot subdivision and a recreation, tennis and 

equestrian complex for use of residents and their guests; and to dedicate 115 

acres of land for an addition to Jack 1 s Peak Park. The tentative map outlines 

the f o 1 l ow i n g f o u r p has e s ( f r om 1 t o 4 ) : 1 0 2 1 o t s and rec re at i on and 
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equestrian center; 86 lots: 71 lots; and 24 lots. 

1.2.3 Characteristics of the Project 

1.2.3.1 Background 

The project site is a portion of the old Saucito Rancho, 

owned by the Saucito Land Company, and by descendants of the late T.A. Work. 

The property is currently used as a cattle ranch. 

Development of the Monterra property (and the surrounding properties) 

has been discussed by the community and various governmental bodies for a 

number of years. In 1975, a concept pl an for a Monterra Planned Residential 

Community was approved by the Monterey City Planning Commission. This plan 

called for 2893 residential units, office/professional uses, parks and public 
facilities. In March 1976, the Monterey City Council adopted the Monterey II 

General Plan Element which would permit a maximum of 3000 residential units 

and other appropriate commercial, office and public facilities. Some time 

after adoption of this plan, a revised 3386-residential unit project was 

proposed for the Monterra property. Additionally, a regional shopping center 
was proposed for the adjacent Tarpey Flats area by another developer. 

In February 1982, Monterey City voters adopted Measure 11 M'1
, a 

citizens' initiative which repealed the Monterey II Plan and required that, 

prior to City approval of any land use change in the Highway 68 area, 11the 

proposed plan must be approved by the voters of the City of Monterey. 11 A 

Highway 68 Plan, dictated by Measure 11 M", was ratified by City voters at the 

November 6, 1984 election. This plan is discussed in Section 1.3.3.1. 

The developer has stated that the 283-lot subdivision is being 

proposed because of prohibitive off-site infrastructure costs for a project 

under the City's Highway 68 Plan. 

1.2.3.2 Existing Improvements 

Existing improvements include an old ranch house, barn, and 

sheds and dirt ranch roads utilized·for the current cattle ranch operation; 

most buildings will be removed when subdivision improvements are made. There 

are also some California-American Water Company transmission lines and water 

tanks on the property.· 
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~-----------------~ ------------------1-------------------...... 

LAND USE: Lots & Parcels 

2-5 ac. Estate Lots 
30-75 ac. Ranch Lots 
Dedicated Park 

273 lots. 814.0 ac. 
10 lots 468.9 ac. 

115.0 ac. 

Land Located in the City of 
Monterey, Parcel D* 84.1 ac. 

1. 7 ac. 
88.6 ac. 

56. 1 ac. 

1628.8 ac. 

Parcel A* 
Parcel 8 (Recreation Center) 

Parcel C (Equestrian Center) 

Sub total 

LAND USE: Colllllon Area 

Private Park 
Private Roadway 
Future Canada Oe La Segunda 
Plan Line 
Remaining Common Area 

Subtotal 
Total Area Within 
Subdivision Boundary 

Total number lots 
Total lot area 
Average lot size 
Minimum lot size 
Total Monterra Ranch density 

5.8 ac. 
131.6 ac. 

13.5 ac. 
1134. 9 ac. 

1285.8 ac. 

2914.6 ac. 

283 . 
1283.3 ac. 

4.5 ac. 
2.0 ac. 

1 unit per 10.0 ac. 

*Note: Parcel D and Parcel A land 
to be retained by Saucito Land Co. 
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1.2.3.3 Proposed Improvements 

Proposed subdivision improvements are shown on Figure 1.2 
and are described below and in Table 1.1. 

- An 87-acre residential/guest recreational complex (swimming pool, 

exercise rooms, etc.), and a tennis center with shops and 14 tennis 
courts; 

- a 56-acre equestrian center with a riding ring, stables and 

paddocks; two lakes in the vicinity of the equestrian and tennis 

centers; 

1283 acres in single-family homesites broken down into 10 ranch 
lots (30-75 acres in size) and 273 estate lots (2-5 acres in size; 

- an internal private loop road system with entry gates at the York 

Road/Highway 68 and Ryan Ranch/Highway 68 intersections, and a 

series of private cul-de-sacs serving the 273 detached cluster 
1 ots, and an emergency access road connecting to 01 msted Road and 

Foothill Elementary School; 

- 1286 acres of land held in common open space, private roadways, 

equestrian and hiking trails; 
- an 115-acre dedication to Jack's Peak Park on the southwestern 

corner of the property; 

- dedication of the proposed Canada De La Segunda Road right-of-way; 

- construction of a series of retention basins, based on 100-year 
flood criteria, to retain storm drainage on site during peak 

periods; 

- treatment of sewage to be handled by individual septic tank systems 

for subdi vision 1 ots and by community 1 ea chfi e 1 d systems for the 
recreation, tennis and equestrian centers; 

- provision of domestic water by an on-site well system which will 

include water treatment and storage facilities consistent with 

Monterey County Health Department requirements; 
- provision of adequate water storage and distribution to meet fire 

protection requirements; 

4. 



TABLE 1.1 

TENTATIVE MAP ACREAGE BREAKDOWN 

LAND USE: Lots & Parcels PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3 PHASE 4 * 
2-5 ac. Estate Lots 273 lots 81.4.0 ac. 94 lots 285.5 ac. 86 lots 269.Jac. 70 lots 178.3 ac. 23 lots 81.3 ac. 

(: 

30-75 ac. Ranch Lots 10 lots 468.9 ac. 8 lots 336.fr ac. 1 lot 72.1 ac. 1 lot 60.2 ac. 

Dedicated Park 
Land Located in the City of 
Monterey, Parcel D* 
Parcel A* 
Parcel B (Recreation Center) 
Parcel C (Equestrian Center) 

Subtotal 

LAND USE: Common Area 

Private Park 
Private Roadway_ 

Future Canada De La Segunda 
Plan Line 
Remaining Common Area 

Subtotal 
Total Area Within 
Subdivision Boundary 

115 .0 ac. 

84.1 ac. 
1.7- ac. 

88.6 ac. 
56.1 ac. 

1628.8 ac. 

5.8 ac. 

131.6ac. 

13.5 ac. 
1134. 9 ac. 

1285.8 ac. 

2914.6 ac. 

*Note: Parcel D and Parcel A land 
to be retained by Saucito Land Co. 

88.6 ac. 
56.1 ac. 

766.8 ac. 

54.6 ac. 

4.0 ac. 
559.3 ac. 

617.9 ac. 

269. 3 ac. 

32.8ac. 

9.5 ac. 
331. 5 ac. 

373.8 ac. 

1384.7 ac. 643.1 ac. 

Total number lots 
Total lot area 
Average lot size 
Minimum lot size 

250.4 ac. 

5.8 ac. 
32._0 ac. 

139.5 ac. 

177.3 ac. 

427.7 ac. 

283 
1283.3 ac. 

4.5 ac. 
2.0 ac. 

115.0 ac. 

84.1 ac. 
1.7 ac. 

256.5 ac. 85.8 ac. 

12.2 ac. 

104.6 ac. 

116.8 ac. 

373.3 ac. 85.8 ac. 

Total Monterra Ranch density 1 unit per 10.0 ac. 



1.2.3.4 Vicinity and Neighboring Land Use 

Figure 1.3 indicates land use in the area. The terrain of 

Monterra is similar to surrounding properties to the east, west and south. 

The east is the Lit Ng property and beyond that the Hidden Hills subdivision 

of rural homesites. On the west are Jack's Peak Regional Park, the Aguajito 

area which is in large acreage holdings, Foothill Elementary School, the 

Fisherman's Flats residential area, and Tarpey Flats. 
".:' 

To the south are the undeveloped Canada De La Segunda and Housing 

Authority (former Eastwood) properties which step down topographically to the 

Carmel Valley floor. To the north lie the undeveloped school district 

property (south of Highway 68), the Monterey Peninsula Airport, various 

office/industrial uses between the airport and Highway 218, the 

as-yet-undeveloped Ryan Ranch research/industrial park subdivision, York 

School and the Laguna Seca residential development. 

1.3 GENERAL PLAN ZONING AND REGIONAL PLANS -·--·--·---
1. 3.1 Sectional Plan 

1.3.1.1 Monterey County General Plan (September 1982) 

The Monterra property is designated Resource Conservation 

and Urban Reserve in the Monterey County General Plan. The minimum parcel 

size allow~d under the resource Conservation Designation is 10 acres. The 

Urban Reserve Overlay designation is used to den~te areas which the County 

believes should be annexed and developed in a phased manner as part of an 

incorporated city in order to ensure effective provision of urban services. 

Until annexation occurs, the County will allow development consistent with the 

underlying Resource Conservation designation, at a 10-acre minimum parcel size 

density. 

The project, proposed at 1 unit/10 acres, is consistent with the 1. 

uni t/10 acre density permitted under the Resource Conservation Designation. 

The recreation complex, tennis and equestrian center, intended for use by 

resid~nts and their guests, is also consistent with the General Plan 

designation. 
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The paragraphs below list General Plan policies, relevant to the 

proposed project, covering transportation, housing, seismic safety, vegetation 
and wildlife, fire hazards, noise, scenic highways and growth management. 

Transportation. Existing conditions and needed improvementi on 

Highway 68 are discussed in Section 2.7. Four important General Plan policies 

related to transportation are: 

Policy 3 7.2.1--Transportation demands of proposed development shall 
not exceed an acceptable level of service for existing transportation 

facilities, unless appropriate increases in capacities are provided. 

Policy 3 9.1.1--All available public and private sources shall be 
used for the funding of road and highway development, improvement, and 

maintenance. 
Policy 3 9.1.2--The cost of new roads shall be borne as equitably as 

possible among benef itt in g property owners and/or users. 

Policy 3 9.1.4--New development shall be located where there is 

existing road and highway capacity or where adequate road and highway capacity 

will be provided. 

Scenic Highways. Aesthetic impacts of the project on Highway 68 and 

Jack 1 s Peak Park are discussed in Section 2.6. General Plan Policy 40.2.2 

states that 11 land use controls shall be applied or retained to protect the 
scenic corridor and to encourage sensitive selection of sites and open space 

development. 11 

Noise. General Plan Policy 22.2.1 requires new development to 
conform to noise parameters suggested by the State Health Department 1 s Office 

of Noise Control (Table 6 of the General Plan). New residential constfuction 

is Normally Acceptable (without any special insulation) in the 50-55 LdN noise 

range; and is Conditionally Acceptable (requires noise analysis and additional 

insulation) in the 55-70 range. 
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Seismic and Geologic Hazards. Several General Plan policies related 

to seismic and geqlogic hazards are relevant to thi~ project. 

Policy 15 •. 1.2--Faults classified as "potentiany active" shall be 

treated the same as 11 active faults" until geotechnical information 

demonstrating that a fa ult· i,s not "active II is accepted by the County. 

Policy 15. 1. 3--The .lands within 1/8 mile of a ct'i ve or potentially 

active faults shall be treated as a fault zone until accepted geotechnical 
~ 

investigations indicate otherwise. 

Policy 15.1.4--All new development and land divisions in designated 

high hazard zones shall provide a preliminary s.eismic and geologic hazard 

report which. a,ddresses the potential for surface ruptures, ground shaking, 

liqu~faction, and land;sliding before the application is considered complete. 

This report shall be completed by a registered geologist and conform to the· 

standard?,of a preliminary report ·adopted by the Gounty. 

Policy 15.1.5--A detailed geological report shall be required for,all 

st.andard subdiv.isions .• In high hazard areas, this report shall be completed 

by a registered geplogist, unless a waiver is granted, and conform to the 

standards of a detailed report adopted by the County. 

Policy 15.1.8--The County shall require a soils report on all 

bui,,lding permits .. ,an9 grading permits wit1hin areas of known slope instability 

or where signJfican~- potential hazard has been identified. 

Policy 15.1.10--All structures and private utility lines shall be 

designed and constructed to conform to, the standards of the la test· adopted 

Uniform Building Code. 

Policy 15.1.11--For high hazard areas, the County shall condition 

development permits based on the recomme~dations of a detailed geological 

invest i_gati on and soil$ report.· 

Policy 15.1.12--The County shall require grading permits to have an 

approved site plan which minimizes grading and conforms ·to the recommendations 

of a detailed soils or geology investigation where required. 

Policy 15.1.13--The County shall require septic leachfields and 

drainage plans to direct runoff and drainage away from unstable slopes. 

7. 



Policy 15.1.15--Side castings from the grading of roads and building 

pads shall be removed from the site unless they can be distributed on the site 
so as not to change the natural landform. An exception to this policy will be 

made for those cases where changes in the natural landform are required as a 
condition of development approval. 

Veg~tation and Wildlife. Section 2.5 of this report discusses the 

setting, impacts and mitigation measures related to vegetation and wildlife. 
Relevant General Plan policies are as follows: 

Policy 7.1.1--Development shall be carefully planned in, or adjacent 

to, areas containing limited or threatened plant communities, and shall 

provide for the conservation and maintenance of plant communities. 
Policy 7.1.2--The County shall encourage the protection of limited or 

threatened plant communities through dedications of permanent conservation 

easements and other appropriate means. 

Policy 7.2.1--Landowners and developers shall be encouraged to 
preserve the integrity of existing terrain and natural vegetation in visually 

sensitive areas such as hillsides and ridges. 
Policy 7.2.2--Native and native-compatible species, especially 

drought-resistant species, shall be utilized to the extent possible in 
fulfilling landscaping requirements imposed as conditions of discretionary 

permits. 
Policy 9.1.1--Development shall be carefully planned in areas known 

to have particular value for wildlife and, where allowed, shall be located so 
that the reasonable value of the habitat for wildlife is maintained. 

Policy 9.1.2--Development shall be carefully planned in areas having 

high value for fish and wildlife reproduction. 

Policy 9.2.1--Land use practices which could result in siltation and 
pollution of inland and marine waters shall be carefully managed in order to 

assure a clean and productive habitat. 

Policy 11.1.1--The California Native Plant Society shall be consulted 

and appropriate measures shall be taken to protect rare and endangered plant 
species and their habitats. 
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Policy 11.1.2--The California Department of Fish and Game shall be 

consulted and appropriate measures shall be taken to protect areas of Special 

Biological Importance. 

Fire Hazards. Section 2.9.3 discusses fire hazards and protection. 

County General Plan policies 17.3.1 through 17.5.2 contain numerous detailed 

requirements to assure that new developments are not ex~osed to and do not 

contribute to fire hazards. These fire policies require roads of adequate 

width, road maintenance agreements for private roads, adequ~te water supp1ies, 

location within a fire district capable 6f providing a 15-minute response 

time,. adherence to fire agency requireme,nts prior to building permit 

issuances, and. consideration of fuel modification zones. SbMe of the General 

Plan Fire policies relevant to this projeet are listed below. 

PoliGY 17.3.3---The County shall encourage all new development to be 

located within the response time of 15 minutes from the fire station 

responsible for serving the parcel. If this is not possib·le, on-site fire 

protection systems (such as fire breaks, fire-retardant building materials, 

and/or water storage tanks) approved by the fire jurisdiction must be 

installed or devel,opment·.may only take place at the lowest density allowed for 

the parcel by .the G_enera 1 Pl an. 

Po.licy 17 •. 3.4--The County shall require all new development to have 

adequate water available for fire suppression. Water availability can be 

provided from a conventional water system; f.rom an approved alternative water 

system if within 300 feet of a habitable structure; by the fire fighting 

equipment of the fire district within which the property is located; or by an 

individual water storage facility- ... water tank, swimming pool, etc."'-on the 

property itself. The fire and planning departments shall determine the 

adequacy and _location of i ndi vi dual water storage to b~ provided. 

Policy 17.3.6--All new development locat~d within a 15-minute 

response time from a fire station shall be required to annex to the 

appropriate fire district. 

Policy 17.4.1--All residential, commercial, and industrial structural 

development (not including accessory uses) in high and extreme fire hazard 

areas shall incorporate recommendations by the local fire district before a 

building permit can be issued. 
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Policy 17.4.7--The County shall require all subdivisions, multi-unit 
residential complexes, and commercial and industrial complexes to obtain, 

prior to permit approval, a statement from the.fire department that adequate 
structural fire protection is available within minimum response time 

established by this Plan. 

Policy 17.4.11--All new swimming pools shall be plumbed to allow 

connection to fire fighting equipment, if requested by the local fire 
jurisdiction. 

Policy 17.4.12--A zone which can inhibit the spread of wildland fire 
shall be required of new development in fire hazard areas to protect 

development. Such zones should consider irrigated greenbelts, streets, and 
fuel modification zones in addition to other suitable methods that may be 

used. The County should not accept dedications of any open space lands 

required as part of this fire prevention zone. 

Policy 17.5.1--Where new developments are required to provide for 

fuel modification zones, the cost of such construction sha 11 be borne by the 

developer. Future maintenance of such fuel modification zones shall be in 
· '· accordance with the fire warden's recommendations. 

Policy 17.5.2--Where it is established by the fire warden that a fuel 
modification program and zone must be constructed in order to establish an 

acceptable level of risk for fire protection and that such modification is 

determined by the board of supervisors to be unacceptable environmetally, then 

such development shall be modified to reduce the requirement for fuel 
modification. 

Land Use. One relevant land use policy involves development on 30%+ 

slopes: 
Policy 26.1.10--The· County shall prohibit development on slopes 

greater than 30%. It is the general policy of the County to require 
dedicating of scenic easements on slopes greater than 30%. Exception may be 

made for development which can maximize the goals, objectives and policies of 

this plan. 

10. 



Housing. General Plan Housing policies which are relevant to the 

Monterra property are intertwined with the property's Urban Reserve 

designation, its location with Montery City's Sphere of Influence, and the 

future possibilities for the provision of urban level services and therefore 

higher density housing. 

Policy 60.3.1--The County shall work with the cities and LAFCO to 

formulate agreements and procedures to encourage location of housing adjacent 

to or within urban service area away from agricultural lands. 

Policy 60;.2.l--Development Incentive Zone study areas (includes 

Monterey II) shall be ~valuated as part of the General Plan update. process. and 

shall include gener.al investigations of all fa,ctors listed ,above. If 

appriopariate, .the Hoµsing .. Element .shall be amended to include one o·r more of 

the study areas as Development Incentive Zones during the time frame of this 
',,,, J , • • 

Housing Plan and/or the next revision of the H_ousing Plan. 

Growth Management. The.County's growth management policy sets the 

following prior.ities for growth in the county: 

1. infilling existiDg urban areas;. 

2. developing l_andsadjacent to existing and densely settled urban 

areas;. 

3. growing areas adjoining urban areas. shall be with~n 

spheres-of~tnfluence and shall coin~ide with the areas to which 

cities are providing ~ervices. 

1.3.1.2 Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan (1984) 

The, Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan was adopted in 

1984. This Greater Monterey Peninsula Area General Plan designates the 

property as Resource Conservation and Urban Res.erve, the same as the Monterey 

County General Plan discussed above. This area plan contains supplemental 

policies which must be utilized in conjunction with policies in the 

county-wide General Plan. Relevant supplementa_l policies are listed below. 
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Water Resources. 

Policy 5.1.3 (GMP)--Monterey County will encourage development 
projects to be served by water from public utilities or mutual water 

companies. If this is not possible, the County shall consider the cumulative 
effects of the development 1 s water use on wildlife, fish and plant communities 

and the supply available to existing users. 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 
Policy 11.1.6 (GMP)--Environmentally sensitive areas as shown on the 

Greater Monterey Peninsula Environmentally Sensitive Areas Map should be 

preserved as open space. When an entire parcel cannot be developed because of 

this policy, a low-intensity, clustered development may be approved. However, 
the development should be located on those portions of the land least 

biologically significant. 

Seismic and Other Geologic Hazards. 

Policy 15.1.1.1 (GMP)--The Greater Monterey Peninsula Seismic Hazards 
Map and Landslide and Erosion Susceptibility Map shall be used to delineate 

high hazard areas addressed by the county-wide General Plan and this area 

plan.· Hazard categories IV, V, and VI from these maps shall be considered to 

be "high hazard 11 areas for the purpose of applying General Plan and/or area 

plan policies in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Planning Area. These maps may 

be revised as new, accepted investigations dictate. 

Policy 15.1.11.1 (GMP)--For high hazard areas, the County shall 
require, as a condition of development approval, a detailed geological 

investigation and soils report and shall further require, as a condition of 

approval, that the recommendations of that report be followed. 

Fi re Hazards. 
Policy 17.3.1.3 (GMP)--In high and extreme wildland fire hazard 

areas, roof construction of fire retardant materials shall be required as per 

Section 3203 (e) (excluding 11) of the Uniform Building Code, or as approved 
by the fire protection agency. For existing wood roof replacement and new 

exterior wall construction, use of fire resistant materials is recommended but 

not required. 
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Policy 17.3.1.2 (GMP)--Alternate routes of escape that will safely 

handle evacuations and emergency equipment should be established. In areas of 

high .and extreme wildland fire hazard as designated by the California 

Department of Forestry; no dead-end road or cul-de-sac should be over 1,000 

feet in length. In cases where development is to be served by a dead-end road 

over 1,000 feet in length, the County Planning Department staff shall me~t 

with a representative of the local fire protection agency and the developer to 
';' 

formulate a pl an for provision of secondary access. Such a pl an for secondary 

access sh.all be implemented by the developer during pending and/or subsequent 

phases of development •. If secondary access cannot be developed, or if, in the 

case of i ndi vi dual lots of record:. the requirement for secondary access·. would 

pl ace an unfair economic burden on the property owner, other alternatives to 

mitigate ,safety concerns should be :considered. For the purpose of this policy 

only, development shall be defined as the subdivision of land and/or the 

construction of one or more structures intended for human occupancy. 

Policy 17.4.1.1 (GMP)--In high and extreme fire hazard areas, where 

practical, devel opme.nt · should be clustered and should be separated from the 

wildland by fuel modification zones in order to facilitate fire protection and 

prevention. 

Pol.icy 17.4.13 (GMP)--If a ,fuel modification ·zone is to be 

established, provision must be made for its permanent maintenance.' 

Noise Hazards. 

Policy 22.2.1.1 (GMP)-.-Development in the vicinity of the Monterey 

Peninsula Airport, Fritzsche Army. Airfield, ·and areas adjacent to the Fort Ord 

boundary should be sited, d·esigned and/or constfucted to minimize noise 

hazards from aircraft and other sources. The County should cbnsider the 

Airport Noise Control and Land Use Compatibility (ANCLUC) standards for the 

areas in the vicinity of Monterey Peninsula Airport. 

Land Use. --------
Policy 26 .• 1.6.2 (GMR)--Open space, low intensity educational and 

recreational uses are considered to be the most appropriate and compatible 

land uses in environmentally sensitive areas and areas of high vis~al 

sensitivity. 
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Policy 26.1.9.1 (GMP)--Development on canyon edges and hilltops shall 
be designed to minimize the visual impact of the development. 

Transportation. 

Policy 39.1.1.1 (GMP)--The County shall prepare an overall financial 
plan in order to expedite funding and construction of road and highway 

improvements in the Planning Area. 

Policy 39.1.1.2 (GMP)--The County shall be encouraged to work with 

the state, local agencies and citizens group to alleviate traffic congestion 

and promote traffic safety on Highway 68 while maintaining its scenic beauty. 

Policy 39.1.1.3 (GMP)--Improvement of Highway 68 intersections, 

construction of alternate passing lanes, public transit roadway improvements, 

and improved bicycle safety measures should be undertaken at the earliest time 

that funding becomes available. 

Policy 39.1.1.4 (GMP)--The County shall promote the use of Blanco and 

.,,Reservation Roads as alternate routes between the Monterey Peninsula and 

.Salinas to alleviate traffic on Highway 68. 
Policy 40.2.4 (GMP)--The Greater Monterey Peninsula Visual 

Sensitivity Map shall be used to designate visually "sensitive" and 11 highly 

sensitive 11 areas generally visible from scenic routes. However, due to map 

scale, coding an area as visually "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" does not 

necessarily mean~ of that area is visible from the scenic route. All 

subsequent uses of the terms "sensitive" or "highly sensitive 11 shall be 

interpreted within the meaning of this policy. 

Policy 40.2.5 (GMP)--Landowners will be encouraged to dedicate scenic 

easements to an appropriate agency or nonprofit organization over portions of 

their land shown as "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" on the Greater Monterey 

Peninsula Visual Sensitivity Map or, where easements already exist, to 

continue this protection. 
Policy 40.2.6 (GMP)--Areas shown as "highly sensitive" on the Greater 

Monterey Peninsula Visual Sensitivity Map should be preserved as open space to 

the maximum extent possible through scenic easements or, if necessary, fee 

a cq u is it i on. 

14. 



Policy 40.2.7. (GMP)-\-New development $hould not be sited on those 
',,-,~,... -"--------·--- - --·-----~' 

portions of prope.rty which have been mapped as "highly sensitive" .• Where 

exceptions are appropriate to maximize the goals, objectives and policies of 

this plan, development shall be sited in a manner which minimizes visible 

effects of proposed structures and roads to the greatest extent possible and 

shall utilize landscape screening and other techniques to achieve maximum 

protection of the visual resource. 

Policy 40.2.8 ,(GMP)--In cas,es where the extent of visibility of 

development proposed in 11 highly. sens,itive'.1 areas is not clear, individual 

on-site investigations"by the Plan,ning Department staffs.hall be required. 

Poli.cy 40.2.9. (GMP)--New.development to be located in areas mapped as 
11 sensitive 11 or 11 highly sens,itive 11 and which wi.11 be visible from the scer:iic 

route shall maintain the visu,al char:-acter of the area., In order to adequately 

mitigate the visual impacts of development in s.~ch areas, the following shall 

be required: 

a) Development shall be rendered compatible with the visual 

character of the area using appropriate siting, design, materials 

and landscaping.; 

b), Development shall maintain no less than a 100' setback from the 

scenic route right-of~way; 

c) The impact of any earth movement associated with the development 

shall be mitigated in such a manner that permanent scarring is 

not created; 

d) Tree removal shall be minimized; 

e) Landscape screening and restoration sha·ll "consist of plant and 

tree species consistent with surrounding native vegetation; 

f) Architectural review of projects sha 11. be required to ensure 

visual ~ompatibility of the development with the surrounding 

area; and 

g) New development in open grass 1 and areas shown as "sens.iti ve" or 
11highly sensitive 11 on the Visual Sensitivity Map should minimize 

its impact on the uninterrupted viewshed. 
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h) Exceptions to the above may be considered if compelling 

circumstances are demonstrated. 

Public Services and Facilities. 
Policy 51.1.4 {GMP)--Riding and hiking trails should be acquired and 

developed with the intent of creating a coordinated, area~wide trails system. 

All motorized vehicles shall be prohibited from using these trails. 

In supporting a coordinated area-wide trails system, the County 

should give the highest priority to establishing the following trails systems: 

a) establish a permanent riding and hiking trail from Roach Canyon 

to Jacks Peak Park; 

b) establish an easterly ridgeline trail from Jacks Peak Park to 
Laureles Grade; 

c) establish a major trail link which generally traverses in a 

southeasterly direction from Carmel Valley and forms a trail 

connection with the Los Padres National Forest trail system; and 

d) establish a connection trail from the Jacks Peak Park/Laureles 

Grade ridgeline trail to the entrance of Laguna Seca Recreation 

Area to be used as a a point of departure to Toro Regional Park 
along Highway 68. 

Policy 53.1.3.1 (GMP)--At the County's discretion, applicants may be 

required to submit a hydrologic report certifying sustained yield of the water 

source to serve new development outside of existing water utility service 

areas. 
Policy 53.1.7 (GMP)--The County shall, to the maximum extent possible 

coordinate with the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District when 

reviewing development proposals for properties located outsidi the Water 

Management District boundaries but within the watershed of tributary streams 

and/or aquifers which recharge the Carmel Valley Aquifer. 

Gene.!::_~] Plan Policy Compliance. 
Table 1.2 indicates the proposed project's compliance with the 

~olicies listed above. The project will be consistent with the majority of 

the policies if appropriate permit conditions are enacted. As noted on the 

table, the Board of Supervisors ultimately determines policy compliance. 
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Policy 
Number 

Monterey County General 

37. 2.1 
39.1. l 
39.1. 2 
39.1.4 

7 .1.1 
7 .1. 2 
7.2.1 
7.2.2 
9.1.1 
9.1.2 
9.2.1 

11.1.1 
11.1.2 
15 .1. 2 
15 .J. 3 
15.1.4 
15 .1. 5 
15 .1. 8 
15.1.10 
15.1.11 
15.1.12 
15.1.13 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X? 

X? 

TABLE 1. 2 
GENERAL PLAN POLICY COMPLIANCE* 

0 
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·,-., .,_, .,_, 
~-,-., 
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-1.J -1,..,J .:::- .,_, 
.:::- §8 ~-~ <lJ 

'f...J 'f...J .,_, -Q 0 
0 -~-,-., ." .:::-.,.._ 

!:; 8 Policy 0 ""E . ..;:- . .:::- <lJ cf~ Number 8 r!},q_ . 

15.1.15 X 
17.3.3 X 
17.3.4 X 
17.3.6 X 
17.4.1 X 
17."4.7 X 
17 .4.11 X 
17.4.12 X 
17.5.1 X 
17.5.2 X 
22.2.1 X X 
40.2.2 X X 
60.3.1 X X 
60.2.1 X 

Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 

5.1.3 
11.1.6 
15.1. 1.1 
15.-1.11.1 
17.3.1.2 
17.3.1.3 
17.4.1.1 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Policy 
Number 

17.4.13 
22.2.1.1 
26. 1.6.2 
26. 1. 9.1 
39. 1. 1.1 
39.1.1.2 
39.1.1.3 
39.1.1.4 
40.2.4 
40.2.5 
40.2.6 
40.2.7 
40.2.8 
40.2.9 
51.1.4 
53 .1. 3.1 
53.1. 7 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Note: This table was prepared utilizing the best judgment of LLS. It should be understood that the 
determination of policy compliance is most properly handled by the County Planning Department, 
Planning Commission, and, ultimately, the Board of Supervisors. 
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1.3"1.3 Carmel Valley Master Plan 

Approximately one-third of the Monterra property is located 
in the Carmel Valley planning area. The Carmel Valley Master Plan designates 

the property as Rural Density (10 acres/unit) and Urban Reserve, very similar 

to the designation in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan. Policies in 

the Carmel Valley Master Plan are very similar to those listed above for the 

other two General Plans. 

The Carmel Valley Master Plan area is currently under a development 

moratorium imposed by a court injunction issued in the case of City of Carmel 

v. County of Monterey. This case challenged the adequacy of the EIR prepared 

for the Carmel Valley Master Plan. This injunction prohibits the Monterey 

County Planning Department from accepting any applications for development 

approval for any of the area within the Mastir Plan boundaries. Under 

stipulation and Order No. 75918, issued by the Superior Court of California, 

County of Monterey, the Monterra Ranch subdivision application (which includes 

1,005 acres in the Carmel Valley Master Plan area) is excluded from the 

development moratorium based on findings adopted by the City of Carmel. 

1. 3.1. 4 Monterey County Incl usi onary Housing Ordinance 

The Monterey County's Inclusionary Housing Ordinance 

(Chapter 18.40) contains the following alternatives for providing housing for 

low and moderate income households: 

(i) provide 15% inclusionary housing on-site as part of the 

project; 

(ii) provide 15% inclusionary housing off-site but within same 

housing market area (the county has four market areas); 

(iii) dedicate land on-site to the housing authority equivalent to 

15% of the approved lots or units; 

(iv) dedicate land off-site (but within same housing market area) 

equivalent to 15% of the approved lots or units; 

(v) payment of an in lieu fee to the County Housing Authority 
equal to 15% of the median single-family home sale price 
multiplied by the inclusionary requirement. 

17. 



The developer of this project is proposing to use option (v), the 

payment Of in lieu feeS 0 

1.3.2.2 Existing Zoning 

The existing zoni_ng on the Monterra property is T-V-B-4. 

The 11 T11 district is considered a,holding district until _more detailed land use 

studies can be made an.ct more precise zoning adopted. The 11 V11 portion of the 
"' zoning prohibiti the use of trailers or mobile homes as living qµarters 

without first securing p use permit. The 11 8-4 11 portion of the zoning requires 

a minimum parcel size of one acre. See Figure 1~4. 

1 •. 3.2.2 Proposed Zpning 

The proposed z;0nin9. .for tl')e project site. i,s K-B"."6 for the 
i , I ' ', '' ' 

residential lots and O for the common areas and the tennis, recreation and 

equesti ran. centers. The 11 K11 district is for agriculture-residential areas. 

The B-6 portion of the zoning indicates the lot sizes are as $hown on·,an 

approved subdivision map •. Th.e 11 011 district is for open space use areas. The 

SC-B-6 district may be applied to lots in .the scenic corridor for Highway 68 

that contain homesites with the potential for visual impact. The SC (Scenic 

Conservation) ~istrict requires an SC permit for building a home to be 

· reviewed by the. Planning Commission for site location and design. 

1.3.3 __ 0_t_h_er_A~P~P_l1_·c_a_b_l_e_P_l_a_n_s 

.L3.1.l City of Monterey Highway 68 Area P,lan (March 1984) 

The City Council of Monterey approvetj the Highway 68 Area 

Plan on June 19, 1984. The need for this plan arose with the passage·, by city 

voters, of Measur,e 11 M," in February 1982. Measure 11M11 repealed the previous 

Monterey II Plan and required that prior to City approval. of any land use 

change in the Highway 68 area, "the proposed plan must be approved by the 

voters of the City of Monterey 11
• The Highway 68 Ar.ea Pl an was approved by 

city voters in November 1984. 

The Highway 68 Area Plan contains specific policies for the Monterra 

property which would.allow a maximum of 1700 residential units, and 

neighborhood shopping areas to meet the basic needs of future residents. This 

Area Plan also contains policies related to environmental resources, social 
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rt~edi: economic issues, and facilities, utilities and services, which apply to 

the entire Monterey II Area. One important overall policy related to 

transportation states that no new development w_i 11 be permitted once Level of 

Service Dis reached unless increased capacity is provided. 

1.3.3.3 LAFCO Monterey City Sphere of Influence 

The Monterey County Local Agency formation Commission 

(LAFCO) adopted the Monterey City Sphere of Influence on March· 30, 1983. The 

Monterra property is included within this Sphere-of-Influence boundary. 

The definition of a Sphere-of-Influence ts "the probable 20-year 

physical boundary and service area of a local government agency. 11 Inc-.lusion 
' . ,. ( :. ~ 

of the Monterra property within the City of Montere~ Sphere-of-Influence 

therefor~ indicates LAFCO's belief that long-term public services to thi_s 
" 

property wi 11 be best provided by the City of Monterey. 

In addition to including the entire property within the City's 

Sphere-of-Influence, LAFCO designated roughly the western half of the property 

as an Urban Service Area and the eastern remainder as an Urban Transition 

Area. An Urban Service Area is an area now served or proposed to be served 

(within the,next five years) by urban facilities, utilities and services. An 
.,. 

Urban Transition Area is an area which is not programed for urban facilities 

or utility expansion within the next five years; or an area which will most 

likely be used for urban expansion within five to twenty years. 

1. 3. 3. 4 Monterey Peninsula Airport Pl an 

The Monterey Peninsula Airport is located across Highway 68 

from the Monterra property. The most recent master"planning documents for the 

airport are the 1975 Master Plan, the 1980 Airport Noise Control and Land Use 

Comp at i bil i ty Study {ANCLUC) and the November 1983 Environmental Impact Report 

for the ·proposed Airport and Runway Development Program. The 1983 EIR 

analyzes the impacts of airport improvement projects suggested in the earlier 

documents. These improvements are intended to improve the airport's operatifig 

efficiency, enhance safety aspects, mi ti gate airport noise impacts on adj a cent 

residential areas, and improve the district's revenue base. 
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The improvements proposed by the three studies include the following: 

(i) extension of Runway 10-28 (east-west runway) 1,000 feet to the 

east; 
.(ii) construction of a new 3,500-foot long general aviation runway 

parallel to Runway 10-28; 

(iii) closure of Runway 6-24 (north-south runway) after 3,500-foot 
long parallel runway is constructed; 

(iv) facilities for aviation-related industry, light industry, and 

office/research facilities on the north side of the airfield. 

Since aircraft utilizing the airport do not take off or land over the 

Monterra property, airport operations will have minor impacts on proposed 

d~velopment there. Noise impacts are discussed in Section 2.6.2 of this 

report. 
The Airport Land Use Commission is currently updating the 1982 ANCLUC 

study and is also assembling land use planning information for surrounding 

communities. It is anticipated that the commission will adopt an airport land 
use plan very similar to the land use plans of its surrounding communities. 

1.3.3.5 AMBAG 208 Water Quality Plan 

The AMBAG 208 Water Quality Plan pays special attention to 

Laguna Grande and Roberts Lakes, downstream of the Monterra property. Laguna 

Grande Lake is infilling from sedimentation created by erosion from upstream 

developments. Roberts Lake is suffering from infilling due to windblow dune 

deposits. 
The AMBAG plan suggests the following measures to mitigate impacts on 

these two lakes: 

(i) street sweeping and paved driveways; 
(ii) a sediment trap at Laguna Grande Lake, either at War Memorial 

Park or at the lake inlet; 

(iii) on-site retention of stormwater and sediment for any proposed 

upstream developments; 

(iv) cluster development; 

(v) continuing education regarding erosion control. 
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1.3.3.6 Route 68 Study to Develop Programof Improvements 

On February 1, 1984, the Monterey County Public · Works 

Department issued a study and recommendations on an improvement program for 

Highway 68. This study and recommendations have been adopted in concept by 

the Board of Supervisors. 

This study 1 s summary of needed improvements by priority is listed 

be 1 ow: 

1. Toro Park Interchange and Freew~y Extension 

Description: Extension of the freeway from O. 3 mi 1 e west of Reservation 

Roa~ to ~.4 mile east of Torero Drive~ Construct 

interchange at Toro Park entrance. Limits - P.M. 

16.80/15.10-, length - 1.69 M. AADT (1981) -, 16,700, L.S. 

{1981) - Cost (1984) $5,800,000. 

2. Olmsted Road Interchange and freeway Extension 

Description: Extension of the freeway from 0.20 miles east of Olmsted 

Road to the beginning of existing freeway. Construct 

improvements from Olmstect· Road to the beginning of existing 

freeway. ·· Construct interchange at Olmsted Road. Limits -

P.M. 5/81/4.49, length~ 1.32 M, AADT (1981) - 14,800, L.S. 

{1981) - D, Cost {1984) $7,900,000 

3. Corra 1 de Ti err a Bypass 

Description: Construction of a two-lane bypass on adopted plan lines from 

O. 3 mile west of Torero DriVe to 0.25 mi-1 e west of Corral de 

Tierra and would include grading (earth woik) to ultimate 

four-lane design. Limits - P.M. 14,85/12.66, length - 1.69 

M; AADT {1"981) - 16,700, L.S. {1981) - D, Cost (1984) -

$7,200,000 

4. Laureles Grade Bypass 

Description: Construction of a two-lane byp·ass on adopted plan lines from 

0.25 mile west of Corral de,J·ierr·a to 1.00 mile west of 

Laureles Grade and would include .g.rading to ultimate 

four-lane design. Limits - P.M. 12.66/10.22, length - 2.44 

M. AADT (1981) - 14,400, L.S. - D, Cost (1984) - $4,200,000 
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5. York Road 
Description: Construction of a two-lane bypass on adopted plan lines from 

0.2 mile east of York Road to 0.20 mile east of Olmsted Road 
and would include grading to ultimate four-lane design. 

Limits - P.M. 8.32/5.81, length - 2.51 M, AADT (1981) -

14,800, L.S. - D, Cost (1984) -$4,200,000 

6. Laguna Seca 
Description: Construction of a two-lane bypass on adopted plan lines from 

1.00 mile west of Laureles Grade to 0.20 mile east of York 

Road and would include grading to ultimate four-lane design. 

Limits - P.M. 10.22/8.32, length - 1.90 M. AADT (1981) -

15,600, L.S. - D, Cost (1984) - $3,600,00 

7. Corral de Tierra Bypass 

Description: Upgrading to four-lane expressway. Cost (1984) - $2,400,000 

8. Laureles Grade Bypass 
Description: Upgrading to four-lane expressway. Cost (1984) - $1,800,000 

9. York Road 
Description: Upgrading to four-lane expressway. Cost (1984) - $1,800,000 

10. Laguna Seca 
Description: Upgrading to four-lane expressway. Cost (1984) - $1,200,000 

11. Corral de Tierra Bypass Interchanges. Cost (1984) - $10,800,000 

Torero Interchange 

San Benancio Overcrossing 

Corral de Tierra Interchange 

12. Laureles Grade Bypass Interchange. Cost (1984) - $4,000,000 

Laureles Grade Interchange 

13. York Road Interchanges Cost. (1984) - $8,400,000 

York Road Interchange 

Highway 218 Interchange 

14. Laguna Seca Interchanges Cost. (1984) - $4,800,000 

Laguna Seca Interchange 
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1.3.3.7 1985 Monterey County Transportation Improve:ment 
. Program 

The 1985 Re9ional Tra~sportation Improvement Program (RTIP) 
includes the following project: H68"".Toro Park, 1986-87 F.Y., $7,183,000 -
from .4 mile east of Torero Drive to .3 mile west of Reservation Road and .. 
constructing the Toro Park interchange. The State Transportation Improvement 
Program includes this same project as a 11 funded project 11 under the. State 

,:;_ 

Highway Account. · 

L.3. 3. 8 Monterey Peni nsul. a Water Management District Water 
Allocation Plan· 

The Monterey Peninsula Water Manag~ment District (MPWMD) 
Water Allocation Plan allocates 6,501.1 acre-feet of<water per year to the 
Monterey County portion of jts district (fiscal year 84/85)~ As of that year, 
the County portion was utilizing 5,625 acre-feet; and ther~fore there was 
876.1-acre-feet per year {13.5 percent of allocation) left.over which could be 
allocated to new developments. 

New devel o.pments which are served: by water agerici es within this 
district must have their new water connections approved by MPWMD. 
Devel_ opments which- ut i 1 i ze their own -wens, such as those proposed for 
Monterra, are not subject to the Water Allocation Plan. However, detailed 
hydrologic studies must be performed prior to approval of new wells; see 
hydrologi c and public water supply se~tions in this report~ 
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 Regional Setting 

The 2,831-acre Monterra property is located on the southern side of Highway 68 

on the eastern outskirts of the City of Monterey. Within the Monterey Bay 

region, the property is located between Del Rey Oaks, Seaside, Fort Ord and 

Marina on the north, Carmel Valley on the south, Monterey, Pacific Grove and 

Carmel on the west, and the rural Highway 68 corridor, Salinas and greater 

Salinas Valley on the east. 

2.2 Geology 

2.2.1 Introduction 

This section was prepared utilizing numerous public agency planning 

documents, and geologic and soils reports prepared specifically for the 

Monterra project site (Lowney-Kaldveer Associates and Jacobs and Associates). 

Gary Griggs, Ph.D., a registered geologist, conducted additional research, 

aerial photo interpretation, and field investigation for three man-days to 

supplement this previous work. 

2.2.2 Regional Geological Setting 

The Monterey Peninsula is located on the northern end of the Santa 

Lucia Mountain Range within the Coastal Ranges Geomorphic Province of 

California. This province is a linear system of more or less parallel and 

discontinuous mountain ranges and intervening valleys trending 

northwest/southeast. The geologic structure of the Coastal Range is highly 

complex. The rock masses have been closely folded, broken into fault blocks, 

and substantially eroded. Tectonic activity continues to the present day. 

A major feature of the Coastal Ranges is the numerous 

northwest-trending, active faults, dominated by the San Andreas Fault which 

extends for more than 600 miles. These faults often follow the boundaries of 

mountain valleys for a short distance and then cut obliquely across the 

topography to adjacent mountain fronts·. Drainage networks typically display a 

trellis pattern that parallels the regional structure. 
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The western Santa Lucia Range shows similarities to the other Coastal 

Range sections, except that the widely exposed basement rocks include a highly 

IT]etarnorphosed sedimentary rock known as the Sur Series gneiss, in addition to 
granitic rock and Franciscan metasediments. The Sur Seri es gneiss has been 

intruded by the Santa Lucia granitic rocks •.. The granite and gneiss basement 

formed a rigid block covered by younger sediments._ Where Tertiary sedirnents 

overlie Franciscan and Cretaceous rock, intense fol~ing has taken place. 

The three active faults or fault zones in Monterey County are the San 

Andreas Fault along the eastern edge of the county, th~ Palo Colorado-San 

Gregorio Fault zone which lies along the coast, and the Monterey Bay Fault 

zone, nine miles north of the project site within: the .bay, which passes 

onshore between Marina and Monterey. 

Two northwest-trending faults; the Berwick Canyon and Navy Faults, 

and one west-trending fault, the Chupines Faul-t, pass directly through the 

project area and are considered potentially active. The Navy Fault has been 

mapped as ari onland extension of a trace of the active Monterey Bay Fault 

zone; the Berwick Canyon and Chupi nes Faults appear to be connected to this 

fault zone as well. Each of these faults is believed to be potentially 

capable of producing ground offset or displacernent along its trace (Clark, 

et.al., 1974) • 

. ,At the present time, only generalized predicti'ons can be made for the 

probable occurrence of major earthquakes. In view of the seismic activity in 

the are.a, it is reasona_ble to expect strong ground shaki.ng (cau;sed by 

earthquakes along one of the active or -potentially active faults) to a.ffect 

the project area within t.he next several decades.; Other seismic effects that 

could possi~ly occur in the area tnclude ground rupture (displacement along 

fault traces) and landsliding, particularly along dip slopes and existing 

landslide mass~_s, and potential liquefaction or settlement a·long the Canyon 

De 1 Rey area. 

2.2.3 Site .Geology 

The project site i$. sJtuat,ed,on ;a topogr.aphically,Jand geologically 

complex mountain block which trends east/west and is bounded by the Carmel 

Valley to the south and Canyon Del Rey and the foothills of Fort Ord Military 

Reservation to the north. The site contains rugged slopes and deeply incised 
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drainageways. Elevations range from 200 feet (above mean sea level) along 

Canyon Del Rey to nearly 1000 feet near the crest of the drainage divide in 
the southeast portion of the site. 

Bedrock Geology. The geologic formations or bedrock units exposed on 

the site are similar to those found in the adjacent southern Monterey Bay area 

(Figure 2.1). The most extensive of these is the Monterey Formation which is 
composed of two distinct members or units--the .upper diatomaceous shale and 

the lower siliceous shale. This formation, which is over 3000 feet thick, 

strikes generally east/west or northwest/southeast. The shale dips as little 

as 2° in the southwestern corner of the parcel and as steeply as 55-65° in the 

northeastern portion. Physical properties of the Monterey Shale, as a 
potential foundation material, are fairly constant from west to east through 

the site along the strike of the beds. However, there is a pronounced change 

in the nature of the Monterey shale and attitude of the bedrock going from the 

south-central portion of the site to the more northern portions. 
Over the northern portion of the property, the generally flat-lying 

deposits of the Paso Robles Formation, Aromas Sands, and Older Alluvium occur. 

All of these relatively young granular deposits have similar engineering 

properties--generally consisting of silty sand or a mixture of silty sand and 
gravel grading from medium dense to dense below the soil mantle. These 

deposits exhibit a high degree of stability even on some steeply incised 

slopes due to their cementation and flat-lying bedding. Only in areas where 

roadways have altered the natural drainage and created erosion on barren 
slopes or where the underlying diatomaceous shale has failed, have slope 

failures occurred in these materials. 

Faults and Seismicity. The site is located about 21 miles southwest 
of the San Andreas Fault, and about 11-12 miles northeast of the San 

Gregorio/Palo Colorado Fault zone, both of which are seismically activ~ 

(Greene, et.al., 1973). The Monterey Bay Fault zone, which is also 

seismically active, lies between these two other fault zones, and trends 
onshore between Marina and Monterey. Green, et.al. (1973) and Clark, et.al. 

(1974) have traced these faults onshore where they have been continued as the 

Navy, Seaside, Ord Terrace and other un-named faults. 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
I PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(408} .(72-9018 - P.O. BOX 120B · SALINAS, CALIFOtNLA 93902 

ROBERT SUMMON, JR. 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

February 20, 1986 

Monterra Ranch 
c/o Hanover Monterra Investors II 
2029 Century Park East #3335 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Dear Applicant: 

This is to notify you that a staff review of your tentative subdivision map (826) 
application finds it to be: 

incomplete, and more information is necessary. A list of the additional 
-- information required is attached. 

complete and has been placed on an agenda to determine environmental 
-- effect for • A copy of the staff 1 s 

11 Environmental Assessment and Recommendation including date and time of 
your application will be sent to you prior to that meeting. 

complete and has· been placed on an agenda to determine environmental 
effect and has been set for public hearing for 

__ complete and has a categorically exempt environmental status. The appli-
cation has been set for public hearing for __________ _ 

_ x_ complete. The application has been set for public hearing for 
March 13, 1986 before the Subdivision Committee 

Feel free to contact us for any additional information you may require. 

Sincerely, 

MOf lTEREY COUNTY PLANtHNG DEPART~1ENT 

William Card 
Planner Il 

-WJC/cvr 

B6 
cc: Anthony Lombardo; Anne Secke 
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The Navy, Chupines and Berwick Canyon Faults all traverse the project 

site and may all be onland traces of the offshore, seismically active Monterey 
Bay Fault zone. 

The Navy Fault exists as two branches where it crosses the 

southwestern corner of the site. Based on field work by the U.S. Geological 

Survey {Clark, et.al., 1974) and the reconnaissance geological investigation 

of the site by Lowney-Kaldveer and Associates {1974), the Navy Fault is 

recognized by its topographic lineations. Zones of crushed Monterey shale, 
and the alignment of springs, scarps and aligned drainages onshore and offset 

of the seafloor along the seaward extension of the fault (Greene and others, 
1973) indicate that the Navy Fault may be active. A 1.6 Richter Magnitude 

earthquake occurred on the Navy Fault within the project property in 1972. 

Although no consistent offsets of curbs or other man-made features were found 

_ by the _U.S.G.S. to be associated with the fault,_ most_oLthese features would 

have been constructed so recently that they would not have had time to show 

much movement. The U.S. Geological Survey recommends that site investigations 

by geologists should be made on the Navy Fault before development is 
-~ contemplated on it {Clark, et.al., 1974). 

The Chupines Fault can be mapped discontinuously from the eastern 

boundary of the Seaside Quadrangle northwestward for about four miles to where 

it reaches Quaternary alluvium of Canyon Del Rey-. The Paso Robles Formation 

of Pleistocene age has been offset about six to ten feet although no evidence 

has yet been found to indicate the fault is presently active {Clark, et.al., 

1974). 
Most of the Berwick Canyon Fault, which trends northwesterly onto the 

site from the south, is concealed on the site beneath a very large landslide. 

This fault appears to offset older alluvium of probable Pleistocene age and 

is, therefore, considered geologically young and potentially active. The 
U.S.G.S. also recommends detailed investigation by engineering geologists 

before contemplating any development {Clark, et.al., 1974) in this fault area. 

Although the approximate locations of all three faults are shown on 

the project geology map, both the original consultant {Lowney-Kaldveer 

Associates, 1974) and the County reviewer (Levish, 1975) state clearly that, 

prior to planning a development, further evaluation will be required in order 

to more accurately locate these faults. This is particularly important at the 
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southwestern corner of the site where the Navy Fault consists of two traces 

which pass within 500 feet of proposed dwell fog units. 

A structural lineation which trends northwest/southeast nearly midway 

between the Navy and Chupines Faults also requires more thorough evaluation. 

This feature may be a fault or shear zone associated with the named faults. 

Development is propose& along the trace of this feature arid tts signific~nce 

needs resolution .• Two additi'onal lineations shown on the geology map which 

pass near or thrbugh•the proposed school site need ~imilar evaluation, as does 

a· short 1 i neati on just west of the Berwick Canyon slide. 

In order to accurately locate th~se faults and lineations a~ well as 

determine their importance or recency of activity, relative to the pr·oposed 

development, careful aerial photo work, followed by field mapping and 

trenching ·is stron.gly recommended. 

Sl_o_pe Stability and Landslides. Landslides and areas of potential 

slope instability are found over large portions of the project site. For the 

most part, the existing failures and potentially Unstable areas lle within the 

Monterey Formation which underlies most _of the steeper portions of the site. 

The Monterey shale is notoriously un·stabl e throughout southern and central 

California for several ·reasons: 1) th~ presence of the expansive clay 

bentonite which, due to its ability, to shrink and swell seasonally with chang'e 

in water content, is prone to failure, and 2) the presence of dipslopes in th 1e 

Monterey shale on which the bedding plan'es and hillsides have ·simflar slopes, 

the re by genera ti n g b 1 o ck g l i des or 1 a r g e- s cal e rock s l i des (Fi g u re 2. 3) • 

Faulting on the proj'ect site. has further weakened the'-Monterey shale through 

shearing, fracturing, and subsequent weathering. 

Dipslopes underlie most ·of the north-facing slopes which form the 

northern half,of the site~ Two large, deep-seated slides and a portion of the 

Berwick Canyon slide have been mapped br\ these di psl ope areas (see Figure 2. 2·) 

and should be recognized 'as clear ind;'catibns of the inherent instability of 

the Monterey Formation under dipslope conditions. 

Dipslopes are not the 0111·y~a·r'eas of concern' within the Monterey 

Fo:rmat ion, however, as several lar'ge S"l ides have occurred al'ong the southern 

side of the p:r,.operty Whefe dipslope to'nditions do not exist~ Sixty-"one 

percent of the site consists of hillslopes iri excess of 30% which is another 
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key factor in producing this slope instability; see Figure 2.4. 

Although ten large slides have been mapped on the project site 

(including the Berwick Canyon slide which is just over .a mile long and 2/3. of 
a mile wide), little has been said in the Lowney-Kaldveer geotechnical 

i nvesti gati on about the aerial photo analysis and the presence of smaller 

slide masses or the recency of slide movement. With over 50 years of. ster~ci 

air photo coverage, it should be evident whether all or any o.f,th,ese;.·s1,ides 
t· I • ..~~p / 

have either grown or been remobilized during that time i~terval. ·~res~ness qf 
head scarps and presence or age of vegetation growing on these scar:ps can ~1.so: 
clarify this issue. Based on more detailed inve~tJgations:of this,sor;t.,· 

setbacks from the head and lateral ss;arps of the slides can be realisticaJ:Jy. 

delineated. Levi sh (1975) in h.is review draws the same c_C>Jlclusion~· -regi?i{~g
setbac:ks from landsl i,.des. At present, a numb~,r of ,p-;pposed home. i{{tl~/are 

,\·t•.1:···· ··.. . " .. ,· , . '" 

within several huntired feet of landslide hea9 scafp·s:~ Careful site-spe.cific' 
' •,• • ••i • -:lo '•4l•.""• I •' , •',' • ' , • • 

evaluatfo'ns of these areas are needed at this -stage of pl~n.ning.' 
.. ~·r. 

Field r~·connafssanc~ and aeria'l ',trhoto .apal_ysi s sugge·st that these 
,. '(' '·· . . . ' .. ,, ,~ ' . . .· . . .. , 

larg~, p;r·eviqi1s'ly.mappedslideriias·ses-~i're relatively :o·ld. The topography is 

. quite subdued, headscar·p areas are not at all fresh on photos or in the fiel ct 

'and vege:fration on the mapp~d slides ap,pea'rs undisturbed, although 'in 'some 

. ,cinstance$\d.i.stiriguishable frOITJ the surrounding areas. The vegetation on the 
., ' ... ,, . 

site, however~ ch·aparra T, ti'aks and some pines, is not very useful (as are 

red~oods, for example) in recording slope movements. 

Two' previously unmapped smaller landslides (on Lot 265 and Lot 82) 

were delineated as a result of aerial photo evaluation. In addition, although 

two very large landslides were delineated along the north-facing dipslopes in 

the north central portions of the site, two other slightly smaller areas with 

similar characteristics and appearance on the aerial photos occur just to the 

west of these two slides, but were previously unmapped. None of these appear 

to be young active slides, but each of these areas should be evaluated further 

where development is proposed within them. 
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2.2.4 Impacts 

1. There is the potential for significant impacts if additional 
geotechnical studies are not carried out to determine specific project 

requirements as outlined below. Lowney-Kaldveer and Associates (1974) state 
repeatedly in their report that "further evaluation will be required", and 

that "we recommend that detailed geotechnical studies be made in any 
geological hazard areas where development is proposed", etc. Detailed 

geological and geotechnical evaluation is now necessary before any final 
approvals are given to the proposed project. The same conclusion is reached 

in the Levish (1975) review. 
The project site is mapped as a moderate to high hazard area on the 

County General Plan Map of potential seismic and geological hazards. Detailed 
geological reports are required for standard subdivisions in such areas. The 

1979 Lowney-Kaldveer geologic report for a previously proposed subdivision on 

the project site clearly needs to be supplemented with additional geologic 

studies-on specific impact areas described in this and previous sections. 
The geological and geotechnical features that now require more 

detailed study and evaluation regarding the impact they will have or the 

control they will place on any proposed development are described in the 

following impacts discussions. 

2. Faults: Locations and Activity Levels. Three major hazards are 

associated with faulting and earthquakes: 1) seismic shaking, 2) surface 

offset, and 3) ground failure. Each will be discussed individually. 

A. Seismic Shaking. Seismic shaking can be expected to be very 

strong to severe in the vicinity of the project site (VI-VIII on 

the Rossi-Forel Scale; McCrory, et.al. 1977). The intensity of 
shaking at a particular location depends not only on the strength 

(magnitude) of the earthquake and distance from the earthquake 
focal point, but also on local geologic conditions. Data from 

many historic earthquakes indicate that intensities are generally 
heavier in areas underlain by thick deposits of unconsolidated 

sediment than in adjacent bedrock areas. The Canyon Del Rey area 

is the portion of the site where shaking can be expected to be 
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most intense and this area is not apparently projected for 

development. 

The San Andreas Fault, because of its high activity level and 

despite its distance from the site, represents the greatest 
' 

threat in terms of seismic shaki·ng~ Although the Navy and 

Berwick Canyon Fa.ults are potentia'lly capable of·generatlng 

earihquake,, the likelihood of a large earthquake ori the San 

Andreas Fault is considerably greater. Any proposed tonstfuction 

or improvements ne~d to give serious consideration to ·resisting 

and reducing the impact of strong·sei~mic shakin~ through 

recommendations such as those given by Yanev (1974). 

B. Surface Offset. Existing evi dente i nai cates that the Navy and 

Berwi ck,:Canyon Faults are act iye or potentially active> There is· 

the potential for significant adverse impacts uniess additional 

field work including trenching is required to evaluate this 

potential more accurately. A similar investigation of the two 

major lineations crossing the site is also necessary in order to 

evaluate the hazard they pose. A construction setback from the 

active or potentially active features or appropriate width rriust 

be established along the length of each feature. A 100-foot 

setback t.o either sides is recommended; where the trace is not 

precisely located or is·contealed, this distance may need to be 

increased. The recreation-cbmplex along the Berwick Canyon Fault 

(and on the landslide surface) is an example of this problem. 

Due to the uncertainty of the slide ·activity, and the fault's 

location as·well as the potential problems :of loading the slide 

mass~ no structures should be buiit in this area until further 

studies are completed. 

The area of greatest p~tential concern for suiface offset lies 

along the lineation lying between the Navy and Chupines Faults. 

The present proposal establishes no setbacks along this zone and 

building sites have been delineated along its length. Its 

significance and the potential thre~t of sufface offset needs 

careful evaluation. A similar concern exists with the short 
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lineation just west of the Berwick Canyon slide. 

C. Ground Failure. Earthquake-induced ground failure is a 

significant aspect of seismic shaking but is difficult to 

predict. It is known that many of the very large slides in the 

Santa Cruz Mountains to the north were induced by the 1906 San 

Francisco earthquake. If a large earthquake were to occur during 

a particularly wet winter, the potential for inducing new 

landslides or reactivating older slides is significantly 

increased. Again, based on existing data, no building 

construction is recommended on the Berwick Canyon slide area. 

Due to the size of this slide complex, stabilization is not a 

viable option; avoidance of the potential hazard is considered 

the only reasonable mitigation. Any structures or proposals to 

impose water on the surface of the Berwick Canyon slide should be 

totally avoided based on 1 imited existing information. Loading 

with the water itself creates the potential for destabilizing the 

slide complex. However, if movement continues, during seismic 

shaking or under non-seismic conditiions, any reservoir lining 

could rupture, leading to the entry of additional water into the 

subsurface and further activating the slide. 

The geological consultants recommend similarly "that 

development planning (in this area) be restricted to roads, green 

areas, or possibly a golf course, until further studies can 

assess the activity of the slides. Any grading for roads (and 

the associated runoff) should be carefully planned to minimize 

surface water infiltration and erosion which might decrease the 

existing stability of the slide masses." 

Liquefaction or ground settlement may also occur during large 

earthquakes in areas underlain by clean silts and sands with high 

water tables. With the exception of the Canyon Del Rey drainage, 

the geological investigation by Lowney-Kaldveer and Associates 

(1974) found few areas where this type of seismically induced 

ground failure would constitute a potential problem. Soil 

properties and depth to water table are unknown, however, within 
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some of the larger slide masses and within some of the drainages, 

particularly along the southern boundary of the property, further 

geotechnical investigations are required in thes.e areas prior to 

final development approvals (Lowney-Kaldveer and Associates, 

1974). 

3. Slope Stability and Landslides. Landsliding under seismic 

cqnditions has ~een prevfously discussed. Slope failure no doubt has and will 

continue to occur under non-seismic conditions as well. Ave~ thorough 

ae~ial photo investigati~n -0f possible slides in all areas proposed for 

development should now be carried qut, followed by field investigation. The 
,' ' .· ) 

recency of slide move'}lent as expressect in freshness. of topography and 

condition and vegetation of the .head scarp areas needs eva.luation. Borings or 

trenching woul9 also be needed to qefine depth pf failure surface if slide 

reconstruction is proposed. 

The historic aerial photo. record also needs careful analysis in order 

to determine whether the sli.des are.growing headward or laterally. Such data 

is necessa~y in order to establish reasonable setbacks from the slides. The 

present p~oposal p1aces a number of homesites directly upslope from large 

slides. More detai.led investigations are needed in these areas. 

Although larg~ dipslope areas have been previously delineated along 

the northern portion,:.of the site and seven of the ten large slides occur in 

dipslope areas~ little evaluation.has been carried out on the ~tability of the 

remaining portions of the .site underlain by dipslopes. The number of bedrock 

attitudes on.the geologic map is limited such that it is difficult to know how 

steeply the s.hale beds dip in many areas. 

A number of proposed homesites along the slopes immediately west of 

the large dipslope failures are in areas designated as dipslopes or 

potentially haz.ardous areas. Considering the widespread extent of dipslope 

fatlures in the Monterey Formation el~ewhere in California, as well as on the 

projE;:!ct s,ite, development in such .. areas, whether grading for road construction 

or actual structures,, is not recommended without detail~d study indicating 

such development is safe. Safe dip angles within the Monterey bedrock need to 

be established and where thes.e angles are exceeded, geological and 

geotech,ni cal data needs to be presented whi c.h i ndi.cates con st ruction in such 
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areas will not be subject to future slope failure. Although portions of these 
slopes are presently stable, the impacts of grading, construction, increased 

runoff and increases subsurface water (irrigation and septic leach fields) all 

have the ability to destablize these Monterey Formation dipslopes. 

2.2.5 Mitigation Measures 

1. Additional geotechnical field work, including trenching, is 

required to determine the activity of the Navy and Berwick Canyon Faults, and 

the structural lineations located between the Navy and Chupines Faults where 

development is proposed within 200 feet of these features. There is an 

unknown potential for surface offset along the structural lineation. A 

100-foot construction setback is initially recommended on either side of these 

features and this setback may need to be increased where the features are not 

precisely located or are concealed. Speci~ically, the short lineation to the 
west of the Berwick Canyon landslide passes through proposed Lots 47, 55 and 

61; further investigation of the hazard posed by this geologic structure is 

needed. The major lineation passes through many proposed lots; further 

evaluation is needed here also. Proposed lots 19-25 lie adjacent to Chupines 
Fault. As long as any construction remains at least 200 feet from this mapped 

trace, further fault activity is unlikely due to constrained location of fault 

zone. 

2. No structures or lakes should be constructed on the Berwick 

Canyon landslide area until further geotechnical studies are completed to 

determine the slide activity, the fault location and the potential problems 

with loading (building on) the slide mass. 

3. A thorough aerial photo investigation and field investigation of 

possible slides in all areas proposed for development should be carried out to 

determine whether the slides are growing headward or laterally; and, to 

establish reasonable setbacks from specific slides. Specifically: 
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- Proposed Lots 33, 34, and 35 are partially on steep (over 30%) 

slopes above headscarp area of Berwick Canyon slide. These should 

be consolidated, eliminated or any structure located a safe 

distance back from scarp (200 ft.). 

- The access road to proposed Lots 62-69 runs up a drainage way or 
draw with side slopes over 30%. Natural drainage must be dealt 

with here. 

- The lowe·r third of lots 63 and 64 are mapped as the headscarp of a 

large landslide. There are no bedding attitudes mapped here such 

that further analysis is required to· deterrnine safe setback for 

structures if construction proceeds. 
- All of. Lot 52 and larg:e portions o'f ·lots 51;, 53 and 54 lie cflong 

the head ,of a 1 arge mapped dips,~ ope lands 1 i de. A tu 1-de-sac is 
located at the headstarp as we1,~ ~tabiltty ·evaluation is retjJired 

! here. Although perhaps stable under present conditions, 'the input 

df significantly increas~d water through septic leachfield~, 

landscap~ watering, and increased runoff at the top of a dipslope 

may well destabilize thes~ slopes. 

- A previously unmapped landslfde forms the lower portion of Lot·82; 

most of the mi d d '1 e port i o ri of· the lot i s over 3 0 % • 
Stability /setback evaluation needed if 1 ot is retained. 

- The road connecting Lot 118 to 119 crosses a drainage and slope 

over 30%; needs evaluation. This may be an uncesssary connection. 

- Lots 105-110 are· at· the top of'a 'dipslope;' 0ifupacts of development 

and added water require further evaluation. 

- Road traversing the steep slope connecting Lots 145, 154-166, and 

the lots themselves are all on a slope with only a single mapped 

attitude indicating a 32° dip in Monterey Shale. This slope is 

potentially unstable, development and water input adds additional 

concern which needs resolution. 

- Lots 161-170 lie at'the base of the abdve~mentioned, potentially 

unstable--dipslope. "Hazard evaluation needed. 
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- Lots 235 and 236 and road are on a mapped slide; if this is 

actually a slide it appears to be incorrectly located and headscarp 

should be further to the north, at the break-in-slope; resolution 
is needed. 

- Access road to Lots 185-190 runs directly up the center of a major 

drainage and crosses the toe of a major mapped landslide. Lot 185 
is on the toe of this apparently old subdued slide. The rear 

portion of Lot 188 is steep scarp and unmapped slide. This lot 

should be eliminated, or construction set well back from edge and 

post-construction stability assessed. 

- Retention ponds proposed south of lot 208, west of lot 43, and west 
of lot 8 are located in landslide areas and should be individually 

assessed and designed to take these conditions into account. 

- Any secondary access roads which are found to be necessary by the 

Planning Department and fire officials should be evaluated for 

potential geologic problems. 

4. A geotechnical study on dipslopes should be completed to 

determine safe dip angles with the Monterey Formation bedrock; and, to 

recommend foundation and other techniques which will prevent future slope 
failure in areas where these angles are exceeded. 

2. 3 Soils 

This section is based upon the Lowney-Kaldveer Associates geologic/soils 
report and on the Monterey County Soil Survey. 

2.3.1 Existing Conditions ------=-------
2. 3.1. l Soil Types 

The USDA Soil Conservation Service Maps indicated two major 

soil types on the site: Santa Lucia Reliz Association and Santa Lucia Shaly 

Clay Loam. 

The Santa Lucia-Reliz Association is found on slopes between 30 and 

75%. Because of these slopes, runoff is very rapid and erosion hazard is 

high. Additionally, this soil has a high corrosion hazard for uncoated steel 

and concrete, and low shrink-swell. 

36. 



The Santa Lucia Shaly Clay Loam is found on three different slope 

ranges: 2-15%, 15-30%, and 30-50%. As the slope increases, so does the 

erosion hazard and runoff rate. This soil has a high potential for corroding 

concrete and uncoated steel. On 2-15% cross slopes, buildipg hazard is 

moderate because of slope and depth to rock. On steeper slopes (15-50%), the 

building hazard is severe; sae Table 2-1. 

2.3.L.2. Ero.s.iori in Canyon Del Rey Watershed 
During periods of)1igb runoff, e.xtensive erosion can occur 

in the Canyon Del Rey watershed •.. Lqrg~ quantities of Sp.nd~- s1lt, p.nd clay are 

transported fr;-om headwat·e·r regions and sicle: s,lopes .to be qeposited on the 

valley floor. Sedimentation o.ccurs predominantly in La.guna Grande Lake, 

Roberts Lake, and.in the areas immediately eostiPf the box culvert.under Monte 

Ma rt at Fremont Avenue. (MCFC -and WCD., 1977)., , Almost a 11 sediment present 1 y 

being contributed to Canyon Del Rey Creek .. is derived from the southern slopes 

of its watershed. The slopes in this area are generally steep and soils have 

high runoff rates and high to very high erosion rates (U.S.D.A. Soil 

Conservation. Service, 1979).; .The northern slopes of the watershed have lower 

slopes and very permeable soiJs. While erosion. can occur on these less steep 

slopes, almost al} of the eroded material is deposited within a short distance 

downstream and very little se<:liment is transported into Canyon Del Rey Creek 

(MCFC and WCD, 197). 

Under the existing vegetation cover, there are no areas on the site 

where extensive erosion is taking place"' Th.e most rapidly eroding·areas 1 on 

the site occur in the lower elevation of the site along drainp.ge channels 

contri butary to Canyon Del Rey which are incised into the alluvial deposits 

and the di atomaceous shale unit of the Monterey Formation. Extensive gullying 

has also occurred along a number of the steep, existing roads on the site as a 

result of vegetation removal and concentrated runoff. The potential for 

erosion is; therefore, clear. 
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TABLE 2.1 

SOIL CHARACTERISTICS 

~ Erosion Penneabi l i ty 
Hazard Runoff (in/yr.) Foundations Soil Suitability e 

, 

Santa Lucia-Reliz (Sq) High Rapid .6-2.0 High cone. Severe slope 
30-75% and 

unc. steel 

Santa Lucia Shaly Moderate Medium 5.1..;6.5 High cone. Severe slope 
Clay Loam (SFE) and 
15-30% unc. steel 

Santa Luca Shaly High Rapid 5.1-6.5 High cone.· Severe slope 
Clay loam (SfF) and 
30-50% unc. steel 



~3.1.3 Drainage Report for Monterra Development 
July 1984 

In addition to drainage control proposals for the 
development itself, this report recommends the following methods of preventing 
erosion and siltation during construction: 

1, cat tracking slopes; 
2. temporary excavated swales; 
3. hay tfales placed in water courses to pbnd water and retain silt; 
4. temporary retention basins adjacent to developed area; 
5. fabric fences which will allow water to pass while retaining 

silts--example, Geofab (see brochure in the Appendix); 
6. incorporate straw in s0i1. 

2.3.1.4 M. Jacoqs and Associates Percolation Study 
In May and June i984, M~ Jacobs and Associates conducted 

extensive soil borings and percolation tests to determine the rate of 
potential infiltration of subsurface soils. 

The majority of tests run indicated percolation rates within the 
specified County Health Department requirements for septic systems. Further 

testing is planned for holes which ·did not meet t.hE! requirements. Of the 86 

borings, four did not meet minimum percolation rate requirements, five ha,d 
excessive percolation rates. 

2.3.1.5 M. Jacobs and Associates Soil Investigation 
for the Berwick Canyon Roadway 

A 1984 soils investigation for the Berwick Canyon Roadway is 
described in the geologic impacts section above. The report concludes that 
the proposed roadway can be built over the Ber·wick Canyon landslide as long as 
very specific engineering recommendations are followed. 

2.3.1.6 Lowney Kaldveer, Associates Soil and 
Geologic Inv:esti gat ions 

Lowney Ka l devee r Associates (LKA) con ducted pre l i mi nary 
geologic and soils investigations of the 1arge~ 2893-3386 unit Monterra 
projects in 1974 and 1979. These reports are extensively discussed in the 
geologic section above. 
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The LKA reports conclude that soils and foundation conditions, except 
where involved with some hazardous condition of slope stability or faulting 

are generally adequate. Some of the soils developed over areas of the 

diatomite member of the Monterey Formation may possess some unusual 

characteristics which require ~areful additional evalution. Compaction 
subsidence may be a problem when developed areas are settled; this should be 

examined as a part of further soils investigations. Moderately expa~sive 
soils exist on the site and further site-specific analysis is recommended in 

order to determine where these soils will occur and thereby affect 

development. 
LKA found few areas, with the exception of the drainage of Canyon Del 

Rey, susceptible to liquefaction under shaking from a large earthquake. 

However, water table conditions and soil properties are unknown (and warrant 

further investigation) within some of the broader tributary drainage channels, 

particularly along the southern boundary of the property. 

2.3.2 Impacts 
4. Foundations of proposed structures could be subject to corrosion 

of unprotected steel and concrete. 

5. Access roads to Lots 185-190, 146-184, 62-69, 57-60, connecting 
118 and 119 cross 30% or greater slopes in potentially thin and erosive soils. 

6. General Plan Policy 26.1.10 prohibits development on slopes 

greater than 30 percent. Topography could constrain development in several 

areas where lots contain less than 4000 square feet of land with slopes for 

building sites less than 30%. Lots 44, 45, 58, 59, 60, 75, 82, 85, 86, 275 and 

276 are all in this category. 

2.3.3 Mitigation Measures 

5. Soil Conditions at each building site should be evaluated by a 

soils engineer to determine foundation requirements. 
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6. An erosion control plan should be prepared for the project. This 
plan should include all of the following: 

- all disturbed slopes should be revegetated with a mix of seeds best 
suited for"the climate and soil conditions; 

- slopes should be covered with a straw mulch or .:jute netting after 
seeding; the straw mulch should be punched in; no hydromulch should 
be used; 

- n'o grading should occur· between October ·15 and April 15, unless 
conforming to Monterey County Code Section 16.12.090; 

- where possible, cuts should be rev~getated with trees as Well as 
seed, especially in areas where trees are removed to allow roads 
a'nd driveways; 

- removed topsoil s'houl'd be stockpiled on the site to be used for 
revegetation work; 
ali road work on slopes over 30% or in landslide or dipslope areas 
shall require gedtechnical evalu~tions; 
land should be graded and landscaped in increments of size that can 
be completed during a single construction season. 

- storm water· should not be all owed to fl ow directly down unprotected 
slopes, devoid of vegetation. 

- catch basins should be used to retain sediment within the site area 
during the construction period~ 

- th~ g~ad{ng operations· should be evaluated and inspected by a 
qualified soils engineer. 

' ' ' 

- See also Comment Response 7 in.Response to ~omments secti:on. 
7. Building envelopes should be required ,on lots which include 

slopes greater than ,30%, or. those adj~cent to. slide areas, dipslopes, fauit,s 
or lineations deemed hazardous. General Plan Policy 26.1.10 prohibits develop
ment on slopes greater than 30 percent. 

8. Relocate access roads which cross 30%+ slopes or require specific 
geologic, grading and erosion control plans to mitigate impacts. 
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2.4 Hydrology and Drainage 
2.4.1.1 Existing Conditions: Area Watershed 
The 2,831-acre project site is situated on a mountain block 

containing rugged slopes and deeply incised drainways. The crest of the 
drainage divide between Canyon del Rey and Carmel Valley trends 

northwest/southeast through the site. Sixty-three percent of the site drains 
to the Canyon del Rey watershed, thirty-five percent drains south to Canada de 

la Segunda or Carmel Valley, and two percent drains west to Monterey. 
Encompassing an area of 16.8 square miles and drained by Canyon Del Rey Creek, 

this watershed originates at an elevation of about 1,000 feet. 

Approximately two-thirds of the site lies within the Canyon Del Rey 

watershed, and drains northwestward via Canyon Del Rey, Laguna Grande, and 

Roberts Lake, to the Pacific Ocean at Monterey Bay. About 50 acres of the 

northwesterly panhandle of Monterra presently drains across Tarpey Flats at 

Route 68 and then westward and northwestward to Monterey Bay via Route 68 and 

th~ Naval Postgraduate School. The remainder of Monterra drains south to the 

Carmel River, via Canada de la Segunda, and ultimately to the ocean at Carmel 

, Bay. 
·1 

The northern slopes of the watershed consist of sand dune fields and 

mesa-like terraces; surficial soils are sandy and permeable. The south slopes 

of the watershed predominantly consist of shale hills. Slopes are relatively 

steep and surficial soils generally have a low to moderate permeability. The 

floor of Canyon Del Rey is composed of deep alluvium. The channel of Canyon 

Del Rey Creek is incised five to ten feet into the alluvial plain. 

Runoff and Flooding. Mean annual precipitation within the drainage 
area varies from 12 to 16.5 inches. Incident rainfall generally does not 

produce large quantities of runoff. Soils in the basin are generally 

pervious, particularly on the northern slopes and the valley floor, and 

therefore permit high infiltration rates. Most of the precipitation from 

smaller, frequently occurring storms infiltrates into the soils where it flows 

beneath the ground surface toward the valley alluvial deposits. However, the 

p~rvious surficial soils in many areas of the watershed are shallow and 

underlain by impervious clayish hardpan layers or shale bedrock. During large 

----' infrequent storms or when there has been substantial antecedent precipitation, 
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the surface soils become saturated and a much larger proportion of the 

precipitation runs off as stream flON~ The 100:..year flood in Canyon Del Rey 

is, therefore, much larger than the IO-year flood under existing conditions 

(Monterey. County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, MCFC and WCD, 

1977). 

The 100-year floodplain along Canyon Del Rey' Creek which runs along 

Highway 68 and the northeastern boundary of the project site is. shown in 

Figure 2.6. The 100-year flood is the flood magnitude-which has a probability 

of occurring on the average of once every 100 years or a one percent 

probability of .occurring in any given year. The 100-year flood has been 

established by the Federal Insurance Administration as the basis for flood 

hazard evaluatton and the determination of flood insurance rates. 

Watershed Sub-basins. six of the 28 total sub-basins of the Canyon 

Del Rey. Watershed are 1 ocated on the Monterra property, according to the 

Monterey County Master Dr~inage Plan (June 1977). Following is a brief 

description of the five major·sub'.;.basins (see Figure· 2.6}: 

Sub-basin 10 is a triangular shaped, 1018~acre watershed which 

includes areas outside·the project site. It is the largest bf the 

drainage basins on the site. Its-main watercourse is well defined 

and passes under St ate Route 6 8 th rough a s i x by th re e - foot 

reinforced concrete box. 

- Sub-basin 11 is 332 acres in area. Runoff from most of this basin 

flows directly into Canyon del Rey Creek. Runoff from the eastern 

corner .of the basin collects in the south drainage.ditch along 

State Route 68, and then flows under the highway and into the creek 

through an 18-inch culvert; the culvert. 

- Sub-basin 1,2 has a tributary drainage of 469 acres. · The watershed 

i t s .e 1 f become s v e r y n a r r ow i n d owns t ream a re a a n d run of f 

·concentrates in a single watercourse parallel to a private ranch 

roadway~ The watercourse betomes ihdistintt as it\appr6~thes 

Canyon del Rey Creek. The water -from Canyon- del Rey Creek passes 
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under the private road through a 3.5-foot by 8.5-foot box culvert, 

located a few feet from and parallel to State Route 68. 

Sub-basin 13 is a small, 170-acre watershed that primarily consists 
of a single drainageway without a distinct watercourse. Runoff 

from the basin flows directly into Canyon del Rey Creek on the 

south side of State Route 68. 

- Sub-basin 14 has a tributary drainage of 366 acres, including some 

areas not within the project site boundaries. The basin has one 
well defined watercourse that joins Canyon del Rey Creek before the 

creek crosses State Route 68 through a 48-inch culvert. 

All five of the tributary drainage basins contain slopes greater than 
twenty-five percent. Soils on these slopes consist of clay loams, which are 

generally shallow and characterized by low to moderate premeability, high 

runoff rates, and high erosion potential. 
Poorly drained areas occur in the northern portion of the site along 

much of the course of Cq.nyon del Rey Creek. Other local areas of poor 

drainage are associated with landslide deposits (particularly in sub-basin 

10), 11 sag" ponds long the Berwick Canyon Fault traces, and consructed stock 

ponds. 

Water Quality Management Plan. The Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) study, titled A Water Quality Management Plan for the 

Monterey Bay Region, was funded through a grant under Section 208 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act and contains specific concerns over the 

potential impact of development on Laguna Grande and Roberts Lakes. The two 

coastal lakes are located between Seaside and Monterey. The report revealed 

that the lakes are being filled with sediment from urban runoff and upstream 
watershed erosion. The Plan made a number of findings and recommended 

specific actions which could be taken to reduce the deterioration of the 
lakes. Siltation in the lakes is also addressed in the County Master Drainage 

Plan and recommended mitigation measures include development of on-site 
sedimentation and d~tention basins where feasible and minimization of 
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impervious surfaces. 

2.4.1.2 Applicant's Proposed Drainage Plan 
The applicant's engineer, David Fuller of WWD Corporation, 

proposed a dr~inage plan in the July 1984 Drainage Repo~t for the Monterra 

Development. This plan includes. the following elements. 

- overland flow to street gutters and drain lines to existing natural 

drainage swales; 

- pipelines, curbs and gutters, and catchment structures will be 

designed for the 10-year storm, and culverts crossing under 

roadways in drainage channels will be designed for post-development 

100-year storms; 

- seven retention, basins· {322,856 cubic.feet of storage) designed to 

retain additional peak runoff due to development, while discharging 

no more than pre~development 10-year design runoff. Retention 

basins will also be designed with overflow or bypass features to 

allow post7 development 100-year storm overflows at one foot of 

f reebo~rd. 

2.4.1 .• 3 Impacts 
7. The proposed project would increase the peak storm runoff by a 

factor of 11.4 percent as a result of covering open ground with impervious 

surfacing in the form of roadways, buildings, pads, tennis cburts, etc. 

Without adequately designed retention facilities, this increa·sed runoff could 

overflow .. down st ream receiving facilities and increase erosion hazards on and 

off site. Table 2.2 indicates summary drain'age calculations; see Appendix for 

full report. Changes in on-site drainage could cause i Ii creased gullying and 

erosion on-site. 

8. Future runoff from urbarr activity a~eas (roads, driVew~ys, 

homesites),will contribute t,o a .. variety o'f water quality problems. 

Contaminant matter in_cludes sand, silt, organic matter, vehicular oils and 

fuels~ heavy metal compounds., non-biodegradable ferti:lizers, pesticides an'd 

vegE!tat i ve contra l chemicals. The planned equest r:i an center· cou lei· have 
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significant water q~ality impacts if not properly designed. Groundwater 
quality testing indicates that iron and manganese concentrations and salinity 
content exceed safe drinking water requirements. 

2.4.1.4 Mitigation Measures 
9. Retention basins should be designed to retain additional peak 

runoff due to development, while discharging no more than predevelopment 

10-year design runoff. Retention basis should also be designed with overflow 

or bypass features to allow post-development 100-year storm flows. Each basin 
will be designed to discharge predevelopment 10-year runoff at two feet of 

freeboard while storing additional runoff due to development. Each basin will 

be designed to allow post-development 100-year storm overflows at one foot of 

freeboard. Pipelines, curbs and gutters and catchment structures will be 

designed for the 10-year storm, and culverts crossing under roadways in 

drainage channels will be designed for post-development 100-year storms. Re

tention basins should also be designed to accommodate silt storage. 

10. Based on General Plan Policy 16.2.7, the Project Engineer will 
design and submit for approval to the County Planning Di rector after 

consulting with the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation 

.District, a complete drainage plan, including engineering studies and 

calculations, future runoff courses, and present and future volume of runoff 

and si"!t load. Wherever possible, drainage shall be directed to the seven 

proposed detention basins. As an addendum to the drainage plan, it shall be 

determined if these basins are adequate to handle the increased runoff created 

by the project. Maintenance or a pro-rated contribution toward maintenance of 

the detention ponds shall also be described in the drainage plan addendum. 

11. All natural drainage swales shall be designated on the Final 

Subdivision Map by easements labeled "natural drainage easements". New 

drainage culverts should be identified as such on improvement plans and are 

subject to review and approval of the County.Public Works Director. 
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TABLE 2.2 

DRAINAGE CALCULATIONS 
SUMMARY TABLE 

Post· Time of Qp (CFS)-•· Qp (CFS) Req'd Retention 
Development Concentration Pre- Post- Storage Volume 

Area C Tc· Development .Development (Cubic Feet) 

I 946 AC 0.2207 39.1 .min. 208.877 2-30. 50 •), 87,205 

II 1300 AC 0.2344 60.0 min. 231.40 271.20 155,852 

III 112 AC 0.2100 60.0 min. 19.94 20.93 3,739 * 
IV 173 AC 0.2100 52.7 min. 32. 87. 34.51 5,824 * 

V 1056 AC 0.2179 60.0 min. 187. 97 204.79 70;236 

Total Stor&_ge Required = 322,.856 

Notes: ,. 

* 1. No retention basins required. 

2. Design based on 10-year·des.i,gn and intensity curves found on Plate 25 of· 
Monterey County Standards. 

3. See Figure 1.3 for possible retention basin locations. Final location and size to be 
determined during final_ map review of phase being considered. 
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12. The project applicant shall contribute the development drainage 

fee per acre to the County Treasury "Canyon Del Rey Creek Watershed Zone 
Primary Facilities Updating Fund" for off-site operation, maintenance and 

updating of primary facilities in this watershed, at the discretion of the 
MCFC and WCD. This contribution shall be made prior to filing of the Final 

Subdivision Map. 

13. The applicant shall pay for all on-site and a pro-rata share of 

off-site maintenance and operation of storm drainage facilities and access 

roadways impacted by the project from the time of installation or filing of 
the Final Map until acceptance of the improvements for the subdivision by the 

Board of Supervisors, and/or until a Homeowners' Association or other agency, 

with legal authorization to collect fees sufficient to support the service, is 

formed to assume responibility for the service. Mitigations provided in 
Section 2.3, Soils, requiring erosion control measures shall be implemented in 

construction and buildout in order to prevent erosion and siltation from 

increased runoff. 

14. There should be a complete and careful County review of the 

entire grading plan for the proposed project, before project approval. If it 

is found that there would be extensive cuts and fi 11 s, especially on slopes 

exceeding 30%, thereby increasing potential for excessive erosion and 
siltation, then the project should be redesigned to eliminate such plans. 

15. It should be a condition of project approval that a maintenance 

program agreement be established to ensure that all paved roads and parking 

areas be mechanically swept at least once a year in early September before the 

annual rainy season begins. The contaminant matter traps (French drains) 

should be appropriately maintained. The Monterey County Public Works 

Department should establish a procedure to ensure that maintenance of the 
facilities is carried out annually. The use of a Homeowner's Association 

requirement and some form of bonding for the first few years may be 
appropriate. 

*Please refer to Comment/Response 8. 
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2.4.2.l' Existingl Conditibns--Grouhdwater. 

The shale bedrock forming the bulk of the project site is 
intensely fractured and contains a sizeable supply of ground~ater. The shales 

receive a large supply of recharge through rainfall (Logan; 1979). Several 

springs exist on the site, particularly' in the northern'p·o"rtion along Canyon 

Del Rey and along fault traces. 

The alluvial deposits on the canyon floor contain large amounts of 

groundwater, a·lthough these deposits have not been noted in water resource 

literature a~ a w~ter supply source. Several wells iti the ~~oject area 

extract waterfroin the alluvium for irrigation use. 

The Santa Margarita sandstone, a productive aquifer in a'reas· east' of 

the proje·ct site, und·e·rlies the northern's'lopes of the Canyon Del Rey 

watershed. This aqu'ifer is truncated by the·Chupi'nes Fault and does hot occur 

in'the ·southern portion of the 'watershed •. The Monte'reY shale :which forms the 

bulk of the hill on the south slopes of the watersh~d is ~lso ~ potentially 

produttiVe aquifer •. , Although shales are normally imperme~ble, the prevalent 

fractures throughout these rocks allow water to move thr·ough them easily. 

Rainfall supplies a large quantity of recharge to the shales. Several wells 

extracting water from this unit in the project area have :fairly productive 

records (Logan; 1979). 

Existing' dornesti c and livestock water uses are served by on-site 

we 11 s. There is no water service currently avai lab 1 e for the site, nor is the 

site within the California-American Water Caompany 'disrict. However, the site 

is adjacent to the district boundaries and the water company owns a landlocked 

area within Monterra',s boundaries and haS· an easement to this parcel under and 

across the project site~, 

2.4.2.2 Applicant's Proposed Water Supply System 

The project applicants intend to uti 1 ize on-site wel 1 s to 

meet the project's water supply ·needs.· The applicant's consulting 

hydrologist, Johrt Logan, completed a study titled A Water Supply for Monterra 

in June 1984. After review of1 this· study by WaTter Wong and A 1 Friedrich of 

the Monterey County Environmental Health Service, additional info'rmatioh was 

requested and delivered in a November 1984 addendum. Additional data 

concerning these water studies is included in two Februa'ry 1984 reportS--Well 
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Data Summary-Monterra and Nitrate Loading at Monterra. 
All of these reports have been reviewed by the above staff of the 

County Environmental Health Service, and also by staff of the Monterey 

Peninsula Water Management District. Additionally, an independent engineering 

firm, Anderson Nichols of Palo Alto, was retained by MPWMD to review and 

comment on the Logan reports. These reviews have been completed. The 

paragraphs below summarize the system proposed in the Logan reports and 

present the latest information regarding their review as of February, 1986. 

For further information, the reports themselves should be consulted. 

7 
Demand and Supply. The Monterra project water demand is estimated to 

be 140 acre feet per year; this includes recreational facilities demand, 20 

percent for system losses and 20 percent for desalinizer wastage. Of this 140 

acre feet per year, 117 acre feet per year is the estimated net demand 

This demand (140 af/yr) is equivalent to 87 gallons per minute (gpm) or 

125,000 gallons per day (gpd). ·Tests on the "Jacks'' well indicate that it 

alone could meet the demand by pumping 9.5 hours per day, with the "Monterra 
1 11 well being a backup. As an alternative, a new large diameter well could be 

constructed near "Monterra 1 11 with an additional backup well •. 

Pumping Tests. Three pertinent pumping tests have been conducted at 

Monterra and are summarized as follows: 

1. Jacks well; Aug. 1977; 4 hours; 225 gallons per minute (gpm); no 

other data. 
2. Jacks well; Mar. 1980; 17.3 hours; 220 gpm; static leyel, 136.5 

ft; pumping level, 170.5 ft; specific capacity, 6.5 gpm/ft; 

pumping level was unchanged for the last two hours, indicating a 

leaky regime; transmissivity, 6000 gpd/ft. 

3. Monterra No. 1; Mar. 1980; 6.5 hours; 79 gpm (limited by a small 

pump); static level, 3.0 ft; pumping level, 34.3 ft; specific 
capacity, 2.5 gpm/ft; confined regime; transmissivity, 2700 

gpd/ft; storativity, 0.003. 
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Groundwater Basins. The de.ma nd can be met by groundwater contained 

in the fractured siltstones and shales of the Monterey Formation that may be 

more than 1000 feet thick below the property. Monterra I s groundwater basin is 

geologically iso.lated from .neighboring properties except for those which 

underlie the area near Monterey Peninsula 'Airport. Production of the net 

demand of 117 af /yr wi 11 have no adverse effe'ct on the developments a 1 ong 

Highway 68 or in Seaside. However, any proposals for significant additional 

withdrawals of water from aquifers in the area wi 11 warrant a reassessment of 

the regional water balance~ 

Recharge. One portion of rainfall reaching the ground produces runoff; 

another is returned to the atmosphere by evapotranspirati on; and the remainder 

infiltrates to the ground. Estimates of infiltration at Monterra are·l.3-4.4 

inches/year. 

Drought Reserve~ The volume of groundwater stored under Mdnterra is 

a function of effective porosity and aquifer thickness. Assuming a 2-4 
percent effective porostty and 200-400 feet of thickness, the volu~~ of 

available groundwater is ,2,700-40,000 af/year--more than an adequate amOunt 

to provide for drought situations. 

Nitrate Loading from Septic Systems. Based upon Anderson-Nichols' 

equilibrium nitrate concentration predictions, it appears that there will not 

be a nitrate groundwater problem from residential septic tank discharge. 

However, the placement of septic tank systems in a fractured shale fonnation 

inust be done With great care. Local percolation tests performed by Logan 

(1984b) indicate the presence of rapid pathways not only for recharge, but 

also for septage. ·The possibility of high nitrate concentrations reaching the 

aquifer via fractures exists. 

Septic systems should be located a·s far from the wells as possible 

and not along fractures that intersect the well locations. the potential for 

groundwater contamination can be further tedut~d by,.limiting tne construction 

of impervious surfaces and structures in · critical recharge areas, thus 

maximizing the surface area available for infiltration of water to mix with 

the septage. 
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If a reverse· osmosis system is installed to reduce the existing 

salinity, the majority of nitrate present in the groundwater will also be 

removed. This will provide additional protection to the residents of Monterra 
against the threat of water contaminated by nitrates. However, the wise use of 

the aquifer on a regional scale requires that the contamination of the 

groundwater be minimized so that any downgradient users are also protected. 

Review of Reports. The Anderson Nichols report, reviewing the 
completeness and adequacy of the Logan reports, generally concludes that water 

quantity is not a problem but there is enough uncertainty regarding water 
quality to require additional testing. The major water quality concern is the 

potential for mixing of septic leachates with groundwater and disposal of 
wastage from the water treatment operation. 

The County Environmental Health Service and Monterey Peninsula Water 

Management District staff have reviewed all of the above reports. Discussions 

between these agencies and the applicant concluded that: (i) a longer pump 

test will be required to demonstrate sustained yield; (ii) a wastewater 
management plan for the development's septic systems will be required to 

assure the existence of a ten-foot soil mantle beneath proposed systems; (iii) 

and a specific water treatment plan will have to be submitted outlining the 

specific treatment process, the amount of wastage from treatment and the 

method of disposal. After submission of these documents, further review and 

refinement will be necessary by the applicant, the Health Department, and the 

Monterey Peninsula Water Management District. 

2.4.3.3 Impacts 
8. Monterra's groundwater will require treatment to reduce iron and 

manganese concentrations and salinity content; and, this treatment will 
generate wastewater which will require disposal. 

Since Monterra's groundwater basin is generally isolated from 
neighboring properties and since productions of net demand for Monterra will 

have no adverse effect on other developments along Highway 68 or in Seaside, 

there are no impacts associated with off-site water supplies. Estimates do 
indicate that any future proposals to withdraw additional amounts of water 

should be required to recheck regional water balance. 
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2.4.3.4. Mitigation Measures 

16 •. A water quality expert should check the water at least twice a 

year to ensure th·at maximum contaminant levels set by the California 

Department of Health are not exceeded. Waiter qua·1 ity test results should be 

sent to Monterey County's Envi r.onmehtal Health Servi'c:e for monitoring. 

17. Although the Logan and Anderson-Nichols water studies indicate 

that there is an ample groundwater ,supply for the proposed p.roject,, water 

conservation practices .shou,ld .be requjred and implemented ,due to high . \··, ,. ' . ' 

treatment and pumping costs and possible.other necessary future uses for this 

g,roundwater resource. Various techniques. include: installatfon of 

water-conserving fixtures (faucets; .. toilets; showerheads); use of native, 

1 ow.-water requiring,- p~ ants .. for landscaping; di scour.agement/pr.ohi bi tati on of 

exotic plantings; use of drip irrigation. systems. 

18. If a water mutual is formed', it must meet the standards of Title 

22 of the California Administrative Code and th~ Resi~~ntial Subdivision Water 

Supply Standards. It must also -be approved by the Monterey Peninsula Water 

Management District, the·State Public Utilities Commission, and the County 

Invi ronmental Health· Service. ., 1• 
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2.5 Vegetation and Wildlife 
This section was prepared utilizing a Biological Resources report prepared by 

LSA/Larry Seeman Associates, Inc. in June 1985, to describe the Existing 
Conditions. Biosystems Analysis, Inc. prepared the Impacts and Mitigations. 

2.5.1 Existing Conditions 

The description of the existing resources is based on field survey 

work, experience with the resources on nearby and adjacent property, and 

previous work by other individuals and firms. The field survey included an 
extensive survey to determine the distribution and abundance of rare plant 

species that other more general resource and planning reports covering this 

area of Monterey County suggested could potentially occur on-site. Those 

species are Hickman's onion, Toro manzanita, and sandmat manzanita. No animal 
species listed by the state or federal government as endangered, threatened, 

rare, or sensitive are knwon to occur on Monterra Ranch. However, several 
species of concern do have home ranges which could overlap the project site or 

require habitat which occurs on-site. 

2.5.1.1 Existing Biological Resources 

The Monterra Ranch supports a mosaic of vegetation types 

including grassland, mixed coastal scrub, oak woodland, oak-pine forest, and, 

in sma 11 areas, rel at 1 ve ly pure Monterey pine fore st. These types are of 

almost equal coverage, except for the pure Monterey pine forest, which covers 
comparatively few acres. 

For each vegetation type, the following sections describe: 1) the 
general site conditions within which the type is found; 2) its structure and 

composition; 3) the fuels present and the fire hazard rating; and 4) the 
associated wildlife community. Brief statements are made regarding vegetation 

dynamics where considerations of change- over time are relevant to the project. 

Following these type descriptions subsequent sections provide information on 

species that are listed by the state and federal government, on harvest 
species, and on kangaroo rats, three species of which are known to occur in 

Monterey County. 
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Appendix C contains a plant species list for each vegetation type 
present on Monterra Ranch. Appendix C contains lists for bird, mammal, and 

amphibian and reptile species. 

Grassland. The grassland type generally occupies the most gently 

sloping terrain on the Monterra site. Slopes vary from O to 50 percent but 

most of the grassland slopes are between 10 and 30 percent. The soils in the 

areas occupied by the grassland type belong to three series, the Santa Ynez 
series. the Santa Lucia series, and the Reliz series, the latter occurring as 

a member of a more general association-level soil body on the project site 

(the Santa Lucia-Reliz association). The other types found at Monterra occur 

on the Santa Lucia soils, but a good correlation exists between the 

distribution of the Sarita Ynez seriis and the occurrence of grassland. 

Grazing and other human activities have affected the di stri buti on of grassland 

as well as its composition but the Santa Ynez series is generally considered a 

rangeland soil (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). Although the grassland 

contains scattered trees and shrubs the soils possess an i ndurated 1 ayer or 
cl aypa n which restricts root penetration to as little .as 16 inches in some 

pl aces. 

The comp o s i ti on of the grass l and i 11 us tr ates the effect of human 

introductions; many of the dominant species are annual forbs and grasses 

introduced from Europe. The species observed in the grasslands are listed in 

Appendix A. At the time of the field survey, the grassland had dried and the 

aspect was such that the annual and perennial grasses appeared to be dominant. 

These grasses include soft chess, wild oats, hairgrass, fescue, needlegrass, 

and Italian ryegrass. The tarweeds, geranium, mariposa lily, and cransbill 
were the most obvious forbs. Compositionally, the grassland resembles 

grasslands on adjacent property south of Highway 68, in both the Canyon Del 

Rey and the Carmel Valley watersheds. 

The grassland contains shallow swales and depressions where sedges 

(Ca_rex and Cyperus_ spp.) are present. Many of the depressions appear to have 

been man-made, used for watering cattle, a purpose for which several are still 

in use. A few, however, are not used. These support vegetation when they are 

wet during the winter and spring, but when they dry out they are devoid of 

cover. The primary species are brass buttons and a variety of sedges. 
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In the norther~ half of th~ p~operty, the margins of many of the 

grasslands coincide wi't;h rock outcrop ,ledges or the l im,its oJ terraces below 

which the slope increases steeply (and coast live oak woodland ~ypically 

occurs). The soils at the margins of these terraces are very shallow, 

indicatingJower son moisture a,va~lability. and dr)( plant.growth conditions, 

particularly on .th,pse s,ites .with. southerly exposures where surface and 

s u,b,su rface ,dra~age .is directed aw.ay :from the terrace margin. Elsewhere, the 

terrace· slopes, slightly to the north and water froni the grassland area drains 

.. t9ward the rock outcrop ledges; possibly ac.cumulating there dur.ing' the spring, 

c,reating, favorable .co·nditio.ns with which Hickman 1 s .ont,on appearts to be 

associated.· 

· ., ·The grassland type also supports. woody vegetation. In some areas, it 

.surrounds islands pf.shrub-dominated v,egetation'which; wheri lar:ge enough, can 

be cons idere.c:!,stan,ds,, belonging· to the mixe.d coastal· scrub. ·• The gr.assl and al so 

contains.a large number of coast live oak/ chamise, bacchar·is (coyot'e brush), 

.. poison oak, C:alifornia. scrgebrush:, and bush monk1ey flower. The coast live oak 

oft,en. co.nta,in bare understories,, t.he:.lack of cover being attributable to; rock 

outcrops1.and minimal soj l, or to past compaction of the soil and .grazing by 

cattle. Where vegetation is present in the understories of these coast live 

,oa:k,. ~t .. i s ,"oftenippison'oak. bush monkey flower, or chamise~ the: result being 

a mu}ti-layered woody· elementjn th~ mi'dst of.an herbaceous gr-ass mosaic. 

The grassland type contains. relatively .11 flas·hy live and dead 11 fue'ls. 

The Monterey County Genera 1 Pl an fire hazar;d map shows that the Monterr·a Ranch 

is located in a high-hazard area. However, the·General Plan does not possess 

a level of resolution great enough to portray the variabiity·in fuels,and fire 

hazard ,at the site. The California State Department of Forestry (CDF) {1973) 

has, developed a system which, in spite·of the broad classfficati'ons·resulting, 

produces a product<which is more detailed than··the County General Plan Map. 

This system, called the Fire Hazard Severity Classification System,. can·be 

used tor.ate the fire hazard in ,wiJd]and, undeveloped,' and. n-aturally vegetated 

areas. Ratings are based on climate,. the fuels a~,s.ociated,with three basic 

types of vegetati o.n ···( gra:ss, scrub, and wo:oq.s:-:brushl and), and .the, slope of ·the 

terrain (using slope classes of 0-4;0 percent, 41--60 per.cent, arid 60+ percent). 

Climate is usually .evaluated over .entire"USGS topograph,ic .quadrangles and, is 

given,a uniform rating over the a.r.ea·cove.red., The Seaside quadraii'gle, ·within 
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which Monterra Ranch· is located, is given a rating of I, which means that, on 
the average, the area is characterized by one day or less each year within 

which the fire weather is "very high" or "extreme". For this reason, the 
differences, in fuels associated with the vegetation on the property and 

differences in slope are primarily responsible for the fire hazards. 

Fire hazard on the property is moderate to high based on the CDF Fire 

Hazard Severity Scale. On slopes less than 60 percent in the grassland type 
the fuels are light and the fire hazard is considered to be moderate. This is 

the lowest possible rating with this system; no fuel-slope-climate combination 
is assigned a low rating. Fires initiated or carried into the grassland on 

windy days can move rapidly depending upon the slope and the direction of 
entry. A fire moving into the grassland type at the bottom of a long slope 

exceeding 50 percent could be carried swiftly to the top because the fuels 

ignite readily. Therefore, although the .fire hazard in the grassland type is 

classified nniformly as being moderate, it is lower on slopes less than 5 

percent and greater in areas where the slopes are over 40 percent. 

The grassland type serves as the principal habitat for a limited 
number of species, primarily small birds and mammals. It is also important 

feeding and hunting area for a great many others. Grassland supports resident 

populations of small rodents including botta pocket gopher, California meadow 

mouse, and western harvest mouse. Resident bird species in the grassland 

include the lark sparrow and horned lark. These species serve as the prey 

base for a variety of predators, among which are raptorial birds such as the 

red-ta~led hawk, American kestrel and great horned owl. Mammalian predators 

which hunt the grassland include the ray fox, coyote, long-tailed weasel, 
striped skunk, and bobcat. 

In addition to the predators mentioned above, a variety of other 

species use the grassland for only part of their habitat requirements. They 

move between the grassland and the other habitat types, primarily feeding in 

the grassland and seek i g cover in these other habitat types. Most species 

following this pattern of activity are described in the subsequent section on 

the mixed coastal scrub. Other species found in the grassland which would 

come primarily from the oak woodland and the oak-pine forest include common 

flicker, scrub jay, robin-, and mourning dove. 
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Mixed Coastal .Scrub. Mtxed coastal scrub itands otcupy the more 

steeply sloping portions of the Monterra site. Coast live o~~ woodland occurs 

on.equally steep slopes but not as widely on the soil series assoeiated with 

these S·lopes. The mixed coastal scrub occurs primarily on soils belonging to 

the Santa Lucia-Reliz Assoctatidn and secondarily on·sarita Lucia shaly clay 

l barns and the very poorly developed rocky roils. The Santa Luci a-Rel i z 

Association contains very weakly developed soils in which no B horizon has yet 

developed •. The slopes are ·step", runoff i's rapid to extremely rapid, and the 

,incorporation of organic matter and the movement'of clay from the surface to 

the subsurface (to form a cl ay-1 i ke B· horizon} have 1not occurred. The pockets 

of.Reliz series soils(which are too small in the area to map independentiy) 

included withi.n th·e area o·ccup;ied by Santa Lucia soils a're\ on the average, no 

deeper than ,20 i·nches. At that depth, roots encounter nard,' fractured shale 

of th~ Monterey Formation. The Santa Luci.a soils'a're slightly deeper but, on 

the average. do not exceed 24 inches·· in ct·epth. On steep/fr slopes, soil depth 

may be as little; as 4-r6 i niches ;'a'nd rock outcrops' are present. In such 

conditions, water and n·utrient·availability are e'xtremely limited. Rocky 

soils are equally shallow but tne U.S. SOil'Conservation Service provides'no 

profile information for them~·· 

The steep slopes covered 'by m·txed coastal scrub:' often abut gentler 

slopes .whtch are covered by grassland or oak woodland 'vegetation. The 

. transition between types is quite gradual in some lotations with either oaks 

or grassland species,occurring.joihtly ~ith shrub species over some horizontal 

distance; elsewehre the traniition is abrupt, producing a strbng visual 

discontinuity and a rapid change in the species compositi6n of the-~egetatidn. 

The terrace grassland described above (northwest corMer of the site pro~er) is 

a case in which the transition i's 'abrupt~ Oak trees and/or mixed coastal 

scrub. species grow ori the steelier ·slopes and are rooted up to the top of the 

edge of the marginal rock ledge. Above the ledge the grassland ty'pe develops 

immediately. 

The mixed coastal scrub 'is domi'nated by six primary species. These 

are baccharis (cQyot:e ,brush), chamise,· California sagebrush, black sage, 

poison·oak, and bush monkey flower. The above six species produc~ over 90 

percent of the total cover except where the type is being locally invaded by 

coast 1 ive oak or Monterey pine. Other minor shrub species in the type are 
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redberry (B_hamnus crocea), toyon, bush lupine (Lupinus aboreus), blue blossom, 

blackberry, and coffeeberry. These species are listed as type constituents in 
Appendix C to this report. 

Generally, the scrub stands are between two and eight feet in height. 

The coyote brush, poison oak, chamise, and sage can all exceed eight feet in 

height but generally do not except on gentler slopes (better sites). Unlike 
the grassland type which usually exhibits 100 percent cover, the mixed scrub 

type usually exhibits cover of 75 percent or less.· 

Scrub stands occur adjacent to stands of coast live oak and Monterey 
pine and tree seedlings and saplings have become established in and are 

growing up through them. Many of the coast live oak that have become 

established in scrub stands are heavily browsed by deer as their bushy forms 
show. · Those that display the most rapid height growth have become establ shed, 

not between shrubs, but beneath them and have grown vertically with less 

interruption. Monterey pine can also establish itself in scrub stands and 

appear to undergo less browsing pressure than the oak. As in the oak woodland 

stands (described below), Monterey pine can exhibit excellent height growth 
when it becomes established in scrub stands. 

Scrub stands also occur as patches within the oak woodlands and the 

. oak-pine forests. These patches are commonly associated with openings and are 

typically formed of coyote brush, California sage, and/or poison oak. 

Apparently, some of these scrub stands are residuals of a previous locally 

dominant larger scrub stand which has been invaded and replaced by Monterey 

pine or coast live oak. Such scrub stands are found at the margins of oak 

woodland and Monterey pine forest stands adjacent to large scrub brushfields. 

Coyote brush, California sage, and poison oak also invade the 
grassland type on the property. Both the grassland and the scrub have been 

grazed by cattle, but regardless of the grazing activities, seedlings and 

mature shrubs of each of these three species are found throughout many of the 

grassland stands. 

Because of its greater fuel volume and the generally steeper slopes, 

the fire hazard associated with the mixed scrub type is greater than that 

associated with the grassland type. According to the California Department of 

Forestry's Fire Hazard severity Classification System, the hazard in the mixed 

coastal scrub type found at Monterra would be moderate on slopes less than 50 
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percent and high on slopes exceeding 60 percent. Fire does not move as 

rapidly in the scrub type as it does in the grassland type but because of the 

slope, the greater fuel volume and the relative irilpenetrabi-lHy of the 

vegetation; it is much mo.re difficult to control and conta.in. Fuel moisture 

is reduced more rapidly and the slopes are drier and hotter in south- and 

southwest-facing ar~~s. These areas are generally cap~ble of supporting 

(carrying) fires of greater intensity than ,on north-facing slopes, which are 

the dominant slopes or aspects of Monterra.· 

Wildlife use of the mixed coastal scrub can be divided into two 

subtypes. The subtypes are primarily determined by· slope aspect because plant 

species composition of the two subtypes is generally the same. Slopes facing 

north or east ·generally support· denser growth due to the greater soi 1 moisture 

availability on these slopes •. · The: plantsgro'wtog·ettier forming a dense, 

. impenetrable mass) are often six or·foore feet i'n hei"ght, and leaf litter is 

generally present on the ground. Bird species which favor this subtype 

include California quail, common blishtit, Bewic:k 1 s wren, California thrasher, 

hermit thrush, purple finch, and song sparrow. 

Scrub on south or west-facing slopes grows under much drier 

conditions. Plant growth is not as dense or as high and there is very little 

leaf litter. Open pat'ches o·f g'rourid are larger ahd a spar'se covering of 

grasses, bare soil, or rock are .often interspersed throughout these brush 

, stands. Fewer bi rd species are present and species composition changes. Bi rd 

species found on these sl6p~s include poor-wi11, roaHtunner, lesser goldfinsh, 

and rufous-crowned sparrow. 

Several species ~re equally common in either scrub i~btype. Numbers 

may vary locally with the plant composition of a stand or some aspect of its 

physical structure •. Bird',specie~;·found in both subtypes include Anna's 

hummingbird, wrentit, scrub jay, rufouS-sided towhee, and fox sparrow. 

Mammals found primarily in the scrub whith utilize both subtypes include 

dusky-footed woodrat, California mouse, and white-footed mouse. 

Scrub ··stands are often found adjacent to ·grassland on the Monterra 

site •. Where grassland,and scrub types meet·,: they form an 11 edge 11 whfch 

attracts a number of species which are not soley· dependent on either type. 

These species move back ahd forth between the two, feecti'r\g primarily tn the 

grassland and seeking cover in the scrub. Bird species exhibiting this 
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activity pattern include the California quail, brown towhee, dark-eyed junco, 
white-crowned sparrow, and golden-crowned sparrow. Most mammals found in the 

scrub also follow this pattern of feeding or hunting in the grassland and 
seeking shelter in the scrub. This group includes the brush rabbit, gray fox, 

babcat, and black-tailed deer. 

Oak Woodland. The oak woodland type occurs on the same.soils series 
as the mixed coastal scrub type but the slopes are not as steep and usually 

the soils are slightly better developed (each soil series is characaterized by 

a range in properties, including depth and slope). Oak woodland extends into 
the grassland types, is replacing it in some areas and is usually found on 

slopes of greater than 15 percent. 

The oak woodland is dominatd by coast live oak. It is represented by 

several large stands and smaller patches .widely distributed over the property 

over a range in slopes and aspects, and is mixed among stands and patches of 

the other vegetation types present. The vegetation map prepared by 

Earthmetrics (1980) for a previous EIR shows the distribution. 

Although coast live oak is the primary overstory species, the 

overstory also includes California buckeye and Monterey pine. Buckeye are 
scattered throughout the oak woodland type at the lower elevations. Monterey 

pine are scattered throughout the type over the entire property and locally 

are abundant enough to warrant recognition of an oak-pine forest dominated by 

both species. 

The coast live oak overstory ranges in height from 15 to 50 feet and 

the trees that form it range in diameter from 3 to 32 inches at breast height 

(dbh). Many of the trees have originated as sprouts from stumps of trees 

previously killed or cut. Few seedings are present and many of the shorter 

oaks are shrub-like. The absence of seedlings can be attributed to the work 
of predators such as insects, which destroy acorns and seedlings, birds (scrub 

jays. woodpeckers, etc.), small mammals such as pocket gophers, and deer. 

Browsing by deer also explains the frequent bushy form of smaller oaks, 
particularly at the edge of oak stands near mixed coastal scrub. 
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Monterey pine are scattered throughout the oak woodland stands at 

Monter.ra. Mature pine are considera.~ly tal,ler,. commonly 80,,feet tall, and 
emerge 'tlel 1 above the surround,i ng oak canopy. Pole-sized, sa,pl i ng, and 

. . i.· ,, ' ' > 

seedling ptnes are' also present, the poles taller than the oaks, the saplings 
' ' I • ' • ' • ' 

equal in height, and the seedlings shorter •. Typically, th~ pin~ shows 

excellent height growth through.out the oak woodland type and groups of pine 

that inc; l llde t.rees of severa 1 ages aggregated around mat.ure parent trees can 
, I ';, .I ·I.•. > ,. · , \ • · , / · : i :., ' ~ -.. '. . .· . -·~, ~-~ . , • • 

c_l,ose their crowns above the ~ak. Thi.s crown·:closure.~ay, be accomp~~ied by 

the death of the oaks-below dependi_ng upon. slope, ~oil d~pt:h, aspect,. g'nd, the 

amoµnt ,of li~ht that.can fi~ac;:h them., This, ~h~/ige .. results,.ir;t the ,o,ak.-pine 
des,ribed in the subseqµeryt disc4_~sion. 

The understory in the oak woodland: type includes severa_l shru.b, forb, 

,. and _grq.ss species. The most common spec.ies a.re poi?,On.,oak, (Rhus diversiloba), 
·.~J ,.,· .! ,· ; / •· ., . ::: ,'.: ···.··'.' ' !'.·"'' ,, .. -, -·.-·· 

... fr,~nc;:.h b,r:-00111. ,(Cy._t_j_.s ... us,, m_onspes,.suJ anus,), fuchst.a-fl ow,~r~,q; "'goo$eberry:, (Rj bes 
spe,ciosum),. straggly ,gooseberry (B_. divaricatum), ocean: spray {Holodisc;:us 

. .. ·' ·.- . . . . . ' ' 

di.scoJor), toyon .(Heteromeles arbutif,ol.i,a), and: .. sn.owberry (Sympt)oricarpos 
. . . . . -. -- .. . . . 

sp.). Poison o,ak is by fa.r the most abundant and most abundantl:Y; reproducing, 
~' • ,. o ,,. ' I· 

both by seed}ing and through sprout~ fron:i runners of the. µnders.tory species. 
' ' . . ,· . . . 

At_ the margin. of qa\.woodlands, in openings,, and near roaqs, poi rt hemlock 

.(Gon.tJ.1m 11Ja.c;:ul,,,;rt:um),,, b.lackberr;y. (Ru,b,us, sp •. ,,), \c9yq\e.brush {!3ac,~haris 

pHularis),. and, french br.oom produc_e a ,dense .edge:,with almost 100 percent 

c.over. Shrub cover away from the edges ranges from 10 to 50 percent. 
,·. ' 

The forb-grass layer in the oak woodland types includes several dozen 

species. Be ca.use. qf their numbe.r, they ar~ n,?t included h~re but a re 1 i sted 

in_ Appendix C. 

A previous repo,rt prepared .for the Monterra site by Dawk,akin .(1974) 

contain$ a discussion ~f .the t.ypes. of tn,s~c:ts and pa_t.~.og~ns wh-i ch a.r:.e. known. to 
a_ttack coast live oak •. These i_nclude th~.,oak moth and the ,oak bark beetle, 

both ins~cts~ and oak root fungus •. Thes~ are mentioned here to supply a basis 

for subsequent reference in t~e discussion of planning considerations and 

mitigation measures. 
The fijels in the oak woodland typ~.can be considerable ~epending upon 

. ' ,. ,' : .,_,·, •/; ' : ': . •'.; 

the distribution of foliage in the understory. Combinations of pine and oak 

or pine~ oak, and dense understory brush can create 11 ladder fuels 11 capable of 

allowing a ground fire to "climb" into the canopy. The potential for crown 
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fires developing from ground fires that move into the oak woodland increases 

~ith increasing slope; as slopes increase the distance betwen the bottoms of 

the oaks and the tops of the unde'rstory shrubs can decrease. Oak woodland 

fuels in this ·type are the heaviest of those found on the Monterra site. The 

fire ha_zard is rated as h1gh (according to the CDF system) regardless of the 

slope. 

The' oak woodland is an important habitat for a variety of wildlife 

species. It a'ttracts, with the possible exception of the Monterey pine 

forest, the greatest diversity of wildlife species. Several factors account 

for this. The struture of the vegetation (its ve~tical arrangeme~t) contains 

plants in all major layers"_-...;tree, shrub, _and herbaceous.· As /Tlan,y species, 

particularly birds; are confined or most commonly found in a particular layer 

of the vegetation, this diversitj in the arrang~ment of the vegetation 

increases the nu~~er Of Species fouhd here. An addi~ional important fa~tor is 

the older oaks often have dead limbs and cavities which are used as nesting or 

den sites by many species. The oak woodland is also a highly productive 

habitat type. Several plant species prod~ce abundant food crops. Acorn 

production by the coast live oak varies from year to year but acorns are 

always highly sought by a number of species. In addition, the berry crop of 

several shrubs, including toyon, pois"on oak, and coffeeberry, are important 

wildlife food items. The woodland also supports a large number of insects 

which attract a correspondingly large number of insectivorous birds, primarily 

summer residents and nesti-n·g seedeaters which feed their nestl i ngs primarily 

with insects. 

Use of the oak woodland by birds is highly ,variable and depends on a 

species habitat requirements. Several species are found primar.ily in the 

c r own c a n o· p y s u c h a s t h e Nutt a l l I s w o o d p e c k e d , we s t e r n .fly cat ch e r , 

chestnut-backed checkadee, and Hutton I s vireo. Other species', such as the 

Bewick 1 s wren, orange-crowned warbler, rufous-sided towhee, and fox sparrow, 

are found primarily in the shrub and herbaci ous understory, while others move 

between the crown canopy and the ground such as the 'common flicker. or robin, 

0 r t he Cr own Can Op y an ct th e b r US h Un de r St O r y S LI Ch a S th e b U S ht i t O r 

ruby-crowned kinglet. Some species such as the scrub jay, mcive between all 

plant layers of the woodland. 
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Mammals are also common in the woodland although their use of it is 
not as structured or restricted to one particular portion of it. Gray 
squirrels are found in the woodland, with the greatest numbers occurring in 
the fall when the acorn crops mature. This species is the most easily 
observed mammal in this type. The dusky-footed woodr~t is also common, as is 
evidence of its presence--large, conical-shaped mounds of sticks forming its 
nest. This species is nocturnal and rarely seen. Other common mammals in the 
woodland include the broad-handed mole, opossum, gray fox and white-footed 
mouse. 

·oak.::Pine Forest". Monfi~rey pfne·occur at. four lO'Cations at the 
- . ···- ---- :.. . ., .·- ... · 

Monterra Ranch. One of these locations is in the north central part of the 
property, where it occurs in a. pure sta~d as an is]and in the middle of north 
coastal scrub. In. t.he other areas where. M9nterey pine· occur, it is found in 
association with coast live oak. Small groups of pine trees create a 

pine-dominated overstory at numerous locations within the oak woodland. At 
these 1occiti6ns, the vegetation can be appropriately described as either 
oak-pine forest 9r Monterey pine forest. 

The oak-pine forest type occurs on both north- and south-facing 
slppes intermediateJn steepness between those -on which the grassland and the 
mixed coastal scrub_ types occur. The soils are Santa Lucia and are shaly clay 
loams. 

Where the oak-pine forest is truly a mixed-tree typei the Monterey 
pine occur in small aggregations of closely spaced trees which stand above the 
few included coast live oak or as more widely spaced solitary individuals 
between which severa.1 coast live oak are root.ed. The oak-p'ine type is 
actually a mosaic of stands of pure oak~ stands of pure pi.ne, and mixed 
stands. The Monterey pine gro~ _ta 11 er than the coast live oak and can form an 
emergent layer or tall.er overstory when they attain diameters of 24 inches and 
greater at breast height (dbh) but do not live as long as the coast live oak. 
Monterey pine live longer than 150 years only in unusual circumstances and 
most trees live less than 120 years. Coast live oak, on the other hand, can 
live beyond 200 years. 
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The strl'.lctural combinations ·found in the oak-pine type are described 

above in the section on oak woodland. The uiiclerstory poles and saplings are 

available to replace the older pine as they die and can also close a canopy 

over the coast live oak. Dependin:g upon the age and condHion of t~e oak 

growing amongst the p'foe, the· 1 at'te/ can o~ertop the oak, reduce its vigor, 

caus·e· its decline, a~d potentially its death.'. 

The understory of the oak-pine forest varies from being very similar 

to that in the oak woodland t'o being re'lativey open. Under pure Monterey 

pine, the shrub and ground layers a re much more open. Pine litter does .. not 

decompose as readily as oak litter and the layer of litter is thick enough to 
" I ' 

prevent successful germinatio'n and establishment of shrub,s, forb, _and grass 

species. Shrubs are present, however the most common species being poison 

oak, frerich broom, fusci a-fl owe red gooseberry and others found in the oak 

woodland type. · Pofson oak assumes a vi nel i ke form and twines up pine tree~ as 

well as growing in the typical shrub form. 

The understory forb and grass layer is not as rich as that in the. oak 

woodland type, but nonetheless contains a large number of species. Bedstrpws 

(Galium sp.), vetches {Vida spp.), lupines (Lupinus spp.), and annual and 

perenni'a l grasses are more abundant in the larger Monterey pi_ne-domi nated area 

and provide most of the cover 1n
1

the ground layer. ·oth·er ground iayer .. or 

forest floor species ar~ listed in Appendix C. 

Dowdakin (1974) identified a number of forest pests w~ich att~ck 

Monterey pine'. These include the red turpentine beetle, engraver beetles 

(~), twig beetles, the flat-head borer, an.ct the pitch moth. Mistletoe and 

gall rust also use Monterey pine as a host. These insects and disease agents 

can seriously weaken trees and, depending upon the age, size, and condition of 

the trees, cause their death. 

Fuels in the oak-pine forest are high. Ladder fuels are created 

wherever Monterey pine is present in the understory of either oak or pine. 

Fu.els in the pure pine aggregations can b~ lower than those in the pure coast 

live oak aggregations if the pine a~.gregatlon is large enough. The fire 

hazard in the oak-pine forest would, hoJ~ve~,' be· high regardless of'local type 

variations. 
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The oak-pine forest is the most diverse habitat type on the property. 

The presence of the pines increases the number of wildlife species attracted 

to the type by increasing its structural diversity. 

The greatest diversity of bird species is found where pine forms the 

upper tree layer, coast live oak forms a second tree layer, a layer of mixed 

brush species is found beneath the trees, and herbaceous species are found on 

the forest floor. In stands of this type, hairy woodpec~er, olive-sided 

flycatcher, Steller's jay, chestnut-backed chickadee, pygmy nuthatch; and pine ' ' ; . . . . 

siskin are primarily associated with .. the pine; Nuttall 's woodpecker, acorn 

woodpecker, western flycatcher, bushtit, and Hutton's vireo are most commonly 

found in the oak; wrentit, Bewick's wren, and orange-crowned warbler forage in 

the brush; and California quai 1, hermit thrush, rufous-sided towhee and fox 

sparrow forage on the ground. The species composition of the oak-pine for.est 

varies depending on the number of plant layers found in it at a particular 
·. . ' . . . . . '• 

location. 

In locations where there is ~o woody understory beneath the pines, 

the composition of bird species present varies from that described above. 

Species found primarily in the pin~ include trunk gleaners such as the hairy 
. .. . 

woodpecker and brown creeper as well as those species which feed primarily in 
. . . 

the pine canopy; chestn.ut-backed chickadee, pygmy nuthatch, ruby-crowned 

kinglet, and Townsend's warbler are still present but few of the bird species 

found in the understory are present. These species depend on the relatively 

dense, woody undstory. Bird species above who utilize the open forest floor 

include common flicker~ mourning dove, American robin and dark-eyed junco. 

An important element in the oak-pine forest which helps to increase 

bird diversity is the presence of dead trees (snags), branches, and stubs of 

1 imbs. They provide perch sites, a food source and mos.t importantly provide 

nest sites for a variety of cavity nesting species. Grinnell and Linsdale 

(1936) found most cavity nests in the Monterey pine forests in snags or stumps 

of pines. Primary cavity nesting species (species which excavate their own 

holes) include common flicker, hairy woodpecker, and pygmy nuthatch. 

Secondary cavity nesters (species which use previously excavated cavities) 

include American Kestrel, violet-green swallow, chestnut-backed chickadee, 

brown creeper, and western bluebird. 
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Mammals are also common in the oak-pine forest although they are not 

as easily seen t,ecause most species are nocturnal. As in 'the oak woodland, 

the gray squirrel is the 'most easily ~bserved mammal in the oak-pine forest. 

It is particularly abundan'i in this habitat type and if it is not actually 

seen, evidence of,its pre'sente can &'~'easily found. This includes large stick 

nests high in the t'ree canopy, scaled pine cones, fresh cut cones, twigs cut 

during cone harvesting, and during the winter and spring fungi with portions 

'eaten· from them.· Other mammal species· found in the pine forest include 

opposum, broad-handed mole, dusky-footed woodrat, raccoom, and gray fox. 

The fallen trunks and limbs of the pine provide shelter for many 

small animals. Amphibians and reptiles find moisture_ and_concealment under 

the logs more often than in anY other situation o,n the.property. Western 

fence lizardsJu~i downed logs as h~ntin~ ~nd sunning sites as well as for 

cover. Small mammals also frequently tunnel beneath and seek shelter under or 

in these falleh logs. 

2.5.1.2 Environmental1y Sensitive Habitat 
and Rare Plant Survey 

Environmentally Sensitive Habit~t. The project site occurs in close 

proximity to areas which the County has defined as Environmentally Sensitive 

Habitats~ Th~se habitats are mapped in,Figure 3 of the County's Plan for the 

Greater ·Mo.nterey Pe,ninsula Planning ,Area. One of these areas, defined as a 

Natural area,. is Jack:s Peak Regional Park, which shares a common boundary 

along the western margin.of the project site. The other sites are mapped in 

this figure. They mark the habitats of plants considered to be rare by the 

County and/or the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). 

Rare Pl ant Survey. Under the assumption that one or more rare pl ant 

species could potentially occur on the Monterra Ranch, the following steps 

were taken to organize the conduct a rare plant survey. 

1. The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) of the 

Department of Fi sh and Game was contacted and a request was made 

for a search. of CNDDB records for any ahd al 1 rare pl ant 

o.ccurrences known in the vicinity of the project site. 
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Z. Upon receipt of the report summarizin~ the search results, the 

known locations were mapped on the Seasi.de 7.5-minute USGS 

topographic quadrangle. In the vicinity of Monterra Ranch, 

locations were mapp~d for Toro manzanita (Arctostaphylos 

montereyensis), sandmat manzanita (A. pumila), Seaside bird's .. ' 

b~ak (Cordylanthus rjgi.dus v~r. littoral is), Eastwood's 

ericameria (Ericameria fasciculata), and Hickman's onion (Allium 

hickmanii}. A known location for Hickman's onion was mapped on 
.. 

the project site. 

All of these species are 1.isted as rare ~n~ endang~red by 

the CNPS but npne has either state or federal status. The U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service publish~s opinioris ori ;;th~ status of 
I • ' ', .. ' ,' ' ' 

plant speci,~s JA the Federal Register., An orig~nal.,.-review; with 

recommendations for federal listing, was conducted in 1980 and a 

supplemental review was conducted in 1983. According to these 

reviews, the.U.S. Fish and Wildlife considers federal listing as 

appropriate for Eastwood .. s ericameria, Seaside bird's beak, and 

Hickman~s onion~ for Sandmat manzanita, additional information 

is .considered. ne.cess.ary. Toro nianzanita is'cbnsidered too 

widespread and under no immediate threat. Therefore, it is no 

longer under consideration. Curreht County General Plan 

documents, however, consider all five species fmportant. Table 

2 •. 5 contafns data on the flowering phenology, habitat, and status 

of these five species. 

3. Our previous experience with the five species, their 

distributions, and their habitat requirements, 1.ed us to believe 

that only Hickman's onibn could occur on the project site. 

Except for Hickma·n•s onion, these species are known to occur on 

old sand dunes (sand hills) and in the sandy terrain extending. 

(at least in the site vicinity) to the north from approximately 

Highway 68. Nevertheless, to ensure that the rare plant survey 

would be complete and supportab 1 e, ·we determined whether or not 

the habitat types within which these species are typically found 
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TABLE 2.3 

FLOWERING, PH~NOLOGY, ,HABITAT, AND STATUS OF , 
RARE PLANT SPECIES occORUNG ON OR NEAR MONTERRA RANCH' 

Habitat , 
Species ideal survey dates , Conditions Status, 

1. Allium hf~k~aniil 
Hickman's onion 

2. Ar~tostaphylosl 
pumila 
Sandmat rnanzanita 

3. Arcto~taphylo~l 
montereyensi s ' ' 
Toro manzariita 

4. Cordylanthus rigidus 
var. littoralis 
Seaside bird's beak 

5. Ericameria fasciculata 
Eastwood' s er, camen a 

March
April 

February
May 

January
Marth 

July
August 

July
October 

Grassl and and , N/S 
grassy openings 
in oak woodland, 
and oak-pine forest 

o'penings in coastal N/S 
scrub and chaparral 
on pre-Fl andri an sand 
hills. 

Coastal scrub or 
chaparral on 
stabilized dunes and 
older sand hills. 

Dry open areas and 
along dirt roads in 
.old sand dunes and 
'in sandy woodlands 
and scrub along the 
coast 

Openings in coasta1 
scrub and chaparral 
on stabilized, dunes 
or older sand hills. 

N/S 

N/S 

N/S 

Status: N/S i.ndicates that none of the above species has state or 
federal status. 

1 Subject to survey. 



occur on the Monterra Ranch. This was done through: 1) 

conversatinos with Mr. Vernal Yadon of the Pacific Grove Natural 

History Museum, an individual recognized as one of the primary 

experts on the Monterey County flora; 2) reference to the 

Monterey County Soi 1 • .Survey (U.S. Soil Conservation Service, 

1978); 3) reducti6n of ~he habitat information contained in the 

CNDDB reports and CNPS species status reports; and 4) a field 

visit with Mr. Yadon to known spedes locations. (Dr. Stromberg 

had previously conducted surveys for the Se-aside bi rd 's beak and 

Hickman I s onion and, in the case of the former species, knew the 

exact locations of the popl.l.lations to whtch the CNDDB records 

referred). 

4. Based on step 3, Hickman's onion and the two manzanita species 

were considered as candidates for extensive field survey work. 

5. The survey was then conducted for th~ two manzanita species. 

Because these species are visible from a distance and occur on 

sandy soils, a complete survey of the project site and adjacent 

land between the arm of the site that reaches toward Foothill 

School and the right-of-way of Highway 68 was conducted. The 

results are presented below. 

6. For Hickman's onion, an initial reconnaissance visit was made to 

the kndwh lotation on the project site with Mr. Yad~~ in June of 

1984. The visit was late in the season for Hickman's onion and 

the species had set seed and dried up and difficult to see in the 

surrounding grass. Nevertheless, two plants were observed and a 

preliminary habitat description was established for use in 

conducting a stratified sur~ey. of the entire project site. The 

habitat was defined to include grassland.sites that, by virtue of 

their sl.o'pe position and the associated substrate conditions, are 

spring wet ~~d summer dry. Grassy forest and wood.lpnd openings 

. were consi~ered marginal habitat wit~ a limited potential to 
' ' ' ~ '! 

support the species. On the basis of this initial habitat 
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description, Dr. Stromberg designed and conducted the 1984 field 

survey, pro vi ding weighted coverage to the grassland and forest 

opening elements. of the habitat. In man-hours, the 1984 survey 

effort was di str_i buted. as foll o~s: 

a. th.egra,s.slc;nq a_t the margin.of the terra_ce on which the 

findings were made (shallow soils, rock outcrop.:area along 

the rock ledge, associated depressions characterized by 

spring moisture an_d hard summer surfac·e soils) in the inti al 

survey with Mr .• Yadon --16 hours (54 percent); 

b. grassland in swales, at the margins of depressiqns, and 

elsewhere where low-growing grass and forbs, occupy rock 

outcrops, areas of apparently shallow soil and other 

locations where spring wet-summ_er dry conditions exist -- 4 

hours (13 percent); 

c. grassland elsewhere on the project site -- 4 hours (13 

percent); 

ct. grassy openings in the oak woodland and oak-pine forest types 

6 hours (20 percent). 

The survey for Hickman's onion produced no fi-ndings in addition to 

those made on the initial reconnaissance visit with Mr. Yadon. 

In April 1985, an additional survey was conducted. The site was 
\ '..., .. ··•· 

visited on several occasions through late M~rch and early April to time the 

survey to maximum visibility of Hickman's onion~ Initially, the survey was 

con ducted according to the same weighted coverage sc~eme as used in. the 1984 

survey~ but during the course of conduct the scheme was modified; no plants 

were observed in habitat typed (identified above) but several hundred were 

observed in the other types. Approximately 28 man-hours were allocated to the 

grassland habitats and four hours were allocatd to the grassy openings in the 

oak woodland and oak-pine forest. Because the species was in flower and very 

. obvious from as far as 50 feet, it was possible to survey all grassland areas 

in relatively complete fashion. 
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Figure 2.7 and another figure in Appendix C show the results of the 
two-y~ar survey. No findings in addition to those made with Mr. Yadon 
resulted in 1984 (Figure 2, site 1), but in 1985 because the survey was timed 
ideally, several thousand plants were observed at three new locations (Sites 
2, 3, and 4 in Figure 2), all in grassland habitat. No observations were made 
in oak woodland or oak-pine forest. 

At Sites 1, 2 and 4, Hickman's onion is con cent rated in narrow bands 
at terrace margih~ where the gr~ssland on the relaiively level terrain gives 
way to the oak woodland on the steep sl6~~s. Sitei 1 a~d 2 are on relatively 
gently sloping (5-10 percent) land with a' north-facing aspect above the 
terrace margih within 50 feet of the rock outctops that mark the terrace limit 
(as does Site- 3). Site 4 is just bel'ow the rock outcrops at the terrace 
margin on a 20 to 30 percent slope with a southeast-facing aspect. Site 1 
contains approximately 40 plants, Site 2 apprdximately 130 plants, and Site 4 
between 300 and 400. 

Site 3 is the largest population on-site. It contains approximately 
2500 plants, distributed across the grassland but concentrated most heavily 
along the northern margin in a position physically similar to those in which 
the species occurs at Sites 1 and 2. 

· The survey of Monterra Ranch produced no finding of either species of 
Arctostaphylos. Both spectei occur hd~th of the project site between the long 

westward-extending arm and Highway 68 (Tarpey Flats). The soil in this area 
is Baywood sand, a soil a·ssociated with old sand dunes and located primarily 
on Fort Ord. 01 d sand dunes do not occur on the Monterra Ranch. A single 
sandmat manzanita was, however, found on a sandstone outcrop adjacent to the 
project site. The location is marked on the figure fn Appendix C. 

2.5.1.3 Federal and State Listed 
Wildlife Speci~s 

No federal or state listed endangered or threatened wi-ldlife 
s.pecies are known to occur on the Monterra Ranch. One listed species, the 

peregrine falcon, is present in the region. Several bird species of concern 
are either present on the ranch or have home ranges and habitat requirements 

which overlap the project site. 

69. 



Burrowing Owl. The burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is a small 

diurnal owl .found i,n grassland areas. It feeds on rodents and nests in 

abandoned animal 1burrows. The species has been declining in California since 

1940. The ma:i n reasons for decline ·include conversi cin of grassl a'nd and 

pasturelands to irrigated agricultur~ an~ the destruttion of grDuhd sqdirrel 

colonies. The only CNDDB record in Monterey County was of a nest with four 

young near Marina. No burrowing owls wer~·found on the site during this 

study. 

Golden Eagle. The gold eagle (Aguila chrysaetos) i.s an uncommon 

inhabitant of grassland habitats which typically nests in the f oothi·l ls' out 

will occupy crags. Its principal food items include gr6und squirrels and 

rabbits. Golden'eagles are present in the region.but none have been s;ig'hted 

on Monterra Ranch duri hg the ·course of thi .s study. 

Prairie Falcon. The prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus) is a species of 

special concern known to nest in the vicinity of the Monterra Ranch. The nest 

site is located in an area: of sandstone cliffs known as 11 The Palisades 11 

located approximately 6.5 miles to the east. The Monterra Ranch is wittiin 

foragihg radius of a prairie falcon nest at the palisades (roughly 10 miles~. 

There are no,suitableprairie falcon nesting cliffs on the Monterra· Ranch. " 1 

Much of the bird's decline has been attributed to eggshell thinning 

and hatching failure from pesticide residues. Robbfng of eyries by falconers, 

shooting and general human activity have also cbntributed to their·~~ci~ne. 

No prairie falcons. have been observed within the ~bnterra project bouhdarie~. 

Peregrine Falcon. The peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) is~ rare 

bird that nests on protected ledges of high cliffs, mainly in woodland, forest 

and coastal habitats. They prey primarily on pigeons, shorebirds and 

songbirds, which they catch in flight. 11 The palisades 11
, 6.5 miles east of the 

site, is a historic peregrine eyrie, but has not been occupied recently by 

peregrines. The neares-t currently active nest is located approximately 15 

miles .south of the site. There is no suitable nesting habitat for peregrines 

on the site. No peregrines were observed within the prbject boundal"ies. 

Peregrine falcons are listed by federal and state agencies as endangered. 
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Northern Harrier. The northern harr.ie·r (Circus cyaneus) is commonly 

found in grasslands and marshes. It feeds largely on rodents. This species 

has declined in California as a breeding bird. Wintering populations are much 

larger than 
1
~reeding populations .but have also dropped in number. The major 

re_asons for their decline have been the destruction, of marsh habitat and 

grazing, which a~versely effects populations nesting in grasslands. Th.e 

northern harrier is a winter resident species in the area. 

Coqper's . .Hawk. Cooper's hawk, (Accipiter cooperii) is ,an uncommon 

,nesting; species in Monterey County and ,a more.common migrant. Cooper's hawks 

nest in pine and oak woodlands, and fo~age primarily in .woodlands. Prey 

-speci ~s are primarily small bj rds. Although no Cooper's hawks were observed 

on the Monterra Ranch, this s-pec:ies may1br.eed .and forage-·in the woodlands on 

the site. 

Purple Ma.rtin~. · Purple martins (Prague subis) ,are the large•st of the 

swallows,,, and nest lpca.lly in the pine woodlands. These birds are colonial 

nest(;!rs, a,nd typjcaJ)y nest _in multiple cavities in, larger pine snags 

(sta_n_ding d.ea,d trees)~;, No,,purple martins were observed:on the site, but the 

species is likely to nest tn the Monterey pine. habitat type 1 ori-site.··· 

. Ad d i t i o n a l b i r d s : c on s i d ere d t o b e o f s p e c i al c'o n c e r n by th e 

California Department of Fish and Game and possibly present on the ranch are 

the merlin (Fal~o _co 1 umbari us)., 1 ong-eared owl (Asia otus), . sharp-shi-nned hawk 

(Accipiter striatus), and yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia). Each is 

c:onsidered, a. nonresident.visitor of the- M_onterra·Ranc:h and is infrequently 

seen. 

2.5.1.4 Harvest-Species 

Harvested wildlife species are subject to sport or 

· commercial harvest -under regulations of the. California Fish and Game 

Cqmmission. Nineteen species falling into, this classifi-cation are found 

within the Monterra Subdivision project site. 

71. 



) 

Black-Tailed Deer. Perhaps the most popular harvestable species 
found on the Monterra Ranch is the black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus). 
Deer use occurs in all habitat types found within the project area. Ecotone 

habitats such as grassland/shrub or grassland/woodland are important in 
providing both food and shelter. Drainage swells and riparian channels are 

readily used as migratory and feeding corridors. Deer also utilize mast and 

acorns found in oak-woodlands as a food source. Deer that rely on large areas 

of open space and natur~l vegetation would persist on the Monterra Ranch, 

however their diet would also include plants in resident gardens. In areas of 

open space, backyard plantings actually encourage deer use. Blue blossom, 

ceanothus, coffeeberry and coast live oak are native vegetation species 

utlized as deer browse and cover. Removal of such plant species would reduce 

habitat value to deer. 

Wild Pigs. The feral domestic swine, also known as the introduced 

wild boar (Sus scrofa) from Europe, is a harvested wildlife species. Wild 

pigs are known to occupy Jack's Peak Park, which adjoins the Monterra project 
site on the western boundary. Swine are typically found in oak woodland 
habitats. Grass, leaves and stems are an important part of the wild pig's 

diet during the spring and summer while mast, particularly oak acrons, provide 

an important food source whenever it is available. Surface water and moist 

areas are essential features of good wild pig habitat with ~reference for 
seeps, springs and stream courses where a heavy overstory exists (Pine and 

Gerdes, 1973). 
Although suitable pig hibitat is found within the boundaries of the 

Monterra Ranch, no pigs have been located. Oak wodland within Monterra 

Subdivision will remain relatively undisturbed, however, the effective 

elimination of a source of food would reduce the overall value of the project 

site as habitat for wild pits. Pigs would not likely use grassland areas left 

between structures. Human activity would cause them to move. The 115-acre 

"buffer" area being set aside on the western margin- of Monterra Ranch for 
dedication to Jack's Peak Park, will provide suitable habitit for wild pigs. 
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~~5---J.~- Kangaroo Rats 
Three speci~s of kangaroo rats are k_nown to occur in 

Monterey County: Heerni.?n kangaroo., rat (Dipidorny.1_ heermann·i), Santa Cruz 
kangaroo rat (Q_. ve_~_~us), and the big-eared k,angaroo rat (!1- elephantinus). 

The Heerma_n kangg,r;oo fgt is found or:i dry gr&ssy plains and partly 
' ' ' '· ' ' -::·~ . ' ;. ' . 

open,. gravelly ground on sl_opes with sparse chaparral. It feeds on green 
vegetation and occupies a ~ystem of bur rows. Three subspec~ es of heerman_ni 
are found in Monterey County: D.h.tula~ensis, D.h.goldmani, and 

• ' ' '-L ' ~ - - . - -\ 

D.h.jolonensis. D.h.jolonensis is the subspecies found.on the Monterra Ranch. 
-- ! \'., -- . . • ' • 

The Sant_a Cruz kangaroo rat is found on slopes .with chaparral, oaks 
and pines which make them more. common in the mountains bordering the northeast 

' I l• • ' ; 

side of S_alinas Valley. They do, however, occur on flat areas. Two 
subspecies of Q.venustus occui within Monterey County: Q.~.venustu$ and 
D.v.sanctilucia. Neither subspecies has been found in the vicinity of 
Monterra Ranch. 

The big-eared kapgaroo rat is found.in chaparral-covered slopes on 
the southern portion of the Gabilan Mountain Range. No known recordings of 
this species exists in the vicinity of the Monterra Su~division project. 

2.5.2 . Jmpacts 
2~~-2.1 Habitat Loss 

9. Appro~imately 53 percent of the Monterra Ranch property would be 
directly affected to _some, degree by the proposed subdivisio_n devele>pment. 
This affect ranges from direct removal of vegetation cover to indirect 
modification ,of the vegetation due to the introduction of invasive landscape, 
a,teration of environmental fact-Ors controlling vegetation and habitat 

development (i.e., prevention of fire strategies), ~~d loss of habitat 
diversity due to monocultural practices or reduction in habitat size. 

It is difficult at this time to estimate the magnitude -of the impact.s 
on biotic habitats on the Monterra Ranch. This was due to the lack of a wel.l 
defined site development plan and the lack of a good baseline on the extent of 
historical impacts that have al ready occurred on the ranch. For the purpose 
of this impact assessment, the site was divided into categories of development 
based on the proposed site development map submitted to the County of 
Monterey. These groupings represent a combination of the different 
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residential types of development, recreational facilities, and access roads. 
Habitat types as mapped by Earthmetrics, Inc. (1981) were overlayed on the 

site plan and an estimate of the amounts of habitat disturbed by type and 
development was made (see Figure 2.7). Table 2.4 summarizes the amount of 

each habitat type associated with proposed development areas on the Monterra 

Ranch. 

10. A total of 53 percent or 1,563 acres of existing habitat on the 

Monterra Ranch may be subject to modification or indirect impacts resulting 

from the project. Nearly 72 percent of oak tree habitat may be affected. 

However, half of that is found on the ranch lot parcels which should not 

directly disturb more than 10 percent of the average 50-acre parcels. More 

significant direct losses of habitat are anticipated within those parcels 

designated as estate lots, and the recreation and equestrian complex. The 

higher density of structures and human use in these areas are likely to result 

in greater direct impact losses to the vegetation and associate wildlife. 

The significance of the anticipated habitat losses due to this ranch 
development are difficult to assess due to the general and broad 

characterization and mapping of the habitats by Larry Seeman Associates· (LSA) 
and the lack of a detailed description of the design of the residences and 

methods of construction. For instance, there is not any delineation of areas 

with high densities of pine and oak trees or oak savanna. A savanna-type 

habitat would better tolerate selected placement of houses with less direct 
removal of mature trees than would a dense oak woodland-type. 

2.5.2.2 Other Direct and Indirect Impacts 
to Vegetation 

11. Impacts that may result due to vegetation removal include the 

potential for accelerated soil erosion and slope failure (slumping, mudflows, 

etc.). Many soil types and geologic substrates (in particular coastal terrace 

and preflandrian dune substrates) in the coastal region of Monterey are highly 

susceptible to destabilization when vegetation cover is removed. This is 
especially the case in chaparral-type habitats (equals brush habitat type 

designation oh the Monterra Ranch). The extent of this impact is dependent on 

the timing of the disturbance, the type of erosion control implemented, and 
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Table 2.4 Area (in acres) covered by five vegetation/habitat types within the proposed 
development area types on the Monterra Ranch property. 

Total 
Acreage of Estate· Adjacent Acreage 

Habitat Ranch Lots, and Impacts Main on 
Habitat Type On-Site Lots Rec. Facilities Areas Roads property · 96 Total 

Grassland 704 51 231 39 15 336 47.7 

Brush Area 719 171 107 50- l 329 45.8 

Oak Trees 1064 307 342 107 7 763 71. 7 

Pine Trees 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Oak-Pine 426 b 120 4 -11. 135 31.7 

TOTAL 2919 529 800 200 34 1563 53.5 

' 
Source: Larry Seeman Associates and Biosystems Analysis, Inc., 1985. 



the species and type of vegetation used for revegetation. 

12. The activities of fire prevention following the development of 

the Monterra Ranch property may have a significant long-term impact on 

vegetation. The accumulation of woody fuels may pose a severe fire hazard 

over time, and regeneration of existing vegetation conditions would take many 

years following a catastrophic wildfire. Vegetation removal in some areas may 

somewhat reduce the fire hazard on the property, but most scrub, chaparral, 

and pine woodland communities are adapted to fire regeneration strategies. As 

their habitats increase in age, they become progressively more volatile. 

Therefore, continued fire prevention creates a condition in which these 

habitats become even more susceptible to catastrophic wildfire. Prevention of 

this fire response successional strategy may result in degrading of the 

habitat and/or a shift to a different non-fire adapted or less desirable 

habitat type. Control of fire hazard and soil erosion are inversely 

correlated; reducing vegetative cover would reduce fire hazard but would 

accelerate erosion rates, while increasing vegetative cover would protect soil 

resources but would also contribute to the fire hazard. A catastrophic fire 

would also create extensive areas of exposed soils and probably result in 

tremendous soil erosion and surface runoff. 

13. Other direct impacts of vegetation resulting from the 

introduction of residences to the landscape include the possible introduction 

to competitive, adventive landscape species such as eucalyptus, pampas grass, 
periwinkle, english ivy, etc., that can escape into the surrounding native 

habitat and displace native species. Increased summer irrigation of landscape 

vegetation could cause shifts in the vegetation composition or result in soil 

conditions disfavorable to mature trees that have adapted to a regime of 

winter wet/summer dry cycles characteristic of Californian mediterranian 

climate. Saturation of oak root zones in the summer have resulted in 

increases in oak root fungus and decay. This has been shown to be a 

significant impact in oak woodland landscapes in association with residential 
development. Monterey pines are susceptible to insect infestation and 

windfall when the root systems have been over irrigated or compacted by 

construction actitivies. The death of these species could enhance the 
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ignition and place at risk -homes and people in close proximity due to tree or 

branch fall. 

_g_. __ 5.2.3 Gener.al Wildljfe Impacts 

The foll owing imp'aci;s discussion is prepared based on a 

review of the 1985 LSA Biotic Resources Report, which described the biological 

resources of the,;.~oriterra Rane~ Subdi vision~ 

14 •. Habitat loss.es are quantified in Table 2.4. Approximately 52 

percent of .the parcel will be modified or impacted due to the developmerit. 

This will modify a significant por:ti.on of the par . .c.el.in: terms of its 

suitability to wiJdlife resources. 

15~ Modification of existing natural vegetation to landtcaped, 

introduced species will· eliminate or reduce some existing habitats, but will 

provide new .vegetation communities for those species more commonly asso'ciated 

with areas of development~ 

Some wildlife species are more susceptible to disturbante than others 

and are readily displaced by human disturbance and tlie impacts associated with 

housing developments. 

16. The propos_ed development will reduce the available habitat for 

wildlife species .found, in seve_ral plant communities discussed elsewhere (LSA 

1985). The habitat 1 osse$• for sma 11 mammals . and birds wi,11, in turn, reduce 

the availability of prey for mammalian and avian predators. Losses of for age 

plant.species will re<:iuce deer numoers·a'ndthe1ir utilization of the·area. The 

result will be a general reduction in wildlife utilization of the area of the 

development o' 

17. Introduction of domestic oats and dogs would result in increased 

wildlife conflicts by predation and displacement ·of native prey species. Deer 

are ve,ry susceptible .to attacks by· domestic dogs in packs. Cats are effective 

predators of small game, in parttcu-lar song birds. 
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18. Impenetrable fencing around estate and clustered housing tracts 
could effectively focus deer browsing and restrict migration to linear 

corridors. This could result in overgrazing impacts of the designated open 
space areas. 

2.5.2.4 Impacts to Sensitive Habitats and 
Rare Plant and Wildlife 

Only one sensitive habitat type was identified by LSA 

(1985). That is the area adjacent to Jack's Peak Regional Park in the western 

margin of the property. As presently proposed, the site development will have 

no direct affect on this area. The portion of the property adjacent to the 

park boundary has been designated for park dedication. Native Monterey pine 

forest has been designated as a unique habitat area (Priority 2) by the 

California Natural Diversity Data Base {CNDDB). The Monterey pines on the 

Monterra Ranch are undoubtedly part of this native stock in the Monterey 

region. However, due to the general nature of the vegetation mapping, 

representative Monterey pine forest cannot be delineated and thus the extent 
of impact is unknown. A more detailed mapping of -pine distribution and 

density may be warranted. 

19. One rare plant species, Hickman's onion, was documented on-site 

during a spring 1985 re-survey by LSA (see Figure 2.7 ). During this survey, 

a total of six occurrences were located totaling approximately 2.3 acres in 

extent. These occurrences were located on old coastal terrace grassland near 

the northwest corner of the property above the old school site. As presently 
configured all but the northernmost coccurrence would be directly displaced by 

the development. The largest population occurrence designated as Site 3 by 

LSA {1985) would be removed or impacted by the construction of estate lots 237 

and 238 and the cul-de-sac access road. The displacement and removal of these 

occurrences in this area would pose a significant impact to this species 

on-site and possibly in the region. The development as currently proposed 

would result in a 90 percent reduction of this population and available 

habitat on-site. 
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There are no rare, threatened, or endangered wildlife species that 
will be directly impatted by the propos~d development. 

2.5.3 Mitigation Measures 
Based on the results of the LSA field surveys and impact analysis, a 

set of mitigation ~nd manage~ent recommendations have been suggested to 
minimize the high erosion and fife hazardl and to minimize potential project 

' . 

i~~acts on vegetation, wildlife resources, sensitive species, and sensitive 
habi'tats. 

2.5.3.1_ General Project Mitjgatipn 
19. 'oired disturbance or removal of native vegetation cover should 

: :i l '<, ' j ' ~' : : ! • .- ;_' ! ;-! ~-) .· ' . . 

be restricted to tho_se areas designated for devel_opment J)nl_y (.exc.ept, as 
pr~scri beci undet-' Fir~ Control ahd Fuel Mao;gement) •. 

20. Wherever possible, existi~g unpa~ed roads on th8 site shouJd be 
I • . . , • 

used for access to the homesites. Construction access to and from homesites 
should be along the same routes that are proposed for residential access. 
Existing roads that will not be used as residential access routes should be 
abandoned. The final residential access routes _shoyld be completed before 
homesite construction activities begin, During construc;tion phases, access 
roads s haul d be frequently watered to mi nimi :ze t~e generation of road dust. 

' ~ ,. ~. 

21. The introduction of non-native plant species should be avoided. 
Native trees (preferably· oak,s), s'hrubs, and gr9~_nd covers should ,be used for 
erosion control and landscaping within the desigaat~d development envelope 

,.-:,.1, . ,; . . ' 

surrounding each homesite, the, pr9posed recrea~ ~ on area~, and, along the access 
road system. A landscape plan should be de_veloped incorporating.the retention 
of native trees and vegetation ~round the buil_c:ling sites. Deed restrictions 
sho~d be instituted to assure recousre if violated • . , ·; ' ' 

22. Exotic plant speci~s that are aggressive colonizers of disturbed. 
areas should be actively eradicated. These species include, but are not 
limited to, French broom, poison oak, and Eucalyptus. 
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23. Off-road vehicle activities should not be allowed on the 
property. 

24. Livestock (e.g., horses, cattle) should be kept or grazed on the 

property only at stocking levels comparable to pre-existing use. If desired, 

use of the existing road and trail system for recreational horesback riding 
and hiking may be allowed to continue. No livestock should be stabled or 
boarded on any cluster or estate parcel. 

25. No broad-scale application of pesticides or herbicides should be 

permitted on the property. 

26. Dead trees and snags, as well as bare and denuded limbs, should 

be retained. These are valuable as perch or roost sites for raptors and 

flycatchers, and as nest sites for cavity-nesting birds. Removal should be 

implEmented only when a hazard exists. 

27. Brush piles and fallen logs should be retained (except as 

prescribed under Fire Control and Fuel Management). These serve as protective 
or escape cover, nest sites, and foraging areas for a variety of wildlife 

species. 

28. Since the 1985 LSA Biotic Report does not quantify wildlife 

resources or the extent of their distribution, specific mitigation measures 

are not estimated. 

The following minimal guidelines should be included in a homeowner's 
agreement for the entire development. These guidelines would establish basic 

rules about impacts that may be implemented by one or a few homeowners, but 

that would negatively impact the resources of the entire development. 

For example, if no restrictions are established regarding 
free-roaming dogs, deer will avoid the general vicinity reducing the quality 

of the rural living environment for all homewowners. 
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The basic concerns to be addressed in such an agreement should 
include but not be limited to: 

a) leash and kennel requirements for dogs and bells fitted on cats 
' . ' ' 

to impede. their predatory impact on wildlife; 
b) fencing ~esigns that will not inhibit deer movements; 
c) maintenance of natural and diverse vegetation buffers in 

non-landscape areas; 
d) minimal tree removal guidelines; 
e) fire control standards should be established and enforced to 

f) 

g) 

h) 

. - '·,.· 

protect vegetation; 
restrictions on human activity in designated open space areas; 
gµidelines on maintenance of domestic livestock; 

. ~ . . ' . ; ' ' . ·_, 

an annual management/assessment fee .. for for~stry programs, 
·,; • > •• ; • 

wildlife habitat prote~tion and_oak tree manageme~t. 
2.5.3.2 Erosion Control 
Recommended measures for reduction of fire hazard may 

conflict with the goals of an erosion control program {see Fi re Con.trol and 
Fuel Management). 

· ··A formal erosion control and reveg~tation program should be developed 
in consultation with U.S. Soil Conservation Service representatives and key 
County Planning Department Staff. The following measures are recommended for 
incorporation into an erosion control program (see also Section 2.3 Soils). 

29. Development and construction activities should be conducted with 
as little vegetation removal and soil disturbance as possible. Tree and shrub 
root systems ,should be left intact to help bind tile soil. Surface cuts and 
fills should be made only for desigriated homesites and associated construction. 
material laydown areas. Development of the existing unpaved road along the 
ridgeline 'as construction and residential access to th~ homesites will prevent 
soil disturbance on slopes where higher erosion rates are expected. Clearing 
should not be allowed on slopes greater ~h.a,n ten percent without specific 
consultation with an erosion control specialist • . . 
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30t A short-term erosion control program should be established on 
large areas of exposed soil (cuts, fills, etc.), consisting of seeding with an 
annual grass and herbaceous cover. 

a. Standard seed mixes for erosion control applications may be 
inappropriate due to relatively high fire hazard and competition 

with native species. No data were found to suggest that 
regeneration of oaks would be inhibited by high densities of 

annual grasses. However, the inhibitory effect of weed 

competition on chaparral shrub seedling survival is well 

documented (Horton, 1950; Schultz, et.al., 1955; Hanes, 1977). 
Gautier (1981) discussed the possibility that seeding of recent 

burns in chaparral may increase long-term slope erosion by 

retarding the recovery of native shrub vegetation. Therefore, a 

seed mix should be designed to include species relatively low in 
stature and biomass in order to reduce fire hazard and 

competition effects. Annual fescue (Vulpia megalura, Vulpia 
octoflora) and soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus spp. hordeaceus) are 

recommended. To these may be added a mixture of native 

herbaceous species, including California poppy (Eschscholtzia 

californica), trefoil (Lotus spp.), clover (Trifolium spp.), and 

lupine (Lupinus spp.). 

b. Germination and establishment of seeded grasses and herbs are 

dependent on proper timing and intensity of precipitation (Hanes, 

1977). Seed applications should be made in September, just prior 

to the onset of the rainy season. 

c. The success of the seeding effort should be monitored, especially 
during the first several months following the initial treatment. 

On an annual basis, seeding should be repeated where necessary to 
help stabilize areas of exposed soil. 

*See also Comment/Response 16 in Response to Comments section. 
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31. A long-term erosion control program sho~ld be established to 

revegetate disturbed areas using native woody species. 

a. Plant materials used in revegetation and landscaping should be 
propagated in a nursery from native seeds and cuttings collected 

on the site. · The .propagules should be planted in a sandy soil 

,, mi~ture. At leaSt in the period; immediately prior to 
L. , ,·· :,. r 

transplanting, son water conditions should simulate those found 
on the site. These measures win help reduc:~ transplant shock 

and mortality. 

'· 

b. Liner planning should follow· the method developed by Chan, et.al. 
· (1977). The standard method' consists of excavating holes 6 to 12 

iri'Ches deep and:'mixing t'he'native' s~bstratewith a high loam, 

~otting type soil. On slopes, slight backsTopes are constructed 

above the' 1 i ner hole to minimize erosion and encourage soi 1 water 

ret'enlioh~ Each liner''is' placed within a small (about 8-inch 

diameter) plastic collar with the bottom removed. The collar 

~~rv~s as a prot~ction against rodetiti, concentrates 

precipitation within tHl:f ront zone, and' provides an anchor point 

for ·the wire mesh screen used to' protect the young seedlings from 

foraging wildlife (i.e., deer). A mulch .of black plastic film 

embedded between two layers or burlap is placed around each plant 

· ·to aid in §~il water·r~fentibn and control of competitive weeds 

and grasses around the transj:>'lants. 

c. Plantings should be conducted in· late October or early November, 

to coincide with the period when soil water tables are reaching 

surface levels. This planting period is most conducive to liner 

establ i shrnent. It· favo·rs extensive root development prior to 

s·ignificant above-gr'ound g·rowth in the spring and helps to 

eliminate the need for spring and ·sumilier watering ,programs. 
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d. An annual monitoring and maintenance schedule should be adopted 
to repair or replace screens and collars, remove competitive 

weeds, provide supplemental watering if warranted, and replanting 
as necessary. 

2.5.3.3 Fire Control and Fuel Management 

An inverse relationship exists between the amount of 

vegetation cover and soil erosion rates (Gautier, 1981). A controlled burning 

and fuel management program may increase erosion potential on the site by 

reducing vegetation cover, and therefore may appear to be in conflict with the 

objectives of an erosion control program. However, the increased erosion 

attributable to active fuel management practices would be considered minor 
compared with the severe erosion potential following a catastrophic wildfire. 

Such a hot fire has a greater probability of occurring when fire suppression 

has allowed the accumulation of woody fuels. Active fuel management may 

result in a short-term increase in soil erosion rates associated with 

vegetation removal, but this is compensated by a long-term decrease in 

potential for severe soil erosion following a catastrophic wildfire. 

32. A controlled burning program should be considered for 

implementation on the property. Such a program would mimic the effects of 

natural fires and reduce fire hazard. Maritime chaparral is well adapted to 

conditions of recurrent fire (Griffin, 1978), and coast live oak is extremely 

fire-resistant and has the ability to resp rout from both trunk and branches 

following a fire (Plumb, 1979). Controlled burning would reduce the 

probabilty of a catastrophic wildfire and would be compatible with the 

ecological strategies of the predominant vegetation types on the property. 

a. The scale and frequency of prescribed burning should be 

commensurate with the maintenance of mature plant communities 

with minimal fuel loads. 
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b. The controlled burning program should be initiated prior to 

construction on the homesites. This will result in lessened fuel 

loads and reduced fire hazard during and after the construction 

phase of the project. 

c. A qualified forestet or controlled burn specialist should be 

consulted before initiating a controlled burning program. 

Representatives of the California Department of Forestry (CbF) 

may be of assiStanc~ in designing a controlled buring pfogram or 
in recommending knowledg·eable experts on the subject.· Factors to 

consider in developing a burn prescription include dead/live fuel 

ratio, fuel volume, live and dead fuel moisture, fuel chemical 

content, and weather conditions (Green, 1981). Various 

techniques may be ~sed to lifuit or control t~e area of l~nd to be 

burned at any one time (i.e., construction of fuel breaks, 

mechani'cal fuel reduction, spot burning, etc.)'. 

* d. The landowner should riot necessarily be required to bear the 

entire burden for this program. An agreement with agencies such 

as CDF, the California Youth Conse~vation Corps, and the County 

of Monterey may· be pursued to al 1 eviate the cost of the program. 

33. A program of fuel load rect~ction through direct vegetation 

removal should also be considered for implementation on the site·, either 

separately or in tandem with a controlled burning program. -

a. A program of direct vegetation r·emoval or thinning and chi pp ·ing 

may be necessary to reduce critically high fuel loads prior to 

beginning a prescribed burning program. Dead bursh may be piled 

and later consumed by the burn. 

b. The distribution of native vegetation patterns should be 
considered in designing and establishing fuel breaks. 

*See Comment 17 in Response to Comments section. 
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c. Vegetation removal for fuel management may be accomplished either 
mechanically or by hand. Hand removal is less cost-effective but 

results in lower amounts of soil disturbance and subsequent 
accelerated erosion rates. Mechanical removal should be 

conducted in a manner that minimizes soil. disturbance (e.g., 

following slope contours). 

d. The "pruning up" of shrubs (i.e., removing all their lower 

branches) should be considered as an alternative to outright 

clearing of chaparral, coastal scrub, and the understory of live 
oak woodland. This technique may prevent fire from reaching the 

crowns of the larger shrubs and trees and therefore favors cool 

ground fires. The method has been used effectively in fire 

control applications in squthern California. Use of this 

technique would produce a minimal amount of soil disturbance 

compared with mechanical vegetation removal. 

2.5.3.4 Management of Sensitive Species and 
Sensitive Habitat Types 

Attempts should be made to protect and manage all existing 

occurrences of rare or unusual plant species on the property. Disturbance 

should be avoided in close proximity to occurrence areas for sensitive species 

or recognized sensitive habitat areas. 

34. Estate lots 227 and 235 through 239 proposed in the occurrence 

area of Hickman's onion on-site should be eliminated or redesigned and a 
minimum buffer of 50 feet implemented to preserve the population. This could 

entail the loss or redesign of these parcels along the proposed Romera Vista 
Road in the northwestern end of the property. The furthest occurrence to the 

south could be protected by shifting of the Romera Vista Road to the east. 

Care should be taken to preserve the present vegetation and soil structure in 

the areas where these occurrences were fouhd. No corraled livestock should be 
kept in these areas. Fencing of the occurrences may be appropriate to prevent 

accidental encroachment by off-road vehicles and construction equipment or 

their use as laydown areas. 
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35. The Hickman's onion populat.ion should be mon.itored both during 

and after_ construction to evaluate the adequacy of the protection measures 

impl~mented and the vitality of t~e species. 

2.6 Aesthetic Considerations 

2.6.1 Visual Patterns/Design Elements 

2~6.1.1 Existin~Conditions 

Regional and Areawide.Setting. The project site is located,in the vicinity of 

the Monterey .Peninsula, ~n area noted for its un.ique a,nd.attractive visual 

character. The dominant visual elements ,.of .this ar~a are the crescent shaped 
•, . ' ' . ' : . 

coastline of. Monterey.,Bay and the.central.wooded ri 1dge that extends through 

the penins,uJa.,$~parating tbe Cit,Y ofr,trlonterey and State Rqute 68 corridor from 

Del Monte F?~·e.st, GarIT1el ;and Ca,rmel Va}ley.. A ~erj~s. of wooded canyons 

radiate from the ridse to the bay. Mesas occur between these canyons, 

supporting a variety of lantj uses. State Route 68, a designated state scenic 

highway, winds through one of these canyons, Canyon Del Rey, from the City of 

Monterey to the Salinas.Valley. The road is borderE?d by pastoral, semi-rural 

land, consisting of open, rolling grasslarid, oak and pine woodlands, and 

pfominent wooded ridges. 

Project· Site Setting. Monterra, the· largest private property in the Highway 

68 area, is a 2,831-acre project site consisting o'f a series of visua'1ly 

prominent ridges and canyons, ranging in elevation from 110 feet near the 

intersection of State Routes 68 and·;218 to· over 1,000 feet in the southeast 

corner of the site. Major landforms ·on-site are designated ih Figure 2.8. 

The site supports a va'riety of natura·l vegetativ·e: patterns, including open 

rolling grassland dotted with Coast Live Oak or MM1terey pine trees, denser 

oak or pine woodland, and steep brush· covered slopes. ·. At present, the site is 

used for cattle graiing. The site is undeveloped, except for a few ranch 

buildings. Adjacent lands are also undeveloped or support low intenshy 

residential uses. 
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The project site is a major visual feature in the Monterey region 
because of its large size, the visibility of its high ridges from many parts 

of the Monterey peinsula, and its location along State Route 68 (a scenic 

highway and major entrance to the City of Monterey). Figure 2.9, Plates 1 to 

12 depicts the project area from surrounding vantage points. Figure 2. 8 shows 
the locations of these vantage points. Particular eJll)hasis is given to the 

major view corridors identified below. 

View Corridors. View corridors are areas allowing the exchange of 
views between the project site and likely viewer vantage points. The project 

site is directly visible from State Route 68 and adjacent development and is 

part of distant views from downtown Monterey, the Toyon residential area, 

Seaside, and portions of hillside areas to the south accessed by Carmel Valley 
Road. Major view corridors have large viewer capacities and are of regional 

significance, in comparison to local view corridors. Views from State Route 

68 comprise the major view corridor related to the project, although other 

regional viewing opportunities of the site are available. State Route 68 is a 
recognized state scenic highway and a major gateway to the Monterey Peninsula. 

As shown in Figure 2.8, the portion of Monterra which borders State Route 68 

is a visually exposed area. 

The project site is directly visible to persons driving along State 

Route 68 for approximately five minutes, assuming a driving speed of 45 miles 

per hour. Bicyclists and pedestrians, as well as motorists waiting at the 
intersections of State Route 68 with State Route 218, York Road, Olmsted Road, 

and driveways off of State Route 68, view the site for longer durations. From 
the roadway, the steep, wooded and brush covered slopes are readily apparent,. 

with some relatively level grassland and trees along the roadway in the 
foreground. Figure 2.9, Plate 1 depicts the lowest western portion of the 

site as seen from the State Route 218/68 intersection. Plate 2 shows the 

eastern end of the project site from the York Road/State Route 68 
. 

intersection. Plate 3, which was taken from the Ryan Ranch site, shows the 
central portion of the site along State Route 68, including the existing ranch 

entrance. 
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Distant views of ridgetops in the project area are available from 

portions of State Route 68 not in the immediate project vicinity, Seaside, 

downtown Monterey, and the Toyon residential area. The ridges provide an 

aesthetic backdrop for the city and pleasant contrast to the level parts of 

the peninsula and bay. The project site is partially visible in distant views 

from the Toyon residential area, located northwest of State Highway 1 in the 

vicinity of Walter Colton Junior High School. Views from this area are 

limited to a portion of the site along State route 68; views of the site's 

interior are largely blocked by ridges to the west. Although the project site 

is part of the peninsula ridges, it is not readily identifiable in these 

distant, regional views of the ridgeline. Also, views of the site from Carmel 

Valley Road are largely blocked by intervening ridges. 

View corridors, which are more local in nature, include Jacks Peak 

Park Road, York Road, Jacks Peak Park, York School, Laguna Seca residential 

area, Laguna Seca Golf Ranch, Hidden Hills residential area and some 

residences at the end of Tierra Grande Drive in Carmel Valley. From.Jacks 

Peak Park Road and adjacent Foothill School, one looks across the relatively 

1 eve 1 grassland of Tarpey Flats to the wooded ridges of Monterra. The project 

site contributes to the natural setting of this roadway, which serves as an 

entrance to Jacks Peak Park. From Jacks Peak Park, scenic vistas of the 

site's southern undeveloped ridges are available, as shown on Plate 4. This 

setting contributes to the park's values for passive r~creational uses, such 

as hiking and photography. 

The other land uses in the area, including residential neighborhoods, 

schoo 1, and golf course, are al so enhanced by their aesthetic setting. Views 

of the site's north-facing slopes are available from all portions of York 

Road. including direct, short-range views from the State Route 68/York Road 

intersection (Plates 5-7). The upper elevations of the Laguna Seca 

residential area and Laguna Seca Golf Ranch have more distant views of the 

site's wooded ridges along the State Route 68 corridor. Plate 7 depicts the 

site from the top of Domino Road in the Laguna Seca residential area. 

Similar, but more distant, views are available from the golf ranch; Plate 6 

was taken from the roadway leading to the golf ranch. Also, some residences 

at upper elevations in the Hidden Hills area (east of the project site) and at 

the end of Tierra Grande Drive (southeast of the site, off Carmel Valley Road) 
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also view small portions of the site ridges, but to a much lesser extent, as 

shown on Plates 8 and 9. 

View Opportunities. From the site's rid.getops, scenic areawide 

. vi sta,s .of the M9nterey Bay region ,are available. , Unlike much of wooded Jacks 

Peak Park, the site has many open ri-dgetops which"i:J,re unique, especially 

valuable vantag~ points because of the panoramic views they prc;ivide. As shown 

on Plate 10, views to the north i.nclu.de the largely undeveloped portion of 

For,t Ord, the Monterey Airport, City of Seaside, and Monterey Bay with the 

site I s rolling oak-studded gra$sl and in the:. foreground. ·To the west, n·earby 

wooded ridges, including Jacks ,Peak Park, are dominant (Plate 11) .• , To the 

soµth., the long silhougtte with Crest Ridge ·and distant ridges •south ofJCarmel 

Va 11 ey a re apparent (Pl ate 12 ),. · The. rural i nte·ri or of the site i.tself is a 

visual asset. The.varying topographic relief and patterns of vegetation 

provide a pleasant pastoral landscape. 

2~6wl.2 Impacts 

The rural project site setting would be partially replaced 

by, a subur.ban residential environment. The general design of the project, 

shown-in Figure 1.2, is analyzed herein With regard ,to its compatibility '·with 

existing natural features and adjacent land uses, as well as its ability to 

provide a practical and a,esthetic setting for the proposed residential and 

recreational us·es. Detai:1-ed architectural and gradi.rig.plans are not yet 

available for analysis at this preliminary stage of development. It is 

important that the final site plan .reflects the stated design standards and 

policies of the County of Monterey and is responsible to the high visual 

sensitivity of.the area. Design .criteria are provided at·the end of this 

section for use as guidelines by the County Planning and Building Departments 

in reviewing the proposed project. 

, Site Design. It is a stated design pol icy of the project plan to 

preserve exist-ing land forms and visual features in order to• provide a 

development in harmony with it~ rurals natural setting~ Proposed design 

features which support this polity include th1e followjng from Wallace Holm 

Architects. Inc.~ 1984t 
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1. Strictly controlling development near ridgelines. 
2. Locating development, on backslopes and on flatter upland 

meadows, to keep development hidden from nearby off-site view. 

3. Limiting most construction to grass- and brush-covered areas, in 

order to save existing trees. 
4. Locating roads, trails, buildings and paving on the gentler 

slopes. to minimize cuts and fills; contouring cuts and fills to 

look natural. 

5. Restricting height of s.tructures to three and one-half stories or 

35 feet, whichever is lower. 
6. Restricting the heights of retaining walls and using natural 

materials where possible. 

7. Requiring restrictive architectural control, of all significant 

structures, extending to engineering, materials, textures, scale, 

massing, and detail, as well as to design, and requiring a 

palette of colors and materials which harmonize with the natural 
co 1 ors of the terrain to such an extent. that the structures wi 11 

blend into the natural landscape and become virtually invisible. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Installing all on-site utilities underground. 

Screening the developments at the meadows with native trees and 

shrubs, and keeping development profile low and small scale. 

Ensuring that off-street parking areas sha11· not dominate their 

surroundings, and shall be dispersed, landscaped, with pedestrian 
scale, and suited to existing slopes without major cuts and 

fi 11 s. 

11. Develop a program for conserving the oak and pine trees prior to 

any development. Establish procedures for controlling land 

grading operations and vegetation removal. 

12. Inventory and locate natural areas worthy of special 

consideration and attention. 

13. Program retention of forests and wooded areas as an essential 
aesthetic resource. 
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Other design features which .could impact the site's natural setting, 

include the construction of buildings along ridgetops ·and potentially 

inadequate mintmum setbacks .from roa,dw,ays. Th,e impa·cts of these design 

features on. tb.~ ,appeRrance of the project ,are speciftca,l ly discussed in the 

following impact sections. The disq1,.1s~ion is limited by the existing general 

le.vel.of project design. The final, more detailed site design will be subject 

to review by the County Planning Department and·compliance to applicable 

County policies. 

Intensity of Uses. The visual intensity of the project will be 

affected by land cov.erage, d~nsity, and placement of devel cipment on-site, as 

well as specific architectural design,. Approxi·mately 102 acres (3.6 percent) 

qf th;e pro)ec:t ~it·e ,would ,.be -builqings, roadways; or other paved areas. 

Another 2.7 percent -0f the site,would. be landscaping; with the remaining 93.7 

percent proposed to remain in its existing natural. state. Although the 

majority of the site would remain as natural open· space, the placement and 

design of development.is of major regional importance for the protection and 

preservation .o,~. the vis1;1,al resou·rces, on-site as well as off-site. 

Seventy-eight (78) restdences would .be,con.structed Orf the site's ridgetops, 

including the prominent Work Ranch Ri d~e, Del Rey· Ridge,- and north-facing 

slopes along State Route 68. These residences could be -up to 35 feet in 

height. Although ridgetop construct1on may require less grading and allow the 

preservation of steep slopes in a natural state, significant impacts to the 

natural setting could occur. 

It should be noted that the low intensity of development allows 

flexibility in th.e placement of structures, by using the topography, existing 

natural. vegetation and tree cover to significantly lessen visual impacts from 

off-site. However, there are lots to be developed along ridges and slopes 

th.at would be especially incompatible with the .natural skyline and surrounding 

undeveloped slopes. For location of these lots, se.~ Figures 1.2 and 2.8. 

Compatibility with Natural Features. The project's compatibility 

with the site's topography and existing natural vegetation will be analyzed on 

the basis of general design goals for grading, vegetation removal, and 

placement of development on-site, since no detailed plans are yet available. 
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It is the project proponent's intention that the project preserve and 

reinforce the character of existing vegetation, land forms, and views. 

Grading would primarily occur for construction of buildings and paved areas, 
on 3.6 percent of the site. Grading for landscaping would occur on another 

2.7 percent of the site within individually owned parcels. It is an objective 
of the project plan to avoid excessive cuts and fills, as well as to preserve 

healthy trees where practicable. However, a detailed grading plan is not yet 
available. Any construction on slopes over 15 percent would be subject to 

grading policies and standards for hillside areas. 

Roads. Many of the proposed roads would follow existing canyons, 
swales, or ridgetops. The two collector roads with access to State Rout 68 

would extend up York Canyon and Work Canyon and hence, would be largely 

screened by adjacent ridges. The smaller internal street serving Lots 268-281 

and the access road cut to Olmsted Road would be visible from portions of 

St ate Route 68. 

Building Designs. The visual intensity of the Monterra project could 

be reduced to a limited extent by sensitive architectural treatment, such as 

increased minimum setbacks from State Route 68, screening of landscaping, 

low-scale of buildings, minimal lighting, signage, and vegetation removal. 

Potential buildings and landscaping should be designed to blend with 

the surrounding natural landscape. However, this may not be possible for 
development on open, grassy ridgetops, where the height of structures may not 

allow structures to blend with the surrounding landscape and ridgeline. 

Distant Views. Distant views of Monterra from development farther 
east, including Laguna Seca Golf Ranch and Laguna Seca Ranch residences 

(existing and possibly those that are proposed), would be limited to 
residences on the upper parts of ridges. With sensitive architectural 

treatment and grading design, the future residences should not be conspicuous, 
although lighting at night would be evident. 
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From residential areas east and south (i~e., Hidden Hills and homes 

on Tierra Grande Drive, which extends off of Carmel Valley Road), the project 

should be minimally visible o~ not appar€nt du~ to view blbckage by 

i.ntervenin.g. ridges. Restdences on theieast and southern parts of the site, 

however, may be particularly visible, particularly their ni'ghtti'me lighting. 

The project is expected to be an unobtrusive part of views" from 

downtown Monterey,,·the Toyon residential area and the Holiday Inn in Seaside, 

because. of the di stance of these vantage points from the project site. 

Although buildings are not expected to b~ seen from these areas, sbme lights 

may be visible on the ridgeline at night. 

On-Site View Opportunities. The proposed reside·nce:s built on Work 

Ranch Ridge :could have, prime scenic vistas of undeveloped hills to the south, 

east and west as well as the Monterey Bay, cit1es of ·sea·side·arid Mohterey, and 

Fort Ord to the north, northwest and northeast. The availability of views 

from these residences, as well_ as the roadway providing access to them depends 

on the building location and heights, architectural design, and the.use of 

n atu ra l landscaping. . The natural, rural character of view opportunities from 

north-facing slopes would be altered, since sbme residences would overlook 

residences located cm the lower elevations of the site. 

Summary of Impacts. The project would have ·the fo1fowi'ng visual impacts: 

20. The potential for a noticeable decrease in the rural character 

of the State Route· 68 scenic corridor. From State Route· 68,· the· following 

proposed uses would be visible: Del Rey Ridge, on the ridge west of Work 

Canyon South, on· slopes which face the roadway north of Tarpey Flats, and 

north-facing slopes between Work Canyon South and York Canyon. 

21. Minor impacts on the visibility of the project from downtown 

Monterey, the Toyon res1dential area west of the site, Seaside, the' Hidd~n 
' Hills residential area, Laguna Seca r·esiden·Ce's 'and golf ranch, and homes 

southeast of the site at the end of Tierra Grande Drive. Views of the site 

from these areas are either quite distant or largely blocked by intervening 

topography and vegetation. Views of the project would be limited to lighting 

at night. 
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2.6.1.3 Mitigation Measures 

The following measures are recommended to mitigate the 

specific visual impacts of the project. 

36. Residential and other types of development in areas viewed from 
State Route 68 should be inconspicuous in order to maintain the natural rural 

character along this scenic corridor. Visually sensitive areas include Work 

Ranch Ridge, Del Rey Ridge and north-facing slopes and meadows along Canyon 

Del Rey. Strict architectural control of building plans for lots in these 

areas should be required. 

37. A requirement for single-story houses located behind existing 
vegetation along Work Ranch Ridge, Del Rey Ridge, and slopes bordering State 

Route 68 should be considered. 

38. Require building permits for Monterra lots to be evaluated 
utilizing the following design criteria. These criteria are general in nature 
since overly prescriptive standards of design, given the current preliminary 

planning stage of the project plan, could be detrimental to the utimate 

success of the project. Conformance with these criteria is necessary to 

provide a project integrated with the natural setting and the planning goals 

of the County of Monterey and to ensure that the scale of the project allows 

for development, but also relates to the preservation of the natural character 

of the State Route 68 corridor. 

Site Design. 

39. The prominent ridges and native vegetation along the State Route 

68 corridor shall be preserved in a natural state, as much as possible, to 

maintain the natural scenic quality of this area. 

40. Development should be designed to blend with the natural 

terrain, by using innovative site design, grading techniques, building types, 

and spacing of buildings. 
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41. All structures shoy1d complement one another and the natural 

landscape, provide visual interest, and create a sense of identity within the 

development. 

42. Removal of native vegetation, particularly trees, should be 

minimized. 

43. Grading in hillside rir~as should be minimized to the porti~n of 

the site covered by the structure. Required grading should be finished to 

blend with the natural contours by avoiding abrupt changes ·;'n·grade and by 

rounding off sharp angles along the sides of cut and fill slopes. The mass 

grading of large building pads -.and, excessive terracing should be avoided. (No 

grading plan submitted t6 dat~} so full extent bf grading fs nbt known at this 

time.) 

44. Roadways should be designed to reflect the 'natural topography in 

order to minimize gradi'ng and scarring'of hillsides. 

45. Exte·ri·or color·s and·_materials that blend, rather than contrast 

with the sur·rounding soil and vegetative cover should be used. These include 

natural woodarid'inasdhry materials· and brown,muted green and'·gold colors. 

Hi·ghly refl'ed ive surf ates and col ors ·should be avoided'. 

46. Structures should not greatly ~xceed the height of the forest 

canopy. 

47. Development along ridge lines should not silhouette against the 

skyline. 

48. Exterior lightin~ should be minimized. Lighting that is 

necessary should be of low profile design, unobtrusive·and compatible with the 

rural· char:acter of the p·roject area'. Cons1der using wa'rm tone lights on dark 

standards. 
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49. Roofs of buildings at lower elevations should be attractively 
designed to enhance views of these buildings from adjacent hillside 
residential areas_ In general, sloping, gabled, or vaulted roofs constructed 

of wood shingles, wood shakes or tiles are preferred over flat, gravel-type 
roofs. Mechanical equipment on roofs should be avoided or screened so that it 

is not apparent from the hillside areas. 

50. Large wall planes without a chang~ in dimension should be 

avoided. 

51. Parking and service areas, for the recreational uses should be 
screened with landscaped berms. 

52. Architectural detail should consider the appearance of buildings 

as seen from the hillside areas, as well as from on-grade with the building. 

Trellises. awnings, balconies, and planters should be used to add interest and 
assist with blending in with the natural setting. 

53. Edges between active public areas and adjacent private 

-residential areas should be defined by landscaping. 

54. All utHity lines serving the project should be placed 
underground. 

55. Signage identifying the entrance to the Monterra development, 

should be minimized, particularly along State Route 68. Signs should be 

aesthetically pleasing, blending into the highway corridor. There should be a 

comprehensive signage motif which is compatible with the building design and 

surrounding natural setting (e.g., non-illuminatd wood signs). Signs 

identifying individual residences and buidings should be of a uniform 

low-profile type, easy to identify (and to facilitate emergency access). 
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56. When adequate off-street parking is provided, consideration 

should be given to reduced street width. I~termittent widening of streets for 

cluster ,parking areas, bays, and turnarounds:~ are encouraged at ap,p
1

ropriate 
1 ' I : ' ' ' 

locations. Alternatively, p'arking may be provided along only one s
1

ide of the 
:: 

street. 

57. Streets may be divided into one-way segments on different 1 eve 1 s 

of steeper slopes to better blend with the terrain and minimize grading. 

pedestrian paths may also be at a different level from the roadway segments. 

58. The clustering of driveways or use of commonaccess driveways 

should be encouraged to maximize natural open space preservat i1

on. 

59. A comprehensive trail plan should be subm,itted to the County . . - - . - .,_ r . : . . . . . -
prior to approval of the tentative map. 

60. A continuous system of hikfog and equestrian trails, following 

fairly level contours should connect the proposed open space and park areas. 

Also, open space linkages shpuld be provided betwe~n the site and the Ryan 

Ranch. Solid lot line fencing of y~rds border1n~ this narrow open space 
._, 

corridor should be avoided to prevent a 11 wa 11 ed II appearance. 

61. Natural landscaping should be provided around buildings to 

screen them from internal roadways and from surrounding areas, especially 

State R,oute 68. 

62. Roadway guard r.ails and fences should blend into the landscape 

as much as possible. 

63. Off-road turnouts should be provided in areas with significant 

views. 
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64. Follow the recommendations of the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan Citizens Advisory Committee in regard to highly sensitive areas 

along Highway 68: 

a. Development shall be rendered compatible with the visual 
character of the area using appropriate siting, design, materials 

and landscaping; 

b. Development shall maintain no less than a 100-foot setback from 

the scenic route right-of-way; 

c. The impact of any earth movement associated with the development 

shall be mitigated in such a manner that permanent scarring is 

not created; 
d. Tree removal shall be minimized; 
e. Landscape screening and restoration shall consist of plant and 

tree species consistent with surrounding native vegetation; 

f. Architectural review of projects shall be required to ensure 

visual compatibility of the development with the surrounding 

area; and 
g. New development in open grassland areas shown as 11 sensitive 11 or 

"highly sensitive" on the Visual Sensitivity Map should minimize 

its impact on the uninterrupted viewshed. 

2.6.2 Noise 

2.6.2.1 Existing Conditions 
There are two major off-site noise sources which affect the 

noise environment in the project vi ci ni ty. These noise sources consist of 

aircraft activities associated with the Monterey County Airport, and the 

traffic traveling along Highway 68. Figures 2.10 and 2.11 indicate the 

existing and future noise contours from these two noise sources. 

The Noise element of the Monterey County General Plan specifies a 

maximum exterior noise level in the range of 50-55 dBA (Ldn) for low-density 

residential homes. Noise levels between 55 and 60 dBA (Ldn) are considered 

conditionally acceptable where development should only be undertaken after a 

detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise 
insulation features are included in the design. 
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The area of the northwestern portion of the project site is within or 

near the existing 55-60 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour 
for the northwest-to-southeast runway at Monterey Airport. Airport noise 
contours are taken from the 1980 Airport ANCLUC Study. Proposed within this 

area are numerous single-family residences. In addition, an airport noise 
monitoring station, located within the 55-60 dBA CNEL contour on the school 

property adjacent to the project site, has measured a Day-Night Noise Level 

(Ldn) of 58 dBA (ANCLUC Study 1980). Both the CNEL and Ldn noise descriptors 
are determined by the cumulative noise exposures occurring over a 24-hour day 

with evening and nighttime noise weighted greater due to the higher annoyance 
levels during these periods. 

To estimate existing noise levels generated by Highway 68 traffic, a 

highway traffic noise model developed by the U.S. Department of Transportation 

was used. Using 1981 traffic volumes from the traffic section of this report, 

the model calculated a 72 Ldn at 50 feet from the centerline of the eastbound 

lane of Highway 68. The location of existing traffic noise contours were then 

calculated from the 50-foot reference distance based on the noise level 
diminishing at a rate of 4.5 dBA for each doubling of the distance from the 
source location. The area of the project intended for residential use that is 

within the existing 55 Ldn traffic noise contour includes the proposed ranch 
lots adjacent to Highway 68 near York Road. 

Mi nor, but annoying noise sources near the project site include the 
Laguna Seca racetrack and Fort Ord Military Reservation. Both are located 

across Highway 68 and produce intermittent car r~ce noise and explosives 
testing noise, respectively. 

2.6.2.2 Impacts 

Aircraft Noise 

The Monterey Peninsula Airport District Board has adop~ed for implementation a 
program for maintaining an adequate level of future air service to Monterey 
County and controlling future aircraft noise in the airport environs (personal 
communication with District staff, February 19, 1985). Major elements of this 

program include: 
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1. Construction of a, new general aviation runway parallel to 

existing Runway 10-28. 

2. Closure of existing Runway 6-:-24 after the parallel general 

aviatio:n run\'./ay t's av,ailable, for use. 

,3. Exten,sJon::of existing ,Runway 10R-28L 1,000 feet to the east. 

4. Modification of existing aircraft·flight tracks and ai-r traffic 

control. procedures:· to .reflect the parallel runway configuration 

and displaced landing thresh.old on Runway, lOR. 

These program elements when, combined wit~ tha forecasts of, aviation 

demand for the year 2000 will result in the 50-60 CNEL noise contour shown in 

Figur~ 2.11 (:!.,980 Airport,,Noise Con:tr:ol a.nd Land Use/Compatibility Study and 

the 1983 Environmental I~pa~t Report for the Proposed Airport .and Runway 

Development Program) •. 

22. New. ar,eas of the project that will be affecte"d .by ·future 

aircraft~generated noise levels exceeding the General Plan standard of 55 dBA 
CNEL i,ncludes an ap,pro.ximate 1,200-foot strip of land fronting Hi'ghway 68. 

Res.i<;lenti al, uses ,proposed wi thi.n ·this ,area are the numerous 1 ots adj a cent to 

the two .entrance roads. All residential lots in the subdivision will also 

experience annoyance from noise 1 eve ls: less than 55 dBA Ldn caused by various 

aircraft operations such as engine runup before takeoff. 

Ground Transportation Noise 

23. Development of the proposed project will have a cumulative 

impact on the area's noise environment, however, project-related traffic will 

not cause noise levels along Highway 68 and other roadways in the area to rise 

significantly. The additional traffic generated by the project would increase 

Highway 68 noise levels by less than 1 dBA when averaged over a 24-hour 

period, this ~hange woul cl not be detected by the human ear. 

Based-on project and area.cumulative buildout traffic volumes that 
are foreca.sted. to use Highway 68 in.the year 2000, and assuming that Highway 

68 wi 11 ,b.e widened, the .. noise model cal.cul ated a·· 7J.6, dBA Lan· 50· fe~t south .of 

the adopted Highway 68 p 1 an 1 i n e. Using th i s reference di stane,e, the future 

55 Ldn contour will be located 800 feet south of the adopted Highway 68 plan 
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line and within the area of the future 55-60 CNEL contour for aircraft noise. 

Cumulative Aircraft and Ground Transportation Noise Impacts 

24. Areas of the project that are exposed to both aircraft and 
traffic-generated noise levels of 55 dBA or greater averaged over a 24-hour 

period will experience an additional 3 dBA increase. This increase is due to 
the cumulative exposure to two separate noise sources simultaneously over a 

24-hour period. 

Construction Noise 
25. During the construction phases of development, high noise levels 

in the site vicinity will be created. The site preparation and construction 
phases will generate noise levels ranging from approximately 70 to 90 dBA at 

50-foot distances from heavy equipment and vehicles. The noise impact from 

construction activity to receptor points is dependent on the work phases of 

the construction process, and on the distance of the path between work areas 
and the noise receptor location. The only sensitive receptors in the 

immediate project area are the existing ranch house and mobile home on-site. 

The import of materials to the site by truck for construction may result in 

some noise increase along the haul routes. The location of haul routes are 

not known, but will involve regional highways. 

2.6.2.3 Mitigation Mea~ures 

Short-Term 

65. Construction phase noise can be mitigated by using properly 

maintained and muffled equipment. The use of graders and other equipment with 

tires rather than bulldozers can reduce noise generation. Also the use of 

nail guns rather than manual hammering can reduce noise generation. Noise 

intrusion can be reduced by using temporary berms or barriers such as lumber 

or other stockpiled materials. 
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66. Noise impae::t f ram the transportation of ·materials can be reduced 
or avoided by selecting haul routes that wil 1 be frequently used which do not 

pass through r.esid·ential areas or .by sensitive receptors and by limiting 

hauling.to the hours betwe:~11 7:00 am and 7:00 ·pm. 

Long..;.Term 

67. ·· Require an acoustical study of· proposed new· residential homes 

within future 55 Ldn noise contours. Require sound insulation, if necessary, 

to mitigate noise impacts in these areas exposed to an existing or future CNEL 

or Ldn of 55 dBA and greater. 

68. ·Require, dev·eloper to disclose· noise·information in this section 

and the· recommended acoustical· studj' to ·prospective· buyersJ so,that they,a,re 

aware 0Vshort..;.term'anrrnya11te 0 imp·acts.of. aiirport, Fort Ord and Laguna Seca 

raeeway operatio~s, the long-t~rm i~pa~ts of airport and vehicular n-0ise 

sou'rces ~·and, the', potential mi ti gati 6n measures ·available· through• appropriate 

design, and building techniques. 

·2.7 Tr~ffit· 

Th~ follo~in9 traffic impact a~alysis 

LSA/La rry Seeman Associates, Inc.· i Ii ·July 1984~ 

report was prepare~ by 

LLS Planning Associates has 

made modifications to the report to reflect additional analysis and comments 

from the Monterey County Department of Public Works. 

2.7.1 Existing Conditions 

' 11 •. Ttie proposed Mcint,erra·subdivision site '.exte11ds for almost 2.5 miles 

along th~ ·south si'de of ·'State Route 68, immediately east· of and adjoining 

Tarpey Flats. The project s'ite and its proximity to the· regional road system 

is 'presented in· Figure 2.12. 

The Monterra subdivision sit(;! is ;served by.two State highways·,. State 

Route 68 and State Route 218. State Route 68 isa major.connectin.g road 

between Monterey and the Salinas area. State Route 218, also known as Canyon 

del Rey Road, serves as a connector to the Seaside and Del Rey Oaks area. The 

junction of these two highways is located adjacent to the project site. Both 

of these highways are two-lane, two-way facilities. 
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Three local streets exist. in the pro~ect vicinity. Jacks Peak Road, 
adjacent to the ,western boundary of the proposed Monterra subdivision, serves 

' a regional recreation site. North of State Route 68, Jacks Peak Road is named 

Olmsted Road and serves the Monterey ·Peni ns ul a Afrpor~. . York Road is located 

across Highway 68 from the eastern boundary of the proposed Monterra 

Sub division. York road connects with the i nterha.1 · st~eet system of Ford Ord :.' 
" and belongs to the Army. It also serves York s'chool. '',All three of these · 

local streets are two-lane facilities. 

Existing Traffic Volume 

Existing 1981 Average Daily Traffic v~l umes (FJ'gure 2~J2) we re d,:b~afm~d from 

the Feburary'1984 R'oute 68 Study to Develop Program\of lmprqve~ehts preRared ,, 
by the Monterej'c~unty Depa;t~ent of PuJ:)lic'work{:··:A~ can 'be seen:·;the• 

average daily traffic volumes ate relative'1y·cons'lst~ht:.·between Highway 1 and 

Laure 1 es Grade Road, averaging ~pproximate'ly 15,000 vehi c'lesdai ly. 

Existing Levels ·of Service· 
In traffic engi~eering, {he cqncept of ~apacity and the relationship between 

capacity and traffic volumes is .generally expressed in terms of levels of ,; 
,, • ·-..,.. ., ' "'·"I, ·-;":'I ,. :i.r 

· service (LOS). These levels recognize that while an absolute limit exists as 

to the amount of traffic traveling along a given roadway link or through an 

i.ntersection (the absolu{e capacity), the conditions that motorists experience 

as acceptable deteriorate as traffic approaches the_ absolute capacity. Under 

suc,h conditions, congestion is experienced,-charact'erTzed by instability of 
- -

ttaffic flow with considerable fluctuations in speeds and associated delays. 

This near-capa'city sittfation is labeled LOSE (levels of service are 

designated A through F). Beyond LOSE, capacity has been exceeded, and 

arr.iving traffic will exceed the ability of the roadway link or intersection 

td acco111T1odate it. An upstream queue (back-up) will then form and continue to 

expand in length until the .. demand volume reduces again. A complete 

d~strt~ti1o'n 6f leve·1s' o! service cari_~_e found in Highw~y<_Capacity Manual 
•;i (Hfgh;a}'Re~'earch'''soard Special RepoH:· 87). 

_;;\1•' ~ ·;' ' - ~ 

·\:; 
r'",C,• • 

·. 'l~_ 
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For purposes of th i s study , LOS C i s u s e d t o def i n e t he a cc e pt ab l e 
level of service. However, in some cases where the level of service is 

slightly exceeded, some discretion should be exercised in suggesting a major 
change in roadway type or number of lanes which would only improve a marginal 

condition. 
The roadway capacity criteria, as assumed in this traffic analysis, 

are presented itTable 2.5. Capacity for a two-lane facility is approximately 

15,000 vehicles per day. As can be seen by applying this volume to existing 

traffic volumes identified in Figures 2.12 and 2.13, all segments of Highway 
68 from Highway 1 to past Laureles Grade are currently at capacity. 

Forecast Traffic/No Project 

Growth in through-traffic volumes will occur with or without new development 
along Highway 68. The amount or extent of this growth is based on a number of 

factors, some of which are beyond the control of the City or County of 

Monterey. As an example, if growth in the City of Monterey is curtailed to 

minimal levels, through-traffic may continue to increase given the continued 
growth of tourist activity or, more significantly, major increases in Federal 

Government activities at the Presidio and Ford Ord. 

For purposes of th i s study , a 3 % growth rat e w a s a s s um e d • I n 

discussions with City and County staff, it appears that this historical growth 
rate is a reasonable rate between the high and low impacts. In evaluating 

near-term conditions with buildout of the Monterra subdivision, this 3% growth 

rate will represent a worst-case scenario in isolating Monterra as a having a 

higher proportion of the total traffic. 
Two forecast time periods are identified as will be discussed later 

in this report. The first is a Base Year (1987) time period which is when 
traffic from the proposed Monterra subdivision will begin to be added to the 

background traffic, and a Near-Term (1990) development time period which is 
when the Monterra Subdivision will be complete. The resulting base year, 

near-term, and full-term development traffic volumes, assuming no pr.oject, and 
no Highway 68 area cumulative impacts, are presented in Figures 2.13 and 2.14. 
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Ba~ed on the forecast through-traffic assignments for 1987 and 1990, 

\a level of service analysis was petformed using the average daily traffic 
: I, , 

volumes pre~ent._ed in !able 2.5. Th~ level of·s~tyice analysis indicated that, 
. 

in 1987, just prior to occupancy of the Monterra. subdiv,1si-on, Highway 68 from 
Highway''l to east of Laureles Grade will exceed the capaciity of a two-lane 

facility. As through-traffic continues to increase to 1990 fa.recast volume·· 

levels, the Highway 68 LOS wi 11 further deteriorate. 

To maintain LOS C or better, Highway 68 will need to be widened-by 

1987 to the four-lane adopted alignment from Highway 1 to e!ast of,Laufele's° 
:,~ .. 

Grade Road in order to accommodate the exist,ing traffic plus·loreicast through 

plan alignment, instead of one lanELOn,,.~_ach ~ide of"'t-he exist.ing roadway. The 

four-lane widerdog.,could accomm_odate ·1990 existing pl,us through-traff{c.,atthe 
LOS C threshol~ •.. Any addit.i9n~l t,hroug'.h.;t/~ffic ~o~l-d exc,eed, the Los''t 

' / .. 
theshold, and would require a ~ix-lane f~~ility. 

2. 7. 2 Imp~ct~ , , ' 
The methodology employed to deterririne trip generation, traffic 

impacts, and'mitigation measures for the proposed Monterra subdivision follows 

traditional traffic engineerir:ig,_pr:ocedures. Trips are' generated by land use 

units, distributed and assigned to the local higway system, added to the 

base-year traffic volumes, and evaluated via volume/capacity ratios in order: 

to determine whether acceptable levels of service will pre\'.ail or whether r 

mitigation measures are necessary to facilitate acceptable levels of service.· 
: ~ ~, . 

This analysis for the proposed Monterra subdivision development is presented 

in the following paragraphs. 

Proposed Land Use 
' .· ; 

Th_e proposed Monterra Ranch subdivision currently submitted to the County of 

Monterey requests development approval for 283 dwelling units and an: 

equestrian and tennis center for residents only. Based on a normal 

_ 'devel oprrient aJ:lprova 1 a'nd const-ru_c:t ion process, and ,conversation~ with the 

Ca1~frt:y''b'f Monterey. lots within tnEt:Monterra subdivisio'n development 'will most 
"'·Mkely begin,selling-in 1986; with-initialoccupancy,occurring in 1987.: "The, 

/'.,P,Q.Pject will take approximately four years for·development with full occupancy_ 

· :fei}imated by 1990 .• 
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Roadway 
Faciliti T.n~e 

2-lane highway 

4-lane arterial 

6-lane arterial 

4-lane freeway 

6-lane freeway 

TABLE2.5 

ROADWAY CAPACITY CRITERIA 

Maximum Average Dail,Y Traffic Volumes 
@LOSA @ LOS B @ LOS C @ LOS D 
Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles Vehicles 
Per Dai Per Da,Y Per Dai Per Da.}'. 

5,000 7,500 10,000 13,000 

16,000 18,000 20,000 22,000 

26,000 31,000 35,000 39,000 

30,000 35,000 40,000 50,000 

40,000 50,000 60,000 75,000 

Source: Monterey County Department of Public Works and LSA, Inc. 

@LOSE 
Vehicles 
Per Da.}'. 

15,000 

24,000 

44,000 

60,000 . 

90,000 



Trip Generation 

Trip generation for the proposed Monterra subdivision development is the 

application of appropriate trip ge~erijtioh rates times the proposed number of 

dwelling units. The proposed trip generption ,per dwelling unit is 10 per day, 
'1 ' ']! . ' " ,' 

and 0.63 inbound and 0.31 outbound during the p.m. peak hour, as presented in 
11 Tri p Generati on 11

, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 1979 and 1982. 

The ·ITE daily generation. rate ts s] i,ghtly less than the CalTrans 
·. . , . '',_' , r(, , 

residenti~l trip generation rate of 12 trip ends per dwelling units. In 
' • f • • 

review. of the t_yp~ of dwelling units bein-g proposed, and based on 

conversations with City and County ·staff; 25% or more of the proposed dwelling 

units are anticipated to be se.cond homes. Therefore, many of these units will 

remain vacant du,ring parts of the year, and when they are occupied peak-hour 

impacts will be less than the typical ·homeowner who contributes to the 

home:..to-Work peak-hour trip. 

Applyi ng:ttr.i p generation rates to the 283 dwelling units results in a 

Monterra subdivision daily t~ip generation of 2,830 with 178 iflbound· and 88 

outbound occurring durjng the p.m. peak hours. 

Trip Distrib~tioh 

The methodology used to distribute the project traffic to the highway system 

is that used in the January 1984 Highway 68 Area Plan Traffic Impact Analysis 

by Faustman. Trip distribution percentages are first defined as whether they 

remain internal or travel external to the study area. Trips remaining 

internal to the study area are assigned to logical destinatioris such as 

schools, shopping, and places of employment. Trips which will be traveling 

externally to the study area were distributed based on the Highway 68 traffic 

impact analysis which was in turn derived from the MCTS regional traffic 

model. These trip distribution percentages are presented in Table 2.~ 

Traffic Assignment 
The assignment process is basically multiplication of the trip distribution 

percentages time the Monterra subdivision trip generation and assigning this 

product along the logical roadway to the trip destinations. In the case of 

the Highway 68 study area, this process is relatively straightforward given 
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TABLE-2.6 

INTERNAL/EXTERNAL RESIDENTIAL TRIP DISTRIBUTION PERCENTAGES 

Highway 1 south 

Highway 1 north 

External Orientation 

Fremont Street west of Highway 1 

Fremont Street east of Highway 1 

Aquajito Road vicinity 

Josselyn Canyon Road vicinity 

Highway 218 north of Highway 68 

. Highway 68 east of Lau re 1 es Grade Road 

Totals 

Source: January 1984 Highway 68 Traffic Impact Analysis 
by D. Jackson Faustman. 

15.2 

15.8 

31.1 

3.1 

0.5 

0.8 

15.7 

17.8 

100.0 



the linear nature of the street system. 
The one area of pot~ntial alte~native rquting, however, is accessing 

,, ' " 

Highway 68. The Monterra subdivision map currently proposes two access points 
between the project site and Highway 68. It is presently planned that these 
access points will have guard or plasticard operated entry gates. One access 
location would have a guard gate entrarice. the second ~ntrance would be 
accessed through a card key and would, therefore, be limited to residents use 
only. Non-residential traffic, especially during the peak hour, is expected 
to be lo\'( and, therefore, was not included in the trip ass-ignment (see 
subsequent section on Canada de la Segunda for entrance gat~ options if Canada 

de la Segunda is constructed at some point in the future). 
' ' (\· ! ' ~ ,' . 

In reviewing the Monterra subdivision map as to the proportion of 
units which would be closer to one entrance gate than another~ it· appeared 
about equal. Therefore, it was assumed th~t., 50% of the total Monterra 
subdivision traffic would utilize each entrance. It was further assumed that 
slightly over half the traffic heading east would be usin'g the east entrance 
and_ over half the traffic ·heading west would be using the west entrance in 
order to avoid backtracking for some of the residents located approximately 

equidistant between the two entrances. 
The resulting traffic assignments for the Monterra_ subdivision in 

1990 is presented iri Figure 2.15. Also included in Figure 2.15 ar~ the 
existing plus background through-traffic volumes. As can be seen, in 1990 the 

proposed Monterra subdivision will add approximately 6% to 8% more traffic to 
Highway 68 west of the Monterra Ranch and approximately 2% east of the ranch 
when compared to the existing and through-traffic volumes. 

2.7.2 Traffic Impacts 
26. When the projected Monterra project trips are added to the 

existing plus through-traffic volumes fofecast, the upper limits of LOSE 
(15,000 ADT) will be further exceeded on the existing two-1 ane Highway 68. Ab-
sent mitigation of this impact, the project would conflict with General 

Plan Policy 37.2.1. 
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Cumulative Traffic Impact Analysis 

27. The results of the cumulative traffic impact analysis are 

presented in Figure 2:.16. As can be seen, forecast year 2000 cumulative 

average daily traffic Volumes for Highway 68 betweeri Highway 1 and Highway 218 

will. approach 40,000 ADT. This volume will require a ·four-1 ane freeway 
'·\} ,.,, ••• • I•> •• ••• \)f,·~:::1,· .' .o:;·:, _i ':, ' ' • 

consistent with .adopted plan lines in order to provi,de LOS C. 
' . 1 . '~ . 

Avera,g1e dajly traffic volumes from Highway, 218'to ·east of Laureles 
~ ~ il_J 'Ii ,l ' ,I ,. .' • .. ' , • • . , ·;:i,, ' 

Grade Road will range from 22,000 to 28,ooq ADT, and will recI4,~re a four-lane 
freeway or a six-lane major arterial in orde.r to provide LOS C. :· 

The cumulative impact analysis conducted for-the, Mo!~:berra Ranch' 
· 

1 
,· ; •. ~. . ·,:. · · : n,,1_\_f.',;-_.">),.:, . . 

s u b di v i s i on i s bas e d on t he II Rout e 6 8 S-t).l'dY t o D. e v el op P'r'<> g r.a m of 

Improvements 11
, prepared by the 'Monte'rey cOuhty D~partment of ;Pub,lic W6rks, 

. ., . . . ·. _"'.'./ ~< ,.;_,\ . ' ,' . . . . . . ,.,:~_}; .• -~t- ... 

February 1 ~ 1984. Tfre above dted'·'feport/analyzedi·th~ result-s of_ the Monterey_ 
',·';'' '. ·.'': ;• l• •• ,/j• .ti;/;-~·~" ,, .··,•,",·,a , .. ·,:,.,, • ~ 1 •,. ' 

County Transportation Study (MCTS) j~~f,~000 ;raffi6 ~odel data, to base 
. ., __ ,., '' . . ~--
recommend e cl., 'illlprovements.,, 

-Inp~t tq t~is model fof th~ ~9~terra Ra'rich_ subdivtsi_on Was assigned a 

3,000 dwelling units developmerit ~hich equa1~ 30,000:ADT. Given the proposed 

M6nterra developme~t·i~ for 283 dwelling units wh1ch approximately generates 
2,830 ADT, the forecast results of th,e MCTS model r_eqyi.red modification. , The 

methodology used was to: 1) ci!rsign the previo'us 30:000 daily trips to the 

network using the MCTS distribution patte-rns, 2) subtract the previous 

Monterra Ranch assignment from the total assignment in order to determine 

total forecast cumulative traffic without Monterra, and
0
3) add the new 

Monterra Ranch assignment to the base cumulative assignment. 

f.r_C?_j_e_ct Access 
28. It is important to note that the Monterra project could be 

accessed via Olmsted Road, thereby eliminating the need for one of the 

proposed Highway access points. The Olmsted Road/Highway 68 intersection has 

recently been signalized and has been discussed as the first proposed freeway 

i.nterchange near"Highwayl~. ln'c0mparison tbthis pos'sib)eacc:·ess route, the 

pf'oject a'cces''s points pose sfgirifi tahtly gr'~ater traf'ffc impacts on tfie 

· congested M,i ghway 68 corridor·,··· Courity ,of Monterey poH cy-states that acoe§s 

woui,c:f be 1{~ited to unsignalized intersections as signalization along Highway 

61f,wi;ll,not be permitted. 
'"f:}'':: .• ··;., 

\t:~ 
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In order to determine whether intersection access could be permitted 
vdthout. signali,zation, the foreca:st estimated a~erage daily traffic was 

compared to t~e ~alTrans Traffic St~nal Warrants. '.traffic Signal Warrant 2, - .. . 

Interruption of Continous Traffic, is the pri~~ry warrant which may be 
. ;,f.•'' '.j • ; •e ,_.··,, ~,:'''."' •• ·-'" -·t:\:· . . "":)"'" . ,;<i::,. '.", ,, ',;' ' •, , ' . , 

exceedect·by··the proj'ect. · This warrant is met for ·rural conditions when the 
-, : >-.•. . ' . 

total vehic(es .. in ·both d·ir~ctions per day on Highway 68 exceed 8,400 for a 

twp .. l~n~--HiRhwa~ 68 or 'io,080 for a four-lane H\ghw,ay,·6~,;·and, the total 

vehicles per day approaching Highway 68 via the proposed project acc~ss i5, 

greater than 850 for a one-1 ane approach or 1, 120· for a· twp-1-~ne approath. ---

In reviewing Figure 2~15--Bas~ .Year 1990·+· M'd~terra Traffic 

Vo 1 umes- -and Fi gu.re ? • 16--Monte'-t·ra +. Cumu 1 at i ve Bui l douJ Yelr' 200Q: Traffic ,;! 

Volumes--it ca,~ be seen that. ithe minimuJn ir_ghwa'y· 68 ~$-t,img-bed· a'ver~ge daiJy 
·it raffi C approach volumes are exceed:-~-d' 'f'.in-:,,~-·~iA,,,in;tefim and buil d-~~t 

"':-. co.nditions. With th~_.access app'r~:~qh v~l umes'''of a"p.pr~-xima~~ly 70Q,. ve.~i.cles ,.:: 

per day, hoV{ever, t:he· minor stfee't minimum volume.warrant of 850. for a 

one-lane access is not rea4~ed, therefofe;. s~gnafizati~n~fs not warranted. It 

, should be pointed out, however, that the assignment process assumed an equal 
distributfon'.to each gate.· If a shift of this assumed distribution occurred, 

to one or the other of the···access locations, then the 850 average daily i 
i( 
~l , traffic signal warrant for a one-lane access could be reached. 

In order to permit left turns into the site, a left-turn pocket wi_t,h 

adequate deceleration lanes will be required in order to separate those 

desiring to turn left and the through traffic. 

Canada de la Segunda Ro1d 

Thr Monterey County _General Plan identifies a new road, Canada de la Segunda, 

connecting Highway 68 with Carmel Valley Road. As comtemplated in the General 

Pl.an (tJ1e 11 1973 11 route), this new road would intersect with Highway 68 near 

the point where the west entrance road to Monterra subdivision is located. An 

_alt:~rnc3tiv~-alignment connecting with H,ighway 68 at the east instead of the 
.,.\1, . '. . .' ' ' ,, .• , .. 

wes.t entrance ·of Monterra subdivi si.on is .. shown on the Monterra subdi vision ;·, 

:rmapii' These two general· alignments ·are presented'in -Figure· 2.17. 

~s ,,._. . . .., ,,·-·, :r-•.· ,., 
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Users of this_ new road would be those traveling from Carmel to 

Salinas Monterey to qarrrte'l Valley, and Carmel Vall~y to Highways 68 adn 218. 

Traditjonal traffic analysi~ methoqology suggests that those who would use 
' . 

Canada de la Segunda_ Road w9uld make their route decisio~ based. on a minimum 

time path. Therefor~
1

;
0
: to dbtain _utlilization from a new facility sufficient 

to justify 1ts construction and meet the needs of.specialized users (such as 

transit buses and fire truGks ~hi'~h have grad!;!- Jim'itat'ions), .a high-standard 

roadway with minimum gradient' would be neces,s-ary in order to compete '..with 
,, ' : 

(attract trips from) the"-existing fa'cjlities (Highway 1 and-Laureles Grade). 

It is difficult to,pr~c{~ely det~rmi~e t~~ volumes which mi~ht be 

diverted should Canada de l
0

a Segund·~ be. built along either the 11 1973 11 route or 

the more easterl; rouie shp~n on the Monterra subdivision map. 

facility ~aptur-es·-'; 25% of .the traffic from Hi ghway,J58 east of the 
If. fhi s 

1 

Mont.'e'rra ,. 

subdivisfon,,to Q,r-g;rmel./o'P': from ~onterey to east Cari~el .Valley Rao<:!, about 

2,000 average>da'i.ly trcip~, woui d utilize this facility~ 
. '.1; ·.; ~ . .,:.' _(' ; ·., . 

Tr_?ffiq tro,~ .t,h,e Mo'nterra.·subdivision wo,Lild add ~pproximately 300 
more aver~ge

0

daiiy trips (2,300 tota~ ); given the proximiti to the Canada de 
la Segunda fac:i-lfty. With full bufldout of t~e· Highway· 68 Area Plan 

,. / 

cumulative developme~t (adjDsted to current land use a~plicatiort intensities), 

traffic on c·anadade la Segunda would be approximate1)·doubll;!th.e existing 

plus project-generated traffic, or a total of about 4,600 average daily trips, 

a?suming a competitively designed facility. 

In review of the two aforementioned alignments, the General Plan 

(1973) alignment accesses Highway 68 near the westerly Monterra subdivision 

access and follows a route which generally coincides with the Cal Am water 

easement bisecting the Monterra subdivision {Figure 2.17). This alignment 

requires a steep grade to reach the ridgeline and would require a significiant 

(e.g., 85-125 1
) cut near the ridgeline to maintain a gradient sufficient to 

meet normal criteria for efficient transit bus and fire truck operation. The 

cut would; likeJy, be obser\lable from any are~ to_ the north of Monterra,, 

possibly p'resentinggonflict with viewshed policies of applicable general· 

- plans. -It· is· also likely that a, numbe·r· ot:Jac·ilities of the· Cal Am Water 

~9wpany (i _nstal l e_g a.l_qn g this .same wesJe r ly rq,ut,~ .. ~ ubs~quent to 1973) would 
- . " -

need to be relocated if this route is allowed. Thes·e include sections of 
pfp·eline, a pump station, and an undergrou'nd hdl'din,g t~~k located near the 
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ridgeline. Similary it may be necessary to relocate overhead PG and E 
electric lines serving the pumps near the ridgeline. 

·The proposed new (more easterly) route as presented in the Monterra 
subdivision map (Figure 2.17) extends east from Canada de la Segunda south of 

the ridgeline, following a more gentle gradient (10-12%), and would access 
Highway 68 at the eastern entrance to the Monterra subdivison. Major cuts 

visible from the viewshed to the north would not be required. Under this 
altenative alignment, the applicant would be faced with a more complex gate 

control system, at Points A, B, C,and D (Figure 2.17), but the physical 

integrity of the overall project site as a single landholding would be 

preserved. 
The difference in utlization of either alternative is difficult to 

determine precisely. The easterly route is just over a mile longer than the 

westerly route. This equates to about one and one-half minutes difference in 

travel time, a minor difference. For Carmel/Salinas trips, the easterly route 
is almost the same_ length. For Monterey/Carmel Valley trips, the added length 

is more important, but still small. 

Access to Monterey Peninsula Unified School District Property and Lt Ng 
Property 

29. During the pre-EIR public agency comment period, the issue of 

future dual access to the MPUSD parcel northwest of the project site was 

raised. The school district has access to their property off of Highway 68. 

However, a dual access to the site appears appropriate considering the future 

freeway improvements proposed for the highway and the property's potential for 

development for other than educational uses; this access could be provided 
through either Lot 1 or Lot 234, or both. 

The project proposes a right-of-way (between ranch lots 7 and 8) from 

the main loop road to the Lt Ng property to the west. This right-of-way makes 

good planning sense in that the Lt Ng and Monterra properties can both benefit 

by the provision of additional emergency access routes in case of fire; see 
Figure 1.2. 
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2.7.3 Mitjgation Measures 
,. I ' '• .. _, 

69. The west entrance to the site should be rel ocateq from Ra gsda 1 e 

Drive to Olmstead Road in order to: utilize the existing traffic signals 
• J ' • 

there; utilize the future fu.11 interchange planned there afte'r construction of 
:, ; ' . -.-,: 

the Toro Park interchange; remove at 1 east half the Monterra traffic from two 

miles of Highway 68 {between Olmstead and the wes,tern entrance); eliminate 
' . 

conflicting ;turning movements on,Highway 68.by changing the proposed western 

entran,ce to an emergency exit only until an interch,rnge is c.onstructed there. 
• ) t • I•, .. • ' ' ' / ' 

The Monterra subdivision shoul.d also p~rticipate in funding the inter~ection 

imprqv~m~nts at Olmstead Road and Highway ~8. . ' . ' ' ~ ' . _, 

70. Based on the ~xisting plus through-traffic plus cumulative 
·• - - '- i ' 1 " . . ,' 

traffic need.for wide.ning Highwa,y ,68 and that the Monterra Ranch subdivision 
. .· .. ,, ,,, .• ' i ' , 

will ,contribute to that n~ed, the Monterra ,-Ranch subdi.vi si,on should the ref ore 
,,.,. ' • • ,, • • • • ', • .f 

par;ticipate in funding the widening of Highway 68 to the adopted plan lines at 

a rate commensurate to tt,e project traffic assignment •. The formula for this 

fee should be determined by the Planning Department. 

71. An appro~ch 1 ane to Highway :68 on the east entrance should be 
provided to separate right and left-turn traffic. In addition, a left-turn 

pocket on Highway 68 with an adequate deceleration lane should be provided to 

faci 1 it ate access to the .east ent r:-ance of and to· the western entrance ·off ,of 

01 rilstead road. 

72. The Monterra Ranch subdivisibh shoDld dedicate a right•of~way 

consistent with adopted plan lines for Route 68. 

73. The priv~te road designs and construction should be at 

.horizontal and vertical standards unless these standatds,would cause excessive 

grading and/or environmental ifup~cis~ A determination of specific roadway 

segments to be exempted from· normal ,county standards, .ff any,. should be .made 

prior to recordation of the final subdivision map • 
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74. The Monterra subdivision access to Highway 68 will be 

facilitated by an internal collector loop road which connects east and west 
entrances. Traffic control should be on the side streets in order to preserve 

the internal collector's integrity. 

75. The subdivision map should be conditioned to grant access rights 
to the school district and Lt Ng parcels to assure appropriate access to the 

parcel considering future highway improvements; and to assure secondary access 

routes for both Lt Ng and Monterra in the future. Please see Figure 1.2 for 

locations. 

2.8 Air Quality 

2.8.1 Existing Conditions 
The project site is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin 

which includes Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties. The 

Environmental Protection Agency and Air Resources Board have designated this 
) air_ basin as a non-attainment area for photochemical oxidant levels. 

Photochemical oxidants are secondary pollutants formed in the atmosphere when 

hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides from vehicluar emissions mix in the presence 

of sunlight. 

Ambient air quality data compiled at the Salinas and Monterey 

monitoring stations from 1978 to 1984 show that the state oxidant standard 

(.10 PPM) has been exceeded eight days (13 hours) in Salinas and two days(2 

hours)in Monterey. During the same time period, neither station measured 

oxidant levels exceeding the federal standard of .12 PPM or greater (1982 Air 
Quality Plan). At the present time, the air basin meets or is below all of 

the fedeial and state standards for other pollutants. 
The 1982 Air Quality Plan prepared by the Association of Monterey Bay 

Area governments (AMBAG) contains transportation strategies to meet and 

maintain air quality standards by 1987. Major strategies are: 

*Please refer to Comment 56 in the Response to Comments section, regarding the 

provision of a park-and-ride lot. 
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Short-Range Transit Improvements. 1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

Traffic Flow Improvements--Signal Optimization. 
' ~ ; 

Improved Bicycle F~cilities. ,, 
Areawide Ridesharing and Flextime Promotion. 

2.8.2 Impacts 
30. Long-term air quality impacts will occur dµe to an increase in 

emissions from- automob;i l ~ trips 'generateq by :the proj,~ct. A comparison of 

automoible emissions generate.ct annually i~ 1,9.87 by the 
1

project and overall 
: : ·' ' ' ' l,,. . ., 

annual emissions produced in the County is indicated in Table 2.7. While the 

projected pollutant levels generated by the project are insignificant when 

compared to the entire County, project-generated emissions will result in an 

incremental degradation of air quality. 

31. Short-term. air-quality imr,acts wi 11 occur from construction 

activities on the site. The type of impact wi-11 likely be localiz,ed increases 

i n pa rt i cul at e l e v e l s a n d p o 11 u t a n t em i s s i o n s f r. o_m c on st r u ct i on v eh i c 1 es • 

These impacts would be tempor:-ary and restricted to the Monterra Ranch area. 

2.8.3 Miti~atirin Measures 
, I 

. Short-Ter_m Construction Jmpacts 
. { - ','" . 1 ' ,·· . '.' 

76. Use dust controls, such as wetting do",'n the soil duri ~g 

excavation and earthmoving oper~t,ons~ 

77. Suspend construction activities or increase sprinkling during 
' ,·: .. ·' :i 

periods of high wind (greater than 15 mP,h). ,, ' ·: ,,, ;' 

78. Revegetate exposed surfaces as soon as possible. 
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TABLE 2. 7 

ON-ROAD VEHICLE EMISSIONS GENERATED BY THE PROJECT 

')., 1987 
1983 1987 Projected Annual 

1983 1987 Annual Annual Monterey County 
Emissions Emissions Project Project Transportation 

Pollutant VMT 1 Factor 2 Factor 2 Emissions Emissions Emissions 3 

Type (miles/year) (grams/mile) (grams/mile) (short tons) (short tons) (short tons) 

Carbon 
Monoxide 4.8 X 106 17.29 13.27 91.29 70.07 48,380.75 

Nitrogen 
106 6,252.45 Oxides 4.8 X 3.19 2.37 16.84 12.51 

Particulates 4.8 X 106 .40 . 36 2.11 1. 90 6,748.85 

Total 
Hydrocarbons 4.8 X 106 1.42 .09 7.50 .48 4,759.60 

1Assumes 2,830 trips/day (total trips generated by the project) x 4.6 miles/trip x 365 days/year 
= project vehicle miles traveled. 

2Emission factors are from the EMFAC 6C Emissioni Program by California Air Resources Board (July 1982); 
an average vehicle speed of 40 miles per hour is assumed. 

3Projections are from 1982 Air Quality Plan, AMBAG. 



Long-Term Auto Emissions Impacts 

79. Consider provision of a park and ride lot, bus ttop and turn-out 
area to be located near the project on ijighway 68 to ehcourage the use of 
public transit by' future residents. 

80. As specified in the Air Quality Plan, the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments should review all project pl~ns. 

81. The developer should be required to distribute local transit, 
bicycle and carpooling information to prospective buyers during the marketing 
of the homesites. Please refer to Comment 56 in Response to Comments section. 

2,9 Public ,Services, 
2.9.1 ··Water Supply 
Section 2.4.6 of this report discusses the existing conditions, 

impacts and mitigation measures involved with water supply and service for the 
proposed subdivision. 

2.9_.2, Wastewater Disposal 
2.9.2;1 Existing Conditions 
Wastewater disposal in the Monterra area is an importrant 

constraint to development. At present, there are no sewer lines serving the 
project area. It is proposed that sewage disposal in the 2,831-acre project 
be accomplished by septic tank systems. Feasibility of on-site effluent 
disposa-1 systems is determined through the evaluation of soil capability, 
topography) hydrology, and development density. To ensure appropriate 
operation of such-sys~ems, the pe~meability and absorptive capacity of the 
soils surrounding the on-site systems must be adequate for hydraulic loading 
of the system.· 

2. 9. 2. 2 Impacts 
John: Logan, regJstered hydrology geologist consultant, in 

his June 1984 r~port~ A W~ter Supply for Monterra, states that there is ample 
' :- . 

acreage f6r the safe disposal bf s~wage, especially considering the low 
density of one residence per t~n ~cres and in spite of the thin soils, steep 
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slopes and low infiltration rates common to Monterra and surrounding area. 
The July i985 Anderson-Nichols Monterra Ranch Water Supply Study 

utilized equilibrium analysis to deten11ine whether the expected septage 
loadings will increase nitrate levels above the state limit of 10 mg/1. 

Based upon Anderson-Nichols' equilibrium nitrate concentration 
predictions, it appears that there will not be a nitrate groundwater problem 
from residential septic tank discharge. However, the placement of septic tank 
systems in a fractured shale fon11ation must be done with great care. Local 
percolation tests perfon11ed by Logan (1984b) indicate the presence of rapid 
pathways not only for recharge, but also for septage. The possibility of high 
nitrate concentrations reaching the aquifer via fractures exists. 

Septic systems should be located as far from the wells as possible 
and not along fractures that intersect the well locations. The potential for 
groundwater contamination can be further reduced by limiting the construction_ 
of impervious surfaces and structure_s in cri ti ca 1 recharge areas, th.us 
maximizing the surface area available for infiltration of water to mix with 
the septage. 

If a reverse osmosis system is i nsta 11 ed to reduce the existing 
salinity, the majority of nitrate present in the groundwater will also be 
removed. This will provide additional protection to the residents of Monterra 
against the threat of water contaminated by nitrates. However, the wise use of 
the aquifer on a regional scale requires that the contamination of the 
groundwater be minimized so that any downgradient users are also protected. 

32. - The proposed project wil1 generate 84,900 gallons per day of 
wastewater from the 283 residential units, and 16,980 gallons per day of 
wastewater from the Recreation Complex, Tennis and Equestrian centers. Septage 
may contaminate the groundwater supply if the planned loadings are greater 
than the soils nitrogen assimilation capacity. 

2.9.2.3 Mitigation Measures 
82. Strictly adhere to the sites indicated safe for the location of 

septic systems in the M. Jacobs and Associates Percolation Study for the 
Monterra Ranch project. 
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83. The M~ntere~ ~oun~y Health Department should review each 

specific septic system lpc~tion and desig~ prior to their placement to ensure 

that the St.ate of California Basin P.lan a~d the .P.rovisions of Monterey County 

Ordinance 1835 are met. 

84. Septic systems sh~uld not be built on slopes in excess of 30% or 
,• ~.,.. 

if deemed necessary should be specifically engineered for each site. 
. ' '·t '. ,·, ' : . 

85.* The ins~allatio~ of ~atir c~nserving fi~ture; (low flush 
' ;· < ; ' 

toilets, flow restrictors on faucet and shower heads) should be required to 
·: /.. r ! . / ~ / i i. ·, .·! j · . . ~ . • ·- ·.: !1, , \ . 

reduce the potential for septic system loadin$. Residents should also be 

encouraged to us/~hosphate free·_:':deterge~ts b'~\;~'.use ·the s~ste~s I efficiency 

will be increased. 
L' 

2.9.3 Fire Prot~i::tion 

2.9.3.1 Exist'ing C~ndit/ons 

At present, the project site is protected only against 

wildland fires by the Cal.if~-rnia Dep~~t~ent of Forestry. Their nearest 

station·s are lo·~-~t,ed in Carm~l Valley at T.uiar'citos arid··'ca~mel Hill •.. The 
, . . . , : .· .. -, ... ~ · ·: · · , . " · . ~:.. ·. _. r , · . . . .- . . . . . ~ 

property ii classified as containing both moderate and high fire hazard areas; 
· ··r'·:' _ i·;-~-:.,r,;:"./ ·, .;;~_1· '' 1, .. l _,_··,:, _·,,:, .f\·'.".'(' /'·'.··, ,. ~ : :· ,_.;· ·~ '/ 

these classifications are based on slope, climate, vegetative fuel loading and 
'. _ .. , . . - · .. , . . .' . 

water availability. Lower grassland slopes are typically classified as 

moderate ffre hazard area~-~ ~n'd steeper brushland a~cf wooded slopes are high 

fire hazard areas; 

There is n'o fire agency yet directly responsible for structural fire 

protection on the project ·site. This is' not a· p·robl em at present because 

thE!°re are very few s!tructlrre-'s on' the p;ro'piffty. The;subdlvision and 

development of the property under the proposed project wi11 obviously require 

structural fire protection from an appropriate fire agency. 

Mr. Tom Perkins, the Monte~ey County Fire Warden, was contacted 

r~gafdi~g the most appropriate m~thod for the provision of structural fire 
. . ' .- ' . - ' ·, 

protection to the pr6ject sit~. of the four alt~fnative agencies whi~h could 

provide structural fire piotection to the property (Monterey City, County 

Service Area No. 39, Mid-Carmel Valley, and Salinas Rural), Mr. Perkins 

suggested that the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District would be most 
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appropriate. In summary the reason for its choice was the Mid-Carmel Valley is 
too far away; CSA No. 39 (serving Josselyn Canyon, Aquajito and Del Monte 
~airways) is dependent upon CSA No. 43 and Pebble Beach CSD to exist, and its 
sphere of influence does not cover the area; and Monterey City normally serves 

only city limits lands. 

The Salinas Rural Fire Protection District's nearest facility is 
Station 3 l ocat~d at 19900 Portola Drive (near the Highway Patrol Offices), 
9-10 minutes response time from the York Road/Highway 68 intersection. 
Station 3 is a manned_._ full-time facility using three 24-hour shifts. The 
available equipment at the station is as follows: 

1. Structural engine pumper--1250 gallons per minute (gpm), 750 
gallons storage 

2. Water Tender--1500 gallons 
3. Four-wheel drive grass/brush truck--300 gallons 
4. Four-wheel drive grass/brush truck--125 gallons 
5. Rescue vehicle 

Salinas Rural also has an unmanned volunteer station at the top of Laureles 
Grade:. 

The project site would have to be annexed to the Salinas Rural Fire 
Protection District in order to receive structural fire protection from that 
district. The County Fire Warden also suggested that a new fire station in 
the Laguna Seca area would be necessary to lessen the emergency response time 
to the project site. 

2.9.3.2 Impacts 
33. There will be significant fire protection impacts without the 

provision of a Salinas Rural Fire Protection District station closer to the 

property than the present Station No. 3 which is 9-10 minutes away. The 
existing station is simply too far away to adequately provide structural fire 
protection to the proposed project. The project developers are negotiating 
with owners of the Laguna Seca property to assure an· adequate response time 
for fire protection purposes. 
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~4~, Another proj~ct impact with regard- to fire prote~tion would be 

an increase in the, .. potential fof wild.land fires·by the jntroductiqri o.f people 
' /, . ,, '1"' . •· 

into this moderate-high fire hazard area. It qnnexed to the Salinas.Rural 

Fir,e Prote~tion Distr.i.ct (a,s suggested above), that ag~ncy .w,<;>uld be primarily 

responsible for the control of wildlands fires, with seµ0nclary b~.ckup (through 

a Mutual Aid Agreement) from the California Department of For~stry. Salinas 

Rurar would need to have an additional i2so gpJT1 structural engine pumper and 
. ' ' . . . . ' . ,, 

300 gal 1 on, 4-wheel drive brush rig at the Laguna Seca station to provide both . ~ ' . , . ' ' ' ' 

struct'ural and wildland fire protection •. Fire protection control requireme.nts 
,,, ' . 

wi11 involve street desigh, fire breaks, construction m~tertals, water supply 
. • ' li . • ' • • • 

and facilities, structure clearances, building codes and ,possible 
, • ,,- ; l , ' 

presuppressioh fueas~res (controlled burns and/or fuel modification zones--see 

vegetation and wildlife section also). _These are more speci.fically listed in 

the following mitigation measures section~ 

35. Several of the cul-de-sacs in the subdivision exceed the 

1000-foot maximum length standard of Policy 17.3.1.2 of the Greater Monterey 

Peninsula General Plan. Under this policy, secondary access provisions in 

these types of situations mu_st be d~ scussed ~nd agreed upon by the app 1 i cant, 

Planning Deparment and fire agency off_icials. 

2.9.3.3 Mitigation Measures 

86. The Monterra property should be annexed to the Salinas Rural 

Fire Protection District, and a fire station site should be provided in the 

Laguna Seca area. Annexation to CSA 39 and the provision of .an interim fire 

station sit~ ~n the Monterra property might be an acceptable alternative if 
th~ S~linas ~ural/Laguna Seca site preference is not attainable for some 

reason. 

87. The developer should enter into an agreement w~-th the Sal.inas 

Rural Fire Protection District to help purchase some adc!i.tiol')~:l strµctu.r:a)l and 

wildfire-fighting equipment. 
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', 88. The developer, Planning Department and fire agency officials 
should discuss and agree an appropriate resolution of the secondary access 

issue on cul-de-sacs longer than 1000 feet. 

89. Both the subdivision tentative map and the future improvement 
plans should be reviewed by the _County Fire Warden and Salinas Rural FPO Chief 

to assure that fire protection and prevention design features are included. 

Some of these design features are listed below. 

a. The development shall p~ovide safe and ready access for fire and 

other emergency equipment and to handle possible evacuations. 

Drives provided for access to buildings and hydrants shall be 

dedicated to the County for emergency access as provided by 

amendment to Section 10.31(d) of the 1979 Edition of the Uniform 

Fire Code. Parking shall be prohibited in turnarounds; signs so 

indicating shall be posted. 

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

c. All buildings shall be sprinklered for fire protection in accord 

with Salinas Rural Fire Protection District regulations. Water 

distribution and source facilities shall be required of 

sufficient design to support the flows necessary for the type of 

development proposed. 

ct. Flammable ground cover shall be cleared in a 30-foot area around 

each structure, or to the property line, and replaced with a low 

fire spread evergreen groundcover or other suitable material 

approved by the Fi re Warden and Planning Di rector. Where the 

property line is less than 30 feet from any structure, the Fire 

Warden shall evaluate the hazard and may require non-combustible 

siding. exterior sprinkler or other methods of protection which 

will reduce the risk of fire spread. 

e. All buildings shall be designed and sited so that roofs ·and other 

areas may be kept free of 1 eaves, needles and other dead 

vegetative growth. 
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f. Roof coverings for buildings shall be fire retardant, as defined 
ih the latest edition of the Unifonn Fire Gode (adopted as 
Ordi'nance No. 1 by the Salinas Rural Fire "District). 

g. A 11 easements for fire breaks for the fire safety of built-up 
areas shall include access for firefighting personnel and 
equipment. 

h. Fire breaks shall be periodically cleared of d~ad wood and 
vegetation by the. homeowner's association in coope~ati~n ~ith the 
agency. 

i • 

j. 

When parking lanes are not provided, turnouts eight feet wide and 
15 feet '1ong on each ~ide of fire hydrants ;hall be provided and 

,., . 

posted "No Parking~. 
Highly flammable underbrush shall be removed from within 20 feet 
of each sid~ of ail roadways if required by the fire agency. 

f .;"i• 

Ind1vidual or, small° groups:of trees, or'namental shrubbery or 
si~ilar plants cif low combustibility which are used as 
groundcover need not be removed. 

2.9.4 Energy Conservation 
Non~ of t~e homes or te~~is/reireation/equestrian complex buildings 

for the Monterra project have been designed to date. The large lot sizes and 
southern exposure of the site make both passive and active solar design most 
possible. The opportunities for solar energy design will, of course, be 
balanced against the preservation of another inherent attribute of the 
site--its natural vegetation and trees. A numb.er of important passive solar 
design concepts, listed in the following section, should be followed by future 
~ome and building designers/architects to assure energy conservation and 
efficiency. 

2.9.4.1 Passive Solar Design Guidelines 
Pr6per orientation involve~ facing the home/building, or its 

major exposed window areas~· to the .~outh. In winter, when heating needs are 
. highest the sun is low in the southern sky. In summer, when heating needs 

are lowest, the sun rises and sets further north along ~he eastern and western 
horizons, is almost overhead at noon, striking south-facing surfaces· more 
diffusely, and is easily shaded out by overhangs and deciduous trellises. 
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Shading is fundamental to eliminating unwanted heat in warmer months 
and reducing or eliminating the need for air conditioning. Overhangs are very 

effective for shading south-facing windows and walls. Louvers, wing walls, 
and other exterior structures effectively shade east and west-facing surfaces. 
Decidious vegetation provides adequate shading of south-facing windows in 

Monterey County because the density of its foliage corresponds closely to the 

actual seasonal cooling needs. 
Building materials can provide two things--insulation from outdoor 

temperatures and storage of heat in the winter and cool air in the summer. 

Strict insulation standards are presently required by California laws and 

local building codes. While the incorporation of thermal mass in bulding 

designs is not required, it should be seriously considered because of its 

energy efficiency benefits. A building with a high thermal mass, in the form 

of masonry construction, slab floors or containers of water, can collect a lot 

of solar energy and store it overnight, or over several days, without getting 

uncomfortably warm during sunning periods. 

Arrangement of space within a home or building can place those areas 
whose activities require more heat or light next to windows or under 

skylights. Window areas with different orientations are suitable for 
different types of tasks. Arrangements of space can also facilitate good 

flow-through of natural breezes for cooling. Flourescent lighting uses 

roughly one-third less electricity than incondescent fixtures. 

2.9.4.2 Impacts 
If improperly designed, homes and buildings in Monterra 

could 'result in further depletion of non-renewable energy resources. 

2.9.4.3 Mitigation Measure~ 

90. Incorporation of the measures discussed above in future home and 

building design will reduce the project 1 s impacts on non-renewable energy 

resources. 

122. 



2.9.5.1 Schools 
2.9.5._l.1 Existing Conditiqns 
The M<;>nterra Ranch area is located in the Monterey 

Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD). Ot~e~,~areas'.ser,ved by MPUSD 
include the, communities of Monterey,. Seaside, Marin~, D~l Rey Oaks, Sand City, 
and Fort Ord. Recent residential developments have relatively fewer children 
per ho_usehold tha_n previously. The housing formula currently used by the 
M.P.U.S.D._ to plan for future ~eeds is .2 children per household. {This 
factor is consjder~bly reduced from the .35 factor used in the prevtous 
Monterra DElR--1980). E~tsting schools: nea.r Monterra i_nclude: foothjll 
Elementary School, Co_lton Junior Hi:gh School (Monterey); King Junior High 
School {Seaside). Mo~tereM,~enior High School, and Seaside High School. 
Current enronrnents and capacities are listed below: 

Enrolled ,(1984) Capacity % 
Foothi 11 380 432 88 
Colton 673 815 83 
King 659 725 91 
Monterey 1639 1850* 89 
Seaside 1400 1750* 80 

*Th es e f i g u res include 300 students not in classrooms during each school 
period. 

MPUSD also owns 55 acres on the Monterra Ranch directly across from 
the Monterey Airport. Despite restrictions on School de~~lopment in airport 
zones the MPU.SD has obtained cl ea ranee from the appropriate gov~rnment 
agencies to use the site for future school development. It takes 
approximately 800 homes to support an elementary school. The school district 
has no plans at this time to either develop or sell the site. 

2.9.5.1.2 Jmpacts 
36. Using the .2 housing formula, the 283-unit development would 

generate 57 school-age children divided as follows (using a 40-30-30% 
allocation): 23 elementary school age, 17 junior high school age, and 17 high 
school age. These additional children can be served by existing MPUSD 
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schools. MPUSD would probably need to provide bus transportation for most of 
the school-age children. This may or may not add additional costs to the· 

district for transportation, depending on bus scheduling •. 
Student enrollment at Foothill Elementary School in five years is 

projected at 476 students (capacity 432). Portable classrooms can be added to 
the present site as needed. Officials of MPUSD stated that 57 additional 

students will have no significant financial impact on the school district. 

2.9.5.2 Police 
2.9.5.2.1 Existing Conditions 

The Monterey County Sheriff's Department provides 

police protection to the unincorporated areas of the county including the 

project area. The closest Monterey County Sheri ff substation is located on 

Aquajito Road. The average response time to all calls (emergency and 

non-emergency) throughout the county is nine mi nut es. The average response 
time to all calls in populated areas is estimated at seven minutes. The 

response time to just emergency calls in populated areas is usually less than 
\ seven minutes. The Monterra Ranch is within an existing patrol beat which 

r' ,1 

covers an area from the north side of Cirmel Hill to Highway 68 and to 

Laureles Grade. On this patrol beat, there is one day-time patrol officer an~ 

two evening patrol officers. After midnight, all Peninsula patrol beats are 

covered by two patrol officers. Two back-up beats would be available from 

Carmel Valley or Salinas to provide assistance to the regular beat if needed. 

2.9.5.2.2 Impacts 
37. An official from the Monterey County Sheriff's Department stated 

that the Monterra project would not require the hiring of any additional 

police officers and could be adequately protected by the existing patrol 

beats. The response time to the Monterra project will be consistent with the 
other populated areas as long as the roads constructed enable reasonable 

accessibility to all areas of the project. Additionally, it is likely that 

the subdivision will have its own private security patrols. 
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2.9~5.3 Public Transportation 

Monterey/Salinas Transit operates bus route 21 between 

Salinas and Monterey seven c:lays a week on one-hour headways,' with stops on 

Highway 68~ On weekdays the route runs. :from 7 am to 7 pm. 

2.9.5.4 Solid Waste 

Two private companies, Monterey Disposal Company and Carmel 

Disposal Company, presently service areas adjacent to Monterra. Solid waste 

is dumped at the Marina Disposal Site, a Class II.:;2 disposal area. This site 

is projected to meet the disposal needs ~f the Monterey Peninsula for the next 

4 0 y e a r s • So 1 i d w a st e e o 1 l e,c t ton from th e Mont e r r a p r o j e ct w o u 1 d n o t 

significantly affect the overall capacity of the Marina Disposal Site. 

2.10 Archaeological Concerns 

2.10.1 Existing Conditions 

38. An archaeological reconnaissance of the 2,831-acre Monterra 

Ranch from June 24 to June 27, 1984 was conducted by Holman ·and Associates in 

association with Larry Seeman Associates, Inc. 

BackgrouQd research for this site included an examination of the 

archaeological site~ recorded files fro~ the Regional Office of the Califorhia 

Archaeological Site Survey, located at Cabrillo College in Aptos. This was 

done to deter.mine whether there were any previously located archaeological 

resources on the property, and whether the property had been included within 

any prior archaeological research or survey projects. The records search 

indicated that two archaeological ·sites on the Monterra Ranch had been 

recorded. 

2.10.2 Impacts 

Duri~g the reconnaissance, the two ~reviously recorded sites were 

located. as well as two additional sites. The former are both within Monterey 

City Limits and are in the area of the school s1te on the site developm~nt 

plan •. Neither of these sites ·ar,e in Monterey County or in the subdivision 

plan; therefore, these two sites will not be affected by the proposed project. 
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A new bedrock mortar site was located and one chipped stone artifact 

was discovered. The isolated chipped stone artifact was foLJnd in an area 
designated on the site development plan as common open space and therefore 

will not be affected by the proposed project. The isolated bedrock mortar is 

located on proposed Ranch Lot #2. In order to prevent a potential impact, a 

condition should be placed on the development of this lot which will require 
more detailed arthaeological investigation if development of this lot is 

proposed on or in the vicinity of the archaeological site. 

Discovery of a bedrock mortar located on proposed II Ranch Lot #2 11 may 

indicate that there might be additional archaeological artifacts of importance 
that are undet~ttable to a surface reconnaissance due to the effects of 

vegetative cover and normal. ranch operations over the years (cattle dropping, 

road grading, erosion, etc.). 

2.10.3 Mitigation Measure 

91. Prior to and during the initial stages of grading, a qualified 

archaeologist should be consulted to db on-site inspecting, examining the 

results of grading in those areas judged to have a greater potential of 

containing archaeological sites such as bedroc~ outcrops, springs, seeps an~ 
the lower ridges should be covered by a controlled intuitive reconnaissance. 

92. A condition should be added to the development permit for the 

subdivision to require a detailed archaeological investigation if development 

of Ranch Lot #2 is proposed on or in the vicinity of the archaeological site. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 
3.1 Cumulative Impacts 
The proposed project will have cumulative impacts on traffic, noise levels, 

• ' '• • ', I ,, 

local and regional air quality, water qu_ality and quantity, stormwater runoff, 
vegetation an~ wildiife, firi and police protection services, ond the 
aesthet,cs of the area. Similar to other rural homesites being developed in 
t.his general area, this project .will .cause the 9-bove cumulative impacts. 
Table 3.1 l~sts a number of receritly approved or proposed projects in the 

•• • f .... 

' Highway 68 corridor. This table indicates that approximately 722 residential 
lots or units, and major employm~nt-generatin_g developments a.re in various 
stages o~ review, approval and con~tru~tion. The overall land use.pattern in 

' . ' I ,• • 

thi~ Hi~hway 68 area is changing from rural/open space to suburban/urban--and 
cJ~ulative impacts will r~sult from this change. 

Significant impacts could result if all or a significant majority of 
the projects cited above are approved and constructed in a short time period. 
It_should be noted that a great number of the proposed projects are minor and 
maJor l~nd divisions which will result in lots which will be sold and then 
built on at some later date in th~ future, determine~ by the individual 
decisions of separate buyers. Nevertheless, the cumulative impacts w~ich can 

' ' 

be expected from these development proposals over the next 5-20 years can l;>.e ;· . ·, 

summarized as follows: 

1. Traffic levels along Highway 68 wi]l exceed the capacity of the 
present two-lane_ facility .and will require a four-lane freeway 
west of Highway 218 and six-lane expressway east of Highway 218 
to maintain a "C" level of service. 

2. Without strict requirements for and maintenance of on-site 
detention facilities, water quality levels in Laguna Grade and 
Roberts Lakes can be expected to deteriorate to some degree as a 
result of increased erosion and urban runoff in the Canyon Del 
Rey watershed. The potential also exists for polluting local 
groundwater supplies as a result of the numerous septic systems 
which will be utilized for waste water disposal. 
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3. There will be losses in the amount of undisturbed wildlife 

habitats. The rural/open space visual experience of the area 
will change with the introduction of single-family homes and 
suburban activities. 

4. Increased need for structural fire protection, police protection 
and other public services will follow the suburban development 

pattern. 

Increased traffic can only be mitigated by major improvements to 

Highways 68 and 218; and, to the Blanco and Reservation road alternatives 

arterial/highway routes for through traffic between the Salinas Valley and 

Monterey Peninsula. The Monterey County Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program and State Transportation Improvement Program include only the freeway 

extension and interchange improvement at the eastern end of Highway 68 · (Toro 

Park) in the next five years. County Transportation Commission Staff indicate 

that improvements to Highway 68 ran third in terms of priority for available 

funds after the Hatton Canyon bypass (Carmel Valley) and the Highway 

101/Prunedale bypass improvements. Without the institution of some form of 

transportation impact fee system, there do not appear to be any funding 
possibilities for the major improvements needed on Highway 68 • 

. Air quality and noise level impacts can best be mitigated through 

federal and state air and noise emission controls on new and used automobiles 

and through the encouragement of transit and carpooling alternatives. 
As development increases toward eventual buildout of this area, 

vigilant monitoring of groundwater quality and quantity, by the County, 

private water companies, and the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 

becomes more and more important. Ongoing investigations and spot checks will 

be needed to determine the effects of wastewater disposal on groundwater 

quality. Careful placement and design of septic systems consistent with 
County General Plan, County Environmental Health and Regional Water Quality 

Control Board guidelines and regulations will assist in preventing impacts on 

the groundwater. 
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TABLE 3.1 

RECENT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS IN THE PROJECT AREA 

Project 

Tarpey Flats,Offic~ Park 

Laguna·Seca Regional Park 
Laguna Seca Ranch #1 
Laguna Seca Ranch #2 
Laguna Seca Ranch East 
Laguna Seca nffice Park 
Ryan Ranch Lndustri al Park 
Aquajito .. 
Bay Ri.dge (Stand~ 
-Lotz 
M1;1nsfield 
Malacothamnus 
Mes.a Hills West 
Bird 
Sha:ffi 
Halcyon Hills_ (1980) 
Ba f'.Onet ( 197?) 
Adj. Mesa Htlls (70-83) 
Adj. Hidden Hills {75~80) 
Reardan 
Lotz 
Hi 11 

Total 

Description 
JLots/Acre) Other 

-. 
46 36 
49 135 

151, 483 

18 . 38 
30 234 

200 ~00 
86 2,95 

' 9 40 
10 .40 
10 · 40 
58 301 
4 40 
4 40 

10 40 
10 40 
32 63 
17 40 
8 40 
9 40 
9 40 

770 lots* 

80_2,000 sq.ft. office park 

EIR · 

EIR 
ElR 
260,009, sq. ft. commercial/office 
3,700 .empl., Recorded, EIR 
Conceptual design 
Recorded (under con~truction), EIR 
Approved tentative map, EIR 
Recorded, EIR 

\, . / ,, 

Recorded, EIR 
Pending, Supple. EIR 
Approval .. (on appeal), Neg. Dec. 
Recorded, Neg._ Dec. 
Completed, sold·, Neg. Dec. 

,, . ..~ ' . 
Complet~d, sold, Neg. Dec. 
Built, Neg. Dec. 
Built, Neg. Dec. 
Includes 25 inclusionary housing units 

10 units 

*48 lots are commercial or industrial; leaving 722 residential lots 



) 

Strict adherence to guidelines contained in the Monterey County, 

Greater Monterey Peninsula and Carmel Valley General Plans regarding the 

siting, height and design of structures will reduce or avoid significant 

visual impacts. Similarly, the clustering of development away from visually 
prominent or biologically sensitive areas will minimize impacts of vegetation 
and wildlife. 

3.2 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts Associated 
with the Project 

The following unavoidable adverse impacts would result from the project. 
While mitigation measures have been proposed for each of the impact areas, the 

impacts may not be totally eliminated. 

1. The project will generate 2,830 additional vehicle trips (178 
inbound and 88 outbound during the p.m. peak hours) per day. 

These trips will increase already high traffic congestion on 
Highway 68 and thereby increase the accident potential. 

2. The overall air quality in northern Monterey County will be 

decreased in proportion to the number of vehicle trips generated. 

3. Future residents of the proposed project will be subject to 

seismic shaking, erosion and landslide hazards. 

4. The project will contribute to increased noise levels along 

Highways 68 and 218. 

5. Project runoff has the potential to degrade surface water quality 

in downstream Laguna Grande and Roberts Lakes. 

6. Septic systems may contribute to groundwater pollution. 

7. Fire hazard in the area will be increased. 
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3.3 

8. Wildlife habitat, open space and undeveloped viewsheds will be 

modjfied by development. 

9. Annexation to ·the City of Monter.ey a,r1d development at higher 

densities will• b.e.precluded. 

Project Alternatives 

3.3.1 No Project 

If the property is not developed, none of associated impacts 

identifie.d in this report would occur. Increased traffic, air pollutants, and 
; :·' 

noise emissions would not occur. No additional stormwater runoff and septic 

effluent would be generated. Without development, no ~isual or biotic impacts 

would take place. No residents would be subject to seismic and landi:. 1ide 

hazards. The,counityiwoUld ndt realize any increased tax revenues from the 

increased assessed valuations of new lots and homes. On the other hand, the 

General Plan and zoning designations on the property would remain the same, 

allowing future development. Since the property is relatively underutilized 

at present, it is likely that another development proposal would be made in 

the future. Annexation to the City of Monterey and development according to 

that jurisdict~on~~ Highway 68 Plan woul~ also be possible~ 

3.3.2 ~reater Residential Density--City of 
Monterey. Hi.ghway 68 Pl an · 

If the property were annexed to the City of Monterey, up to 1,700 

residential L1nits could be developed under that jurisdiction's Highway 68 

Pl an. As not•.::d in Chapter 1., the Monterra property is 1 ocated within Monterey 

City 1 s Sphere of Influence. 

The; imp acts of development at this density would be traffi c--roughly 

six times the amount of traffic would be generated as cofupared to the proposed 

project. The Highway 68 Plan policies require highway improvements to assure 

a level of service 11 D11 or p,~tter. However, considering the lack of city, 

county or state funding for needed major improvements to Highway 68, it 

appears unlikely that improvements would be made. No comprehensive Highway 68 

improvement funding plan has yet been established to assure needed 

improvements. 
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Impacts upon vegetation and wildlife would be next greatest in order 

of magnitude. Instead of going from rural/open space land use to 

suburban/rural as with the proposed project. the higher densitj (1.700 units) 

alternative would change the land use to urban/suburban. The necessary 

clustering of attached homesites would very likely turn the meadow areas of 

the property into low/medium density (5-15 units/acre) urban neighborhoods and 

virtually elimi~ate the wildlife habitats there. The common open space areas 

would be subject to human intrusion by much greater numbers of people than 

under the proposed plan. 

Geologic impacts would affect a much greater number of residential 

units and people. The clustering of units in meadow areas could help to 

reduce geologic impacts but resolution of the severity of the impacts will 

only be possible when more detailed geologic studies, including trenching, 

determine exact locations of faults and structural lineations, as well as 

landslide and dipslope stability and setback criteria. 

Drainage and water quality impacts would be increased by the 

additional impervious surfacing and attendant drainage which would result from 

a higher density project. Larger retention ponds and more elaborate drainage 

collection and treatment systems would be necessary; and, their continued 

maintenance would be more critical to downstream water quality. bemand for 

water would increase sixfold and would be subject to the Monterey Peninsula 

Water Management District allocation system. 

A higher density project would create a much greater demand for urban 

public services such as sewer, water, police, fire, recreation and education. 

The provision of public sewers would require extensive off-site improvements 

and cost. similar in scale to Highway 68 improvements. The developer has 

stated that it is not economically feasible to spread the cost of these 

improvements over a 1,700-unit project. Police and fire protection services 
would undoubtedly required increased personnel and equipment costs. 

A higher density project would increase the supply of housing on the 

peninsula. The Highway 68 Plan calls for the provisinn of housing at various 

price levels with at least 15 percent affordable to moderate-income 
households. Implementation of this provision might be difficult in light of 

other transportation and public sewer improvements required by the City Plan. 
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3.3.3 Double Proposed Residehtial Deris4ty 

This alternative would involve a County General Plan Amendment to 

permit 550-600 residential lots. This might also be accomplished through 

annexation to the City of Monterey. This density could be a·ccompl i shed by 

splitting each proposed lot in two, so tha:t the smaliest· lot size wouid still 

be greater than one acre (the minimum for septic 'systems)~· 

This alternative attempts to provide m~~e h-0uSing without 

nece~sitatin~ the pfoVision of costly public sewers. Ii is Urilikely that this 

number of units would be constructed unless permitted by thE/County prior' to 

approval of the prop'osed subdivision •. Once this· subdivision is approved, it 

is highly unlikely that there will be any 'additional housing proposed for the 

project Site. thetefore, the site will. be lost as an area for increased 

density when the housing demand increases' in the Monterey Bay area. 

If allowed, this alternative would. roughly double the impacts covered 

in this report. Traffic noise and air quality impacts would double; this 

would have significani impacts on Highway 68 unless mitigated through funded 

improvement projects~' Drainage impacts would also double, necessitating 

additional capacity in retention ponds. Geologic impacts·wo1.i'ld necessitate 

additional de'tailed studies as recommended in 'the geologic secfion. 

Vegetation and wildlife impacts wou·l d increase by the amotint of house/yard 

areas removed from the habitat and the impact of additionar·human intrusions 

into the wildlife areas. Visual 1mpacts would increase as·a result of a 

doubling of the number of building Sites. 

3. 3. 4 Project t ha·t Mini ni1 zes En.vi ronmenta 1 Impacts 

This alternative would incorporate the most important mitigation 

mea~ures recommended in this report to ~inimize ~nvironmental impa:tts~ The 

mitigation measures that would be incorporated into the project would consist 

of the follow,ng: 

1. complete additional specific geotechnical studies, including 

trenching on~'site, to determi rte appr'opH ate setbacks from faults, 

structural lineations, and landslides; to determine appropriate 

foundations in dipslbpe ·areas; and· 'to determine whether or not 

structures and lakes can be safely constructed in the Berwick 
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Canyon Fault/landslide area. 

2. Prepare engineered grading and erosion control pl ans for the 
site;· and complete appropriate soils tests to determine septic 

system and foundation requirements for each lot. 

3. Require Homeowner's Association to carry out an on-going 
maintenance program for the development's roads, engineered 

drainage system, and common open space (includes both wildlife 

protection and fire hazard prevention) and other improvements. 

4. Require design and operational policy for Equestrian Complex to 

be reviewed by the County Environmental Health and Public Works 
Departments to assure that water quality impacts do not result. 

5. The County should condition the subdivision permit to require 

architectural review on certain prominent lots; the covenants, 
conditions and restrictions adopted with the subdivision should 

require architectural guidelines to protect viewsheds. 

6. Require an acoustical study to determine appropriate insulation 

and window specification requirements for lots included in 

airport and Highway 68 noise contours. 

7. Relocate west entrance to project from Ragsdale Drive to Olmsted 
Road to utilize stoplight and .future interchange of Olm_sted Road. 

Require Monterra subdi vision developers to contribute to Highway 
68 improvements at a rate commensurate to the project-generated 

traffic. 

8. Require annexation to Salinas Rural Fire Protection District and 

provision (together with other area developments) cif a fire 

station site at Laguna Seca. 
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9. Designate building envelopes in areas of steep terrain on 
subdivision map (cross slopes greater than 30%). 

10. Develop detailed erosion control plans for ro~dcuts on cross 
slopes great~r than 30%. 

11. Develop a detailed Jandscaping plan for revegetation of cutslopes 
and the creation of visual buffers in sensitive areas. 

12. Require the CC and R's of the subdiVi,sion to include specific 
requirements allowing full fencing only for private areas (pools, 
patios, etc.). Not allowing full fencing of individual lots so 
as not to curtail wildlife movement on-site. 

13. Also include in the CC and R's that all non-native plantings take 
place within fu,lly fenced private areas to prevent introduction 
of this kind of vegetation to the natural areas of, the site and 
thereby prevent natural reduction of feeding habitats of 
wildlife. 

14. Require the C~ and R's to include that all domesticated animals 
be strictly controlled and kept in· contained areas and not 
allowed to freely roam the site in order to lesson impacts on 
wildlife. 

15. Redesign road and eliminate lots as necessary to protect the 
Hickman's onion rare pJant community. 

3.3.5 On-Site Inclusionary Housing 
This alternative would add 42 inclusionary (low-moderate cost) 

housing units tote 47.6-a,c.re Ranch· Lot 8 in the eastern section' of the 
project site; see F,igµr.e 3.1 for Intlusionary ,Housin,g. Site-Plan. This 
alternative is included because the Monterey Count~ Board of Supervisors 
indicated in September 1985 that the provision of on-site inclusionary housing 
may become a requirement of all future subdivisions in the county. 
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Geology and Soils. The inclusionary housing units would be located 

in an area of mapped dipslopes and near the Chupines Fault". In order to 

prevent adverse impacts, specific geologic investigations would be necessary 

to determine appropriate setback and construction requirements. 

Hydrology. Additional stormwater runoff caused by the approximately 

270,000 square feet (6 acres) of additional impervious surfacing would require 

an enlarged retention basin for sub-watershed No. 10. Additional water demand 

(estimated at 18 acre-feet/year by Logan) from these units will not be 

significant. Additionally, nitrate loading concerns should not be a problem 

because of the great distance between these units' septic systems and the 

proposed Monterra water system well locations on Ranch Lot 1 and near the 

Ragsdale/Highway 1 entrance. 

Vegetation and Wildlife. The inclusionary housing units and their 

attendant roadways, driveways, and parking areas would e 1 imi nate approximately_ 

six acres of grassland habitat~ This would increase the overall biotic area 

affected by the project from 53.50 to 53.75 percent. There are no known rare 

plants or wildlife within Ranch Lot 8 boundaries. 

Aesthetic Considerations. The inclusionary housing alternative will 

have minor visual impacts. Since there is a ridge between the project and 

State Route 68, the housing project cannot be seen from the Highway 68 Scenic 

Corridor. The minor visual impacts will be from those areas within the 

Monterra Ranch project to the south and those areas just east of the Monterra 

Ranch property that are above the 650-foot elevation. 

TraffisNoise and Air Quality. This alternative would generate an 

additional 420 daily drips--a 15 percent increase over the 2,830 trips 

generated by the 283 lots. These additional trips would cause further_ 

significant impacts on the already co-ngested Highway 68 and would re·quire the 

proposed two-lane approach to Highway 68 at the eastern access point in order 

to avoid signalization of this intersection (see page 110--Project Access--for 

discussion). Noise and air quality impacts would also increase by 15 percent 
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because of the additional traffic generated by this alternative. 

Wastewater Disposal. The septic disposal systems necessary for these 

42 units would require ten feet of soi 1 mantle to assure appropriate 

filtering, and adequate, less-than-30 percent slope land, to accommodate 

double the septic leachfields normally required. While no percolation tests 

have been perfor~d on Ranch Lot 8 itself, the success rate of numerous tests 

of similar soil types which have been performed elsewhere on the Monterra 
property is a positive indication that testing for the inclusionary housing 

units will be successful. In any event, such testing will have to be 
completed, to the satisfaction of County Environmental Health officials, prior 

to any subdivision approval. 

Fire Protection. The fire protection requirements for the 
inclusionary housing alternative can be satisfied if the fire protection 

mitigation measures for the entire 283-lot subdivision are followed; see 

Section 2.9.3.3. 

Schools. Utilizing the .2 housing formula used by the Monterey 

Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD), 42 units would generate 8 

school-age children (using the 40-30-30 allocation): 3 elementary school age, 

2 junior high school age and 2 high school age. These additional students can 

be served by the existing MPUSD schools. 

3.4 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

The project is one of many subdivisions proposed for the immediate area. The 

Cumulative Impacts section above lists the various other proposals. Since the 

project is not extending any sewer or water 1 i nes, it wi 11 not induce growth 

by the provision of public service infrastructure. 

The project wi 11 eventually add approximately(?~ residents to this 
area. This growth wi 11 slowly add to the demand for water, energy a_nd public 

services. Residents of this area may eventually generate a market for 
additional commercial shopping facilities. 
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L APPENDIX "A" If 
~8'S-INITIAL STUDY 

FI LE NO . 

BASIC ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONS 

Potential co deg~ade surface water? A fected waters CJ1::I. QE'L i;a:r: 
a. Reduce water qualicy7.,..,.-,-.,..,..,.....-:----~L..~Act.::!!!:~~C?:~'-'~ei~"'r-l~~t:G~~.~fli,'t;~--§Qs~.:;~~!::.. 
b. Reduce downstream availability? _______________ _ 
Potential to degrade groundwater? _________________ _ 

a. Qu•llty? ___ ___,,.....,.-----,-----..-----,----------
b. Increase overdraft? Llt-l~l-4 A'( Oh$ Dt:iii 
\ilould Increased project runoffbedetrimental?~ lof.oe- 1 C::W-L ff:( 

9 
I 

WI thin a 100 year floodplain? A~e:. t+vJ1 ~ ~'I:___ 
O. El lminate native veg1etacion7 Type: ~.,,.aj.5 ~~ 

f:1Ao,.) /)CC la,~ ~-
I 

I 2. Impact any unique or fragile biotic community? __________ _ 

l 
I 
I 
l 
I 
I 

I 9, Conflict with any airport land use plan or land use? 
~ 2 O. Project access inadequate? --------

2 I. Air quality degradation on a 

2 

_)C __ temporary basis ll,)ihJ.21 ~~~ 
_x__ permanent basis A,e. ~. -~ tii-{\VlN!!S 

2. · Sewage disposal prob I em? r.:,:c::ai.ffi~ ~ 
2 

i )(-t t--~-- . - _._ 
Yi t-·· 

3. Wa ce r s;;pp I y prob I em?.,...,....,......,,__~--=-,-----,----------------
4. Inadequate school faci I ities? District: _______________ _ 

-·X--· ·- -x ,X 
! 

X 
X _T ___ 

j LX-~ ? 

'X 
)( 

X Ix 
)( 

x! 
X 

X )( 

X 
X )( 

2 S. Increased fire hazard? L,&c,e,~ F,:;;,t'!, SCJS':;)~:ftq f"'Pt?1'.' 
X 2 
X 2 

6. Inadequate access for fire trucks? _______________ _ 
7. Extension of utilities 1/2 mile or morei _____________ _ 

X 2 8. Inefficient use of energy? ____ ~---------------

2 
X 3 

9. Archaeological site? S~jM ~ 
O. Historical site? 

X. 

>< 

X 
)( 

)( 

31 
Loss of prime r ow--c-r-op_o_r_i_r_r_i_g_.a_t_e_d__,,f-a-rm-1 a_n_d_7,_. __________ _ 

3 2. Loss of grazing land? ~ ~ ,._5 ~ -=.-a. 
3 ). Inconsistent with Growth Management Policies? __________ _ 

3 4. Conflicts with neighboring land use? ______________ _ 

3 5. Generates the neea for new housing?_ 

3 
1 
3 

6. Adverse cumulative effect? J!Sf•ff'iC. ~I i<:utJCf!E 
7. Displace existing residents? 

1 

8. Is grow th inducing 7 WILL ~-==---,-,~,.--~-,---=-""":-('r-2:iii='--,,..-~-=--==----~=-==---
~ ht£ t--iiiW Re31Ee-S~. 

TO BE ANSWERED FOR SPECIFIC OR GENERAL PLAN PROJECTS ONLY: 

39 Shore term benefits at expense of long-term benefits? ______ _ 

40 Irreversible COIIY!litment of land or irreplaceable resources?. ___ _ 

NOTES: ,._,~~ ~ rr,~ ,'a..(_~~, 

~ ~ ~ ~1'1fl:) &i,,.J ~.:.::., ro 
~l+Tl~~-
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APPENDIX 11 B11 

CORPORA TIO.N. 
ENGINEERING ··PLANNING 
CON~ULTANTS . 

--------DAVID K. FULLER · .--- -----. ". -·-- . -- ----······ ~--··--------··- ··-
DIRECTOR OF ltNGINEERING 
R.C.E .. 2-4400··· '\, t .. · ... ,, . 

.iV· ,, '_; ~;::· • 

DRAINAGE REPORT 

MONT-ERRA RANCH DEVELOPMENT 

Juiy 12, ·19 84 

Monterra Ranch is situated. in Mo:htere;y,. County south of 
Highway 68 and east ·of Jacks Peak Park Road.,· It · consists. of 
a~total of 3000± acres of whibh l3% drain~ to the Canyon del 
Rey wa-tershed; 35% drains south to Cariada de la Segunda or 
Carmel Valley, and 2% drains west to Monterey • 

. ,,:,··~::' > ' ., .·. ~ ~.·. .:?:.~,'.; ·, ' ~?' . 
There are· five :iriajor drairia·ge areas on Monterra Ranch (see 
Exhibit A). Later,, upon finalization of plans /-·these sub-r 
dra!'i::n~g~. basitis m~y · be·· further di viae.a .. ),n.to sma11e:r _ subarainage 
basins (the same design c):iteria will apply). · · 

-----~For _ _:__th~~µn,oses of this _1;eport:_,. only the9~ five major 
subdrainage basins· will be considered.. ·Total regui~iicf"'re'fentTorl -·--·-· 
basin storage will be determined £or each of the five major 
subdrainage basins. Approxi~te (possible) locations:of these 
retention basiris are shown as dots on Exhibit "A". 

141. 
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DESIGN CRITERIA: 

Using the 10-year recurrence interval. as a design storm, it is 
proposed to provide ample retention storage so that the post
development peak runoff from the area is less than the pre
development P-;.eak runoff from the same area. 

Retention basins will be designed to retain additional peak 
runoff due to development, while discharging no more than 
predevelopment 10-year design runoff. Retention basins will also 
be designed with overflow or bypass features to allow post
development 100-year storm flows. 

More specifically, retention basins will have the following 
features: 

a. Each basin will be designed to.discharge predevelopment 
10-year runoff at 2 feet of freeboard while storing 
additional runoff due to development. 

b. Each basin will be designed to allow post-development 
100-year storm overflows at 1 foot of freeboard. 

c. Pipelines, curbs and gutters and catchment structures ~ill 
-be designed for the 10-year storm, and culverts crossing 
under roadways in drainage channels will be designed for 
post-development 100-year storms. 

?i S SUMP ..T .l.ON.S.!----

C Predevelopment = C = 0.20 

C Post Development = Cp 

C Pavement and Roofs ·= -0. 9 0 

C Slopes and Shoulders= 0.60 

Use Plate-25..:. County Standards - to determine intensities. 

-2-
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··-·-·--- -----------·---- ---------- --- --· - --- --

POST DEVELOPMENT COEFFICIENT OF RUNOFF (Cp): 

-·-· .. -.-AREA 1 .-(see -Exhi bjt A):_---· _______________ _ 

Total Area 

1. Paved Roads = 1~ ,900 LF X 30' 
2. Shoulders & Slopes = 14,000 LF X 10' 

3. Resi~entia~ Units: = 20 @. 4,000 SF 
-4 • Driveways -= 20 @ 1,000 SF 

5. Recreation Center 

6. Shops 

7. Tennis Courts 

8. Tennis Center 

9. Equestrian Center 

10. .Parking 

= 420,000 s. F. 

= .140,000 S. F .. 
80, 000. S _. F. 

= 20,000 S.F. 
=.100,000S.F: 

= 25,000 S.F. 

= 15,000 S.F. 

= 100,000 S.F. ,, 

= 120,000 S. F. 

·-= 250,000 S.F. 

= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
:. 

= 

= 
= 
-' 

= 

946 Acres ======·=== 

9.6 AC 
3.2 AC 
1.9 AC. 

0 .5 AC 
2 .3 AC. 

0.6 AC 

0.4 AC 

2.3 AC 

2.8 AC 

5.8 AC 

29.4 AC 

Cpl = (946 - 29.4) x 0.20 + 3.2 x 0.6 + (9.6+1.9+0.S+2.3+b.6+0.4+2.3+ 

2.8+5.8} X 0.9 

- 9_ .. 6.·.6. X 0.20 +· 3 .. 2-~·x 0:.6 .+ 26-~2 X. 0.9.. 
946. · 

183.32 + 1.92 + 23.58 = 208.82 = 0.2207 
946 

"AREA II {see Exhibit A): 

Total Area 

1. Paved Roads = 46,000 LF -@ 30' = 1,380,000 SF 

2. Shoulders & Slopes= 46,000 LF@ lo' = 460,000 SF 

3. Residential = 200 max. units 
@ 4,000 SF = 800,000 SF 

4. Driveways = 200 max. units 
@ 1,000 SF = 200,000 SF 

Cpl! = 1236.7 X 0.20 + 4.6 X 0.60 + (31.7+10.6+18.4) X 0.9 
1300 

= 

Cpl!= 

247.34 + 2.76 + 54.63 
1300 

304.73 
1300 = 0.2344 

_3S. 
1 II':> 

= 1300 Acres ========== 
·,. 31. 7 AC 

= 10.6 AC 

= 18.4 AC 

= 4.6 AC 
65.3 AC 



-AREA II I: 

Ranch Estate: 
-----------· .. -·-·--··----- ··-- ..... . 

C 

CpIII 

- = - --- . -- ------0.20-°predevelopriient 

= 0.21 postdevelopment 

AREA IV: 

Ranch Estate: 

C -= 

CpIV = 

AREA V (see Exhibit A): 

Cpv 

Cpv 

Cpv 

Tota 1 _.Area 

1. Paved Roads = 16,000 LF @ 30' 

2. Shou1 ders & Slopes = 16,000 LF@ 10' 

3. Res i dent i al = 100 max. units 
@ 4000 SF 

4. Driveways = 100 max. units 
@ 1000 SF 

-= 10 2 8 X 0 • 2 0 + 2 . 3 X 0 • 6 +. (11 +5 . 5 +9 • 2 ) 

= 

= 

Area 

I 
II 

I II 
IV 
V 

1056 

205. 6 + 1. 38 + 
1056 

0.2179 

C 

946 Acres 

1300 Acres 
112 Acres -

173 Acres 

1056 Acres 

23.13 = 

SUMMARY 

Predevel oement 

0.20 

0.20 

0.20 

0. 20 

0.20 

-4-
144, 

0.20 predevelopment 

0.21 postdevelopment 

= · 1056 Acres -=========-
= 480,000 SF = 11.0 AC 

= 160,000 SF = 5.5 AC 

= 400,000 SF = 9 .2 AC 

= 100,000 SF = 2. 3 AC 

28.0 AC 

X 0.9 

230 .11 
1056 

C Postdeveloement 
0.2207 

0.2344 

0.2100 

0 .2100 

0.2179 

····---



AREA I 946 Acres 

Tc (Time of Concentration) 

Overland grass 1200' @ 4% slope = 28 .0 minutes 

Ditch Flow 1000' /12,00Cl' = 8.33% for 12,000' 
= 666 secs 

(V = 18 FPS) 

= 11.11 minutes 

Tc = 39.1 minutes 

Rainfall Intensity (Plate 25 - County Standards): 

; 2 = 0.6 in/hr (2 year) 

; 10 =. 1.48.x (i 2) .= 1.48 x 0.6 = 0.89 in/hr 

Peak Predevelopment Runoff - 10 Year: 

Tc = 39 min. I _ 7. 75 x i 10 
t - ----,----,.+,---

= 7.75 X 0.89 
(39)½ 

= 1.104 in/hr 
(Tc )'2 

0 = Aci = 946 x 0.20 x f.104 = 208.877 CFS 

for T = 60 min. It= 0.89 

01 hr = 946 x 0.2 x 0.89. = 168~39 CFS 

Post Development Runoff, 10-year Qp = 208.877 x .2207 _ 230 .,5 CFS --:w -
01 hr = 946 X 0.2207 X -0.89 = 185 .82 > 

. 01.5 = 946 x 0.2207 x 1 . 75 ,:-fr-;-8-9 
hrs ( 90)½' . =·" 151. 79 L 

01. 3 hrs = 946 X 0.2207 X 7.75 X 0.89 163.05 t:::: = 
(78)½ 

Storage Required: 

1st Hour: (185 .82 - 168.39) x 60 x 60 secs. 

1 hr - 1.3 hr: (185.82 ~ 163.05 151.79) x 1080 secs 
'-

-5-
.145. 

168.39 CFS 
---·-· - -- ·····--

168.39 CFS 

168. 39 :· OK 

= 62,748 CF 

= 24,457 CF 

= 87,205 CF 



,. 

\ 

--------· .. 

AREA II 1300 Acres 

_Tc (Time of Concentration) 
r 

. Ove·r1 ana: grassy/brush--TB00 [F 19 7.,--fo-14% -slope --- - -SB~-U minutes· --

Ditch flow: Avg slope= 7% 
7000 LF@ 10 FPS = 700 secs = 11.7 minutes 

1c = 69.7 minutes 

Use Tc Max. = 60.0 minutes 

Rainfall Intensity (Plate 25 - County Standards): 

i? = 0.6 in./hr. 

;
10 

= 1.48 x (i 2) = 1.48 x 0.60 = 0.89 in/hr. 

Peak Predevelopment Runoff - 10 Year: 

Tc = 60 min. It = 0.89 in/hr. 

Q = Aci = 1300 X 0.20 X 0.89 = 231. 4 CFS 

Post Development Runoff - 10 Year Qp = 231.4 X 
.2344 = 271.2 CFS .20 

Ql hr = 1300 X 0.2344 X 0.89 = 271.2 CFS 7 231.4 

01.2 hrs = 1300 X 0.2344 X 
7.75 X 0.89 247.7 CFS > 231.4 = l 

(72)'2 

Ql. 3 hrs = 1300 X 0.2344 X 7.75 X 0.89 = 238.0 CFS > 23i.4 
(78)½ 

01.4 hrs = 1300 X 0.2344 X 7.75 X 0.89 = 229.3 CFS .::::.. 231.4 
(84)~ 

Storage Reguired: 

1st Hour: (271.2 - 231.4) X 60 X 60 = 142,280 CF 

1 hr - 1.2 hrs: (271.2 + 247.7 247.7) X 12 X 60 = 8,460 CF 
2 

1.2 - 1.4 hrs: {247.7 + 229.3 231.4) X 12 X 60 = 5,112 CF 2 

Total Storage Required = 155,852 CF 

-6-
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AREA III 112 Acres 

Tc (Time of Concentration) 

--- --- - - --------·-ov·e-rland/grassy brush-- -----BOO, [F· @ 20% _______ _ 28.0 rninut.es 

500' swale - grassy (overland type)@ 30% = 23.0 minutes 

1000' overland - grassy/trees@ 15% = 21.0 minutes 

Tc = 72.0 minutes 

Use Max Tc = 60.0 minutes 

Rainfall Intensity (Plate 25 - County Standards): 

; 2 = 0.60 in/hr 

110 = 0.60 x 1.48 = 0.89 in/hr, 

Peak Predevel opment Runoff - 10 year: 

Tc = 60 It = 0.89 in/hr 

Q = Aci = 112 x 0.20 x 0.89 

Postdevelopment Runoff - 10 Year: QP = 20.93 CFS 

= 112 X 0.21 X 0.89 

112 0 21 7.75 X .89 
X ., X ( 66)¼ 

StorageReguired: 

1st hr: (20.93 = 19.94) X 60,X 60 

1-1.1 hr: (20.93 - 19.96 
2 19.96) X 6 X 60 

= 

= 

= 

= 

= 

Total Storage.Required = 

-7-
147 .. 

19.94 CFS 

20. 93 CFS 

19.96-:::: 19.94 

. 175 CF 

3,739 CF 



·- . -- . _. -·--

AREA IV 173 acres 

Tc (Time of Concentration) 

1500' overland/grassy/brushy@ 30% 

2000' Ditch Flow@ 2% 
2000' @ 5 FPS = 400 secs · 

'.:' 

Peak Predeve1opment Runoff - 10 year: 

Tc = 52.7 min. It = 7.75 ~ 2.89 
(52.7) 2 

Q = Aci = 173 x ~.20 x 0.96 

For Tc = 60 min. It = 0.89 

Q = 173 X 0.20 X 0.89 
1 hr 

= 46.0 minutes 

= 6.7 minutes 

52.7 minutes 

= 0.95 in/hr 

= 32 .87 CFS 

= 30. 79 CFS 

Post Development Runoff - 10 year: Qp = • 21 
-20 = 32.87 - 34.51 . rr:c ... ' .., 

01 hr = 173 X . 21 X .89 = 32.33 

01.1 = 173 X .21 X 
7.75 X .89 

hr (66)½ 
= 30.84 :::::- 30. 79: or-: 

Storage Reguired: 

_______ l?t hr: (32.33 - 30.79) X 60 X_6_0 ________ -_-__ 5.<.._,5_5_4 _IT_ ___ .. _ 

1 - 1.1 hr: (32.33 + 30.84 --30.84) X 60 X 6 = 270 
2 

Total Storage Required = 5,824 CF 

-8-
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AREA V 1056 Acres 

Tc (Time of Concentration) to Southerly Property Line 

Overland/avg. grass 1400 1 @ 7% 

Swale Flow (natural/grassy) 

· 800 1 to 300 1 El 500 
9000 LF = 9000 = S.S% 

V = 9 FPS 

T = (9000/0) secs~ 60 sec/min. 

Tc 

= 50 .0 minutes 

= 16.7 minutes 

= 66.7 minutes 

Use Max. Tc = 60.0 minutes 

Peak Predevelopment Runoff - 10 year: 

Tc 60 min. It -= -· --0 • 8 9 or ( 7. 75 X .89) = l 

(60)'2 

Q = 01 = Aci = 1056 X 0.20 X hr 

Post Development Runoff - 10 year: 

0.89 = 187. 97 CFS 

Qp = •2179 x 187.97 = 204.79 CFS • 2C' 

Ql hr = 1056 X 0.2179 X 0,89 
(7. 75 X O. 89) Q1 _25 hrs- 1056 x 0.2179 x 

.{ 75 )½. 

Storage Regui red 

1st hr: (204.79 - 187.97) X 60 X 60 

= 

= 

1 - 1.25 hr: (204.79; 183.27 _ 183.27) x 15 x 60 

204. 79 > 187. 97 

183.27:::::: 187 .97 

= 60,552 CF 

= 9,684 CF 

Total Storage Required = 70,236 CF 



I--' 
Ul 
0 

Post 
Development 

Area C Tc 

I 946 1\t 0.2207 39!.1 

II 1300 AC 0.2344 60 . 0 

111 112 AC 0.2100 60 • 0 

IV 173 AC 0.2100 52 .7 

V 1056 At 0.2179 60 .o 

Notes: 

* 1. No retention basins required. 

SUMMARY TABLE 

Qp (CFS) Qp (CFS). 
Pre- Post-

peveloprnent Development 

min. 208.877 2 30 . 5 O 

min. 231. 40 271. 20 

min .. 19.94 20.93 

min. 32.87 34.51 

min. 187.97 204.79 

Total Storage Required = 

T 
i 
I 

i 
Heq'd ~etention 
Storage Volume 

(Cubic Feet) 

'87,205 

155,852 

3,739 Ir 

5,824 * 

70,236 

322,856 

2. Design based on 10-year design and intensity cur~es found on Plate 25 of 
Monterey County Standards. 

3. See Exhibit "A" for possible r. tention basin locations. Final location and size to be 
determined during final map re~iew of phase heing considered. 

I 
I 
I 
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WWD 

DAVID K. FULLER 

CORPORATION 
ENGINEERING · PLANNING 
CONSULTA..~TS 

DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING 
R.C.E. 24400 

August 13, 1984 
I ,_ 

.;. . ·' 

"'--->. 

. ,. 
~ ·' . 
J I __ Aue J. 4 1954 ::--; 

r 
Mr. Owen Stewart ' '- ,•. - ,-- -

--== l; ' - :• .•. 
-.:.: L ,_ Monterey County Flood Control 

P. o. Box 930 
- '-== 

Salinas, California 93902 

Subject: Monterra Ranch Development 
Drainage Report - Supplement 

Dear Owen: 

--·--...__ 

]l.s per our telephone discussion of August 9th pertaining to 
s torr.; drainage: 

1. Siltation retention will be providec to preveLt silting 
of off-site and do~~stream waterways. 

2. Each major drainage area will be provided with retention 
works for both storm water runoff and silt. 

This 1etter is in response to attached lett~r from Lynne 
Mounday. 

Will you please respond to Lynne's letter as soon as possible 
(ilyou have not already). 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

DAVID K. FULLER 

DKF: jls 

cc: Mr. Wallace Holm 

2999 MONTEREY.· SA.l-L..,;As HIGH'\r\'AY, MOh"'TEREY, CA. 939-40 (408) 375-4001 

152. 

i' . 
I •• 
i 1- . --



GEOFAB™ Silt Fence is· an erosio.n control' system 
designed specifically as a silt fence requiring no support 
other than posts. 

GEOFAB™ erosion control system allows for the rapid 
flow of water, providing high filtering efficiency, excellent 
strength and durability. 

_,.,,. 

SELF-SUPPORTING 
GEOFAB™ supports itself on the fence posts with the enclosed 
cord and built-in netting. 

EASILY INSTALLED 
GEOFAB™'s built-in cord attaches ·to each fence post. 

LOW INSTALLATION COST 
GEOFAB™ does not require the use of woven wire supports, hog 

·· · pins or staples. 

LOW MAINTENANCE 
GEOFABTM will stop silt' arid sahd but allows high water flow, thus 
eliminating maintenance caused by damming-of water. 

LONG LIFE 
GEOFAB™ is non-rotting anc{ ulfraviolet (sunlight) protected, .. 
offering a stable, !ong-lasting product. 

The following unretouched photographs are of actual installation sites. 

GEOFAB™ Slit Fence Installed along the toe of 
slope for erosion protection of stream. 

153. 

Accumulated sediment after three months. 
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Note that water has not been retained on top of the 
accumulated sediment, showing that GEOFAB™ Silt 
Fence does not dam water. 

Note the non-clogging 
characteristics of GEOFAB™. 

' ... 
. ) - • t ·' 

High strength, high water flow and low stretch 
resulting in effective erosion control. 

INSTALLATION PROCEDURES* 

1. Install fence posts on a slight angle toward the 
anticipated run-off source. 

2. Dig a 4" to 6" trench along the fence line. 

3. Lay out the GEOFAB™ Silt Fence on the uphill 
side along the fence line. 

4. Wrap GEOFABTM around the first post and tie 
securely with the enclosed cord. 

5. St.retch GEOFABTM to the next fence post (6' to 10' 
apart); make a 1 ½" horizontal slit in GEOFABTM 
directly above the cord and pull the cord through 
the slit, pull taut and wrap twice around the post. 

6. Repeat Step 5 until the last post is reached and 
wrap GEOFAB™ around the last post and secure 
with cord. 

7. Drape the lower 6" of GEOFAB™ into the trench, 
curled toward the run-off source. 

8. Back-fill the trench. 

*Selection of the type of post used to install 
GEOFAB™, as well as the distance between each 
post, is to be determined by the specifications of the 
local State Department of Transportation and/or the 
resident engineer. However, it is recommended that 
steel posts be used, weighing an average of 1.3 
pounds per foot. 
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Material"' 100% spunbonded nylon reinforced with poly-' 
esJer netting '·: ' . ,' · ,· ' , '·it 

Thickness 

. Grab Tensile'· . 

Elopg,a~ion.Jo Break 
. ,. '· ,, "·' ., .. ,i., , ... , :· .. , . 

Mullen Burst ·· 

Water Flow Rate 

E.O.S. 

Cord 

Strength ljetention .· 

Fabric Width· 

Standard. Ro·11 Length 
. . ,; " 

~. ' ",,, "i. \1, · 1·' ,: ·-.1:" :1;;./ ·. ~, .• ,,;~; · ' · ,\ ,f-' 

4:2 oz./yd.
2 

,,, .. , :~'~TM :PX: t~l9 

210.lbs. ASTM D 774~46 

470 9,~llons per minute/f6t:>12 
.. '.', 

Equivalent Opening Size 70-100 U.S. Corps of 
Engineers Guide Spec. CW02215 Nov., 1977 .·· 

1/8" nylon braided installed full length of fabri6' 1 
. 

;. I· .. ,,'' ' .• 

Ultrav,iol~t treated for outdoor applio,"tiph':., .... . 
• .• . ~. • ' ,:: ;;.-· 1 '/ :··· . . .:: .. . 

. Supplied in widths to meet locai sfiiiHtD.b.T. 
and/or Federal requirements .. J'·'.i;:. 
150 ft . 

*The apove properties are average results and should not be construed as minimum or maximum 
properties . 

. For more information on:GEOFAB™ Silt Fence or other civil 
engineering fabrics in the GEOFAB™ line, please cont~cf'·. 
Merca,ntile Development, Inc. at (203) 226-7803,PJvtrite:'' 

'· -'."'• . 

MERCANTILE DEVELOPMENT, INC{; 
274 Riverside Avenue 
Westport, CT 06880 

,--t-··-·" 

-, __ } ' 

There Is rio express warranty on this material. There Is no Implied warranty of merchantability or fitness for any particular' 
use. The manufacturer and dealer cannot,assume responsibility beyond supplying a product conforming to the advertised 
specifications. Suggestions by the manufacturer or dealer for possible end uses and for installation techniques are made 
solelyJor the convenience of the cµstomer and for his choice, and are not Intended to and shall not Imply any representa· 
tions or warranties. · 
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WWD CORPORATION 
ENGINEERING · PLANNING 
CONSULTANTS 

DAVID K. FULLER 
DIBECTOR OF ENGINEERING 
R.C.E. 24400 

August 23, 1984 

Mr. Lynn Mounday 
Monterey County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

subject: Monterra Ranch 
supplement No. 2 to Drainage Report 

Dear Lynn: 

As per our telephone conversation of today, the following 
supplement should be attached to the initial Drainage Report 
dated July 12, 1984. 

Following are methods of preventing erosion and siltation 
during construction: 

1. Cat tracking slopes. 

2. Temporary excavated swales. 

3. Hay bales placed in water courses to pond water and 
retain silt. 

4. Temporary retention basins adjacent to developed area. 

5. Fabric fences which will allow water to pass· while 
retaining silts. Example: Geofab (attached is copy of 
brochure). 

6. Incorporate straw in soil. 

All of the above methods slow the velocity of water, allowing 
silts to settle out of runoff or stabilize soil to prevent 
erosion. Any one or a combination of these methods will be 
used during construction on the Monterra Ranch, to retain silts 
on site and prevent erosion. 

2999 MONTEREY/SALINAS HIGHWAY, MONTEREY, CA. 93940 (408) 375-4001 
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page 2 

In conjunction with the above, all areas which are excavated 
during construction will be cat tracked and hydrosee4e4~nd 
maintained until substantial growth can prevent further 
erosion. Hydroseeding and maintenance will be made part of the 
construction contract. After construction contract is 
finalized, Property Owners Association will maintain those 
areas as required. 

Also, al 1 concentrated flows from pipe discharges int<;> na,tural 
drainage channels will be provided with rock energy dissipaters 
to spread the flow and dissipate the\ energy.to prevent 
gullying. · ·· - · 

Retention basins will be designed as provided in initial 
report, and 30% will be added to t~e required storage·volume to 
ac_commodate silt storage •. This will amount to approximately 
100 1 000 CF for silt storage. 

' . 
The Property Owners Association will provide for yearly fall 
inspections and, if required, removal of deposited silts. 

; ' 
There is more than ample area for the required retention ponds 
(over 100 acres) as can be observed from Exhibit A, of Initial 
Report. At most, a total of five acres of laild will be 
required, which will likely be diyided between· 10 to 20 
strategically placed basins ranging in size from approximately 
0.2 acres to J.O acres •. 

All basins will be contoured to appear as a gently sloping 
depr.ession~ will be a maximum of _4 feet deep, with a minimum of 
5 to 1 (horizontal to vertical) side slopes. All slopes will 
be hydroseeded. Any basin visible from Highway 68 will be 
screened by landscape planting to mitigate visual impacts. 

Specific details pertaining to exact lociati~n,· size, basin 
outlet design, best methods for prevention of e~osion, etc. can 
be more specifically addressed during the construction plan 
preparation stage through reports. submitted by the developer,~s 
engineer to the County staff. Prio,r to approval of the Final 
Map, all such deta_ils will. be addressed and designs approv.ed by 
the, county staff. ·· · 
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Due to the low density of development on this project (1 unit 
per 10 acres), the impacts due to additional runoff will be 
minimal (approximately an 11.4% increase in runoff). With the 
installation of retention-siltation works, the impacts will 
likely be less after development than presently exist. The 
primary concern should be the prevention of erosion during 
construction and the proper establishment of ground cover to 
prevent future erosion. · 

Sincerely, 

DAVID K. FULLER 

cc: Mr. Wallace Holm 
Mr. Richard Stevens 
Mr. Myron E. Etienne 
Larry Seeman Associates 
Mr. Owen Stewart 
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APPENDIX ;' .. ' VEGETATION 

PLANT SPECIES 

.. Vegetation 

Oak Oak 
· Pine Woodland 

Species Observed Forest ... 

Trees 

Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) X X 
Coast live oak (Quercus agr1folia) X .x 
Caltfornia buckeye (Aesculus califor- -

nica) X 

Shrubs 

Chamise (Adenostoma fasciulatum) ,. 
Coyote hrush (Baccharis pilularis) X X 
Coastal sagebrush (Artemisia californ-

ica) X X 
Poisonoak (Rhus diversiloba) X X 
French broom--rcyt1sus monspessulanus) X X 
Bush lupine (Lup1nus arboreus) 
Bush monkey flower (Mimulus auran-_ 

tiacus) ·. 
· Blue blossom (Ceanothus thrysiflorus) 
Black sage (Salvia mellifera) 
Fuchsia-flowered gooseberry (Ribes 

speciosum) X X 
Scraggly !=JOOS_eberry ( R. divaricatum) X X 
Snowberry (S_ymphoricarpos sp.) X .x 
Coffeeberry (Rhamnus californica) X ·x 
Toyon (Heteromeles arbut1folia) X X 
Redberry (Rhamnus crocea) X 
Ocean spray (Holod1scus discolor) X X 
Blackberry (Rubus sp.) X 
Bitter cherry (Prunus emarginata) X 
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Coastal 1 and 
Scrub 

X 
X 

.·-.. 
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Species Observed 

Oak 
Pine 

, Forest 

_Forbs, Ferns, and .. Grass:es 

Scarlet ·pimpern~l (Anagalis arvensis) ·· 
Lohg-beaked·fil~f~e (Erodium botrys) 
Red-stemmed· filaree (E. cicutarium) 
California everlasting(Gnaphalium 

californicum) 
Golden brodiaea (Triteleia lutea) 
Brodtaea (Brodiaea coronaria var. ·· 

terrestris) 
Other brod1aeas (Brodiaea spp.) 
Goldfields (Baeria chrysostoma) 
Escobita (Orthocarpus purpurascens) 
Owl's clover (0. dehsiflorus) 
California aster (Aster chilensis) 
California buttercup (Ranunculus 

californicus) 
Buttercups (Ranunculus spp.) 
Bracken fe~n (Pteridium aquilinum) 
Maidenhairffern (Adiantum sp.) 
Cliffbrake (Pellaea sp.) 
Wood fern (Dryopteris arguta) 
Yarrow (Achillea mi 11efolium) 
Queen Anne's lace (Daucus carota) 
Bedstraw (Galium californicum) 
Bedstraws (Gali um spp.) . . 
Johnny jum~~up (Viola pedunculata) 
Sun cups (Oenethera ovata) 
Amole (Chlorolalum pomeridianum) 
Milk thistle Siltbum marianum} .. 

. Sh~pherd's purseCapsefla bursa-
pastori s) 

Bur clover [Medicag6 hispida) 
Wild cucumber (Marah fabaceus) 
Footsteps of spring (Sanicula 

arctopoides) 
Geranium (Geranium sp.) 
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X 
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X 
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X 
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Oak 
Pine 

Species Observed Forest 

Forbs, Ferns 2 and Grasses(cont.) 

Plantain (Plantago hookeriana) 
Plantain (P. cornucopifolia) 
Poison hemlock (Con,um maculatum) 
Miner 1 s lettuce (Mantia perfoliata) .X 

· Common chickweed (Stellaria media) X 

Linanthus (Linanthus androsaceus) 
Mugw.or.t (Arternes,a douglasii). . -
Popcorn flower (Plagiobotrys sp.) 
Verrain (Verbena lasiostachys) 
Brass buttons (Cotula sp.J 
Lupines (Lupinus spp.) X. 

Morning glory (Convolvulus sp.) 
Blue-eyed grass (Sisyrinchiurn bellum) 
Indian paintbrush (Casti11eja aff1nis) 
Indian paintbrush (Castilleja spp.) x· 
Strawberry (Fragaria californica) 
Vet~hes {Vicia spp.) X 

Corrrncm monkeyfl ewer (Mimul us guttatus) 
Hedge nettle (Stachys rigida) 
Cranesbill (Geranium dissecta) 
Fiesta flower (Pholistoma auritum) 
Coast tarweed (Madi a sat i va) 
Wild grape (Vitus californica) 
Checker bloom (Sidalcea malvaeflora) 
Red maids (Calandr1n1a ciliata) 
Rattlesnake weed (Dancus pucillus) 
California poppy (Eschscholzia 

cal iforni ca) 
. Pitcher sage (Salvia spathacea) 
Toothwort (Dentar,a californica) 
Woodland star ([ ithophragma_ 

heterophflla) · · 
Cow parsnipHeracleum lanatum) 
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Vegetation Type 
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, . Vegetation Type ... 

-
" 

Oak Oak Mixed Grass-
Pine flood land Coastal land 

Species Observed Forest .Scrul:j 
' . . , 

Forbs, F'erns 2 ·and Grasses(cont:) 
I 

_, 
,.t 

I .• 
... 

I ,· 

Periwinkle (Vi nca major) 
~ i • 

X X 
Bird's foot trefoil ([otus sp.) X 
Comn;10n fiddleneck {Amsinkia .. '. 

intermedi' a) X X . 
Hickman's I (A 11 i um hickmanii) . xl on1;on. 
Glob.~_.Ji ly {Calochortus. luteus) ... , . 

X . .. 
Tarweed {Hemi,zon.i a conymbosa) X. 
Field mtrstard (Brassi ca camoestri s) ,. ,, 

X 
Clovers (TrifoliUJJl spp.) ,. ,' .x 
Wild radish (,Raphanus :sati rus) 

•. 
X. ; 

' Curly dock (R,urnex ace-tose 11 a) X'· ,' :x 
Cheeseweed (Malva parviflora) .. ,.., . ·x 

· Croton ( Croton californi us) X 
Sticky chickweed (~erastiurn viscosum) X. 
Red bromE.! (Br.emus rubens) X X 
Wile[ oats (Avena f atua) X 

" 
Oat grass (Danthon,a c,al iforni ca) X X 
Little qDaking gtass {,Bri za mi nor) ·. ,1/.~ -.);· .. · , ,.x· 
Quaking gras~ (Briza maxima) ... ., 

X X 
ItaTian ryegr'ass (Lol1um aerenne) i -~ 

Ripgut brome (Bromus d1an rus) X 
Soft cheis (Bromus mollis) X 
Purple n.edlegrass (Stipa pulchra) X 
Junegra·ss {Kocl eri a cri stat a) . X X 
Melicgrass (Melica imperfecta) x X 
Perennial fescue (Festuca sp.) X - X 

I. 

Barnyard foxtail (Hordeu~ .. leporinium) 
' 

X 
Meadow barley ( Hordeum brachrfntherum) ,, X 

" .. X Hai rgrass (Ai ra caryophylJ ea · 
~edg·es (Carax and Gyenus ·spp.) · ·. X . 

· lobserved only in grassland •. 
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BIRD SPECIES (cont.) 

Oak Mixed 
Residency Oak Pine Coastal Grass-

Species Status Woodland Forest Scrub land Aerial 

Steller's Jay* R X . X 
Scrub Jay* R X X X 
Common Crow R X X 
Chestnut-backed 

Chickadee* R X X 
Plain Titmouse R . -·'X ~ 
Bushtit* R X X X 
Pygmy Nuthatch* R X 
Brown Creeper* R X 
Wrentit* R X X ·X 
House Wren* R X 

\ Bewick.' s Wren* R ·x. - X X 
-California Thrasher"* R X X 
American Robin* R X X 
Varied Thrush w X X 
Hermit Thrush W. X X X 
Golden-crowned 

Kinglet w X X 
Ruby-crowned 

Kinglet* w X X X 
Hutton's Vireo* R X X 
Orange-crowned 

Warbler* s X X X 
Yellow-rumped 

Warbler w X X X 
Townsend's Warbler W. X 
Hermit Warbler w X 
Wilson's Warbler* s X 
Lazuli Bunting s X 
Purple Finch* R X X 
House Finch R X X 
Pine Siskin* R X 
Lesser Goldfinch* R X X 
Lawrence's Goldfincr R X X 
Red C rossbi 11 w X 
Rufous-sided 

Towhee* R X X X 
." ) 
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APPENDIX .. , .. WILDLIFE 

B1Rb SPECIES 

dak 'Mixed 
'Residency Oak Pitie·_· co·astal Grass-

Species .... Status Woodt'and Fores't Scrub 1 and Aerial 

Turkey Vulture* R 'X 
Black~shouldered 

kite· · .R X X· X 
Sharp-shinned Hawk R X X 

_;, .·.· ·x 
Cooperi' s Hawk*i R X X X 
Red-tailed Hawk* R X x 
Golden Eagle R X 
American Kestrel* R x 
California Qua11* R x. X X X 
Band,,,.t)1i l_ ed _Pigeon* R .x X X 
Mourning Dove* R X X 

· Roadrunner R X 
Common Barn ow.l R X X 
Great Horned Owl R X X X x 
Poor-will* R X 
White-throated_ Swift R '' X' 
Anna 1s Hummingbird* R X X X 
Rufous Hummingbird T X 
Allen's Hummingbirdi s X X 
Northern Flicker* . R. X X X 
Acorn Woodpecker* R X X 
Red-breasted 

Sapsucker w X 
Hairy Woodpecker* R X X 
Nuttall's Wood-

peck~r* R X 
Black Phoebe*-·· R .x 
Say's Phoebe w X 
Western FlycatGher* s X X 
Olive-sided 

Flycatcher* s X 
Horned Lark* R X 
Violef-green 

Swa:1 low* s X 
Barn S~al low* s X 
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BIRD SPECIES (cont.) 

Oak Mixed 
Residency Oak Pine Coastal 

Species Status Woodland Forest Scrub 

Brown Towhee* R X X 
Lark Sparrow* R X 
Rufous-crowned 

Sparrow~ R X 
Dark-eyed Junco* R X X 
White-crowned 

Sparrow* R X 
Golden-crowned 

· Sparrow* R X 
Fox Sparrow R X X X 
Song Sparrow* R X X ~--

* Observed during field reconnaissance, April-May, 1981. 
R - Resident, present throughout the year. 
S - Summer resident, present from March to September. 
W - Winter resident, present from October to April. 

lsa. 

Grass-
1 and Aerial 

X 

X 

X 

T - Transient, present during spring (March-May) and/or fall (August to 
October) migrations. · 
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Opossum . 
California mole 

· Ornate shrew 
Trowbridge shrew 
California brown bat 
Littl~ brown bat 

.,,.,.. Fringed· bat 
· · Long-eared bat 

Yuma bat 
Red bat 
Big brown bat 
Hoary bat 
Western bi g--,eared bat 
Mexican free-tailed bat 
Raccoon 
Ringtail 
Long-tailed weasel 
Spotted skunk 
Striped skunk 
Badger 

MAMMAL seECIES 

Gray fox 
.coyote 
Bobcat . 
Mountain lion 
Beec.hey ground squirrel 
Gray squirr,~l 
Me_rri am chiPmunk 
Botta pocket gopher 
California pocket mouse 

. Heerman kangaroo rat 
California mouse 
W~iie-foo~~d mouse 
Brush mouse 
Pi non mou·se 
Dusky footed woodrat 
California vole 
Black-tailed hare 
Brush rabbit 
Black-tailed deer 
Wild pig 
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AMPHIBIANS 

Slender salamander 
Ensatina 
Arboreal salamander 
Rough-skinned newt 

~.,._. California newt 
Western toad 
Pacific tree frog 
Bullfrog 

ij 
APPENDIX~. WILDLIFE 

AMPHIBIAN AND REPTILE SPECIES 

REPTILES 

Western fence ·lizard 
Southern alligator lizard 
Northern alligator lizard 

. Coast horned 1 i zard 
Western skink 
Gopher snake 
Western whiptail 
Western rattlesnake 
Rubber boa 
Racer 
Ringneck snake 
Sharp-tailed snake 
Common kingsnake 
Western terrestrial garter snake 
Common garter snake 
Western aquatic garter snake 
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Malcolm Sproul. Mr. Sproul serve~ .. as Principal-in-Charge on this 
report. · He is the Mari ager .of LSA:1 s Befkerl ey ·office. Mr. Sproul has 
participated in or managed numerous biotic studies in the Monterey Bay region. 
These include the following studies prepared for or· reviewed by the County: 
Eastlen and Eastwood Garner (Carmel Valley·overview), Markham Ranch Prairie 
Falcon Study, Carmel Valley Ranch;Area F, Carmel River Inn,:,Poppy 'Hills Golf 
Course, Spanish Bay Resort Resource Management Plan, and Del · Monte Forest 
~CP. · 

Mr. Sproul received . his Master of Landscape Architecture .· from the 
University of California, Berkeley. The enphasis of his graduate study was on 
the effects of suburban development on wildlife popula.tions. 

' . 

Larry Stromberg. Dr. 'Stromberg conducted the rare pl ant survey and 
wrote the vegetation ·descriptions. He has conducted rare plant surveys on 
several properties in the vicinity of the project site, including Laguna Seca 
raceway and a number· of sites iii· the Carmel Valley. He has also conducted 
extensive rare pl ant surveys in the Del Monte Forest and at Spanish Bay for 
projects planned by the Pebble Beach Company. · · · · 

Dr. Stromberg has a B.S. degree in Forest~y, ·arid M.S. and Ph.D. degrees 
from·the University of Californta .. at Berkeley. He has professional experience 
and academic training in vegetafion surveys, vegetation management, and site 
assessment and understands 'the relationship between survey design and site· 
conditions. His doctoral. research was on vegetation sampling and he produced 
a 132-page manual on sampling methods used to describe habitat for a workshop 
in Kahna National Park, Indra·, ·jointly sponsored by the U.S. Department of 
Interior and the Indian Ministry 'of Agriculture. 

. Robert .. Schon.holtz. Mr~ Schonholtz served as· the senior wildlife 
biologist on the project. Mr. Schonholtz has worked on a number of biological 
studies in the project vicinity, including the Markham Ranch Prairie Falcon 
Study, Carmel Valley Ranch Area F, Poppy Hills Golf Course, and Spanish Bay 
Resort Resource Management Plan. 

Mr. Schonholtz holds a B.S. in Zoology from the Universjty of California 
at Davis, received in 1978. Mr. Schonholtz has six years of experience as a 
wildlife biologist in both the public and private sectors. 
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Heather Welker. Ms. Welker served as staff biologist on this report. 
Ms. Welker has worked for a number of state and federal agencies throughout 
the Western United States on wildlife and vegetation studies and has been 
responsible for the ·biological sections of a· number of EIR 1s. · Ms. Welker· 
received her M.S. degree in biology from California Polytechnic University at 
Pomona and a B.S. degree in wildlife management from Humboldt State 
University. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH ~ 

,c.',CRAMENTO, CA 95814 _ ~ __u 1400 TENTH STREET m -1 ~ :1' 
._) December 30, 1985 -, _Lt-:___.~....,_.su....-..~~----!ll...,\J_e_a ____ __.,.: 

. '· 

Lynne H. Mounday 
Monterey County Planning 
P.O.Box 1208 
Salinas, CA. 93902 

Subject: Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR 
SCH# 84061221 

Dear Mr. Mounday: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named draft Environrr:ental Impact 
Report (EIB) to selected state agencies for review. 'Ihe review period is 
closed and the conments of the individual agency(ies) is(are) enclosed. 
Also, on the enclosed Notice of Completion, the Clearinghouse has checked 
which agencies have comnented. Please review the Notice of Completion to 
ensure that your cormnent package is complete. If the package is not in 
order, please notify the State Clearinghouse imnediately. Your eight digit 
State Clearinghouse number should be used so that we may reply promptly. 

Please note that recent legislation requires that a responsible agency or 
other public agency shall only make substantive comnents on a project which 
are within the area of the agency's expertise or which relate to activities 
which that agency must carry out or approve. (AB 2583, Ch. l514, Stats. 
1984.) 

These comments are forwarded for your use in preparing your final EIR. If 
you need more information or clarification, we suggest you contact the 
commenting agency at your earliest convenience. 

Please contact Price Walker at 916/445-0613 if you have any questions 
regarding the environmental review process. 

Sincerely, 

~~/ 
John B. Ohanian / 
Chief Deputy Director 
Office of Planning a....~d Research 

cc: Resources Agency 

Enclosures 
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ll•m11, Tlw.apul Ian and HoUla1g ~ 

Memorandum 

State Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Attention Price Walker 

Dote: December 23, 1985 

Ale: 

From: DEPARTMENT OF TIANIPORTATION 
DMaON OP AIIIONAlfflCI 

Subject Monterey County's DEIR for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision; SCH #84061221 

/ 

The Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, has reviewed the 
above-referenced document with respect to those areas germane to its statutory 
responsibilities. Those areas include the impact of noise and safety from 
the airport on the project, the project's impact on an airport itself, and 
the compatibility of adjacent land uses in the vicinity of an airport. Because 
of the project site's close proximity to Monterey Peninsula Airport, t.he site 
will be subject to aircraft overflights. We suggest that the Lead Agency 
require that the developer notify future homeowners of the airport's close 
proximity and the potential for aircraft overflights. ~onsideration should 
also be given to the obtainment of avigation easements. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. 

JACK D. KEMMERLY, Chief 
Division of Aeronautics 

Sandy Hesnard 
Environmental Planner 

bee: F. Darrell Husum, DOTP / 
Fred Miller - 5 



· · State of California The Resources Agency 

Memorandum 

To : 1. Projects Coordinator 
Resources Age~cy 

2e Monterey County Planning Department 
P. o. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Date December 23, 1985 

From Department of Fish and Game 

Subject: DP.IR, Monterey Ranch Subdivision, SCT-1 840Eil221, Monterev Countv 

Department o'f E.' ish a·nd Game personnel have reviewed the'_ Draft· EI'R. 
f.or the Monterra Ranch Subdivision.>an<l we have the .f.ollowin·q, 
comments. 

The Department. . has· been irivol ved with the c itv. of.· Sea·s ide and .· the 
Monterey J·c·f.'nt-Powers'i Agency (JPA) in-.·eff·orts· to contt.ol 
sedimentation · in: the Laguna·' Grartde;...La'.ke Roberts waters1hecL · There 
are presently on-going resbora~ion efforts by the JPA.·· we agree 
with the stated need in the DEI-R to insure-that the Monterta·Ranch 
project does not result in adverse sedimentation~ Th~ proposed 
erosion control measures should be reviewed by the JPA and the 
Monterey County Flood control and Water conservation Dis·trict to 
insure their adequacy. All the measures should be made conditions 
of any permits issued. 

We also endorse the other mitigation measures proposed in the 
report such as the use of homeowner deed restrictions to avoid 
significant impacts to wildlife, snag retention, planting of 
native species only and use of prescribed burning to decrease fire 
hazard. Such burning will benefit wildlife as well. 

The measures proposed to insure protection of-the ·California 
Native Plant Society listed plant, Hickman's onion, shoulo be made 
conditions of any permits issued. 

Pursuant to the Cleary vs. County of Stanislaus decision the 
Department requests timely notification of any official action 
taken on this project so we may review these actions pursuant to 
Sectio_ns 15088 ,and 15089 of the California Environmental Ouality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, California Administrative Code, Title 14. 
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· \ 1. Projects Coordinator -2-
2. Monterey County Planning 

State EIR guidelines, Section 15146, require lead agencies to 
respond to all comments/recommendations received on the Draft 
EIR and to include them in the final document. 

Department of Fish and Game personnel are available to 
discuss our concerns iri more detail. To arrange a meeting 
contact Bruce Elliott, Wildlife Management Supervisor, 2201 
Garden Road, Monterey, California 93940, telephone (408) 
649-2890. 

~L:rtrvl,__ 
f q J~ck c. Parnell · 

Director 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORiATION ANO HOUSING AGENCY GEORGE 0EUKMEJIAN, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
P.O. BOX 8114, SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 
TELEPHONE: (805) 549-3111 

93403-811,4 
~~ 

1l-/7 
/.~-J9 

Mr. Lynne H. Mounday, Senior Planner 
Monterey County ~4,·ann.ing Dept. 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA ~3902? 

Subject: Intergovernmental Revi$w 

Dear Mr. Mounday: 

Date: Dec. 11, 1985 

F-i le: Mon-68...;;5. 57 

\ 

Monterra Ranch Develop. 
SCH#: 84061221 

Caltrans District 5 staff has reviewed· the aboved-referenced 
document. The following comments were generated as a result of the 
review: 

An encroachment permit must be obtained before ·any work can be 
conducted within the Caltrans right-of-way. Please be advised that, 
prior to obtaining an encroachment permit, you are required to have 
design plans approved by this office and an envi~onmental document 
approved by the lead agency. Should you have further questions 
regarding encroachment permits, please contact Orville Morgan, 
Permits Engineer. 

Mitigation measures proposed to minumize visual impacts to the 
scenic highway corridor shbuld be included as part of the county's 
conditions for approval of this project. 

Provisions should be made for connections to other probable 
developments surrounding this project in order to keep local trips 
off Route 68. Residents should net be forced to use Route 68 as a 
local collactor. 

Widening for the right turn lane at the east entrance would require 
widening of a drainage stru~tur~that is adjacent to the entrance. 
An acceleration lane for ri~ht turns east onto Route 68 should also 
be considered. 

The proposed west entranc:;e off. o-r: R
0
oute 68 shouJd be disregarded and 

traffic routed via Jacks Peak Road signalized intersection or by 
constructing a frontage road outside the planned 68 alignment back 
to the easterly entrance. 

Finally, the developer should dedicate 
for the new alignment of Route 68. 
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If the county continues to approve major developments adjacent to 
Route 68, then it should plan on funding the necessary 4-iane 
expressway improvements to handle the additional traTfic generated 
by these developments. It is understood that the county is requiring 
developers to contribute to such a fund. 

Please send us a copy of the completed Environmerital Impact 
Report when it is available. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (805) 549-3139. 

A. C. Carlton 
District 5 
Intergovernmental Review Coordinator 

1 cc: Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse 
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STA TE OF CALIFORNIA 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 288 
Sacramento, California 95814 

(916) 322-7791 

December 12, 1985 

Lynne H. Mounda,y . 
Monterey County Planning 
P.0.Box 1208 •· ' 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Re: Monterra Ranch Subdivis~on EIR 
SCH#, 84061221.. 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

The Native American Heritage Commission appreciates the opportunity to express 
its concerns and corrments .in the environmental review process. As yoij may know, 
the Commission is mandated to preserve and protect places of special rel,igious 
or cultural significance to California Indians (Native Americans) ,p-ursuant to 
Section 5097 et seq of the Public Resources Code. 

The Commission has the further responsibility of assisting Native Americ8,llls in 
cemetery and burial protection pursuant to Section 5097.94(k) of the Public· 
Resources Code. We request that the County Coroner's office be contacted if 
human remain~ of Native American origin are encountered during the project, 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 7050.5 of the Healthand Safety . 
Code. Should this occur, the Commission will assist in expediting the preservation 
and protection of the remains in a respectful manner. 

We request that you consult with the local Indian community in this project area 
in order to mitigate potential impacts·to burial sites and other cultural resources 
of value to their particular tribal customs. I have enclosed a listing of those 
individuals and/or groups who can be of assistance to you themselves or in suggest
ing those in the local community which may have concerns regarding this project area. 

This information is provided to assist you in addressing the cultural heritage 
concerns of the appropriate Native American comnunities, and as such, the enclosed 
references are for agency use only and not to be considered a public disclosure. 
This information may not be released, distributed or reproduced in any fonn without 
the prior written permission of the Native American Heritage Co1T111ission. 

If yo~1 have any questions please contact me for further assistance. 
I I . 

Sin~£/e1y your~.'. I., 
,.../ ~-?: _}_'-,/ 

./hi4u ~ ~u~ 
·A/nette Os ital 
Special Assistant 

AO:jg 

Enclosure(s) 
181. 



NAME, ADDRESS 
TELEPHONE NO. 

Mike Johnston 
11s·2 Cherry Avenue 
San Jose, CA 95125 

Lucindi Mooney, Dean.of Ins1 
American Indian Council 
Hartnell College 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Stan Corpuz 
35 Struve 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
(408) 633-3266 

Central Coast Indian Counci 
,Joe Ba 11 es teros 
1636 \ Oak Street 
Paso Robles, CA 93446 
(805) 238-2784 

Joe Avita 
Monterey Bay Indian Council 
1379 Cherokee Drive 
[Sa)inas, CA 93901 

Rosemary Avita (same as abO\ 

Vickie Stone 
Monterey Bay Indian Council 
1239 Trazado Avenue 
Salinas, CA 93906 

D~ Joseph Corella 
Monterey Indian Council and 

American Indian Program 
Hartnell College . -
Salinas, CA 93901 

John B. Avila 
117 Homestead Avenue 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Frances Garcia 
Salinan Indian-Jolon 
1309 Granada Avenue 
Salinas, CA 93906 (408) 41 

- - KEY: 
' 

B: 
C: 

Burial place/Cemetery 
Collection Area 

MONTEREY COUNTY 

COUNTY REFERRAL LIST 

TRIBAL 
AFFILIATION 

ruction 

. 
. • 

e) 

6-3759 (CalTrans NA 01 

I 

AREA(S) B C R s 

. 

l 

I 

server) 

S: Sacred/Power area 
W: Worship/Ritual area 

I 

w OTHER 

.. 

I 

.#·~. ,_Lo.-

.. ; 

R: Rock art (picto., petro., intaglio, etc.) 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 

COUNTY REFERRAL LIST 

NAME,, ADDRESS TRIBAL 
TELEP'HONE ._.NO. ;AFF'ILIATION 

Steven G. Nelson Rumsen Family of 
P:o. Box 117 Costanoan/Ohlone 
Carmel Valley, CA 93924 
( J.f{)R) LJ-f1/--~~s·7 

. 
Patrick Orozco, Ohlone 
421 J Street 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

l 4CVb) 1 !Alf ~£)Ee> 
El 1 a t1ae. l~i ll i ams Rodriguez Costanoan Ohlone 
55 B Rogge Lane 
i·Jatsonvil le, CA 95076 
(403) 726-1716 

Bernice E. Torrez Pomo, Kashaya Tribe 
914-52 Acosta Plaz~ 
Salinas, CA 93905 
(408) 758-0730 . 
Monterey Bay Indian Council .• 

1379 Cherokee Drive 
Salinas, CA 93901 

' 
Jenny-Juanita Esther McLecd Salinan · 
P.O.Box 6406 I 

San Jose, CA 95'150 
(408) 299-2531 (w) 
(408) 636:..1893 (h) 

. .. 

KEY: 

B: Buri a 1 p 1 ace/Cemetery _ · 
C: Collection Ar'ea 
R: Rock art (picto., petro., intaglio, etc~) 

1Q~ 

I ! 

AREA(S) B C R s 
Monterey X X 

Monterey X X X X 
San Benito 
Santa Clara 
Santa Cruz 

Monterey X X X· X· 
Santa Clara 
Santa Cruz· 

11onterey X X X X 
. ~; 

Monterey, ,x X ., 

San Luis 
Obispo 

l 

,, 

--- ~•- -. 

S: Sacred/Power area 
W: Wor~h~p/~it~a1 area 

. _, 
' w OTHER 

X ' "see fi1 e 

' 

x:. ,See file 

X See fi 1 e _ 

X See file 

~."" 

X 
' 

. ' 

'",·· ' -

... • 
·--- ,_ -· 

r ~ 1\1 

! 
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MEMQRANDUM--------H_E_A_L_T_K_D---'-~0-~-!-vR_o;-~-0 N-=~--'--~-J 

TO: Lynne Mounday, Planning Department 
FROM: Al Friedrich, Envi ronmenta 1 Hea 1th 

SUBJECT: Monterra Ranch Subdivision Draft & EIR 

DATE January 2, 1986 

The Anderson-Nichols review of the Logan Report addressed the nitrate 
loading from septic systems. Our office objected to Mr. Logan's comparison 
method and requested calculations for the particular aquifer below the 
Monterra Ranch, Anderson-Nichols provided calculations and ,estimates of 
No3 loading for the aquifer. 

Anderson-Nichols noted that care must be taken in septic system 
siting due to the 11 factured 11 nature of the aquifer and that the disposal 
of water treatment wastes must be separated from the local aquifer. 

- / . _() 
Ac. v'~ 

AF:sdl 
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CARL L. HOOPER 
Flegietered Dv,I Engineer 

JOHN M. VAN ZANDER 
Registered Dvil Engineer 
Licensed Lend Su-veyo,-

RAMON M. NIERVA 
Registered Dvil Engineer 

H. PATRICK WARD 
Registered Civil Engineer 

23 December 1985 

~. 

MONTEREY COUNTY PLANNING DEPT. 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93901 

Attn: Lynne .Mounday , 

Dear Lynne: 

BESTOR ENGINEEl=IS, INC::. 
CIVIL ENGINEERING - SURVEYING - LAND PLANNING 

400 CAMINO AGUAJITO, MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA B3940 

TEliEPHDNE t40Sl. 373-2941 FROM SALINAS 4124-7681 

/ 

\ 

I have read the portion of Draft EIR No. 84-007, Monterra Ranch, ·- _ J_ 

I relating to Canada de la Segunda Road (page 109 et. seq.) and find Cott~ 1 
jt to be quite inaccurate. I believe that I can speak of this road • 

· with some authority, since I was the engineer for Monterra-Pacific 
in · 1973 and . prepared preliminary studies for development of 
Monterra. Th6se studi~s envisioned Canada de la Segunda as an 
arterial road of~igh. enough standards to fully meet the long term 
needs of the P~ninsula. population. The proposal by the developer 
would abandon 'the ·1ogical westerly route and use a much longer 
easterly route. That route was discussed at length during the 
hearings on the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan. My 
correspondence at that time, letter to Board of Supervisors dated 21 
November 1984, is enclosed. It shows the easterly route to be 1.75 
miles longer than the westerly route for traffic going to the 
Airport, Garden Road, or Fort Ord. It is 0.15 mile longer for 
traffic toward Salinas, but that is more than offset by the improved 
speed and safety from the more direct and lower elevation westerly 
route. · 

I t t th t th west route would re uire a ~ j' 
pf 6§ tg J?§ teet. That would be true if full freeway standards % 
grades) were to be maintained. Use of more moderate grades, 
however, can 1 imit crest cut to only 20 to 30 feet. Maximum grade 
would be 8. 0 to 8. 5% on the north portion and 6. 0% on the south 
portion. This certainly is not too steep for emergency vehicle 
operation. It is far more gentle than the 10-12% quoted for the 
easterly and longer route. 

The westerly alignment may require some relocation of Cal-Am 
facilities, but judicious design can hold the cost of such 
relocations to a manageable amount. They would certainly not offset 
the extra cost for more than 4300 feet of additional length required 
by the easterly route. 
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LYNNE M0UNDAY 23 December 1985 Page 2 

The lots along the westerly route will be partially visible from 
some of the Monterra development, but they will be screened by 
intervening terrain from al 1 off site areas except one or two Ryan 
Ranch lots. The most certainl will not "be ob erva l 

n rth of on erra ~f 1, 
Ihe gravest error is in the final oaraaraoh where the EIB states the 
psteriy route to be "about one and a baJf minutes difference jg 

ravel time, 11 apparently speakjpg ot trips to areas wesf of 2J8<68 
rnteriectjon, Quite the contrary, the added 1.75 miles, much at 
10-12 grades_ rather than 6-8% grades, and an extra 270 feet of 
climb, and on a more curved alignment, will probably add four to 
five minutes. Travel time from the south boundary of Monterra via 
the westerly route to its Highway 68 intersection is 2.2 miles at a 
probable 40-45 mph rate, or about 3.0-3.5 minutes. Travel via the 
easterly -route to that same point is 3.0 miles at 25-30 miles per 
hour (6.0 to 7.2 minutes), then 0.95 miles on Highway 68 at 50-55 
mph (1.1 to 1.2 minutes} for a total of 7.1 to 8.4 minutes. For 
trucks, this time differential will be even greater. 

Fuel consumption will also be much greater over the longer, higher, 
steeper easterly route. 

My purpose is not to require that Monterra construct this major 
arterial road, except for a few portions. The most important point 
is that there should be a detailed study of the logical westerly 
route. Plan lines should be adopted, and the development plans 
should honor those plan lines. Canada de la Segunda Road may not be 
absolutely essential now, although· it certainly is highly 
desirable. But some day it will be essential. If the right of way 
is not protected and partiaffy-acquired now, it will be too costly 
to ever acquire. 

The entire Peninsula will benefit when Canada de la Segunda is 
ultimately built. Monterra should not be permitted to price it out 
of sight. 

CLH/cb 
w.o. 2963 
0588C 

Bester Engineers, Inc. 400 Camino Aguajito 
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CARL L HOCFER 
Registered Civil Engneer •,· 

., 19. .. elE!?.·TOR ENGIN,E;:'.E;~~,-, INC. 
JOHN M. VAN ZANDER 
Registered Civil Engneer 
Liceneed Lend St..rveyor 

:· 
civn.~ 'ENGINEERING - SURVEY_iNG - LAN"O. PLANNING 

4!=JO, g.~,~l,NO AG,UA~ITO, I\IIONT.E~11=iV:• C;~~l,f!=)~~IA 83940 
TELEPRONE t40Bl 373•2941 F'ROM SALINAS.424•78B1 'f ::: ·, ' , . 

RAMON M. NIERVA 
Registered Civil Engneer 

1:1, PATRICK WARD/" 
Registl!f"!d Civil l;ngu,eer 

, ... ,. 

21 Nov~mber 1984 

•\ ,1 ' ' 

'"'" ,\-:;;';, 

MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD QF,,.,,SUP:ERVISORS 
P.O. Bo:x 1819 
Salinas~ CA' 93901 

Gentl e·men: ., 
··}·' 

,;, 

This letter re,1 ate·s · to the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and: 
one of. my pef projects, the-1. Ca:'hada"' de' 1 a 'Segurtda· Road. I was· ··quite:.-· · 
surprised· to learn '·on ·20. · November .,1984 that Public Works ha:s 
reversed its p'osi'tion regardfng the• basic route~· , The pUrpose .· .of 
this letter is to ask,that'}6u}separate at this':!tinie·the· ques:tfons 
of: 

1. Shall there be a Canada de la Segunda Road? 

2. What ·route shall it take? 
., -. 

"' ·~ ' 

As a part o·f fhe Area 'Pl an, o·n1y question ··1.- Should be answered. 
The specific rc)ute, questfon 2_.·, should be deferred to a: separate 
set of'·hearings whe-rr the 1:P1an Line is' considered. · · 

·::. -:,·, ' 

I have outl ine{f numerous times· the>:-rea'sor:rs ''for· ihdicat1ng.' a future 
road and 'for Lisin'g the· brigina'l ·route,•·or minor aeViatioris' from it. 
I only want to preserve the option to consider that route without' ' 
having _to amend the Area Plan. Toward that end, I urge you to take 
those· acti ons':-edi-scussed i ri ,my 20 NcWember 198'4 letter: · · 

f 

a. On Page 41, (Page 4 of staff report dated September 1984) 
delete from the Commission recommedation the words 11 0n an 

.. alternate:. route ( not-' :·the currently adopted route) 11 and four 

. ·1 •'· d th, . d II 1 t t • II ; .• ' ' . · .?r~s own.,.,, e war, a, erna ,v~ -;:: , . , :1,, • .. ., 
,: ... ·.;1 . .\_;\:\.. 

· b. : o.:n 'Land use map (Page 13, of S~ptember staff_ repd'rt) delete 
item 9, and", sub1stitute: _-_ 9. Indkate, df:Figure ·1_r,-'11 Canada de 
la Segunda ';Road · to· ''fol lc>w: a route to be determined by Pl an 
Line pfocedu're .'' · , · .. 

I enclose copies of the map I displayed on 20 November 1984. Please 
note that the easterly route must pass through a saddle ~t elevit1on 
810, just as I said it did. It cannot pass 11east of the ridge at a 
lower elevation "as stated by Mr. Anthony Lombardo. ·. The east route 
would add 1.75 miles distance and at least 270 feet of c:limb 
(elevation 810 versus elevation 540) as compared to the west .route. 
This added distance, time, and fuel consumed will make this east 
route far less desirable, and may result in selection by Carinel 
Valley residents of the route along Lower Carmel Valley, Highway 1, 
and Highway 68 to reach the airport, Garden Road, and Tarpey Flats. 
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But these arguments should be considered at Plan Line hearings, not 
now. The important decision is - Yes, there shall be a Canada de la 
Segunda. 

I enclose an excerpt from the Carmel Valley Master Plan background 
report (1977) to aid you in making this decision. The reasons are: 

a. Canada de la Segunda Road will reduce by as much as 4.7 
miles the distance travelled between mid-Carmel Valley and the 
airport area. 

b. It will reduce by 6.3 miles the distance for Ryan Ranch to 
Cannel Valley. 

c. It could reduce_ the required Highway 68 freeway design 
between Highway 1 and Canyon del Rey from six lanes to four. 

d. It could allow retention of the four lanes between Carmel 
Hi 11 and Fremont on Highway 1, in 1i eu of adding two more 
lanes. 

CC: Bruce McClain 

CLH/cb 
w.o. 427 4 
0235C 

Bester Engineers. Inc. 400 Camino Aguajito 
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... F • Canada de La Secunda 

The 
.. 

in the Canada de la Segunda, connecting the Carmel Valley Road opposite Quail 

Lodge (2 .5 mil es west of RohiAson :ei~yonf 'with .'..{;g-~way 68 near Canyo/'del R~y 
Road. This would serve as a partial relief to Highway l problems, sin;<:e it 

( 

would reduce distance from Valley points to the '.airport by about 4.7 ll)iles/ 
. .~ · r-; · . ~. _ ,i·' -~ . .1 

to Fort Ord by about 4.0·mnes, and to High~~y l northbound frcim the Penin

sula by about 3.3 miles. ·since this redllction''"in'·rnneage is, in most cases, 

substitution of two lane miles for full t.r~eway or divided 
.. ~:·_~)' '?}ft:·' .. 

\ 
four lane mi_l_es, 

V\ . 
and since'.:'it will entail se\i~ral signalized intersections and on1 stop-signed 

intersection, it will ~ot necessarily result in the full four to six minute 

time saving normally accompanying such distance savings. The greater emphasis 

currently placed on fuel economy, however, does make these savings extremely 

attractive. 

;J ii: 

Canada de la Segunda will al so serve as a substantially "betler route between 
-;ll~t"I;' .. :,,i!f.~·: .·i.' .,··. "'!:!;;~?;.;;,' ... ··:~l ,,;,, ··:h\: :< >\r~--;~:-.- :·J:k.-,". 

the Lower Carmel Valley and Salinas. The three potential routes between the 

Carmel Valley/Carmel Ra~cho_ intersection and Highway 68/Laurel_es Grade inter-
-~ \ ._., 

a. Via Carmel Valley Road and Laureles Grade - 14.8 miles, mostly two 

lane, much at under 30 mph, one left turn, one stop sign. 

b. 
,., '1 '. ' , .. ,. . ' . 

Via Highway~ h,~nd; 68' - 12.5 miles, 1fart freeway, patt' two l"ane, 

mostly 55 mph or b,etter (except Carmel Hill), one stop sign. 

( 
c. Via Camel Valley )foad,' Canada de la Segunda,. High_way 68 "'.: l0.5 

miles, mo~tly two lane, but 45 to 55 mph, one left turn, one stop sign. 

Route c (Canada de la Segunda) wouldthus save about two miles over Hi~hway 

land would probably be within a few seconds of the same time c9nsidering 
-:",'' I 

the present two to three minute normal delay on Carm~l Hill. It would attract 

virtually all Lower Valley to Salinas traffic. 

The present status of the Canada de la Se~unda l"tiad. is indeterminate. It was 
r ,.-· • .', 

previously scheduled for 1976-77 con;truction but has been the victim of fund 

non -availability. Consequently, it has been dropped from the current Five 

Year Plan but could be reinstated_at anytime. Design has been comple~ed to 

the point that right of way limits have been_ deter1nined .. pver much of the route. 

Acquisition of right of way was initiated late in 1972 but has not been _pur- __ /'· 
-~ "::i- / 

sue~ recent1_y. No right,.· of way has beer(acqu.ired from any' of the three ., C 
.,·,. • '·I• • '.' 

ab~'tting property owners (Howar9 Morgens, Eastlen Enterprises, and the Work 

family). 191. 
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187 Eldorado • Suite 'E ti P;O. Box 85 .· • Mdnterey, CA 93940 • (408) 649-4866 . ·. 

,. . . ': )-·~ \ '·:.. . ; ' . ~· ,; '. 

Mr. Lynne ~ ti f1ounq_ay. ,,' 
Montere,y Coµnty,_ P:lanriing Departnfe,'·nt 
P~O. Box 1208 ,, 

! ·-·· . . 

Salinas· CA: 93902 

Re: Mon terr a EIR Co.minents 
,, 

" I 'jl 

De'ar,_tr~n:::=>···· ~ · ..... 

Enc'r'osecf ~'foe my' comniehts regar'di!ig the M~tlt~rf:~ Ranch ,Subdi~isioh 
o·r,a'ft:'::-E'IR. L fourtd th'e ·docu·ment t·o be v"ery complete and 
readable." My con\:pliments to LLS Planntng Associates - for · their 
knoi,,.r],:~age of'' r~_ceht f-indings an~ .. ~it~g·a1:).c;m ine.a,sures. · 

;,/ \I,• . .- ' . . . , - • ' ' .. ,. '<~~ 
. ', . . . . ',, . ,.. .·);,_/· . . . . . . . ·: . ' . . 

I have referenced the July, 19.85 Ande+:sdn-~ichols and Co., Inc.· 
report se'y eral ti,mes. Thfs' re ort sh.ouJ.iLbe incor orated into 
the fi.nal EIJ{.·' I.,have a,1s0<,,·'inc:lude'd a letter from'· t e. 
Env.:l,;orunent~l Hea'lth _ riep~rt.IJient'' regard~ng. the Water and 

.W.c3-.st:e~ate·r .-M~'rj.agemer{t Plan·.•.·· ,· -·· ·· · ' 
. . ;'• ···•;·. .. ' '. ., ·, . . . ~ 

:t'f yo_~_,have any quest ions, please do not· he,$1 tate to call'. 

Sincerely, 

tfj~_.I< 
Ken R~ Greenwood 
Hydrologist 

KG:ak 

cc: Bruce Buel 
Joseph Oliver . 
Michael Ricker 
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187 Eldorado • Suite E • P.O. Box 85 • Monterey, CA 93940 • (408) 6494866 

DATE: DECEMBER 19, 1985 FILE REFERENCE: MONTERRA 

TO: LYNNE MOUNDAY 

FROM: KEN GREENWOOD 

SUBJECT: DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 

2.2 GEOLOGY 

2.2.3 Site Geology 

Page 27 - Second paragraph - USGS recommends that an 
additional site investigation be done to look into specific 
seismic problems. Has this been done with respect to Navy 
and Berwick faults? ~~'t 3 
Page 28 - Third paragraph - LLS recommends locating faults 
and lineations. This should be a requirement. 

Page 29 - First paragraph - Landslide investigation (site 
specific) should be required including air photo 
interpretation and field identification. 

2.2.4 Impacts 

Page 32 - First paragraph - "Due to the size of this slide 
complex, stabilization is not a viable option; avoidance of 
the potential hazard is considered the only reasonable 
mitigation." This recommendation should be strictly adhered 
to (i.e. no buildings or roads in that area). 

2.2.5 Mitigations 

Page 34 through 36 - I concur with mitigations. They should 
all be required (No. 1-4). 

2.3 SOILS 

2.3.1.3 Drainage Report for Monterra 

Page 38 - Furth-€r description of erosion control methods 
during construction: 

(a) Disposal of trapped si 1 tj...n detention bas ins 

(b) pescribe "cat tracking of slopes". If this O>t\~ 
involves tracked or wheeled vehfcies, compaction ll 
and subsequent erosion will occur. This should b- ,. 
r,ddressed, 
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2.3.1.4 M. Jacobs ,a'rtd Ag,tb~~,i~t~t'W'[Cic cyn. Roadway Stua,: 

Page 38 - Further descript.ion.,~
0

s ·~e.eded. o.f. the nature of the ~ffW: 
"yery specific engineering recommendation~ for the proposed

1 
:;;, 

Berwick Canyon road. 
' - ., - l 

2.3.1.6 LKA Soil and Geoloqic Investigations 
l . ~ 

These reports were done in 1974 and 1979. A~y areas with " - - .. guestionable stability should be inves,ti,qa.ted ,again to 
,assess winter 1982 and 1983 impacts. 

Further study of compaction subsidence as recommended by 
LKA, should be required. 

2.3.3 Mitigation 

Pages 39 through 40 - I concur wit~"mitigations with 
,following·· additions, to ·No·. 6: 

. <;: .·' .i - ' . -;· ~--; {. ,'\ ;' ~ 
, A) 

','f·: ,_,, 

B) 

,fert.il,izer cSh<>.ul.d, .be,;in:cLuc;]ed with see,d, and straw 
riiuI'ch'"'"f6"" o\/ercome '"nT'tcogeri" def icierrcy created by 
straw and to help establ ishment''"of 'g"r'ass, 

stockpiled soil ,must ,be protected. from erosion by 
vegetative and/or. structural means, and 

, I·' 

C) disposal of ,catch-basin soil must be addressed. 
\. ·' . ~-

Further definition and the application of a "building 
envelope" is needed. 

7 

2.4 H~DROLOGY 

''} 

Water,9ualilty Management Plan (AMBAG 208) 

Page 43 - If effective, erosion,control and retention methods 
are employed, off-site impacts will be greatly red~ced. 
This would reduce the cost-sharing with reference to Laguna 
Grande and Roberts Lake. ····· ·· · 

2.4.1.3 Impacts 

Page 44, No. 8 - More specific description of "significant (J 
rater quality impacts" of an improperly designed equestrian·~ 
center (i.e.: runof~, erosion·, per col at ion of nitrates 
pesticides, etc.). · 

· Page 46, No., 15 further description. of "appropriate 10 
~ainten~nce" bf "Fr~nch drains~, 
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.) 

ton,i,e,l 
Page 46, No. 15 - The ~licant should propose a "Facility ...1-bs 
Maintanance Plan" for public works review. ~ 

Table 2.2 - Area I (946 AC) has a lower post-development \\ 
,gischarge (Op). This appears to be a typo. . 

2.4.2.1 - Existing Conditions - Groundwater 

Page 47 - This discussion should include percolation of 
surface contaminants reaching the aquifer readily through 
fractures. 

2.4.2.2 Applicants Proposed Water Supply System 

Page 48 - First paragraph, fourth line - "was hired by the 
County" ••. ghould read "was retained by the MPWMD" ... 
Furthermore, these reviews are completed and a subsequent\~ 
"Water and Wastewater Management Report" has been requested 
and is in progress. This information should be brou~ht Uf 
to date and should agree with that on page 50 (Review o. 
feports). 

Page 49 - Recharge - See Anderson - Nichols Report (Monterra \~ 
Ranch Water Suply Study, July, 19851• 

Page 50 Review of Reports: 
page 48. 

1- - I 

2.4.3.3 Impacts 

This information updates that on \92.. ............. ~~ ............... - ---.. 7 

Page 50, No. 8 - As stated in Anderson - Nichols report, 
groundwater withdrawal will impact wells at the Naval \•I 
Postgraduate School golf course~ Therefore, an off-site \ 
;ater supply will be impacted. Tis must be addressed~ 

2.4.3.4 Mitigation Measures 

Page 51, No. 16 - Title 22 should be cited as the source of 
contamination level standards. Water qua:rity results will 
be made available to MPWMD also, and on a quarterly basis. 

Page 51, No. 17 - "Although the Logan and Anderson-Nichols is 
itudies indicat;" ...... Also, water conserying fixture~ · 
should be required for two reasons: 
L - z 

1. due to treatment and pumping costs. the ayai]ab]e 
water will be very expensive; and 
I - - • I 

2. other uses of this groundwater resource may b~ 
necessary in the future. , -
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2·:s,. 3~ 2 EROSION CONTROL 

Page 81 - Fertilizer should be added to the N·atiye grass 
,species, Refertilization couJd be _considered after the 
f ir,st, year ,i, ' ' 

2. 5. 3. 3 .:, ~ CONTROL &_ FQEL MANAGEM.EN'r 

1
Paf4~ 84, 32£ d - T~e CDF -h~s a ChaP.<!lr~al. Management Progi=,am \1 
(C P) tha , provides direct. financial an_d manpower 

~assistance.·~• ; ,: I ••• p• ." '. 

2. 9. 2 WASTEWATER. D_ISI>OSAL 

2.~9-.2.,4_., .!,m,Ea,£t~ - -.~~Wf ite, with information from ANCO 
( 19 8,~J~· ,. E 1, Toro is n_o,t .a -~,a,l id coniparJso~~ Po,t'eri't Hh 
i·.nfl':uJ!.·n·cer··6·f· fractt1reo 'medium· u ctn entr ·of NO ; · to a ·.uifer \i 
2~ 9:~~2,\~ 3 Miti_g:af,i)c:fn; Mea·l?'µr~~ :.~ ,., ;~>: 

1\." · .. ::.,.·,,, ., .. ~·,:, ::'-'.: .. _,. · · ,:,., • . .. :_.,~. iW,.,:., ·· ·11s: ··, · ···:~'·' " .. ·. 

Page 117, No. 85 - ;tncl ~de training/information 'l?~:'ogt·arq 
abq~t use: ~nq. maintenance of se tic s stems,. 6 

'Onieowners;''~.assoc1at1:gp.·:· 
-;\~,;· ,(./·., ''\ :'..' ' '· • • ',>' '.', /,~ .,),,., .:,.,,~ , 

MWD#6/EIRKG 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH ROBERT J. MEL TON, M.C., M.P.H., Director 

PREVENTIVE MEDICINE 

MENTAL HEALTH 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEAL TH 

ALCOHOL AND DRUG PROGRAMS 

0 1270 NATIVIDAD ROAD, SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93905-3118 (408) 757-10IS1 

0 1200 AGUAJITO ROAD. MONTEREY. CALIFORNIA 93~ 

PLEASE REPLY TO ADDRESS CHECKED 

D 1180 BROADWAY, KING CITY. CALIFORNIA 83930 (408) 385-1291 

0 1292 OLYMPIA AVENUE. SEASIDE. CALIFORNIA 93955 (4011) 8!$-4271 

RECEIVE11. 
~ ·_ i98S September 4, 1985 

Myron Etienne M.P.W.MD. 
Attorney-at-Law 
333 Salinas Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Mr. Etienne: 

This is a confirmation of our meeting on September 4, 1985, 9:00 a.m. 
at my office to discuss the water and wastewater management plans of the 
Monterra Ranch development. As agreed upon, we will require that you 
submit to me a water and wastewater management plan prior to the tentative 
map. ~ 

Following is an outline of the tasks that must be included in the 
water and wastewater management plan: 

l. -. Forty-eight (48) hour pump test. 

2. Wastewater management plan for.the disposal of wastewater. By review 
of M. Jacob's reports: The filterable soil must be at least ten feet 
in depth. 

3. Water Management Plan 

a. Specific treatment process. . 
b. Specific amounts of wastage and means of disposal. 
c. What is water balance if onsite disposal of brine is used? and 

no liner on ponds? 
d. Routine removal as an alternative. 
e. Develop and test the back-up well. 

4. A governmental entity will be required to maintain and operate the 
water and wastewater facility. 

5. The wastewater management plan will require a third party review. 

WW:jh 

Submit detailed outline of the above work project as soon as possible. 

If you have further questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

\Jj~ ~~ 
Walter Wong, M.P.H., R.S. 
Chief, Environmental Health Division 

cc: Bruce Buell, Manager, M.P.W.M.D. 
Wallace Holm, Architect 
Al Friedrich, Senior Sanitarian 

9/4-3 
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~~!~~c~ Senior Fla~~£ ~ONTER~A~~~:~1·.~.'.:.2:.'../L.E. 02~ 03¥·:;"..8~ .. 51::r:.:~~:~ 
, · T0:'i\\Pianri1ng Department· DAT~:; 

• M, . :)i{:\L;,'.>) .. ,,, .> cat.-- , ... . . .· 
FRc;>MY ·p_~eJi ,Stewart, Developm~nt · Services Engineer 

1· _.:·. .,, •. ;!. .. 

SUBJECT:.,· 'Monter:ua Ranch, Draft EIR 

Our·,.: water quaLity 
completed by the 
(pg. 48, par. 1). 
and included in the 

~* 
section pi:>ints out that .:i:eivieWs hiave · not li:e: .. * 
inf!..~pe,ndent engineering 'firm "·Ana~rs6h..;.N':ichc51s 

weL.,:ti1t:usu;·tn·at these reviews will be,,completed a..t) 
'final EIR~ 

On page 47, par. 4 it is stated that the 
within the California-American Water Company 
it is adjacent to the District. 
discussion in 

On ·page,<'":4 2-y: ·· Fi;~r.eu 2~~';6.vthe,;~~
1

-:6~:b,,.:;~ar: d~lood, Pl~in '.;·r~ 1~~t·.•· .cfe~ict~d :ti:·': ' 
accurately and should be revised for the Final EIRe 
The . lett&r ' :E'tbin 'tBJ w\4o cdtp8t~tiop ( t;>age 157 r . :tedognd:'zes. the 
need for designing the detention' 'pondii•''' ·. fdU :accornmQdaf:e O S'ilt 
storage. This should be discussed_ in the. text ,of the, Final EI~, .a,.9!, 
in the. SOi !s and drainage sectipps I . . 

• ' ~ . " '., .••. -,.,, .,· ,· ' . '.: '·" .. ,., ':" .· . :'\"!, '.,, 

' ' '. ,~·· !/, ',, 

OS/tc 

W3:lynnemem.os 

'', I. -•:\ 

199. 



./ 

December 11, 1985 

Mr. Lynne H. M:>tmday, Senior Planner 
M:>nterey County Plannin:J Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, ca 93902 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENI'AL IMPACT REroRI' f()R THE M'.:NI'ERRA RAOCH SUBDIVISION 
(EIR No. 84-007) , IDVEMBER 1985 

Dear Lyme: Ct>tttUN~ 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR (DEIR) for the M:::mterra • ~ 
Ranch project. The followi03 are our comments an the document: 

1. Figure 1. 3 (follows page 5) shows the project area to include the M:>nterey 
Peninsula Unified School District (MPUSD) property, while Figure 1.2 ex- ~t\ 
eludes it. It is presumed that this property is mt part of the project oi,'T 
area~ thus, Figure 1. 3 needs to be corrected. 

2. Within Section 2.4.2.1, Existing Conditions (page 47), the fourth paragraph 
discusses groundwater. This section states that there is rn water service 
to the M:>nterra Ranch at this time. The City of M:>nterey Highway 68 Area 
Plan Policy 2 states: "Water sources should be fran other than presently 
existing cal-Am sources for areas rot presently in cal-Am service jurisdic- ~~ 
tion unless cal-Am service capacity is increased." I!}is rolicy should be 
g:>inted out in the DEIR. 

3. en page 78, it is suggested that an annual :nanagement/assessment fee be re
quired for forestry programs, wildlife habitat protecticn, arrl an oak tree ~~ 
management program. IDach a reguirement could be set forth within mitiga-
tions #21 through #33. 

4. 
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Lynne H. M:::>unday 
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:._,;' 

,.,;,>IL' ,(>\:·:1 ,,J:,·,:'',r;, ' 
emergency access to all develo~t.s/:·itii;tciilatli.ons; and fire protection 
equipment for emergency appcfra,'1;'.us, :~ ',fQ1;i e;~quaticn. 11 Program 10-a of 
that p::>licy states: 11DiS1couta,9~;/r~s ,~'fiqq:&:5t oontinue through or cul-
de-sac longer than 700 feet. '.1 '}lf:fq,gram i0,:.-1:i/s-t~:tes: "When determine:1 safe, 
and through roads are mt ,i;ns~if9l,1:[ ~r, roe.ds ·#;eater .than 700 feet, alterna-
tive secom access roads willJ, be :ertcc>\#ra,ge;i as emergen=y access for emergen-
cy vehicl.es.: 'lbese policie$"\':~8utdl ~~:·:oodsi.a~r:iila as .. appropriate mitiga-
tions for fire Tiazards in the :DEIR/;'::,;,.:Fiitial:lyj','.EnvJt-onmental Resource Pol~cy 
'12 states: 11 Fire retardant roofing, .brush cl!earance, planting or mn-fl~ 
mable vegetaticn, and provisien of access to steep lots within buildin:Js 
should be required in hazardous fire areas. 11 'Ibis is another mitigation 
which should be considered for noted fire hazard impacts in the PEIR. 

5. On pci.ge 85, the City supports Mitigation #34 which requires that Lots 227 
and 235 through 239 be eliminated as they impact the .. rare?Hickinan's Onicn. 

6. On pci.ge 86, Mitigation #35 states that the rare Hickman I s Onion populat~pn 
" ••. should be monitored after construction to evaluate the adequacy of the 
protection measures ill'\Plemented and the vitality of the species." ~ 

~t·i·fht~~ does_~~ sge~~fJ."~Y,J~~1:ec1:i~. m.~~es, ~ .. d~ ~: .~~;1:tif>; .. f.· 9'~ 
_O{, · .e\reSffiilS'l ... 'e parl Y'"Wl: · ';,-\ · ;" •O mm. ·Or, · ·e•;SUCCeSS·.''O ·• SU@~ measures: 1~ .~l) 
,1rnplementw., ');.·· · .·· .,;·.-:- ,. . -·.-.,·. \;"; :/ ,"• ;·c) 

, 7~J,'i:,~i,),~gµre 2.8, which follows page 86, the project site's M:i.jor Landforms and 
.. -,:>' '\i,Vi§U:~:: Exposure £ran Highway 68 map appear to wrap aroum the MPUSD site and 
. · . ,. \ mt include it. Figure 1. 2 identifies the project's site as lying south of 

; .· t~ ,MPUSD.site and not extending· arourrl. it ,to Highway 68 :·en. its ,norti1 side~:\, ~C\ 
Cl 'f' t· / · t' .. needed · · . · ·.· ar1 lea 10n correc lOn ,11!S'.:• .- , :~"'.'<' ' . r, . . / . . . <:,, 

8. w~ thin t11,e·. 'f i.r.st '. par._ ' . agraphi,00. ;,,;;pag7 87, ' the last:: sent7n~. ~efer:nc~: ~ i' 42:0 
fl~e, but m .. faqure number- •,:1:s.-g1ven.,;.' !!he o:mte:x;t irnplies'•that tlus should .I 
'be F 01g· ure· ···2 8 · ···.· .. "·' · -. ,,., · · · ·. · · · . ,., • • - '• •: ' . ·.:. ::· 1 , ' ,•y._ ... . ." ' ·, • J 

C1 

9. Within Section 2.6, Aesthetic Considerat1ons;· on page '91'; fhe· impact section 
(2.6.1.2) states, under inteI1Si,ty -of uses: 11Approxi~tely 102 acrE:!s, (3.6~) 
of the ,project site would be ruildings, ,roadways, or Qt.her paveq areas. An
other. 2. 7% . of , the site would be, landscapin:J, with the , :remaining .93. 7% prer. : 
posed .to remain in .its exi,sting natural s.tate. 11 

• .. ·PJis appears· to be. tpntray "'l 
to, what :'i$ state:1 in I · ···ct: #9: ent e _73 which., states: 1 i-~-', r0xi:mat ~ 

•. !:> .o ,:;; e M:mtertai1ench,. o· rt ,~uld:,,be, 1direct1; ,:,affected,to,isbme 

1
deqr~ by the prop:,sed sul:xii visien development. , '" .. · ,-, 

In,.addition, Impact ,#10 en ,page·''74 .identifies ,the fact that 11 
••• nearly 72% 

}) ... of tree habitat may be affected ••• 11 

,, 

10. Wi"t;_h~n· t;tiE9,,;;~i~d magrap11, en page, ~1, the DEIR references a figure number, 
:,Jaut: m.:r figure; number is qi vw. ' ' ' '' ,,, ' 

~( ::·.\~f:~::(:,1,:/_.,/;:. 
11. Within,·Mitigatiort#36 cxi.page 94,·, it is stated: •iResidential, an4 6t;,her :·, ·· 

types: of,,-d$velopment in areas: vieWed:. fran\'State R:>ute 68: should ·be· i.ncon.:. 
spicuous in order to maintain the natural rural chi3.racter along this sceriic 
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corridor. Visually sensitive areas include Work Ranch Ridge; D:l Rey Ridge; 
and north-facing slopes and meadows along canyon Del Rey." An alternative 
mitiaqation which should be offered in the DEIR w:::>uld be that m development ~'!, 
on these praninent ridge areas be allowaj 1 

12. On page 95, Mitigation #43 states: " ••• grading in hillside areas should be 
minimized to the portion of the site covered by the structure." As identi
fied on page 39, Impact #6 states that eleven lots have less than 4,000 · 
square feet of land with slopes for building sites less than 30%. The DEIR 
offers a mitigation (#7 on page 40) which states: "Building envelopes 'NOuld 
be required on lots which include slopes greater than 30%." Development on "2ll 
slo s eater than 30% is a si ificant i ct \\hich is mt clearl identi~ :Tl" 

tel miti ate:1 within Miti ati n 7. 
the !X)tential development which might 

'lhe City of M::>nterey supports mitigation #14 on page 46 which states: 
"There should be a canplete and careful County review of the entire grading 
plan for the pro]:X>Sed project, before project approval. If it is found that 
there would be extensive cuts and fills, especially on slopes excee:iing 30%, 
thereby increasing ]:Xltential for excessive erosion and siltation, then the 
project should be redesigned to eliminate such plans." In addi tioo, the 
City w:::>uld suggest that the DEIR include Environmental Resource Policy #3 of 
the City General Plan, which states: "New development is prohibited on 
slopes of 25% grade except for existing lots of record. 11 ~e City clearly 3q 
objects to the develoement of lots on 30% slo;w.. The Highway 68 Area Plan 
states: 11 'Ihe prevailing slope of land shall be used as a criterion in eval
uating land use activities. No building construction shall take place on 
slopes aver 25%." (page 8, Policy 2) 

13. Within Mitigation #64(g} on page 98, it is stated: "New development in open 
grassland areas shown as 'sensitive' 6r 'highly sensitive' on the Visual 
Sensitivity Map should minimize its impact on the uninterrupted viewshed." 
tt is unclear whether this is referring to Figure 2. §., Major Landforms and -:fl._~ 
Visual Exp:>sure fran Highway 68 map. If so, please note that there is no• ~~ 
.reference to 'sensitive' or 'highly sensitive' areas oo this WUr 

14. en page 100, Impact #22 states that mnnerous residential lots adjacent to 
the two entrance roads off of Highway 68.will experience annoyance from 
aircraft-generated noise levels exceeding the County General Plan standard 
of 55 dBA.. 'Ihe impact statement then cpes on to say: "All residential lots 

. ·in the sul:rlivision will also experience anonyance fran noise levels ·1ess 
than 55 dBA. I.an caused by various aircraft cperations such as engine run-up 
before take-off. 11 The impact language is inconsistent, arrl is probably iIJ; -:2.I 
tended to read: ".' •• more than 55 dBA.. 11 In crldition, the 1980 AN2LUC Stud~ ~ 
~o ed a threshold of 60 dBA. for acoustical stud and sound insulation -

irements as ne or noise 

15. Within Mitigation #67 on page 102, a requirement for acoustical studies and 
sound insulation, if necessary for noise sensitive land uses within the 55 
dBA. ClIBL.. contour and above, is inconsistent with the 1980 AOCLUC Study whic~ ~(o 
,established such a requirement for the 60 dBA. CNEL and above. · 
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. :·'/·',,,,~. ~-:;J,; ·\: ,,: tm1Sf.1Jt 

::,::;:·t~~,, Within. t117 traffic. sectJ9n en ffige 106.~ the second pai;~gr~ph.J~.iscusses tlle ,Yrs 
probal:>:ilJ ty that 25% . of the he.mes in r.bnter;ra Ranch, would ~st likely. be 
ses:01:d lr;?rt,i~s ~a, therefor~, I'P~.' oc::cupied as. rormal h::>m~~. thto~ghbtit t;:tie 31 
year·.,, This statement·is unsubstant1ated. Although not use:1 as. a 'tra:E'fiC 
re:iuction factor 1n the DEIR, this 1mpli~tion is set:' forth by the inclusion 
of this statement in the DEIR. 

17. On page 107, .the projecte¢1'trafflq,V9l~e of 2,830.da~ly trips ftom 283 
banes 'irt z.bnt,.erra will, ,ad.:i appro:id.niately 6% to a% rore trafffo to ijighWcly 68 
west ·o~,;tll~ ,,~ht~f.f:a ~ch ~,~~r.,a.: ~990 .. ms~ ~.~ when _M'.)n~er;;ra traf~ic will 
be.gen~F~;t~.t,,,v·Th;is,,WQU~9(,;~~µl~'.<iB ~·.~c:, 'E.' .:,<?g .. ~gh~y: ~.'._;n~-,t~-t; ¥-:~' . 
Bo:bJ.1·:t.l'te :·Gf,ty and tj'ie O:>unty haye Mopt:)3d a IPS !C' as .des:q:·able :(;qr Highway 
68~, ·1riadd{t'icn, 'Pol:i:cy -4'<;>f the City,'fHighwaf6$ Ar~:-'.Pl~ s'tat~'·:: .. ""1'p:\. 
new, q~velopnerit,:. will: 1:ie t,e'ritlftt~ cncf level. ,C>f' servi;c~ ))' i,s ):eacmea· tin];~$~t 
increaSOO. Capacity iS 'providerlo II ThlS threshold for needeJ ,ad.:iitional tliaf- 3g 
fis ~~!if:~!~,.~;~~~~~§~ the ~I§, giv~,,~e significant imp:1ct · 

, /.·t , , ; •. f('• , ;,:0, ;. \ ;-} ·.1 •. I , ,.,. ; .,1 i... · , . .'- ·:- ·, .;· 

18. Mfi:.igat.ion #71 on .page 112, .S"tqtes .. :, .. "An approachJ,.c;U)e :to Hi,gh,way ... 68 onrtne, 

~~~t~~~~~~~~~A~it1i~~it~J~J;~t=~::,!~~i-,,~tltl:f:!~i;p~ 
lane,. , ~po~:L~ PE¥ J?FCf:lded. ,.J:9,, ~1a,.p~}~ t9-.te,, ~p<?es,s to,. t11e ; E¥1:§t.· , en,t~9Pqg .. of arrl . 1;:o 
tr;1,e wes~7rn.,,,.en~;:r,~9~ .. of,{_ot,:8~~t~ ~-'.' ~~~9k1ng apd tl;lrri1pg .. ~es; .. , 
should,,be ~neq.der~ an,,,,;i.rit~:i;-:i.m ,so~1.1t1on tq a 11;1.u¢h lc!,I'g~ impact •... Ra,ther 

'' • '. ,.', ',, l,.' ;' .,.: ~.:1 ' .. , .. , ,\ . •., . '··"•·:'·" .·. J \ ·:· ,\., ' ' • • • "' ' .-~ i, .. ' .. ' • , ' i ; .. 

';::, •• ~! ~::Bfr~~@~,r~pr~.Pf.\.~8 cjfp~ncxl't~,:n<3, ajd~~lO~t ~af,f:1:c, C(l HigliWqY /~8, 
the, ,DEIR, snoul,d discuss, a, ,m1 t1 c1t1on ... which. would address. the .. nee:ie:i aq.doo 3Q 
capqc;i. y 1Il ar:i . ' :-enCC>In,Pep,Sll'.19 expansion O . q way capac1 y .. ' . r 1nq' . I 
with .. the .City. W County, the proiect. shoald pay its proportionate share oh 
the overa11· expansion of Highway 68 traffic capacity. t· · · · 

19. ~cHsn 2-~·2.1W.~~,~~~t;~r DiS:£X>S.al ~ page., 115,,,t.~f19Ul4,,,mt:mtion the. HighWc,ly 68 
Area. P~M p::,J:.Jcy., rJ111gi ,f!~~t~s; . _,,','~ghWp.Y 68 qt~ ¢iev~lopnent pt_ .annex to 
the regic:>nal. $~~~ district or prcrvid¢,.,an adequate wast,ewater system. II 

(Policy 1, pqg~ is) ,, ·. . .· . . ,.. .· . 
-'.',} . . i . , .. , .. ,'·. .,; , • ., .• '.:· .. --;t·,. _,, .. _,;;,.. . ,_, ... , ' ' 

20. Mitigation#~ en page 177 st~te$: ll~ptic systems should oot be b.Jilt en 
slopes in excess of '36% or; i£ deemed· necessary, should be speCifically 
engineered for ea9h site.'.' .. As id~tif,ied ,in ,Impact #6. <;n page, 39; .there ,are 
eleven. lots wrtj.c}:l 1}.ave :I,~s,

1
.:tllan .:4~.oqo sqq?1'.'e., feet of ;Lan:1 w:i,th,_ slopes, for 

bu~ld~~;J ~it~~_,:1~~$r,;;;µia.p ,3.9,~,-, miould a 'mitigation that.ID develocment,w, 110 allowe:i for .. ,areas · .eater, than 30%:/.sl ... be offererl .. in a future.-,:revisien> of. -, 
e DEIR as r recanmendation in. :O:>inment 12. this will .eliminate,. the 

potential .of. havinc:r,.Jpuses -ana septic,tanks. 00 : slopes greater than ·,JP%t 
; . . ......... , ... .. ·• ,,_ .. 

' ' ~ .'. • ·_· • i. ' ._' ,. - ' ,.,: ,.: ; , ·,. r ,.. ' i '/. • ':" .~ . . •. ~-:;:.', .. , ·, . ' . ·. '. . . .. ., 

21l Se.ofJ9h·:2~,9.3 ai.page 117,,,)·~hicn·g:p;cusses'·fire·proteqtiqn, the DEIR identi
ffes the sa.linas Rural Fit~. Protectioo· District as the ro~ appropriate 
agency · 'to providlii ff re ptog~1:t9~ \o ~~:}~rit~tt-a. h:>iJi~; st.a.ting thi:it( the 
City of M:>nterey oormally' serves' ool.y ci t:y limil:s liin&S': Impact #85 identi-

. fiE;ls the ~ist~ng .Salinas ~al,, Fire Station, 1en HighWFl,y pS near Salinas as 
being too ~·c;rr away, t-o ad~t~l:Y s.ervige, t~ ;M:>nter.]:·?i ~ site, c:m:j_ that 

,,. an ajdi.~i~l stc:t:t;j.on.s,116u1a. 1:>e,:ooilt .:41. ~~ tagunas~ca area.; The pgrg. 
neoos ·to address the fact that tlie area is 'idehtif.ied. f'Yi IAFC:O as. pa.rt ofi ;• 11\ 

· of M:>ntere •·s · ·· ere' of· Infltience for the r ical ovisior.r of · · .,. 

1m1 s. 
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Lynne H. M:Junday 
December 11, 1985 - p.5 

22. Within Table 3.1 on page 128 (Recent Development Prop::>sals in the Project 
Area); Tarpey Flats is not included. There is an 802,000 s are foot office 

k ~o s on acres in Tar Fats. In addition, Table 3.1 refers 
to the Laguna Seca Of ice Park as a 206,0 square foot office park on 
fifty-four acres, which is incorrect. The La a Seca Office Park would be 
260 000 s are feet on thirt -ei ht acres with ei hteen lots not nine
teen. Finally, the Ryan Ranch Industrial Park is thirty lots on 234 acres, 
not twenty lots en 285 acres, as referenced in Table JJ,. 

'• 

23. en page 130, within the CUmulative Impacts section; Impact #9 states: 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

"Annexation to the City of M:Jnterey and development at higher densities will 
be precluded." As stated in Cbmment #21, IAFCO has identified the M:Jnterra 
Ranch as being part of the City of M:Jnterey's Sphere of Influence. ~ l\ 92._ 
the project could still be annexed to the City sometime in the future to ~ ~ 
apply for urban densities and urban services9 ' 

• 
Within the last :paragraph on page 131, the DEIR states that implementation 
of a 15% affordable to moderate-incane housin;;i: requirement would be diffi! £.\L\ 
cult in light of other transrortation and public sewer improvements r;94i'red 
J.f the site were developed under the City's Highway 68 Area Plfi;• This is • 
unsubstantiated and is a subjective stat~ent. The City's M::rlerate-Income 
Housing Ordinance and Highway 68 Area Plan 1:x:>th require 15% low to moderate
income housing if the site were developed under the City's jurisdiction. 

Within Section 3.3.4 (Project that Minimizes Environmental Impacts, on page 
132, the City suplX)rts all ooted mitigations with the exception of #9 and 
#10 with respect to development on slopes ·greater than 30%. As stated in 
Comment #12, the City strongly suggests that new development be prohibited 
on slopes over 25% grade except for existing lots of record. 

Within Section 3. 3. 3 in the second :paragraph, the statement " ••• it is highly~ 
unlikely that there will be any additional housina proposed for the project 9t:7 
site" is unsubstantiated. Future revisions for increased density could be. 
prop::>sed by the developer through the County or the City of M::>nterey. 

Within Section 3.3.5 on page 134, the DEIR should mention that the Cbunty's 
inclusionary housing requirement can be provided for by paying an in-lieu 
fee of $2,000 per unit. Thus, an alternative to meet the inclusionary rous-
ing requirement would be 15% of 283 units, which would be forty-two units at 
$2,000 per unit ($2,000 x forty-two units). Since the inclusionary rousing 
plan in Figure 3.1 (following page 184) is sb:>wn as an alternative, the DEIR 
implies that the in-lieu fee will be paid, yet makes oo mention of it. 

This concludes our corranents on the Draft EIR for the prop::>sed 283-unit M::>nterra 
Ranch residential project. We have also reviewed AMBAG' s cx::xmnents en the DEIR 
and support their findings, which are attached. Again, thank you for the oppor
tunity to provide in-put which the City of M::>nterey feels is valuable and imper
ative for a project as sensitive as this one. 

Sincerely, 

-t34uJ~CJ.{p 
Bill Wojtkowski 
Community Development Director 
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Att: Lynne Moundy 
'.1!!}" . 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 
OF THE MONTEREY PENINSULA 

. Box 1,995 , .. 
Monterey, California 93942 

December 20, 19.85 . · >. ; :,~ 
Re:.; .Monterra Ranch Subdivision 

The Leagu~· of;'Women Vc,ters. of the Monterey: .P~ninsula reco@izes 
that the·• :rechtced densiii'y,· of tlie- .propos~a> M6nterra ·• Ranch Su'tidiyis;ton 
poses :fewer problems tna:h 'pi:a.:rfs 'previo1.i'.s'ly su.bml tted for tli~t ·S:re·a. 
Certainly 283, 1:1ingle. ,t~ily ~jj;~ wc:,µld have :far_ les~t impact ,µpon 
lim~ ted ,,_naj;11r~l, ;r~9,yJ6fs ~-~'' ·-~P.~,. s;ij~riio c.9;:r~p,or1 of:/th.~; Mp,1,1~ .. ~rey 
Peninsula- "tl:lan sey-ez:al: :·thousa;qd uni"t,;f:l aet previously propo~ed. 

He>Weiver ,-. frl' reiie.~ing i;he . I>ra.£t EI,R, -~e' i'ind t'hat we have th.e 
:f'oliowing con·cerns: . ,. .. . ' "' ·. ' ' ; ..• · .. ·_ ... ' ' . . -: ' ' > . ' ... · ·-, ... :: 

1. The Draft EIR ( 2 .4. 2. lf p.: 56) state§ · that-' ·"Th·ere· 'is ·e:rtou~h 
uncerta!nty ~.eg;9:;9-ing water quality to requfre acldi tional t,_1:;stip.g ~..:' 
C9l:l~t~stent :w1t4.::,,~o.Jipi. 53 ._1 .• 7 JGMPJ,. V.:~ b~l-~_ev,e that. all .. t~sts. ?:nd 
docwn~nt~,ti;tgp:'JB.dt·cc1.t·in~,,; t)la;t ·::1~tµ'·f,;kpi~:i;it·:<:wa-p ~;r · ·supply_ i·st;:~:yatJ;a'bi e · 
for thi.s··j)rpje~t,.·_5ih,9B,:td0t·b~Ji:~·p:;gfrl~:t~tq: -~:<?/ ~}i,1t;:Mo:tJ,~·~:r;~-t-·?~~l:n'~J,:i1'~:::,.:Jfa\er 
Managem~nt .. Dis/t:r-.,1.;ct'::a.p.(:t:rtl}.:.e,i"ErlY++.'O~JP.Em;µ?,JtJJe:~lth ··.-·o:f,i,ceftOf 0·:·Mg~,te,:rey 
County .. f.or ve.rif.ica:t;i;oh., ari,d a~i:JuraiiC~,,tha:t; -crij, ad~qua-t;'e supply of., 
quality watE!r i,J~, indeed; .avail~ble •. ,Oos~s.:, of wate::r- .puri:f.iqation 
must be borne by the developer and subsequent owners • 

. r- :·,, .. ,_{ C :· ,, ''. · · ·· • • ··f 1:: - •· 

2. 'To prese'r've. existing la.11d tqrms and: visual :reatures 1n 
harmony with. t:h.e .. r~al ,,,,AaturaJ.:-.~ettf*g and. considering ~hat Hi,gh"'." 
way 68 i~. t#J. re:~9,gn~~~d, st-%t~,- sc~Iliq,high~ay, . ,dev~lop;nent s~9uld. oe 
kept off the ridge;LJ;~:~.· (~IS, 2.9~~'.··~ ;p.;)1 ),, .WEJ do no:t: conside•. 

~M~e~a~s~u~r~e~3~7~(~E~I~R~2~·~6~·~1~·~3~P~·~9~4~)~t~o~b~e~-s~u~f~f~i~c~i~e~n~t~i~y~m~i-t~i~'~a~t-i_·.n_;_-,._~-c~h-~~·~~--e~qb 

3. ~he Le,ag~~ bel;i.ev~s t_hat Policy 26.1.10 (GMP) should. be 
strictly adher,~d to and, t:q.at developme.:n:t on slopes greater. than 
30% must be,,pJ;'qAibited. W.e do not cons1der Mitigation Measure"~ C\1 
{EIR 2 •. 3.3 p.40} satisfactor:y.. . , , _ 

LF:mb 

Sincerely, 
/_,:r-w.1-._,,__ 7 ~ I~ .__ 

Lorita Fisher, President 
League of Women Voters 
of the Monterey Peninsula 
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ASSOCIATION OF MONTEREY BAY AREA GOVERNMENTSg 

MAIL ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 190. MONTEREY. CALIFORNIA 93942 • TELEPHONE (408) 624-2117 

December 11, 1985 

Mr. L. Mounday 
Monterey County Planning Department 
P. 0. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

OFFICE LOCATION: 23845 HOLMAN HIGHWAY. SUITE 227 

Re: MCH #118511 Eavironmental Impact Report 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision 

Dear Mr. Mounday: 

AMBAG's Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary notice of your environmental 
document to our member agencies and interested parties for review and comment. 

The AMBAG Board of Directors considered the project on December 11, 1985. We 
are forwarding the enclosed comments. 

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process. 

Sinc_erely, ~ 
(! 1 :'I~ J,. K,,ftcUd.;dVvJ \ 

Nicolas ~apad · 
Executive Director 
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.·,·;,' ASS0¢1ATloNOF MONTQm'Qr;ig 
',1AIL ;coRESS PO BOX '.9(· •.1c·-,-5t:.EV CAi..lFORNIA 23,<, • TELEPHONE ,406, 624-2 1 '.7 

CFl=ICE LOCATION 238J5 HOLMAN HIGHWAY SUITE 227 

December 11, 1985 

Mr. Lynne H. Mounday 
Senior Planner 
Monterey County Planning 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Dear Mr. Mounday: 

AMBAG staff has had an opportunity to review theaMonterra Ranch 
Subdivision EIR. In general, the EIR is a thorotlg~ and a·well 
prepared document. The following additions would enhance the 
usability of the document: 

1. ' Dif·f~re·rtti'·ation of those· mitigation measures ;pr·o,posed as part 
of th·e ·p'roj'ect, those recolilm'e'ri;d'ed 'by ·the constlltgfnt a,nd th•ose L\C\ 
required by existing ordinances or regqlatjoos. 

) ;~ ',, ' ' • l ·,: ,';•: . I ,' ,. , ' 

2. Determination of 
regional plan policies, 

project cons is tr·e n cy with general and 

The following specific comments are also submitted for your 
considerations: 

1. Page .§..i. General Plans 

Im lementation of the ro·ect would conflict with Count 
r1an Policies 3.7.2.1 and 3.9,1. • 

General SO 
"3.7.2.1 Transportation demands of proposed development shall not 
exceed an exceptable level of service for existing transportation 
facilities unless appropriate increases in capacities are 
provided." 

"3.9.1.4 New development shall be located where there is existing 
road and highway capacity or where adequate road and highway 
capacity will be provided." 

No increase in capacity along Highway 68 is planned within the 
time frame of this development. Highway 68 currently operates at 
level of service F, and traffic from this development will worsen 
the situation. 

2. Page lQ_z_ Monterey Peninsula Airport Plan 

According to the Draft Final FAR Part 150 Noise Compatability 
Study for the Monterey Penninsula Airport the existing "South 

1 
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' 
Pattern and Preferred General Aviation.VFR Departure Pattetn" 
pass over the subject property, and in 1989 (with the ·proposed 
runway improvements) the "Preferred General Aviation VFR 
Departure" will pass over the southern section of the proposed 
development. The safety impacts of these overflights should be; 5\ 
addressed. 

3. Page .!.Qh Trip Generation 

An error was made in the reference to the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual. The outbound trips per dwelling unit should be .37 no, s~ 
.31, resultin in 105 outbound tri s er dwellin unit in th ~ 

not the 8 indicated. 

4. Page 1.lh Paragraph 69 

This mitigation measure includes the statement:" •.. eliminate 
conflicting turning movements on Highway 68 by changing the 
proposed western entrance to an emergency exit only until an 
interchange is constructed there."· The ultimate fate of this 
emergency access should be specified. Will the exit be closei 53 
com letel when an interchan e is constructed at 01 
wi some other purpose? 

5. Page 1.lh Funding 

participation by the developers should be specified for ~U. 
improvements i enti ie as mitigation measures~ . ese ;;:, 1 the roadway widening identified in Paragraph 70 as well 

as the intersection improvements identified in Paragraph 69 and 
the approach lane identified in Paragraph 70. 

6. Transit/Ridesharing 

Miti ation measures 
facilities in the 

onterey- a inas 

should include the provision of transit 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EIR. If you have any 
questions, do not hesitate to call Janet Brennan or George 
Gerstle. 

Sincerely, 

tf;j:::ad 
Executive n· 

NP:jb 

2 
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Monterey ~Sal~nas Transit 

Mr. Ni.ck Papadakis, Executive Director 
AMBAG . ' 
P.O. Box 190 
Monterey, California 93942 

~-

Re: December Regional Clea:r'inghou·se. 

Dear Nick, 

December 5, 1986 

,,,,,, .. ,,., -··t,,, "!' .... ,.,.,,. 

Monterey-Salinas Transit has reviewed the December regional 
clearinghouse and we have the comments ·noted below~ 

MCH 118505: · -Notice Of Preparationt Beach' Station . 
Th'e scope· of the EIR' fo:r<···1±hfef v'isitor acc·ommodation ·located 
a€ Jewe1i and Briggs Avenu~s··: shoul~ include ·traffic·,_ -parking; 

,.,. and, -t~arisi t services. ,: : Also, the scope o :f work· should include 
the need to upgi::ade-·:the. existing. bus-:.stop. at this: locati.on. 

,-',-,:,:~:i ,,iX~,' ; ,, .,._.::i,;_: ".,:.-~ -~·!,~ .. ,'::. 

MCH 118506: New Monterey/Cannery ,Row. Traffic., •Illlpr,o:vemerits 
Each of the three alternative improvements proposed will -
affect the FreeShuttle route operating between downto~n 
Monterey, Cannery Row, and the Monterey Bay Aquarium. It 

:I ~~-?~e-~66;~af·~:~~:--•·•f a£11::tft: .. :iiilr~~gl::~!5I:Al~1~~~~1:~:!•~ri~!~ij!1-~1f~-·- ·. 
routing and bus·· stop changes that· will be necessary.. MST 
also recommends that the city) purchase.traffic signal. 
controllers that are capable -of eventual transit pre
emption. 

raft EIR, Monterra Ranch Subdivision 
-. -- "·- · ·' uk:!di vi$Jon.· w,i:l,J,. :g$ne:;i::-at~ 2, ~3 o _ daily automobile 
trips. onto an already congest1;d High,yra.y 68 and -will ad'd · to 
tr.a/ff.le volumes, .... turning ., at .. ,Qlmst~.~.ci .~Qad,, PD.tP a)'lQ,, p;:t'.,cif.' ,• ... 
Highway 68. The design of the internal road system plus the 
fact ·that roadways wi1r be ·pr'.'ivate prohibits entirely· the 
prospect o·f any: sort Of direct!, Oli....;Si te,• transit service . .- · 
Given the dispersed nature of the trip ends presented in 
Table 2.6 of the Draft EIR, a park-and-ride lot capable of 
accommodating 100 vehicles would be an ap~ropriate mitigation 
measure both for traffic and for air alit. The ark-and-

area, and a dro off area for automobile van and transit: •· 
r1 e ot s ou d also cor.-:ain a covered passenger waiting. ~~ 

vehicle access. Signaqe should be provided for transit_ an>-> . :'. 
ridesharing marketing. 

The park-and-ride lot as well as the access improvements to 
reach it should be paid :or by the develo er. The develo er 
sou e require to cc~~act MST to be certain that his 
planned facility will meet the needs of transit coaches and 
;passengerso.NE RYAN RANCH ROAD. ).'ONTEREY. CALl~ORNIA 93940 14oai B99-2ciSA; 4?4-7F.Q"- --:; B 
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Page 2 
Mr. Papadakis 

The reference to distribtion of local transit, bicycling, and 
carpooling marketing materials is good; however in the 
absence of a park-and-ride lot will not be realistically 
useful to the purchasers of ranch sites. The wording of the 
reference to park-and-ride lots calls for the developer to 
"consider provision of a park-and-ride lot, bus stop," etc. 
The wording in the EIR should require the provision of a 
park-and-ride lot as well as sufficient roadway access for_ a r f.o 
full size transit coach. A protected turning movement ta 7 
access Highway 68 will also be required from the park-and-
ride lot location. 

MST requests that it be put on the list of affected agencies 
to review the specific plans for the Monterra Ranch 
development. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these items. 

Sincerely, 

Patrice M. Goodchild 
Planning/Marketing Officer 

PMG:pmg 

cc: Lynne Mounday, Senior Planner, County of Monterey 
Tony Lobay, Planning Director, Pacific Grove 
L.W. McIntyre, Public Works Director, City of Monterey 
~·--· ---....... -- ._ ____ , ·.- ..... ---.--... ··-·-···---·-.... ----~- -- ------·---------·-----. --- ··-----------·-. 
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MEMORANDUM 

Departme~t 0£ Public Works 
County 6£ Monterey 

, ' . . f, • ~ . ' 

December 13, 1985 

To: 
ATTN: 

Planning Department 
Lynne Mounday 

From: Transportation and Development - Ron Lundguis 

SubJect: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR MONTERRA 
RANCH SUBDIVISION EIR # 84-007 

We have reviewed the above mentioned document and have 
the following comments: 

Page X111 

Mitigation# 69 
Thia mitigation measure does not speci£y the amount 0£ 

money to be contributed to the interchange nor the method~£ 
coat distribution to the residents. .. 

Mitigation# 70 
Same as# 69 

Mitigation# 71 
The funding and timing 0£ this measure should be 

,discussed r 

Page 6 
folicy 3.7.2.1 is not addressed in the impact ang 

Fitigation analysi\• 

Page 21 

51 

Ib~ BQY~~ 68 Stud~ to Develoe Program of Imerovements 
was issued by the Monterey County Department 0£ Public Work;~ ,o 
not the Monterey County Transportation CommissiOQ· 

Page 23 
There is no mention 0£ the 1984 Update 0£ the Regional b{ 

1ransportation Plan. 

211. 
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Page 109 
Canada de la Segunda Road - Consideration should be 

given to the developer's participation in Canada de la 
Segunda. !itigation could include dedication 0£ right~of-wax b~ 
,and construction 0£ or contribution to roadway improvemeni@i 
Actual mitigation will be determined in the subdivision, 

.erocess. 

MF/cw 
BH/cw 

T-105-Monterra.memcw 
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SALINAS RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 
19900 Portola Drive 

Salinas, California 93908 

December 10, 1985 

M::mterey County Planning Dept. 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, Ca. 93902 

Attn: Lynne H. M:)unday 

(408) 455-1828 

Re: .M::)nterra Ranch; Subdivision; EIR # 84-007 

Dear Lynne: 

In reviewing the Draft Environrrental Inpact Report I would like to change 
Section 2.9.33, 89.F to read: 

F. Roof coverings for buildings shall be fire retardant, as defined ...l.1-,_ -t.... 
.in the latest edition of the Unifonn Fire Coder as adopted b" -t'\' \:1 ;7 
Ordinance #1 of the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District. 

If you have any questions about the above, please do not hesitate to contact 
:rre at your convenience. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~~ ·;rrezb, 
RZ/bs 
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PAUL M. HAMERLY 
MYRON E. ETIENNE, JR. 
PETER T. Hoss 
JAMES D. SCHWEFEL, JR. 
MARTIN J.M . .-.·: 
STEPHEN W. Fl:;ARSON 
LLOYD W. LoWREY, JR. 
ANNE SECKER 
PAULA ROBINSON 
M.A.Rlt J. DREVER 
ANTHONY L. LoMBARDO 
JEROME F. POLITZER, JR. 

HARRY L. NOLAND 
OF COUNSEL 

Mr. Lynn Mounday 

NOLAND, HAMERLY, ETIENNE & Hoss 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

A:r:roRNEYS AT LAw 
333 SALINAS STREET.,SUITE No. 21 

POST OFFICE Box 1818 

SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93902 

December 6, 1985 

Monterey County Planning Department 
P. O. Box 1208 
240 Church Street 
Salinas, California 93902 

AHEA CODE 4OB 
SALINAS TELEPHONE 424-1414 

MONTEREY TELEPHONE 372-7525 

OUR FILE No _____ _ 

Re: Response to Traffic Analysis in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the Monterra Subdivision (EIR 84-007) 

Dear Lynn: 

· '·This letter responds to the Traffic. Analysis in the LLS J_ 
Draft EIR.. LP\'\w~ 

We disa51ree with the conclusion reached. in the Draft EIR .-&J-
that 'the additional traffic . enerated b the Monterra Subdivision~ 
will be a significant impact on t e traffic on Highway 68._ Our f U 
reasons for disagreeing with the conclusions of the Environmental "' 
Impact Report are set forth in a report prepared by WWD ·Engineering, 
which is included with this letter as Attachment A. The con-
.clusion of that report is that the Hig!iway 69 roadway is capably 
of accepting the traffic from the Monterra Ranch Subdivision 
without exceeding the acceptable level of service for Highway 68d 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report also concludes on page 
112 that as a mitigation measure, the subdivision entry road 
opposite Ragsdale Drive should be removed in order to reduce the 
impact of the turning movements from the Monterra Subdivision on 
Highway 68. As stated in the previous paragraph, we believe that 
the impact of traffic from the Monterra Subdivision will be much 
less severe than concluded in the EIR. Also, it must be kept in 
mind that the build-out of the Monterra Subdivision will not take 
place .in the short period of time postulated in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. A period of ten to fifteen years 
to build-out is much more reasonable, which will allow roadway 
improvements to be completed prior to the subdivision having its 
full impact on Highway 68. 

The Draft Environmenta.1 Impact Report concludes on page 107 
that the majority of the traffic movements from the subdivision 
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Mr. Lynn Mounday 
December 6, 1985 
Page Two 

would enter either the easterly roadway at York School or the 
westerly Olmstead Road entryway, not the center entry road, 
which logically would therefore have little effect on Highway 
68. 

e evelopment in that removing this entryway would re-quire 
emergency vehicles to traverse the entire length of the sul;!;-
divisibn in responding to police or fire assistance calls~ 
Traversing low speed residential street for hundreds 6f acres f.~ 
instead of beirig able to enter' ·the subdivision via Highway 68 ~? 
to the portion of development which takes place in the central 
area of the Ranch creates a far more si nficiant ublic. safet 
impact than the minor amount o ra ic w ic tis en 
wou cause to enter an exit Highway 68 .. From a public safety 
perspective, it is also unwise to unnecessarily increase ipternal 
J:raffic flow~on the residential streets of the subdivision of all 
types when t ose trip lengths through the subdivision could be 
reduced by having the entry road opposite Ragsdale Drive. 

Finally, we believe the additional traffic impact of this . 
development will be further reduced by the improvem~nt of Highway 
68. The Environmental Impact Report suggests that the only 
improvement which is likely to occur on Highway 68 will be the 
eventual construction of a non-access. freeway. In reality, an 
alternative proposal for a four lane" arkwa "has been ro os'ed 
.. y t e property owners a ong H19 way an as een presente .. ·· b G, 
to the county of Monterey and ·city·of Monterey. This alternative 
is both affordable and a substantial portion of its cost .would be 
paid for by the property owner along Highway 68. 

I have enclosed an outline of that proposal as Attachment B 
to this letter for your consideratigp 9 This alternative would 
further this project and the sub-
divider its ro ortionate share 
to this ro ect as su 

ALL/mr 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, /4 . 
Ant!~L. Lombardo 
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ATTACHMENT A 

CAPACITY ANALYSIS - HIGHWAY 68 

AN ALTERNATE METHOD BASED ON EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON 
SIMILAR ROADWAYS: , 

The EIR statements pertaining to t.J::"affic levels of service on 
Highway 68 were obtained from the County. The analysis of 
the existing levels of service on Highway 68 from which the 
EIR state~ents were derived was done in. 1978 by State of 
California pefso'nnel; using the Highw~y (;:apacity Mapua1 ·(HCM) 
( 19 65) • Fo'rmulas and tables therein were used to arrive at 
these conc:lusions. ·· The existing peak hour used was 1650 VPH. 
The capacft:y was determined.to be 1780 VPH. The ratio of 
1650 to 1,7ao was 0.9.} c:3,nd subsequent level o.f service was 
determined. from the HCM· to be E. Furth12rmore.; the operating 
speed was determined to'be 31 MPH. To summarize, the following 

i, was the determin,ati.on by ,the Stat~: 

Capac:ity ·= 1.780 VPH'..both directions. 

Actt1al. ]:>ea}~ H.o.ur = · ·::1650 VPH ,both directions. 

Level 6:f Service E "" operating speed 31 MPH~ . 
(Level E i.s defined in the .HCM as Capacity.) 

All the above ar~ legiti~ate c;nclusions arrived at through 
use of the 19 65 Highway Capac:,i,ty Manual's Method of Computation. 
The question i,s: Does the Highway Capacity Manual method 
yield results that tr.qly reflect the .conditions and capacities 
of this particular·bighwaj?- ii this paiticular case, I 
think not.. · · ·· 

To illlJstrate, compare the capacity determination done l;)y the 
HCM Method (1780 VPH) to actual volumes being·" experienced on 
other highways in this area (which are similar in classifica
tion; (i.e.: 2-lane arterials with left-turn lanes). 

The following is observed: 

Hi9hwa.y 68_ betwe.en 'Highway 1' a'rici p~'cifi,'.t Grove: 

Existing Peak Hour Tr.affic = 
HCM Capacity = 

= 

2,460 VPH, 
1,780 VPH 

680 VPH difference 

Highway 1 between Ocean Ave. and Carmel Valley turnoff: 

Existing Peak Hour Traffic = 3,030 VPH 
HCM Capacity = 1,780 VPH 

= 1,250 VPH difference 

216. 



Capacity Analysis - Highway 68 page 2 

Highway 1 between Moss Landing and Jensen Road: 

Existing Peak Hour Traffic = 2,800 VPH 
HCM Capacity - 1,780 VPH 

- 1,020 VPH difference 

With the exception of Highway 1 between Ocean Avenue and 
Carmel Valley turnoff, · these highways are relatively free
f lowing at peak hours; i.e.: no stopping and speeds between 
35 and 50 miles per hour. Furthermore, these existing volumes 
are 1.4 to 1.7 times as high ·as the capacity values arrived 
at through the use of the Highway Capacity Manual method of 
calculation. 

These comparisons are offered to point out the obvious; i.e.: 
although the HCM would indicate through calculation that the 
peak hour capacity (limit) of Highway 68 is 1780 VPH, it can 
be deduced through observation of actual traffic on similar 
highways to be somewhere between 2,400 VPH and 3,030 VPH. 

It is suggested in reference to Highway 68 that capacity will 
not be reached until lane volumes approach or surpass at 
least 1200 VPH per lane. 

It is further suggested that 2400 VPH be used as the peak hour 
practical limit. This figure should be used to compute the 
reserve capacity that could be utilized by future development 
along Highway 68. 

To illustrate, please note the following example calculation: 

Existing Peak Hour 

Capacity (Peak Hour) 
= 
= 

Reserve Capacity= 2400 - 1600 = 

1,600 VPH 

2,400 VPH 

800 VPH 

Therefore, 800 VPH reserve peak hour capacity available for 
future development. It should be noted also that peak hour 
usually occurs for only 2 or 3 hours of each day. The 
remainder of the day, traffic is considerably less. 
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Capacity Analysis~ Highway 68 page 3 

COMMENTS: 

It is not the intent of this report to discredit the HCM. 
However~ the evidence in this particular instance is over
whelming and leaves serious doubt as to the conclusions 
arrived at through the HCM me,thod of calculations for 
capacity of Highway 68 when compared with actual volumes on 
similar highways. The use of 2400 VPH (peak hour) as a 
practical capacity limit is, by observation, more realistic 
than the 1780 VPH (peak hour) arrived at throigh the HCM 
method of calculation. 
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-'l'RAFFIC RESPONSE - MON'TERRA RANCH EIR 

The majority of the property owners along the Highway 68 corridor between 
Highway 1 and Laureles"Grade have jointly studied and propose an alternate 
solu_tion to the expensive undertaking of building a Freeway. 

They believe a freeway is not the answer for the following reasons: 

1. The alignment, right of way requi'red, and excessive cuts and fills 
would be devastating to maintaining the requirements of the. scenic 
corridor. 

2. -The cost -is prohibitive and_ unnecess~ry if, in fact, other less 
expensive options exisE 

In reviewing alternate solutions to the traffic situation, the owners and 
developers along Highway 68 first set out specific criteria which they 
believe absolutely necessary to preserve the environmental integrity and·_· 
ensure economic, feasibility and highway safety. 

1. Safety: Any al tern.ate designs should be safe and in compliance 
with State and local standards for highway design. 

2. Minimize environmental \risual fo1pacts by minimizing right-of-way. 
requirements and confining· construction as much as possible to' 
the existing highway alignment. 

3. Accommodate projected traffic demands. 

After thorough review of several alternatives, a design was selected which 
does meet the above crite:ria, and at less than half the cost of a freeway 
design. 

The basic design provides for the following improvements to various sections 
of Highway 68: 

1. Highway 1 to Olmsted Road (1.1 miles): Four-lane no access 
highway fol low1.ng the existing alignment, with frontage roads 
connecting Josselyn Canyon to Olmsted and connecting residences 
west of the Church with existing Montsalas Frontage Road. 

2 •. Olmsted to Rya:n Ranch Entry (1.88 miles): 6'-lane arterial. 

3. Highway 218: Retain 2-lane roadway, since capacity is limited 
to intersection capacities at both ends. 
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4. Ryan Ranch Entry to Laureles Grade and Beyond (3.79 miles): 
4-lane arterial. 

5. Intersections: All intersections to be signalized with added 
lanes for intersection capacity (6 total). 

The above design will accommodate a major portion of the total projected 
build-out traffic along the Highway 68 corridor plus a 20-year 3% through 
traffic increase. 

Approximately 80% of the land area owne.rs have indicated they would agree 
not to build beyond 76% of their build-out figures until studies are made in 
the future to determine actual rates of traffic generation for this area. 

The above highway design 
criteria set out above. 
cost.and it is adequat~, 

and voluntary restrictions on building meets the 
Its cost is less than half of what a freeway would 
at least for the next 20 years and probably beyond. 

If, in the future, added capacity is required, it will be required only at 
intersections. At that time, grade separations could be instal 1 ed to 
replace or amp 1 ify signalized intersection capacities. 

The concept of a modified freeway design is from a TJKM traffic consultant 
study.done for the City of Monterey in 1982 for Highway 68. It is termed in 
that report a "mo,dif_ied freeway design" and is recommended as an alternate 
to be considered in lieu of the expen~ive option ,of a freeway. Its main 
features are: reduced alignment; less right-of-way; lower construction 
cost; less environmental impacts; signalized intersections now to 
accommoda.t.e major portions of build-qut traffic with grade separations at 
major intersections .i.f and when. required in tqe future. 

The basis of .the traffic analysis relates directly to the January 1984 
"Traffic Impact Analysis, Highway 68 Area Plan" by Joseph Holland. The 
impact to overa 11 traffic generated by reduced on deferred development 
densities was considered in arriving at ·the above "modified freeway design". 

The construction costs for the ''modified freeway design" wi 11 be 
approximately $14,500,000. Approximately 58 acres of additional right-of
way will be required at a cost of about $3,000,000. Overal construction 
cost and right-of-way would be approximately $17,500,000. The developers 
have indicated that their share could be as high as $5,000,000 plus 34% of 
the right-of-way costs. This share is based on a study which assumes that 
if no development occurs, certain improvements will be required. 

Improvements that will be required whether or not there is development along 
Highway 68 would cost about $10,000,000 (4-lane divided highway). Right-of
way costs would be about $3,000,000. The developers should not be 
responsible for these costs which will be necessary whether development 
occurs or not. 

However, the added traffic lanes and signalization which are part of the 
modified fre~way design are direct requirements of the development traffic. 
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If the developers ptovide $5,000,000 conit~tlctibn fosts plus 34% of the 
right-of-way costs·, this leaves $9,500,000 construction costs plus 66 
percent of the right-of-way cost to be pr·ovided· by City and County and State 
entities. 

It is suggested this be a 50-50 split ·between local and state entities. 

Developers' funding would be accommodated through an assessment district set 
up on the basis of traffic generation. 

WALLACE HOLM, ARCHITECTS, INC. 

WWD ENGINEERS; DAVID K. FULLER, P.E. 
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PAUL M. HAMERLY 
MYRON E. ETIENNE, ,JR. 
PETER T. Hoss 

, ,JAMES D. SCHWEFEL, JR. 
MARTIN J. MAY 
STm'HEN W, PEARSON 
LLOYD W. LoWREY, JR. 
ANNE SECKER 
PAULA ROBINSON 
MARK J. DREVER 
ANTHONY L. LoMBARDO 
JEROME F. PoLITZER, JR. 

HARRY L. Nol.AND· 
OF COUNSEL 

NOLAND, HAMERLY, ETIENNE & Hoss 
A PROFESSIONAL COHPORATION 

ATTORNEYS AT LAw 
333 SALINAS STREET, SUITE No. 21 

PosT OFFICE Box 1818 

SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93902 

November 27, 1985 

Mr. Lynne Mounday 
Monterey County Planning 

Department 
P. O.Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

Re: Response to EIR No. 84-007 
Monterra's Ranch Subdivision 
Environmental Impact on Hickm~n Onion 

Dear Lynne: 

AREA CODE 408 
SALINAS TELEPHONE 424-1414 

Mo:NTEREY TELEPHONE 372-7525 

OUR FILE .Ko _____ _ 

The draft Environmental Impact Report for Monterra recommends 
in Mitigation Measure No. 34 the redesign and relocation of certain 
lots and roadways to avoid the areas of occurrence of the Hickman 

._j Onion. 

We have commissioned Larry Seeman & Associates to review this 
proposed mitigation, and they have propose\ in the attached report, 
an alternative miti ation measure which we elieve will reduce the 
~m act oft e ro·ect on the Hi 
cance. 

Instead of redesigning the subdivision, the Report proposes 
that the HickMan Onion population be moved and replanted away from 
the proposed lots and roadways. We believe this mitigation·measure 
which protects the Hickman Onion population, while at the same time 
not requiring the redesign of the subdivision. 

We request therefore that the final EIR incorporate thi~ 
~easure as an alternative mitigation measure to the impact on th~ 
Hickman Onion. 

Sincerely, 

<:},,.-
Myron E. Etienne, Jr. 
NOLAND, HAMERLY, ETIENNE & HOSS 

MEE/mr 

cc: Richard Stevens 
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November 18, 1985 

Mr. Myron E. Etienne, Jr. 
Noland, Hamerly, Etienne & Hoss 
P. 0 .. Box 849 
Salinas, CA 93802 

Natural Resource Management 

Transportation Engineering 

Environmental Assessment 

Community Planning 

SUBJECT: TRANSLOCATION OF HICKMAN'S ONI_ON FROM PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AREAS ON 
MONTERRA RANCH . 

Dear Doc: 

This letter responds to your request for an assessment of the possibility 
of transplanting Hickman's onion on the Monterra Ranch. The plants would be 
moved from sites within the proposed area of development to sites to remain 
undisturbed as a means of_ mitigating the effects of development on the 
species. We believe that it is possible to· transplant Hickman's- onion .. We 
have developed a plan which sho.ws how this method of mitigation would be 
undertaken. This plan is presented beloWJ 

Introduction 

Hickman's· onion is a sm·all perennial plant which possesses~-round-to..:oval 
underground bulbs varying from an eighth to one-half inch in diameter. The 
above-ground portion of the plant, which fs typically no more than four inches 
tall, dies back each year (late summ~r), leavin~ the bulb to sustain the plant 
until the following growing season~ These bulbs vary in depth in the soil but 
are generally found at less than six inches. In the spring the inflorescence 
(flowerng stalk) and leaves emerge from the bulb,. producing a blooming, 
field~visible plant in April and May. Seed matures and becomes collectible in 
mid- to late summer after the plant has dried out and become brown. At that 
time, the small plants are obscured by taller, dried grass and are difficult ··' 
to find. By late,summer the bulbs aredormant and in condition to be dug up. 

Hickman's onion was found by us in four locati_ons on the Ranch. Other 
sites which appear. similar base·c1 cm slope, aspects, and soil type_ were 
surveyed and did not support the plant. Field observations indic.~te that the 
plant is abundant where" it occurs and is otherwise entirely .absent: The· 
species has been found in both moist and dry sites with north and· south 
exposures. Although the species w~s found only in the grassland type on 
Monterra Ranch, the Rare Plant ·Status Report for Hickman's onion available 
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through the California Native Plant Society indicates that ft occurs· in 
closed-cone pine forest as well~ 

Additional information on soil conditions within the rooting zone (the 
top six inches), and site microclimate and. hydrology· would be valuabl.e in 
defining the conditions within which the species is found and to provide a 
basis for identifying and accepting or rejecting-candidate outpla~tfng sites. 

Hickman's onion can be transplanted using either whole plaryts or bulbs . 
. Because the risk. of plant loss is greater in transplanting .whole, plants than 

in transplanting bulbs, especially in the absence: of irrigation water, we 
recommend that bulbs be transp 1 anted according . to the procedure d~scri bed 
be 1 ow. Pl ants can a 1 so be grown from seed but this requires a much· l anger 
period of time and it is uncertain if a sufficient quantity of plants could be 
grown. 

tr.anspl ant Plan 

This section describes the plan for establishing Hickman's on-ion outside 
the developed area of Monterra Ranch. The fotir steps or work items of the 
plan, listed in chronological order, are a:s follows: 

1. Identify Potential. Transplant Sites. Potential tran'splant sites 
include sites that currently support the species (but which would not be 
developed) and new, currently unoccupied · sites identified -=:tlfrough site 
evaluation. Transplanting into new sites .is desirable because occurrenc~ at a 
number of l9cations makes. the population less susceptible to elimination 
through di st4rbance. ·· Transplanting into sites where the specfes is esta:b-
1 i shed is al~o desirable because success is likely to be high. · · · 

. Two currently occup.ied' sites on Monterra: Ranch are candidate transplant
ing, sites.·., _The first is the "ledge" above th'e steep slope· southeast. of' the 
proposed detention basin in the northwest corner of the property. The second 
is south of the proposed i ritersect ion ·of: Canada Vista and Romero Vista Roads. 
A third site is located on the adjacent Monterey Unified School District 
parcel along the same ledge. 

These locations, which are the locations where Hickman's onion was found 
during the rare plant survey, are sites at whi~h measure~ents would be m~de to 
describe '.'suitable environment" for the species. Data collected at these·. 
sites would include: a) aspect ~nd exposure (slope direction and steepness); 
b) soil texture and· water-holding capacity, pH; and nutrient status within the 
rooting zone; and c) terrain position (base of slope, top of rid~e, margin of 
ledge, etc.). Together, aspect, exposure, and terrain position provide an 
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index. to available water and evapotranspirational stress. ,They would be 
measured in the field. Soil data would be optained thrqugh a battery of 
laboratory tests taken on samples removed from the field. 

Candidat~ or pot~ntial transplaniing sites would be identifie~ on .a site 
map. These would include areas adjacent to sites where the species occurs 
now, other sections of the itrip alohg the rock-ledge, oth~r grassland areas, 
and open grassy sites in t~e middle of Monterey pine for.ests. EquiyaJent data 
would be acquired at each. to assess· their similarity with known llsu·ttable" 
environments and to.select.from the $everal candidate sites tho$e that appear 
most amenable. to tra:nspl,anting. The locations of potential transplanting 
sites are shown on the acc6mpanying ma~. · 

2. Photograph and Mark the Locatioh of Each Donor Site. Because bulbs 
would be excavated at a time of the year when the plants are not visible, 
areas containing plants and individual plant locations would have to- be marked 
during the period when the species is bloom. Large concentrations- (primary 
donor areas where plant density is greatest) would be marked with metal· s.takes 
driven into the ground to a depth of 24 inches. These large s-takes would 
provide a more permanent marker less easily removed by trespassers or knocked 
over by cattle. Individual plant would be marked wit~ a 12·-inch, red-flagged 
pin pushed into the soil adjacent to the plant. . This. standard marking 
procedure would permit easier relocation at the time the bulbs are excavated. 
Photographs would be taken at the time the stakes and pins are set to document 
locations. Each photograph would contain an easily locatable "permanent" 
feature such as a tree, gully, fence pos~, large shrub, or one of the metal 
stakes. Donor areas would be revisited· periodically to replace pins and 
stakes as necessary. 

3. Excavate Bulbs and Collect Seed. The success of reproduction from 
seed is unknown for this species but spreading seed at the transplant sites 
could increase the number of plants that become established. Seeds can be 
collected at the time the bulbs are excavated by clipping the flowers and 
placing them. into a standard seed collection sack or paper bag. The ·seed is 
treated with a fungicidal powder and stored uncleaned in a dry, cool location 
until the bulbs are transplanted. The bulbs would be excavated by hand with a 
small trowel and stored in a cool, dry environment until outplanting. At the 
time the bulbs are excavated, the depth of the bulb would be measured. The 
average depth would be used to establish the depth at which the bulbs would be 
transplanted. · 

4. Prepare the Transplant Site, Transplant the Bulbs, and Spread the 
Seed. Transplant sites would be prepared by removing the vegetation in small 
patches where the seed is spread. The holes into which the bulbs are trans-
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planted would be excavated. to a depth one inch greater than:the averag~ depth 
from whtch they are renioved and woul<:f be at leas_t th.r,ee times as wide as the 
diameter of the bulb. The soil -at ~~e bottom,,pf the- hole. would be loose'hed 
and would be covered with one inch of native soil before the bulb is set. 
Then the bulb wou] d be covered and. the hole would ,be- fi 11 ed with- .native soi 1. 
Transplanting would be conducted after. the fali· rai-ns have saturated the 
surface· six inches pf soiJ at the tran.~p,l ant sites. , ·: , · 

. . The. aboye fo_qr ' steps are 'the '-prirnary. steps i ~ the transpl ~nti ng -~lan. 
Additional 'impleme'ntatiori details· cap- _be ,<:level oped an.d. provided at your 
request.; Jh is p]an _can . be cirri ed out for any ·number of plants up to the 

· tofa 1 number occurri rig in the area to be d~ve loped, .. . . ; ., .. ' ~ . . . ' . , ' . .. 

Please call us if you .have any questions about _the iinforma.tion presented 
in this transplanting plan·~- · ·· ·· 

. ~ . . 

srnc·erel y, . 
,.,_ .. 

LARRY 'sEEMAN' ASSOCIATts I INC •. 
. ·-,:';:· . ·.:·. ., ,\!' 

. . 

~-. . . )z __ · .. -_. ;;_;.~~_-·· ~ . . '} ......... .. ... . o . .-·, CF '1 ('t\..-. > 

' Larry str'omberg,,. Pfr~D,H ; 
Project Scientist ··· ·· · 

LS:mm·q 

-, ·' .i' 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY George Deukmejian 

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY 

401 Canal Street 
King Ci:ty, CA. 93930 
(408) 385-5412 

November 19., 1985 
~. 

Lynne H. Mcih~1daj~ Senio,:- ,·Pl1hne; , 
Monterey• Co'uii:ty Plannirig Department, 
P. 0. Box 1208. . . . . . 
Salinas.~ CA. .. 93902:. 

Dear Lyn.ne :; 
.; ,,.. -~{ ·~ 

. 

. 

Governor 

The infdirm~ti.on,ccontained ·in Drait<~±k No~ 84-00i~, Subdivision /1815, Monterra . 
. ~anch S~pdiyisiort; reg~rditjg': fir'e p~,dti¢ti~n S~~tip,ri.:ii7,_. 9. 3. is co:ifrect w_ith one,, 

~~~~:c:~~:~~~~~i~it: ~=;~,s~£:~~~\~;j;:~~~~nc;~:~~:~:.~:~ ~~cj~~~· :..:~~: ~: , ~~~ f Cl, 
t:sX No. _39 ::(s,erv,i:ng J:ps,selyp.-; .l\g',lc:/-311:o and _DeL. Monte Fairwa s) 1.s de endent ~ t::) l) I 
upon its s here cff <influence does not : 

TP:jan 

se.fves lands within the ciq 

~· :cmif2.w, d · ... >: 
~ -~~ 

TOM PERKINS 
Fire Warden 
County of Monterey . ' 

· coNsEitv.AT'i'o'k ,s wise· usE .:.__ ~EEP · cA1.1i=oRN1A' GREEN AND GOLDEN 

??R 



CITY OF DE:L ,REY OAKS 
650 CANYON DEL REY ROAD • DEL REY OAKS, CALIF'ORNIA 93940 

oFF1cE oF The Mayor;- TELEPHONE (408) 394-8511 

November 13, 1985 

Mr. Robert Slimmon, Jr. 
Director of Planning 

Monterey County Planning Department 
P.O. Box 1208 
Salinas, California 93902 

Dear Mr. Slimmon: 
We feel that the Draft EIR fot· the Mon:tt;erra, Ranch 

Subdivision is incomplete as it lacks a detailed traffic 
• 

;tmpacts study ~n Canyon Del Rey Road (Highway. 218)1• Only *· . l C:, 
Table 2.6, p. 106 a of the draft report describes the_irn- ~ · \ 
pact on Highway 218 and on the City of Del Rey Oaks: a 
15.7% increase, which is totally unacceptable to this 
City., We would like to see in the report a·complete state ... 

a - - FF 

ment of traffic impacts on Highway 218 and their proposed 
mitigation. 

. .• 

We agree with the statement No. 28, p. xiii, that "the 
new Ragsdale Drive access point represents a significant 
adverse impact compared to an alternate access point off 
Olmsted Road, which is now equipped with a traffic light at 
Highway 6811

• 

We are strongly opposed to the "new" concept of both 
access points east of the junction of Highways 68 and 218, 
therefore, we support the mitigation measures 69-79, es
pecially No. 69. 

Sincerely, 

& ·11~··. . • I - / .,,, -· / /.c ... ~ , ./ ~1,{f,6 
Robert B. Franco 
Mayor 

RBF:njg 
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MONTEREY REGIONAL WATER 
POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY 
220 Country Club Gate Center, Suite 34-Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
(408) 372-3367 

Lynne H Mounday, 
Senior Planner 

Monterey County Planning Dept. 
PO Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

RE: Monterra Ranch Subdivision 

Dear Sir: 

November 14, 1985 

f,-·, ,, . .' • . .... ·, 

We 'have ,reviewed 'your [>'raft ,Envfroriirieritar Report aricf wish to make 
the,. following comments. 

Since our area of concern is wastewater disposal, we will· only 
comment on that specific area. Item 2.9.2, Wastewater Disposal,~ 
pages 115 c:1;nd. 1!6,, .~.f:S'.1?9.~. es ?isp9sal. by .sept.i c tank ~y. s.·teI,flS. T.h· e 10 
A enc is r.e~E!ntl planning for ·· .. t,rea tme,nt, .capacity. begi nn1.ng 

etween an· . or: · e on, erra·· anc eve· ·O men"• , u .· 
planning documents include service for a population .· o 96~ by 
1995, 1930 by 2000 and an ultimate population of 2895.' 

, .. 

If you have. any questions, please contact me. 

KD/krnb 

Sincerely, 

~;,.-,0/ ~:..-~7"-
Kenneth P. De~~ { 
Agency Manager 

Member Agencies: Castroville. County of Monterey, Del Rey Oaks. Monterey, Moss Landing, Pacific Grove, Salinas, Sand City, Seaside. Fort Ord, Ex-officio 
230. . 



MONTEREY C()UNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(408) 422-9018 • P.O. BOX 1208 • SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93902 

ROBERT SUMMON, JR. 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 

November 6, 1985 

Bill Clarke 
Mnty. Co. Building Dept. 
P·. o. Box 1208 
Salinas, CA 93902 

Dear Mr. Clarke: 

Re: Monterra Ranch . 
Subdivision, near 
Monterey on Hwy. 68 

We are sending you a copy of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for your review and comment. If you, your department, 
or organization have any critical comments or suggestions 
about this report as it pertains to your field of expe~tise 
they must be received by our office in writing by December 
23, 1985~ 

It should be noted that the comments received will be added 
to the Draft Environmental Impact Report which then becomes 
'the final Environmental Impact Report. The final 
Environmental Impact.Report- is then used as an informational 
document in the decision making process. 

LHM/ej 
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q,, ,, .. , MONTEREY BAY ,PNIFIED . 
AIR POLLUTI()N CONTROL DISTRICT 

1164 MONROE STREET, SUITE #IO • SALINAS, CALIFORNIA 93906-3596 • (408) 443-ll35 

Robert Slimmon, Director 
Monterey County Planning Department 
P. O. Box 1208 
Salinas, tA 93902 

December 20, 1985 

Subj'ect :i ··· Draft EIR Fbr The Monterra Ranch Subdivision 

Dear Mr; Siimmon: 

We/have reviewed the above project and have several 
follows: 

DQ:ac 

SectioP 2.8. Air Quality 

• recent ail: quality data sh,ouid be used • 

• mitigatio~ measures are.not guaritified as 
I -
presented'. 
- p 

. Title 2. 7. 

This table should present the data in comwon units. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

LAWRENCE D. ODLE 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

By: 0. . -{7 tl..L, <?..u .::t:= / /4?. 
D~-;;Ta~etin 
Supervising Program Manager 

cc: AMBAG 
File: 3442 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

September 23, 2011 

Mike Novo, Director of Planning 
County of Monterey 
168 West Alisal, 2nd Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 

' t 
monterey county 

Post Office Box 1876, Salinas, CA 93902 
Email: LandWatch@mclw.org 

Website: www .landwatch.org 
Telephone: 831-759-2824 

FAX: 831-759-2825 

Sent by e-mail to CEQAcomm.ents@co.monterey.ca.us 

SUBJECT: SUBDIVISION OF MONTERRA RANCH; BANKER'S DEVELOPMENT 
GROUP; AND YORK HIGHLANDS COMBINED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

Dear Mr. Novo: 

LandWatch Monterey County has reviewed the Negative Declaration for the referenced project 
which includes the subdivision ofMonterra Ranch, tree removal, development on slopes greater 
than 25%, development of new roads, and a General Plan Amendment changing the designation 
from Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve to Rural Density, 10 acres per unit and Urban 
Reserve. No new lots would be created. The entrance to the project across from York Road on 
Highway 68 which was originally approved would also be constructed. 

The Initial Study claims that it is tiered on the FEIR approved in 1987, some 24 years ago. 

We have the following comments: 

1. It is our understanding the Planning Department is expediting approval of the proposed 
project ahead of other applications to minimize the County's expo sure to :financial loss 
arising from security arrangements provided for in the now-approved subdivision (i.e., 
part of the existing security includes deeds of trust held by the County of Monterey). 
These circumstances may jeopardize an objective analysis of project impacts and create a 
conflict of interest for the County. 

2.. The Negative Declaration states (p. 5), "This Initial Study tiers from the Certified 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision EIR. The baseline for this project must consider that there 
are existing lots ofrecord which can currently be built upon ... The Initial Study will 
examine the environmental impacts from the perspective of the identified baseline." We 
agree that the existing 24 legal lots of record represent the baseline for land use. 
However, the baseline condition for other environmental issues such as traffic, water and 
air quality is the existing environment (CEQA Guidelines, §15125). Baseline is what 
actually exists on the ground. 

The County's approach seriously underestimates and misrepresents the projects impacts 
on transportation and biological resources. See comments 4 and 6 below. 



2 

3. Project Consistency with the 2008 Air Quality Plan for the Monterey Bay Region. The 
Initial Study finds the project consistent (p. 7); however, no data are provided to 
substantiate the finding. The data and analysis should be provided, and the initial study 
recirculated with this information. 

4. Transportation. The analysis does not compare the proposed project's impact against 
existing traffic levels (p. 9). These current levels are much lower than the levels evaluated 
in the 1987 BIR. Traffic has deteriorated significantly since 1987 when the FEIR was 
certified. 

5. 

Additionally, while construction of the new access road at Yark Road and Highway 68 
was included as a mitigation measure in the FEIR., its construction never took place. Its 
construction now could have a significant impact on traffic volumes at that intersection 
which have dramatically increased in the last 24 years . 

. . .. The traffic analysis aj.s_o fails_tp accolli!!Jor_the _project's cumulative impact on Highway 
- 68 road segments and intersecticms. Traffic on Highway 68, as.well as the engineering . 

"solutions" to the traffic, are highly controversial. 

Aesthetics. Design criteria included in the FEIR are identified as applicable to the 
proposed project (pp. 14-17). · 

Number 60 requires a continuous system of hiking and equestrian trials and open space 
linkages provided between the site and Ryan Ranch. Are these trails identified on the 
proposed subdivision map? What is the status of these trails? The trails are not currently 
open to the public. 

Number 64 references the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Citizens Advisory 
Committee. Does this committee currently exist? 

6. Biological Resources (J>. 25). 

7. 

Oak Woodland Habitat. While the impact analysis states the proposed project would 
affect about 22 acres of oak woodland, it fails to identify the number of trees to be 
removed. The document also states that habitat fragmentation would "slightly increase" 
over what was identified in the FEIR.. However, as noted in earlier comments under 
CEQA the County's impact analysis must compare the proposed project to the existing 
environment, not to an hypothetical environment. The number of trees to be removed 
should be identified and the loss of a source of CO2 sequestration addressed. These are 
important issues under CEQA. 

Grassland and Coastal Scrub. The proposed project would have impacts on 21 acres of 
grassland. Again, the analysis failed to address impacts compared to the existing 
environment. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. 

The project would be served by groundwater contained in ":fractured siltstone" (p. 39). 
The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District is currently evaluating whether 



water from fractured rock formations can provide a long term water supply. The District 
should be consulted regarding the availability of a long-term sustainable water supply as 
required by the 2010 Monterey County General Plan. The mere existence of a water 
system is not adequate evidence of a long-term sustainable water supply. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document. 

Sincerely, 

AmyL. White 
Executive Director 

3 



Facsimile 
{831) 373.0242 

LAW OFFICES OF 

JvilCHAEL W. ST AMP 
479 Pacific Street, Suite 1 
Monterey, California 93940 

September 26, 2011 

Mike Novo, Planning Director 
Delinda Robinson, Senior Planner 
County of Monterey 
168 W. Alisa! Street, 2d Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Telephone 
(831) 373·1214 

~ [ES;P ;6] !11[E~ 
MONTEREY COUNTY 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject: Inadequate Public Review Period-York Highlands (PLN10002O) 

Dear Mr. Novo and Ms. Robinson: 

The public revi$W period of the proposed negative declaration for the· York 
Highlands Combined Development Permit does not comply with CEQA's procedural 
mandates. The G.ounty's proposed review period runs from September 8 to September 
27, 2.0-11. Th.at is only '19 days. 

. .. -

The Gountyts proposed public revi~w period does notsatlsfy the CEQA __ 
requJrements because the perlod ls·less -than the mandatoty 20 :days (CEQA Guidelines, 
:§§ 1-510.S{b) ["The publicreviewperiod fora pro.posed n~:gative declarati.onorrnitig~ted 
:nem~tive 1:leclc:1ration :shall be not lesslhan.20 days"], 1507.3{a) [ilTheJead agency shall 
provide a public review period pursuant to 'Section 1:51-05 'cif not less thqn 20 .daY,s"J; se.e 
Gilroy Citizens for Responsible Planning v. Gityof Gilroy(200B) 140 CaLApp..4th 911., 
s22r 

Very truly your$., 

LAW OFFICES .OF MICHAELW. :STAMP 

cc: Les Girard, Assistant County Counsel 



Facsimile 
(831) 373-0242 

LAW OFFICES OF 

MICHAEL W. STAMP 
479 Pacific Street, Suite 1 
Monterey, California 93940 

September 26, 2011 

Mike Novo, Planning Director 
Delinda Robinson, Senior Planner 
County of Monterey 
168 W. Alisa! Street, 2d Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Telephone 
(831) 373-1214 

Subject: Inadequate Public Review Period -York Highlands (PLN100020) 

Dear Mr. :Novo and Ms. Robinson: 

The public review periqd of the proposed negative declaration for the York - -, - -- - -
Highlands Combined Development Permit does not comply with CEQA's procedural 
mandates. The Gounty'.s proposed review period runs from September .8 to September 
27, 201 t Th,at is .only '19 days, 

The Gounty'.s proposed public review period does nof satisfy the CEQA 
requi(ements_because the perlod 1$·Jess than the mandatoty.20 days (CEQA Guidelines; 
§§ t5105(b) ["The publicrevi.ew.period for a proposed n~gative declaration or mitigated. 
n$gE;1tiv~ decl1;3:rcition ,shall be not-les$than_:,20 days"], -15Q73{a) ["TheJead agency:shaU 
,provide-'a public review period pursuant toSecfiOn 15105-ofnotless them 2.0 qays"];:see 
Gi/royCftlzens forResponsiblePlanning v. Gityof:Gilroy(2008) ·14ocatAppAth 911, 
922). . . 

Very tn.ily yours., 

LAW OFFICES OF MICHAELW. STAMP 

\N.~.· t·_ --
Mo\lyE~son 

cc: Les Girard, Assistant County Counsel 



· ~ ~!,~ !~9.'?. M PolluUon Control o;sr,;c< ~ Serving Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties 
24580 Silver Cloud Court 

Monterey, CA 93940 
PHONE: (831} 647-9411 • FAX: (831) 647-8501 

September 27, 2011 

fB) ~ (G ~ ~}J ~~ 
UlJ SEP 2 8 2011 U}) 

MONTEREY COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Sent Electronically to: ----.;_:_~.:..=...::::..:::..'..~~:'.!~~ Mike Novo 

Director of Planning 
County of Monterey 

CEOAcomments@co.monterey.ca.us 
Original Sent by First Class Mail. 

Planning Department - Resource Management Agency 
168 West Alisal St. 2nd Floor Salinas, CA 93901 

SUBJECT: IS/ND for York Highlands Combined Development Permit -
File Number PLNl 00020 

Dear Mr. Novo: 

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District submits the following comments · 
regarding the above document: 

Section III, Consistency with 2008 Air Quality Management Plan (AOMP) on Pages 6-7. 

; . . , 
··/ 

This section indicates that the project will be consistent with the AQMP. However, there is no 
explanation as to how the determination was made for this project. Please clarify the source or 
rational for the consistency determination. 

Section IV. A 3) Air Quality on Page 8. 
This section indicates that the proposed revisions to the development permit for the 900 acre 
project will reduce grading impacts by approximately 20,000 cubic yards. 

Should additional mitigation be needed, the District suggests that the following best management 
practices for mitigating construction related fugitive dust be considered: 

• Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph) 
• Limit grading to 8.2 acres per day and grading and excavation to 2.2 acres per day. 
• Water graded or excavated areas at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on the type 

of operations, soil and wind exposure. 
• Water unpaved access roads used by project vehicles at least twice per day. 
• Apply non-toxic binders to exposed areas after cut and fill operations, and hydro-seed area. 
• Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible. 
• Add mulch or other organic material to backfill or stockpiled soils. 
• Haul trucks shall maintain at least 2' O" of freeboard. 
• Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials. 
• Inactive stockpiles should be covered. 
• Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks. 

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document. 

Best regards, 

<f\_~f]/~ 
Robert Nunes 
Air Quality Planner 
Planning Division 

Richard A. Stedman, Air Pollution Control Officer 



Exhibit F 
Justification letter for 25% slope 

Banker's Development Group, LLC 
York Highlands 

PLN100020 

Board of Supervisors 
October 18, 2011 



Exhibit F ITS)~ (G [E ~ ~§ ~~ 
lfl) JUN 1 7 20ft Ud) 

Jacqueline M. Zischke, Attorney at Law MONTEREY COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . I 

A Professional Corporation 

PO Box 1115 

Delinda Robinson, Planner 
Monterey County Planning Dept 
168 West Alisal Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Salinas, California 93902 

June 17, 2011 

Re: York Highlands Re-subdivision, PLN 100020 

Dear Ms. Robinson: 

P: 831/761-8714 
F: 1-888-385-9198 
izisch ke faw@charter.net 

This letter responds to your letter dated June 13, 2010 and our subsequent meeting on that same 
date. 

1. The ownership information that you have requested is being provided to County 
Counsel's office. You are correct that some property is still under the Monterra Ranch 
Properties LLC ownership, however, contractual arrangements are in place that will 
result in the transfer of this property. 

2. The project is consistent with Policy No. LU-1.19. The project does not meet the criteria 
to be evaluated through the Development Evaluation System. No new lots will be 
created by the York Highlands Re-Subdivision, nor will the re-subdivision result in any 
change in use or intensity. The project will greatly reduce impacts to oak woodlands 
otherwise slated for removal under existing grading permits for the previously approved 
~~~~ . 

3. The building envelopes have been carefully placed to avoid ridgeline development. 
Moreover, as we discussed, the General Plan does not require building envelopes to be 
invisible from Highway 68. As you know, the lots have been staked since April and 
there is very limited visibility to a couple oflots, and no ridgeline visibility. The only 
ridgeline development that we are aware of are the homes visible above this area in 
Hidden Hills, a different subdivision east and at a higher elevation than York Highlands. 

You had indicated almost a month ago that a letter would be forthcoming to identify 
further staking to address your concern that you could not sufficiently confirm from the 



Delinda Robinson, Planner 
Monterey County Planning Department 
June 17, 2011 

existing staking that the proposed Lots 2 and 44 and one other lot would not have 
ridgeline visibility. We were finally glad to be able to meet with you earlier this week to 
sort through the staking that you will need, and we are currently in the process of 
providing further staking as you instructed for the building envelopes on proposed Lots 2, 
44 and 6. Moreover, below is the language you requested that would require three 
dimensional envelopes to ensure that the buildings will not be visible as ridgeline 
development from Highway 68. 

Prior to filing the Final Map, specific three dimensional building 
envelopes shall be prepared for Lot 44, Lot 2 and Lot 6 subject to the 
approval of the Director of the Planning and Building Inspection 
Department. The plans shall: (1) define the specific building site; (2) 
indicate maximum allowable building height for the lots; (3) identify - -- - ---- - -- -- - -

natural vegetation that should be retained; (4) identify landscape 
screening as appropriate. The approved plans are to be recorded with 
the subdivision's CC&Rs. A note shall be placed on the Final Map 
stating that a specific plan has been prepared for these lots and that 
the property may be subject to building and/or use restrictions. 

4. Due to the topography of the area, there is no feasible alternative that would allow 
development of the roads and driveways to occur on slopes of less than 25%. Moreover, 
the realigned roads and driveways already follow existing jeep trails. The proposed re
subdivision also better achieves the resource protection objectives and policies contained 
in the General Plan since the realigned road substantially reduces the impacts to oak 
woodland currently slated for removal under existing grading permits for the already 
approved and recorded final map lot and road configuration. As such, the project 

complies with Policy O S-3 .5. ==·-~,,,-a~,--,--,==,~-,,,,..,,,,,, .. -.. ,, . .,,'"""=~--~,,.-~~-""""''~'""'""""'"'"~-, .. -=,~ . .,., .. ~-~"~'"",,..·""'=""""'" ..• ,~,~,.,,,,,, .. 
5. Your letter states that "assuming the building envelopes will be completely developed" 

you would like to see a fuel management plan. As we discussed, the larger sized building 
envelopes are intended to provide flexibility in siting the homes. As with lots currently in 
the Monterra and Tehama subdivisions, the building envelopes will not be completely 
developed, Fuel management will be similar to that which has occurred in the Monterra 
and Tehama subdivisions. 

6. Please find attached a letter from WWD Engineering, which identifies that the 
resubdivision will reduce grading by approximately 20,000 cubic yards. You indicated 
that this would be sufficient for purposes of processing this application. 

Finally, attached are two other items: (1) a copy of the preliminary revised vesting tentative 
map, which corrects the reference to the fire access road for Phase 6. As we discussed, I have 
provided a copy of this map to Chad Alinio at County Public Works so they can clear the 
application as complete and (2) a map illustrating the offered trail alignment through the 



Delinda Robinson, Planner 
Monterey County Planning Department 
June 17, 2011 

proposed York Highlands resubdivision. We have also provided a copy of this map to David 
Lutes with County Parks Department so they can clear the application complete as well. 

The Yark Highlands Re-subdivision does not create any new lots, and hence should be readily 
processed. We request that you proceed to schedule this project for hearing. 

Sincerely, 

~/J1;<;2_ Cf acqueline M. Zis_df e -

- --- -·- ----- -- .. --- -- -- ~----- - - --- --- -



Jacqueline Zischke 
Attorney At Law, PC 
PO Box 1115 
Salinas, California 93902 

RE: York Highlands grading 

Dear Jacqui, 

engineering // surveying Ii planning 

June 14, 2011 

As requested by the project planner, we have estimated the reduction in grading work resulting from the 
Yark Highlands re-subdivision. The York Highlands re-subdivision lot and roadway realignments reduce 
the required grading by approximately 20,000 cubic yards. This reduction in grading is primarily due to 
the reduction in roadway improvements and associated infrastructure. This is . .readily illustrated by the 
removaf of the road alignment through the oak woodland, and the realignment of the main road through 
the re-subdivision. 

Cc: Michael Waxer 
Alan Williams 
Jacqui Zischke 

Sincerel ~"11£----
David Full er 
PE24400 

2801 MONTEREY-SALINAS HIGHWAY, SUITE J MONTEREY, CA 93940 
Phone: (831) 655-2723 Fax: (83]) 655-3425 Web Site: V1 1WDENGINEERING.COM E-Mail: IVl.AIL17iYWWDENGJNEER1NG.COM 



Exhibit G 
Greater Monterey Peninsula 

LUAC Minutes 

Banker's Development Group, LLC 
York Highlands 

PLN100020 

Board of Supervisors 
October 18, 2011 



1. 

------ - .. ·----------····· 

MINUTES 
Greater Monterey Peninsula Land Use Advisory Committee 

Wednesday, May 4, 2011 

Meeting called to order by __ ~~6_\(\~:J]_\___,~ ........... b_D~·~._,___ _____ at Y: D -3 pm 

2. Roll Call 

Members Present: lJ ,~ g,LE hl'f.. ~ i::~)' 
1 

J.--1 A~~ 
1 
~ Er\ t:.~<;.D >f , 1/4- H~ , 

.;:r-o..c.o\:)'& 
1 

s\")'J·i+~ 7 

Members Absent: --~A_L.._~_t-l __ C...~\\~O~fL~~'.\4:-~----------------

3. Approval of Minutes: 

A. October 6, 2010 minutes 

Motion: ____ :?-____ o~o~J)~\_t:::_·-_,_-\-_O~"F~~----(LUAC Member's Name) 

Second: __ · ?....c........,_h_1 _\ __ S,_VVL_l_\_\-, ______ (LUAC Member's Name) 

Ayes: 

Noes: 0 

Absent: \ 

Abstain: 
-c, 

4. Public Comments: The Committee will receive public comment on non-agenda items that are within the 
purview of the Committee at this time. The length of individual presentations may be limited by the Chair. 

RECEIVED 
MAY 16 2011 

MONTEREY COUNTY 
PLANNING & BUILDING 

INSPECTION DEPT 



5. Scheduled ltem(s) 

6. Other Items: 
A) Election of Officers: . \ \ r · 

-Y~ \<_., ,._ cl. ~ o ;2.:,<+ (>'I•.,_-\-, '1'j cl o ._, \ <L ¾Vl e,;;.s ""\ \.i <>Vt 

LUAC member nominated for Chairperson: ---~A-----'-----------
Motion: _____________ (LUAC Member's Name) 

Second: _____________ (LUAC Member's Name) 

Ayes: _____________________________ _ 

Noes: _____________________________ _ 

Absent: ____________________________ _ 

Abstain: ____________________________ _ 

LUAC member nominated for Secretary: ______________ _ 

Motion: _____________ (LUAC Member's Name) 

Second: _____________ (LUAC Member's Name) 

Ayes: _____________________________ _ 

Noes: _____________________________ _ 

Absent: ____________________________ _ 

Abstain: ____________________________ _ 

2 

RECEIVED 
MAY 1 6 2011 

MONTEREY COUN'IY 
PLANNING & BUILDJNG 

INSPECTION DEPT 



----------~, ----- ·-·-·· 

B} Preliminary Courtesy Presentations by Applicants Regarding Potential Projects 

C) Announcements 

7. 
-·3e> 

Meeting Adjourned: -~------ pm 

Minutes taken by: :Qo.,,...r \e'(\£ 

3 

RECEIVED 
MAY 1 6 ZD1i 

MONTEREY COUN Iv 
PLANNING & BUILDING 

INSPECTION OEPT 



Action by Land Use Advisory Committee 
Project Referral Sheet 

Monterey County Planning Department 
168 W Alisa! St zrn! Floor 

Salinas CA 93901 
(831) 755-5025 

Advisory Committee: Greater Monterey Peninsula 

Please submit your recommendations for this application by: May 4, 2011 

Project Title: YORK HIGHLANDS (MONTERRA RANCH PROPERTIES LLC) 
File Number: PLN10OO20 
File Type: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Planner: ROBINSON 
Location: VARIOUS ADDRESSES lN MONTERRA RANCH 
Project Description: 

RECEIVED 
MAY 1 6 201'1 

MONl'E.REY COUN}) 
PLANNING & BUILDING 

INSPECTION DEPT 

Combined Development Permit consisting of: 1) Vesting Tentative Map for the re-subdivision of Monterra Ranch Final Map Phases 6, 
8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of24 residential lots (Phase 6: Adj Lot 44 Remainder; Phase 8: Lots 164 - 171; Phase 10: 
Lots 5-10, 117 -122, Ranch Lots 1, 3 and 4), 3 open space parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic easement parcel (Phase 10, 
Parcel H), and 3 road and utility parcels (Phase 6: Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: Parcel M); 2) Use Permit for tree removal; 
3) Administrative Permit for grading ofless than 70,500 cubic yards cut and 60,600 cubic yards fill in a Visually Sensitive District~ 
and 4) Use Permit for development on slopes greater than 25 percent. The property is located south of the intersection of Highway 68 
and York Road, Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan. 

Was the Owner/ Applicant/Representative Present at Meeting? Yes )< 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Name 
Site Neighbor? 

YES NO 

}t ~ ~J "eo\J.)fl 

V V\'6-ro... ~o 

4 

No ___ _ 

Issues I Concerns 
(suggested changes) 



LUACAREASOFCONCERN 

Concerns/ Issues 
(e.g. site layout, neighborhood 

compatibility; visual impact, etc) 

----·-· --- --------

Policy/Ordinance Reference 
(If Known) 

Suggested Changes -
to address concerns 

(e.g. relocate; reduce height; move road 
access, etc 

RECEIVED 
RECOMMENDATION: MAY 1 6 201'1 

M t. b ~ ,., '< \ .e. '°' (.... ('\ " _,. ,....A MO o ion y: ---~-"'--~ll.""":::..__ _____ D:.::.._"-'l=-'-----1-I {LUAC Member's Name) NTEAEY COUNH' 
~ \ PLANNING & BUILDING 

D INSPECTION DEPT 

Second by: k ~ R'R¼j h Q,\-ees.cn {LUAC Member's Name) 

__ Support Project as proposed , , 
.....,/ t{ L Ul<1. nS. (! I ..$ 5 t.7e.S 
~ Recommend C.banges·(as noted above) A D fl t_e$-S ll ~ 0 f 

A s ~ -\-a_ ted d-\t> DU.:.-
Continue the Item 

Reason for Continuance: -----------------------
Continued to what date: ---------------------

A YES: &J 
NOES: -c!) 

ABSENT: I {C/hur dv) 
V 

ABSTAIN: -~-

5 



ExhibitH 
. Trail Map 

Banker's Development Group, LLC 
York Highlands 

PLN100020 

Board of Supervisors 
October 18, 2011 



r .. 10.,,,,l'o,1;.c; 
w ... 1hr .. ,,,,cJru,!7.19.l1 

Ga.~L1<.•'1131~ 

WWD CORPORATION 
~f.tlt~coHVtJt.fi)JWJ; 

::1801 MONTEREY-sALCNAS HIGHWAY, MONTEREY CA. 
(831) 655-2723 F'AXi (1331)655-3425 

LEGEND 

-1----

SEGMENT 1 TRAIL AS CURRENTLY ILLUSTRATED 1N OFFER TO DEDICATE 

SEGMENT 2 TRAIL AS CURRENTLY ILLUSTRATED IN OFFER TO DEDICATE 

REFlNEO ILLUSTRATION OF TRAIL 

TR.AIL JI.LUSTRATION MAP YORK HIGHLANDS 
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APPLICANT SUBMITTAL Exhibit I. 

Specific three dimensional building envelopes have been created for Lot 44, Lot 2 
and Lot 6. These three dimensional building envelopes identify the building site 
area and the maximum allowable building height elevations for these lots. All 
development on these lots shall conform to these three dimensional building 
envelopes. A note shall be placed on the Final Map stating that three dimensional 
building envelopes have been prepared for these lots, and that these lots are subject 
to building restrictions as identified therein. 

Development on Lots 44, 2 and 6 shall also include the following measures: 

Lot 44. Development within the building envelope on Lot 44 shall use 
appropriate design, materials and landscaping to maintain compatibility with 
the visual character of the area as follows: 

• The Subdivider shall reseed the area on Lot 44 that has been used as a 
borrow site under existing grading permits in the area located outside 
of the Lot 44 building envelope as identified on the three dimensional 
building envelope above Points E to D to allow restoration of native 
vegetation (native grasses and native plant material consistent with the 
local area) to occur in the disturbed areas. 

• The Subdivider shall also provide landscaping and restoration 
consisting of locally native plants and vegetation consistent with 
surrounding vegetation, and shall include plantings placed in 
appropriate locations between Points C-B-A-H around the three 
dimensional building envelope for Lot 44. Such plantings in this area 
shall include the broadcasting of pine or coffeeberry seeds outside of 
the building envelope between Points C-B-A-H to ensure a minimum 
planting often (10) trees and the additional planting often (10) oak 
trees. The oak trees shall be 36"-48" inch square box size and from 
local genetic stock. 

• Architectural review of Lot 44 shall be required to ensure visual 
compatibility of the development with the surrounding area and the 
Lot Owner shall provide landscaping with native trees and vegetation 
in the areas between Points E-F-G-H as identified on the three 
dimensional building envelope for Lot 44 to achieve a breaking and 
blending of the architectural form into the natural setting. Such 
plantings in this area shall include three (3) to five (5) oak trees within 
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APPLICANT SUBMITTAL 

the building envelope, which shall be 36"-48" inch square box size 
and from local genetic stock. 

• Appropriate design and materials shall include either use of darker 
roof or wall colors to achieve blending, or roof design to shadow 
walls to achieve a blending into the natural environment. 

• Residential design is subject to review by the Director of Planning. 
• There shall be a 3-5 year monitoring plan to ensure establishment of 

plantings required for Lot 44 and all monitoring responsibilities shall 
be borne by the Lot Owner and their successors in interest. 

Lot 2. Development within the building envelope on Lot 2 shall use 
appropriate design, materials and landscaping to maintain compatibility with 
the visual character of the area as follows: 

• The Subdivider shall provide landscaping and restoration consisting of 
locally native plant and tree species consistent with surrounding 
vegetation, and shall include plantings placed in appropriate locations 
between Points C and E as identified on the three dimensional 
building envelope for Lot 2. 

• Architectural review of Lot 2 shall be required to ensure visual 
compatibility of the development with the surrounding area and the 
Lot Owner shall provide landscaping with native trees and vegetation 
between Points A and F as identified on the three dimensional 
building envelope for Lot 2 to achieve a breaking and blending of the 
architectural form into the natural setting. Such plantings in this area 
shall be planted between the proposed home and within or outside of 
the building envelope between Points A and F to blend angles of the 
structure. Such required planting shall include three (3) to five (5) 
native trees such as oaks, pines or coffeeberries that consist of 
planting larger sized trees of 36"-48" inch square box size from local 
genetic stock or transplanting local trees of similar or larger size. 

• Appropriate design and materials shall include either use of darker 
roof or wall colors to achieve blending, or roof design to shadow 
walls to achieve a blending into the natural environment. 

• Tree removal shall be minimized to maintain visual character of the 
area. 

• Residential design is subject to review by the Director of Planning. 



APPLICANT SUBMITTAL 

• There shall be a 3-5 year monitoring plan to ensure establishment of 
plantings required for Lot 2 and all monitoring responsibilities shall 
be borne by the Lot Owner and their successors in interest. 

Lot 6. Development within the building envelope on Lot 6 shall use 
appropriate design, materials and landscaping to maintain compatibility with 
the visual character of the area as follows: 

• The Subdivider shall provide landscaping and restoration consisting of 
locally native plant and tree species consistent with surrounding 
vegetation, and shall include plantings placed in appropriate locations 
outside of the building envelope between Points A-B-C as identified 
on the three dimensional building envelope for Lot 6. 

• Architectural review of Lot 6 shall be required to ensure visual 
compatibility of the development with the surrounding area and the 
Lot Owner shall provide hmdscaping with native trees and vegetation 
between Points B-C-D as identified on the three dimensional building 
envelope for Lot 6 to achieve a breaking and blending of the 
architectural form into the natural setting. 

• Appropriate design and materials shall include either use of darker 
roof or wall colors to achieve blending, or roof design to shadow 
walls to achieve a blending into the natural environment. 

• Tree removal shall be minimized to maintain visual character of the 
area. 

• Residential design is subject to review by the Director of Planning. 
• There shall be a 3-5 year monitoring plan to ensure establishment of 

plantings required for Lot 6 and all monitoring responsibilities shall 
be borne by the Lot Owner and their successors in interest. 
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Before the Planning Commission in and for the 
County of Monterey, State of California 

In the matter of the application of: 
BANKER'S DEVELOPMENT GROUP, LLC (PLN100020) 
RESOLUTION NO. 11-033 
Resolution by the Monterey County Planning 
Commission Recommending that the Board of 
Supervisors: 
A. Adopt the Negative Declaration; 
B. Approve the General Plan Amendment amending 

the General Plan designation from 
Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) to Rural Density 
Residential (RDR) on a portion of the 
Monterra Ranch ( a portion of Parcel H). 

C. Approve the Combined Development 
Permit consisting of: 
1) A Vesting Tentative Map for the re

subdivision of Monterra Ranch Final Map 
Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of the 
reconfiguration of 24 residential lots 
(Phase 6: Lot 44 Remainder; Phase 8: Lots 
164 - 171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -122, 
Ranch Lots 1, 3 and 4), 3 open space 
parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 
scenic easement parcel (Phase 10, Parcel 
H), and 3 road and utility parcels (Phase 6: 
Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: 
Parcel M); 

2) Use Permit for tree removal for subdivision 
improvements only (not for building 
envelopes); 

3) Administrative Permit for grading of less than 
131,100 cubic yards (70,500 cubic yards cut 
and 60,600 cubic yards fill) in a Visually 
Sensitive District; and 

4) Use Permit for development on slopes greater 
than 25 percent. 

D. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan. 

[PLN100020, Banker's Development Group, LLC, 
South of the Intersection of Highway 68 and York 
Road, Monterey, Greater Monterey Peninsula Area 
Plan (APN: 259-092-072-000, 259-092-075-000, 
259-191-023-000,259-191-024-000,259-231-016-
ooo through 259-231-026-000, 259-231-028-000, 
259-241-001-000, 259-241-004-000, 259-251-001-
000 through 259-251-014-000)] 



The York Highlands application (PLN100020) came on for public hearing before the 
Monterey County Planning Commission on September 28, 2011. Having considered all the 
written and documentary evidence, the administrative record, the staff report, oral 
testimony, and other evidence presented, the Planning Commission finds and decides as 
follows: 

FINDINGS 

1. FINDING: CONSISTENCY - The Project, as conditioned, is consistent with the 
applicable plans and policies, which designate this area as appropriate 
for development. 

EVIDENCE: a) Consistency During the course ofreview of this application, the project 
has been reviewed for consistency with the text, policies, and 
regulations in: 
- the 2010 Monterey County General Plan; 
- Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21 ); and 
- Monterey County Subdivision Ordinance (Title 19). 
All potential conflicts with the above listed documents have been 
resolved (see evidences that follow). No communications were received 
during the course of review of the project indicating any inconsistencies 
with the text, policies, and regulations in these documents. The 
Monterra Ranch subdivision was approved under the 1982 General Plan 
and final maps were recorded that created the lots herein being re
configured or re-subdivided. No additional lots are being created and the 
revised lot configuration will better meet the Monterey County goals 
and policies relative to tree removal and development on slopes. 

b) Land Use The project area contains 3 different Land Use designations as 
shown in Figure No. LU5. A small area along Highway 68 south of the 
York Road entrance is designated Resource Conservation (RC), a larger 
area where the Equestrian center was contemplated under the original 
Monterra Ranch subdivision is designated Public/Quasi-Public (PQP), 
and the remaining property is designated Rural Density Residential 
(RDR). The original lot configuration contained lots that were located 
entirely within the RDR designation and the re-subdivision would place 
new building envelopes in both the RDR and PQP designated areas of 
the site. The PQP designation does not allow for the intended residential 
use so a General Plan amendment is required based on the proposed lot 
design. By amending the General Plan designation on the former 
equestrian site from PQP to RDR, an equestrian center will no longer be 
a part of the Monterra Ranch subdivision. The proposed map will be 
consistent with the General Plan Land Use Map when the General Plan 
Amendment becomes effective. A condition has been added to not 
record a map until the Land Use is amended. 

c) Zoning The property is located South of the Intersection of Highway 68 
and York Road, Monterey (Assessor's Parcel Number 259-092-072-000, 
25 9-092-07 5-000, 25 9-191-023-000, 25 9-191-024-000, 259-231-016-
000 through 259-231-026-000, 259-231-028-000, 259-241-001-000, 
259-241-004-000, 259-251-001-000 through 259-251-014-000) within 
the Greater Monterey Peninsula planning area. The project involves a 
merger and re-subdivision of 24 lots within the Monterra Ranch 
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subdivision. The intended residential use of the lots will not change. 
Unlike the General Plan designation, the parcels all share the same base 
zoning designation of"RDR/10-UR" (Rural Density Residential, 10 
acres per unit with an Urban Reserve overlay). In addition to the base 
zoning and the Urban Reserve combining district, all of the subject lots 
have either a "VS" (Visual Sensitivity) overlay or a "D" (Design 
Control) overlay depending on the lots proximity to Highway 68 (See 
Figure No. 14 of the GMPAP). The RDR/10 zoning designation allows 
residential uses at a density of 10 acre per unit. The project is for 
residential purposes and the density of the proposed project is 
approximately 50 acres per unit. Therefore, the project complies with 
the zoning designation. 

d) Visual Sensitivity The project includes the creation of parcels in a 
Visual Sensitivity (VS) zoning area. Policy GMP-3.3 of the 2010 
General Plan strongly discourages new development within visually 
sensitive areas; however an exception can be made where appropriate to 
maximize the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan. In this 
case, the proposed project qualifies for such exception because the 
revised lot configuration will require less development on slopes (Policy 
OS-3.5), removal of fewer trees (Policy GMP-3.5), and less grading. 
Where an exception can be made, development must be sited in a 
manner that minimizes visible effects of development to the greatest 
extent possible using a variety of techniques. Many of reconfigured lots 
will be located outside the visually sensitive area and many of the lots 
within the mapped visually sensitive area will not be visible from 
Highway 68 due to existing topography and vegetation with the 
exception of proposed Lots 2, 6, and 44. Lots 2 and 6 have been 
adjusted but are still located near the top of a ridge and development on 
these lots could be visible from Highway 68. Lot 44 is located on a 
slope that faces Highway 68 and may be highly visible from Highway 
68. This location was selected because it is currently used as a borrow 
site for on-going subdivision improvements. The borrow site is already 
highly disturbed and has an access road already graded making it a 
sensible building site from an environmental perspective. All three lots 
have been evaluated and specific design criteria including a three 
dimensional building envelopes and landscape screening have been 
developed for all three lots. The special 3-dimensional envelopes and 
landscaping requirements will minimize visibility of future development 
to a point where structures will be inconspicuous when viewed from 
Highway 68 (Condition No. 22). All of the building envelopes will be 
on slopes of 25% or less and all areas outside of the building envelopes 
will be placed in a Conservation and Scenic Easement. All development 
within the VS zoning district is subject to Chapter 21.46 of the zoning 
ordinance Title 21. 

e) Urban Reserve Pursuant to General Plan Policy LU-2.15 and Section 
21.50.030.C of the Zoning Ordinance (Title 21), the project was referred 
to the City of Monterey for review and comment. The City of Monterey 
commented that they have no issue with the proposed project. 

f) Design Control No structures are proposed at this time but all future 
development will subject to the Chapter 21.44 of the Zoning Ordinance 
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(Title 21). 
g) General Plan Policies In addition to specific policies quoted in the 

preceding evidences, the merger and re-subdivision project has been 
evaluated for consistency with relevant General Plan Policies. Some 
policies are complied with through carrying forward conditions and 
mitigations from the Monterra Ranch subdivision such as lighting 
requirements and are not described here again. It is also acknowledged 
that policy language on subjects such as traffic, water, and public 
services may have changed in regulatory nature but the project is not 
proposing to change or intensify the nature of the use of the project and 
therefore some of these policies are not affected as there will be no 
change from the baseline conditions (same number of lots with same 
intended use). Other more specific policies applicable to the proposed 
project are described in the evidences that follow. 

h) LU-1.7 Policy LU-1.7 strongly encourages clustering of residential 
development to those portions of the property which are most suitable 
for development and where appropriate infrastructure exist to support 
the development. The same policy also allows re-subdivisions that do 
not increase the total number of lots without a general plan amendment. 
The proposed design complies with this policy even though the re
configured lot locations are of a less clustered nature because the new 
lot configuration reduces grading requirements, tree removal 
requirements and development on slopes thus placing lots in the "most 
suitable" location for development. The re-subdivision will not result in 
a greater number of lots than previously existed; therefore, evaluation 
pursuant to LU-1.19 (Development Evaluation System) is not necessary 
in this case. 

i) LU-1.8 The project is consistent with LU-1.8, which encourages 
voluntary reduction-or limitation of development potential in rural areas· 
through dedication of scenic or conservation easements or other 
appropriate techniques. This project proposes to voluntarily dedicate 
over 88 percent of the land area (approximately 730 acres) as scenic 
easement. 

j) LU-9.7 The project involves amending the General Plan designation 
from Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) to Rural Density Residential (RDR) on 
a portion of the Monterra Ranch subdivision that was contemplated to 
be the location of an equestrian center. The equestrian center will not 
be placed at this location and there is no other reason for the PQP 
zoning to exist at this location, therefore the amendment of the Land 
Use is appropriate. 

k) OS-1.5 General Plan Policy OS-1.5 requires that lot configurations 
avoid creating building sites that will constitute ridgeline development. 
Lots 2 and 6 have the potential of creating ridgeline development, but 
the three dimensional building envelopes, and additional screening to be 
placed on site will minimize to the potential for ridgeline development. 
To insure that ridgeline development will not occur Planning 
Commission review of these units is required. 

1) OS-3.5 Overall, the revised lot configuration takes advantage of existing 
ranch roads and minimizes grading quantities. Still subdivision 
improvements will occur on slopes greater than 25% in some areas. A 
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Use Permit to allow development on slopes greater than 25% is included 
in this permit and the ability to grant the Use Permit has been met (See 
Finding No. 6). 

m) OS-5.4 A biological report was prepared for the proposed subdivision. 
The biological report identified several sensitive species at or near the 
site but no direct impact to these sensitive species was identified. The 
one exception is oak woodland habitat. Overall impacts to oak 
woodland habitat are less severe under the proposed lot configuration; 
however, habitat fragmentation is slightly increased due to the dispersed 
lot layout. Prohibiting perimeter fencing and reducing direct impacts to 
oak woodlands on the balance of the parcels results in a net biological 
benefit to the habitat. 

n) S-3 .1 A drainage plan has been prepared for the revised subdivision 
design by a licensed engineer. The drainage plan maintains the same 
method and effect required under the original design by installing 
detention basins that can maintain pre-development runoff rates. 

o) PS-1.1 Adequate Public Services and facilities including water and 
sewer are available to serve the lots in their new locations. 

p) GMP-1.4 The project is consistent with GMP-1.4, which requires 
development proposals to include compatible open space uses located 
between other developed areas in order to maintain a rural atmosphere 
and to protect scenic resources. As proposed, new building envelope 
locations will have a rural atmosphere with open space between 
building sites. Everything outside the revised building envelope 
locations will be placed in a conservation arid scenic easement resulting 
in approximately 725 acres of open space in and around the building 
envelopes. 

q) GMP-1.5 The project is consistent with GMP-1.5, which identifies open 
space and recreational uses as appropriate and compatible land uses 
within areas of high visual sensitivity. Over 90 percent of the area of 
the site that is located within the area of high visual sensitivity is 
proposed to be in scenic easement. The areas not within the scenic 
easement consist of building envelopes for residential use that either 
will not be visible from major public viewing areas or have been 
conditioned consistent with the requirements of GMP-3.3 to remain 
inconspicuous when viewed from major public viewing areas. 

r) GMP-3.2 The project is consistent with GMP-3.2, which directs that 
development on canyon edges and hilltops be designed to minimize the 
visual impact of the development. Three-dimensional building 
envelopes and performance based design criteria are proposed for lots 
that have the potential for development on hillsides or hilltops (Lots 2, 6 
& 44). See also Finding No. 9. 

s) GMP-3.5 The project is consistent with GMP-3.5, which discourages 
the removal of healthy, native oak, Monterey Pine and redwood trees 
within the GMP Planning Area. The proposed lot configuration will 
result in an approximately 20-acre reduction in oak tree removal when 
compared to the existing lot configuration. 

t) GMP-3.11 The project is consistent with GMP-3.11 and GMP-3.13, 
which encourage the acquisition and development of trails with the 
intent of creating a coordinated, area-wide trails system. Open space 
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parcels within the project area are subject to an irrevocable offer to 
dedicate a trail and declaration of restrictions recorded at Document 
200110850 in the Monterey County Recorder's Office. Additionally, a 
non-standard condition has been incorporated requiring that the 
irrevocable offer to dedicate a trail is re-recorded and that under 
specified conditions, obligating the developer to construct the trail 
(Condition No. 64). 

u) Site Visit The project planner conducted site inspections on April 26, 
2011, June 13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to verify 
that the project on the subject parcel conforms to the plans listed above. 

v) LUAC The project was referred to the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Land Use Advisory Committee (LUAC) for review. Based on the 
LUAC Procedure guidelines adopted by the Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors per Resolution No. 08-338, this application did warrant 
referral to the LUAC because the project is subject to CEQA review. 
On May 4, 2011, the LUAC considered the project and heard comments 
from a neighbor who was concerned about impacts to Monterra 
residence from traffic through the subdivision. The LUAC commented 
that York Highlands should be a separate development from Monterra 
Ranch and stated a concern about congestion at the York Road 
intersection before recommending approval of the project by a vote of 
6-0. LUAC comments were noted during review of the project. 

w) The application was heard by the Standard Subdivision Committee at a 
public hearing on September 12, 2011. As a technical committee, the 
Standard Subdivision Committee did not consider the General Plan 
Amendment. The Standard Subdivision Committee adopted Resolution 
No. 11-011 recommending that the Planning Commission approve the 
Combined Development Permit. 

x) The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted 
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA - Planning 
Department for the proposed development found in Project File 
PLN100020. 

2. FINDING: SITE SUITABILITY -The site is physically suitable for the use 
proposed. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project has been reviewed for site suitability by the following 
departments and agencies: RMA - Planning Department, Monterey 
Regional Fire Protection District, Parks, Public Works, Environmental 
Health Bureau, and Water Resources Agency. There has been no 
indication from these departments/agencies that the site is not suitable 
for the proposed development. Conditions recommended have been 
incorporated. 

b) The site was previously found suitable for development of the 24 lots in 
question when the Monterra Ranch subdivision was approved 
(Resolution No. 87-527). Lot and building envelope locations are being 
reconfigured within the boundaries of the previously approved Monterra 
Ranch subdiyision. Suitability of the new lot locations has been 
considered. See following evidences. 

c) Staff identified potential impacts to Biological Resources, 
Archaeological Resources, and Soil/Slope Stability in considering the 
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new building envelope locations. Technical reports by outside 
consultants indicated that there are no physical or environmental 
constraints that would indicate that the new building envelope 
locations are not suitable for the use proposed. County staff 
independently reviewed these reports and concurs with their 
conclusions. The following reports have been prepared: 

- York Highlands Grading letter, prepared by WWD Engineering, June 
14, 2011. 

- Biological Impact Letter, prepared by Vern Yadon, Pacific Grove, 
California, March 11, 2011. 

- Supplemental Biological Assessment York Highlands (LIBl 10168), 
prepared by Zander Associates, San Rafael, California, May 9, 2011. 

- Geological and Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (LIB 110169), 
prepared by Environmental Risk Specialties Corporation, Santa 
Clara, California, March 31, 2011. 

- Drainage Report for York Highlands Re-Subdivision Project 
(LIBll0l 70), prepared by WWD Engineering, Monterey, California, 
April, 2011. 

- Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of a Portion of the 
Monterra Ranch, (LIB030110) Monterey, Monterey County, 
California, prepared by Archaeological Consulting, Salinas, 
California, August 21, 1989. 

d) Staff conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, 
August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to verify that the site is suitable 
for this use. 

e) The application, project plans, and related support materials submitted 
by the project applicant to the Monterey County RMA- Planning 
Department for the proposed development found in Project File 
PLN100020. 

3. FINDING: HEALTH AND SAFETY -The establishment, maintenance, or 
operation of the project applied for will not under the circumstances of 
this particular case be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, 
comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood of such proposed use, or be detrimental or injurious to 
property and improvements in the neighborhood or to the general 
welfare of the County. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project was reviewed by the RMA - Planning Department, 
Monterey Regional Fire Protection District, Parks, Public Works, 
Environmental Health Bureau, Water Resources Agency, and the City 
of Monterey. The respective departments/agencies have recommended 
conditions, where appropriate, to ensure that the project will not have an 
adverse effect on the health, safety, and welfare of persons either 
residing or working in the neighborhood. 

b) Necessary public facilities are available. The project will be served 
water by the Monterra Ranch water system. Each individual lot will 
have a septic tank and the effluent will be processed by a sewer system, 
which is operated by the Canada Woods Water Company. 

c) Preceding findings and supporting evidence for PLN100020. 
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4. FINDING: NO VIOLATIONS - The subject property is in compliance with all 
rules and regulations pertaining to zoning uses, subdivision, and any 
other applicable provisions of the County's zoning ordinance. No 
violations exist on the property. 

EVIDENCE: a) Staff reviewed Monterey County RMA- Planning Department and 
Building Services Department records and is not aware of any violations 
existing on subject property. 

b) Staff conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, 
August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 and researched County records to 
assess if any violation exists on the subject property. 

c) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

5. FINDING: CEQA (Neg Dec)- Prior to considering the recommendation to the 
Board of Supervisors, the Monterey County Planning Commission, 
reviewed the information contained in the Negative Declaration 
prepared for the project. The Negative Declaration reflects the 
independent judgment and analysis of the County. 

EVIDENCE: a) Public Resources Code Section 21080.d and California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15064.a.l require 
environmental review if there is substantial evidence that the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment. 

b) The Monterey County Planning Department prepared an Initial Study 
pursuant to CEQA. The Initial Study is on file in the offices of the 
Planning Department and is hereby incorporated by reference 
(PLN100020). The Initial Study uses the baseline that there are 24 
existing lots created as part of the Monterra Ranch Subdivision which 
could be developed and based upon this tiers from the previously 
certified EIR (No. 84-007) for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision (Board 
Resolution No. 87-527) for the purposes of evaluating the merger and re
subdivision. Within the same Initial Study an amendment to the General 
Plan land use designation is analyzed and on a stand alone basis. 

c) The Initial Study provides substantial evidence based upon the record as 
a whole, that impacts of the merger and re-subdivision has been 
examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior Environmental 
Impact Report to enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site 
specific revisions, the imposition of conditions, or by other means in 
connection with approval of the subject project. The Initial Study also 
provides substantial evidence based upon the record as a whole, that the 
General Plan land use designation amendment would not have a 
significant effect on the environment. Staff accordingly prepared a 
Negative Declaration. 

d) Issues that were analyzed in the Negative Declaration include: aesthetic 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
hazards/hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land use and 
planning, mineral resources, and noise. 

e) Changes in the location and configuration of 24 lots and associated 
access roads and infrastructure, within the larger Monterra Ranch 
subdivision, have been proposed (Merger and Re-subdivision). An 
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Initial Study was prepared for the project that tiered from the Monterra 
Ranch EIR. The Initial Study found no potentially significant effects 
from the revised lot locations. Impacts were found to be substantially 
the same or less than those evaluated in the previously certified EIR. 

f) All project changes required to avoid significant effects on the 
environment have been incorporated into the project and/or are made 
conditions of approval. A Condition Compliance and Mitigation 
Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan has been prepared in accordance with 
Monterey County regulations and is designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation and is hereby incorporated herein by 
reference as Exhibit 1. Mitigations have been carried forward from the 
Mitigation Monitoring Program adopted when the Monterra Ranch 
Subdivision was approved (Resolution No. 87-527). The applicant must 
enter into a new "Agreement to Implement a Mitigation Monitoring 
and/or Reporting Plan as a condition of project approval. 

g) Pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, there are no 
substantial changes proposed in the project that would require major 
revisions to the prior EIR. The proposed merger and re-subdivision of 
24 lots within the larger Monterra Ranch subdivision will not result in 
creation of any additional lots nor extend infrastructure that could 
induce growth in the area. New building envelope locations, including 
those within the area that was previously proposed to contain an 
equestrian facility, will result in minor and mostly beneficial changes to 
the environmental impacts already considered in the certified EIR. The 
land use designation change in itself will not have a substantial impact 
on the environment. 

h) Pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, there is no new 
information of substantial importance that was not known at the time the 
EIR was certified. There have been some changes in the regulatory 
setting since the time that Monterra Subdivision EIR was certified; 
however, the new regulations and policies do not suggest that the 
project would have new significant impacts on the environment. Water 
supply, traffic, visual sensitivity, noise, air quality, biology, and a 
variety of other topics were considered in certifying the Monterra Ranch 
EIR and creating the subject lots. There is no substantial change in 
circumstances that would result in new impacts not previously 
considered in the EIR. For example, traffic was identified as a 
significant unavoidable impact in the EIR. This would remain true 
today. 

i) The state law (PRC §21083.4) has been enacted since approval of the 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision. This legislation gives direction in 
determining significant effects on oak woodlands and providing 
mitigation. In this particular case the new project will result in 
approximately a 20 acre reduction of impacts to oak woodlands. The 
modified design will not constitute a significant adverse impact to Oak 
Woodlands. 

j) Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4.c lead agencies are 
required to consider measures to mitigate the significant effects of 
greenhouse gas emissions. The proposed project is equivalent to the 
existing Monterra Ranch project with respect to the number of units, 
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6. FINDING: 

and thus vehicle trips. The project will produce less greenhouse gas 
emissions related to the reduction in the amount of grading needed, the 
amount of paving provided and the amount of carbon sequestration 
resulting from tree removal. In 2010, amendments to the CEQA 
guidelines were adopted to incorporate GHG analysis in CEQA. 
Although evaluation of GHG impacts is now a requirement of CEQA, 
there has been a recent court case ruling that found that a new EIR does 
not need to be prepared when a project EIR was certified prior to the 
requirement to analyze GHG emissions (Citizens for Responsible 
Equitable Environmental Development (CREED) v. City of San Diego). 
In this case the court upheld the use of a 2008 addendum to a 1994 EIR 
used in connection with approving a revised project. The courts found 
that a new GHG analysis was not required because it is not new 
information that could not have been known in 1994 when the EIR was 
certified. The Court found that GHG impacts were known as early as the 
1970s. 

k) Evidence that has been received and considered includes: the 
application, technical studies/reports (see Finding 2/Site Suitability), 
staff reports that reflect the County's independent judgment, and 
information and testimony presented during public hearings ( as 
applicable). These documents are on file in the RMA-Planning 
Department (PLNl 00020) and are hereby incorporated herein by 
reference. 

1) Staff analysis contained in the Initial Study and the record as a whole 
indicate the project could result in changes to the resources listed in 
Section 753.5(d) of the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) regulations. 
All land development projects that are subject to environmental review 
are subject to a State filing fee plus the County recording fee, unless the 
Department of Fish and Game determines that the project will have no 
effect on fish and wildlife resources. 
The site has the potential to support Hickman's Onion and supports Oak 
woodland habitat. For purposes of the Fish and Game Code, the project 
may have an impact on the fish and wildlife resources upon which the 
wildlife depends. Therefore, the project will be required to pay the State 
fee plus a fee payable to the Monterey County Clerk/Recorder for 
processing said fee and posting the Notice of Determination (NOD). 

m) Any comments received on the Negative Declaration during the comment 
period from September 8, 2011 to September 27, 2011 will be considered 
prior to consideration by the Planning Commission. Staff will evaluate 
comments and revisions to determine if any of the conditions requiring 
recirculation of the Negative Declaration prior to adoption are met prior 
pursuant to Section 15073.5 of CEQA. 

n) The Monterey County Planning Department, located at 168 W. Alisal, 
Second Floor, Salinas, California, 93901, is the custodian of documents 
and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which 
the decision to adopt the negative declaration is based. 

DEVELOPMENT ON SLOPE - The proposed development better 
achieves the goals, policies and objectives of the Monterey County 
General Plan and Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and the 
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7. 

Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21) than other development 
alternatives. 

EVIDENCE: a) In accordance with the applicable policies of the Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Area Plan and the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 
21), a Use Permit is required and the authority to grant said permit has 
been met. 

FINDING: 

b) The project includes an application for development on slopes 
exceeding 25%. The original lot design and road improvements were 
proposed on slopes greater than 30% (the threshold of the 1982 General 
Plan). The 2010 General Plan lowered the threshold for a discretionary 
permit requirement to 25% slope and no specific entitlement for 
development on slopes was granted under the original approval but has 
been included in this permit under the baseline condition that included a 
project with development on 30% slope. As proposed, the revised lot 
locations avoid placing building envelopes on slopes greater than 25% 
and take advantage of existing ranch roads at the project site; however, 
road improvements will still affect slopes greater than 25%. The revised 
lot and infrastructure locations minimizes disturbance to slopes and 
better achieve the goals and policies of the 2010 General Plan by 
minimizing grading quantities and tree removal. 

c) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLNl 00020. 

d) The project planner conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 
13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011. 

e) A letter of justification for development on slopes in excess of25% was 
submitted by the applicant's representative for the project. The 
justification provided in the letter is that there is no feasible alternative 
that would avoid development on slopes and that the project better 
achieves the resource protection goals and policies by reducing impacts 
to oak woodlands. Staff concurs that the new lot locations better meet 
the resource protection goals of the 2010 General Plan. 

SUBDIVISION - Section 66474 of the California Government Code 
(Subdivision Map Act) and Title 19 (Subdivision Ordinance) of the 
Monterey County Code (MCC) requires that a request for subdivision be 
denied if any of the following findings are made: 
1. That the proposed map is not consistent with the applicable general 

plan and specific plans. 
2. That the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not 

consistent with the applicable general plan and specific plans. 
3. That the site is not physically suitable for the type of development. 
4. That the site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of 

development. 
5. That the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements is 

likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and 
avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

6. That the design of the subdivision or type of improvements is likely 
to cause serious public health problems. 

7. That the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will 
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conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access 
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision. 

EVIDENCE: a) Consistency. The project as designed and conditioned is consistent with 
the 2010 Monterey County General Plan, (see Finding 1). 

b) Design. The lot designs are consistent with the Lot Design Standards of 
MCC Section 19.10.030. All Lots of the proposed Vesting Tentative 
Map meet the 5 acre minimum lot size for the Rural Density Residential 
zoning. 

c) Site Suitability. The site is suitable for the proposed project including 
the type and density of the development (see Finding 2). 

d) Environment The Subdivision Ordinance requires denial of a tentative 
map if the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial 
environmental damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 
wildlife or their habitat. An Initial Study was prepared with a baseline of 
the existing 24 units from Monterra Ranch and tiered form the 
previously certified EIR for the Monterra Ranch subdivision. The Initial 
Study did not identify any new substantial environmental impacts and a 
Negative Declaration was circulated .The new design and improvements 
will not injure fish and is an improvement for habitat from the 
previously approved design (see Finding 5). 

e) Health and Safety. The proposed project as designed and conditioned 
will not, under the circumstances of the particular application, be 
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort and general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood or to the 
general welfare of the County (see Finding 3). 

f) Water Supply. MCC Section 19.10.070 requires provision shall be 
made for domestic water supply as may be necessary to protect public 
health, safety, or welfare, and that the source of supply is adequate and 
potable. MCC Sections 19.03.015.L and 19.07.020.K require Water 
Supply and Nitrate Loading Information in order to assess these 
conditions and proof that there is a long term water supply with the 
project. The project involves relocating 24 lots within the Monterra 
Ranch subdivision. The use and intensity of the project will not change 
and water supply and demand will similarly not change. The lots will be 
served water by the Monterra Ranch water system that has been found 
to have an adequate quantity and quality of water to serve the project. 
(See Finding No. 3). 

g) Sewage Disposal MCC Sections 19.03.015.K and 19.07.020.J requires a 
can and will serve letter from the sewage treatment provider for projects 
on a sewer system. The subject project does not include new 
connections beyond those already approved and contemplated. The lots 
will continue to be connected to the Canada Woods sewage treatment 
plant. 

h) Easements. The project involves an amendment to a Conservation and 
Scenic Easement deed in order to recognize the new locations of the 
building envelopes and to include all the areas outside the new building 
envelope locations. No other easements will be affected by the re
subdivision. 

i) Traffic. No new lots are being created so there would be no increase in 
potential traffic beyond what was anticipated and evaluated in the 
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8. FINDING: 

previously certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
Monterra Subdivision. Access for the area would remain as approved, 
located at the York Road/State Route 68 intersection. 

j) Affordable Housing. Affordable housing has been developed for the 
Monterra Ranch subdivision. No new lots will be created; therefore no 
additional affordable units are required. 

k) Parks and Recreation. Parks and recreation requirements have been 
satisfied for the Monterra Ranch subdivision. No new lots are proposed 
and a condition that requires dedication of access for trails will continue 
to apply to the re-subdivision (Condition No. 64). 

1) The application, tentative map and supporting materials submitted by 
the project applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for 
the proposed development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

m) The project planner conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 
13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011. 

TREE REMOVAL - The tree removal is the minimum required under 
the circumstances and the removal will not involve a risk of adverse 
environmental impacts. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project includes application for the removal of approximately 15 
acres of oak trees for subdivision improvements. In accordance with the 
applicable policies of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and the 
Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21), a Use Permit is required 
and the authority to grant said permit has been met. 

b) Under the previously approved design, road improvements and future 
development of lots would have required removal of approximately 45 
acres of oak trees. This included an estimate on the acreage of oak 
woodland within the proposed building envelopes. As proposed 
approximately 7 acres of oak woodland would be within the building 
envelopes for a total impact of approximately 22 acres. This approval 
does not authorize tree removal within the building envelopes. 
Development of the lots within the building envelopes will be subject to 
individual permitting at which time tree removal standards will apply. 
This permit allows removal of approximately 15 acres of oaks for road 
and subdivision improvements. 

c) Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Policy GMP-3.5 states "Removal 
of healthy, native oak, Monterey pine, and redwood trees in the Greater 
Monterey Peninsula Area shall be discouraged." The project proposes 
removal of 15 acres of oak woodland. This is a significant decrease 
from the tree removal implied with the approval of the previous design 
in keeping with the intent of the policy. 

d) Measures for tree protection during construction have been incorporated 
as conditions of approval and include tree protection zones, trunk 
protection and monitoring and reporting requirements (See Condition 
No. 24) 

e) The project has been designed and sited to minimize the removal of 
protected trees to the greatest extent feasible. There are many challenges 
to the project design including visual requirements, slopes, and trees. 
The proposed design takes advantage of existing ranch roads within the 
subdivision to minimize effects of road improvements on trees. The 
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building envelopes have also been appropriately sited to avoid slopes 
greater than 25% and to avoid ridgeline development. 

f) The removal will not involve a risk of adverse environmental impacts. 
The new lot configuration has been evaluated by a biologist. The 
biologist has concluded that except for a minor increase in habitat 
fragmentation the proposed design is biologically superior to the 
original lot design. 

g) Staff conducted site inspections on April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, 
August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to verify that the tree removal is 
the minimum necessary for the project and to identify any potential 
adverse environmental impacts related to the proposed tree removal. 

h) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

9. FINDING: VIEWSHED-The subject project minimizes development within the 
viewshed in accordance with the applicable goals and policies of the 
applicable area plan and zoning codes. 

EVIDENCE: a) The project includes application for a merger and re-subdivision that 
would create new lots within a highly sensitive viewshed. The new lots 
contain building envelopes that will be the location of future 
development for single family purposes. The creation of new building 
areas within the viewshed requires a Use Permit pursuant to Section 
21.46.030.D of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21). 
Future development of structures will be subject to additional review 
and approval. 

b) New lot locations were staked and flagged and have been evaluated 
pursuant to Policies under Goal OS-1 of the 2010 General Plan, Policy 
GMP-3.3 of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan and Chapter 
21.46 of the Zoning Ordinance Title 21. 

c) Of the 24 relocated building envelopes proposed, three lots (Lots 2, 6, 
and 44) were considered to have the potential to create a substantial 
adverse visual impact when viewed from Highway 68. Lots 2 and 6 are 
proposed near the crest of a hill south of Highway 68. Those building 
envelope locations were slightly revised to avoid ridgeline development. 
Lot 44 is proposed to be located in the side of the north facing slope that 
is highly visible from Highway 68. The location of the building 
envelope was chosen because it is currently highly disturbed from the 
grading activities associated with subdivision road improvements. Lot 
44 is void of vegetation and from that perspective is a sensible location 
for development. Proposed design and landscaping techniques to 
minimize visibility of the subject lots which include three dimensional 
building envelopes and native plant and tree screening. (Condition No. 
22). Staff has reviewed the staking and flagging and the specific design 
restrictions on the subject lots. The proposed restrictions are consistent 
with minimization measures and techniques contained in subsection e of 
Policy GMP-3.3 and will render the future development compatible and 
inconspicuous with the visual character of the area. All other lots will 
not be visible from Highway 68. 

d) For nighttime views, all exterior lighting including street lighting will be 
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subject to review by the Planning Department to ensure that lighting is 
unobtrusive and constructed so that only the intended area is 
illuminated, long-range visibility is avoided, and off-site glare is fully 
controlled in compliance with General Plan Policy LU-1.13 (Condition 
No's. 10 and 20). 

e) The project as proposed, conditioned, and mitigated is consistent with 
policies of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan dealing with visual 
resources. The location of the new building envelopes take advantage of 
existing disturbed areas such as a borrow site and existing ranch roads, 
avoids placing building envelopes on slopes greater than 25%, avoids 
ridgeline development, minimizes grading and tree removal, and with 
design and landscape restrictions on Lots 2, 6, and 44 minimizes impacts 
on the highly sensitive viewshed. 

f) The application, plans and supporting materials submitted by the project 
applicant to the Monterey County Planning Department for the proposed 
development are found in Project File PLN100020. 

g) The project planner conducted site inspections on site inspections on 
April 26, 2011, June 13, 2011, August 18, 2011 and August 22, 2011 to 
verify that the project minimizes development within the viewshed or to 
identify methods to minimize the development. 

10. FINDING: WATER SUPPLY -The project has a long-term water sustainable 
supply and manages development in the area so as to minimize adverse 
effects on the aquifers and preserve them as viable sources of water for 
human consumption. 

EVIDENCE: a) Potable water for the Monterra Ranch Subdivision is provided by an 
independent permitted large water system. The water system draws 
water from wells located in the Monterey Shale fractured rock 
formations which are geologically isolated from neighboring properties. 
The Monterra Ranch subdivision EIR stated that the demand to serve 
the newly created lots can be accommodated by groundwater contained 
in the fractured siltstone and that production of the net demand of 117 
acre feet of water per year (afy) will have no adverse effect on 
developments along Highway 68 or in Seaside. 

b) The Monterra Ranch EIR evaluated impacts based on a total of 283 lots. 
This number is greater than the actual number of lots that have been 
created within the overall subdivision and the subject re-subdivision will 
remain well within this number and will not increase the number of lots 
proposed within the subject Phase thereby not changing any water 
demand. 

c) The existing water system that serves the Monterra Ranch subdivision 
has a sophisticated treatment system in accordance with mitigations 
suggested in the FEIR which has been effectively treating water to serve 
the development in the subdivision. 

d) The project has been reviewed by the Water Resources Agency. 
Conditions recommended have been included in this permit. 

e) The project complies with General Plan Polices PS-3.l and PS-3.2. The 
project will not result in the creation of additional lots or uses that 
would increase water demand or substantially effect water quality both 
on-site and off. The subject project reconfigures already approved lots 
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and water for these lots will continue to be provided by the approved 
Monterra Ranch water system. 

11. FINDING: APPEALABILITY - This application is presented for the Planning 
Commission to evaluate the proposed project with the technical analysis 
provided in the FEIR and Initial Study prepared for the project. The 
Planning Commission's recommendation to the Board of Supervisors 
cannot be appealed. 

EVIDENCE: a) Section 21.80.040 of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance allows 
any person aggrieved by a discretionary decision of an Appropriate 
Authority to appeal that decision to the appropriate appeal authority. 
The Planning Commission is making a recommendation to the 
appropriate authority (Board of Supervisors) and is not making any 
decisions on the project. 

b) Section 21.80.040 of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance allows 
appeals from the discretionary decisions of the Planning Commission by 
aggrieved persons to the Board of Supervisors. 

DECISION 

NOW, THEREFORE, based on the above findings and evidence, the Planning Commission 
does hereby recommend that the Board of Supervisors: 
A. Adopt the Negative Declaration; 
B. Approve the General Plan Amendment amending the General Plan designation from· 

Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) to Rural Density Residential (RDR) on a portion of the Monterra 
Ranch (a portion of Parcel H). 

C. Approve the Combined Development Permit consisting of: 
1) A Vesting Tentative Map for the re- subdivision ofMonterra Ranch Final Map 

Phases 6, 8 & 10 consisting of the reconfiguration of24 residential lots (Phase 
6: Lot 44 Remainder; Phase 8: 
Lots 164 - 171; Phase 10: Lots 5-10, 117 -122, Ranch Lots 1, 3 and 4), 3 open space 
parcels (Phase 8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic easement parcel (Phase 10, Parcel H), and 3 
road and utility parcels (Phase 6: Parcel R2; Phase 8: Parcel L; Phase 10: Parcel M); 

2) Use Permit for tree removal for subdivision improvements only (not for building 
envelopes); 

3) Administrative Permit for grading ofless than 131,100 cubic yards (70,500 cubic yards 
cut and 60,600 cubic yards fill) in a Visually Sensitive District; and 

4) Use Permit for development on slopes greater than 25 percent; and 
D. Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 28th day of September, 2011 upon motion of Commissioner Salazar, 
seconded by Commissioner Brown, by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 

ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Brown, Roberts, Rochester, Salazar, Getzelman, Mendez, Padilla 
Vandevere, Diehl, Hert 
None 
None 

COPY OF THIS DECISION MAILED TO APPLICANT ON 
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Monterey County Planning Department 

Conditions of Approval/Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Plan 

PLN100020 

Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 
Responsible 
Department 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

1. PD001 - SPECIFIC USES ONLY 
This permit for a Combined Development Permit allowing: 1) Vesting Tentative Map 
for the re-subdivision of Monterra Ranch Final Map Phases (Ph)6, 8 & 10 consisting of 
the reconfiguration of 24 residential lots (Ph. 6: Lot 44 Remainder; Ph. 8: Lots 
164-171; Ph. 10: Lots 5-10, 117-122, Ranch Lots 1, 3 & 4), 3 open space parcels (Ph. 
8: Parcels A, B & C), 1 scenic easement parcel (Ph. 10, Parcel H), & 3 road & utility 
parcels (Ph. 6: Parcel R2; Ph. 8: Parcel L; Ph. 10: Parcel M); 2) Use Permit for tree 
removal for subdivision improvements (not for building envelopes); 3) Administrative 
Permit for grading of less than 131,100 CY (70,500 CY cut and 60,600 CY fill) in a 
Visually Sensitive District; 4) Use Permit for development on slopes >25 percent; and 
5) General Plan Amendment for portion of Parcel H currently designated as "PQP" & 
"UR" in the Greater Monterey Peninsula Land Use Plan (General Plan) to ''RDR" 10 
acres per unit & "UR" was approved in accordance with County ordinances and land 
use regulations subject to the terms and conditions described in the project file. 
Neither the uses nor the construction allowed by this permit shall commence unless 
and until all of the conditions of this permit are met to the satisfaction of the Director of 
the RMA-Planning Department. Any use or construction not in substantial 
conformance with the terms and conditions of this permit is a violation of County 
regulations and may result in modification or revocation of this permit and subsequent 
legal action. No use or construction other than that specified by this permit is allowed 
unless additional permits are approved by the appropriate authorities. To the extent 
that the County has delegated any condition compliance or mitigation monitoring to 
the Water Resources Agency, the Water Resources Agency shall provide all 
information requested by the County and the County shall bear ultimate responsibility 
to ensure that conditions and mitigation measures are properly fulfilled. (RM 

Planning Adhere to conditions and uses specified in the permit. 

2. PD002 - NOTICE PERMIT APPROVAL 

PLN100020 
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------~--

Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The applicant shall record a Permit Approval Notice that states, "A Combined 
Development Permit, Resolution Number 11-033, was approved by the Planning 
Commssion on September 28, 2011 for Assessor's Parcel Numbers 
259-241-001-000; 259-241-004-000; 259-092-072-000; 259-092-075-000; 
259-191-023-000; 259-191-024-000; 259-211-016-000; 259-231-016-000; 
259-231-017-000; 259-231-018-000; 259-231-019-000; 259-231-020-000; 
259-231-021-000; 259-231-022-000; 259-231-023-000; 259-231-024-000; 
259-231-025-000; 259-231-026-000; 259-231-028-000; 259-251-001-000; 
259-251-002-000; 259-251-003-000; 259-251-004-000; 259-251-005-000; 
259-251-006-000; 259-251-007-000; 259-251-008-000; 259-251-009-000; 
259-251-010-000; 259-251-011-000; 259-251-012-000; 259-251-013-000; 
259-251-014-000; and 259-251-015-000. The permit was granted subject to 68 
conditions of approval and 92 mitigation measures which run with the land. A copy of 
the permit is on file with the Monterey County RMA - Planning Department." Proof of 
recordation of this notice shall be furnished to the Director of the RMA - Planning 
Department prior to issuance of building permits or commencement of the use. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

3. PD004 - INDEMNIFICATION AGREE 
The property owner agrees as a condition and in consideration of approval of this 
discretionary development permit that it will, pursuant to agreement and/or statutory 
provisions as applicable, including but not limited to Government Code Section 
66474.9, defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County of Monterey or its agents, 
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County or its 
agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval, which 
action is brought within the time period provided for under law, including but not limited 
to, Government Code Section 66499.37, as applicable. The property owner will 
reimburse the County for any court costs and attorney's fees which the County may be 
required by a court to pay as a result of such action. The County may, at its sole 
discretion, participate in the defense of such action; but such participation shall not 
relieve applicant of his obligations under this condition. An agreement to this effect 
shall be recorded upon demand of County Counsel or concurrent with the issuance of 
building permits, use of property, filing of the final map, whichever occurs first and as 
applicable. The County shall promptly notify the property owner of any such claim, 
action or proceeding and the County shall cooperate fully in the defense thereof. If the 
County fails to promptly notify the property owner of any such claim, action or 
proceeding or fails to cooperate fully in the defense thereof, the property owner shall 
not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold the County harmless. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

4. PD032(A) - PERMIT EXPIRATION 
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Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Proof of recordation of this notice shall be furnished 
to the RMA - Planning Department. 

Submit signed and notarized Indemnification 
Agreement to the Director of RMA-Planning 
Department for review and signature by the County. 

Proof of recordation of the Indemnification 
Agreement, as outlined, shall be submitted to the 
RMA-Planning Department. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The permit shall be granted for a time period of 2 years, to expire on September 28, 
2013 unless use of the property or actual construction has begun within this period. 
(RMA-Planning Department) 

5. PD003(A) - CULTURAL RESOURCES NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORT 
If, during the course of construction, cultural, archaeological, historical or 
paleontological resources are uncovered at the site (surface or subsurface resources) 
work shall be halted immediately within 50 meters (165 feet) of the find until a qualified 
professional archaeologist can evaluate it. The Monterey County RMA - Planning 
Department and a qualified archaeologist (i.e., an archaeologist registered with the 
Register of Professional Archaeologists) shall be immediately contacted by the 
responsible individual present on-site. When contacted, the project planner and the 
archaeologist shall immediately visit the site to determine the extent of the resources 
and to develop proper mitigation measures required for recovery. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

6. PD006 - MITIGATION MONITORING 
The applicant shall enter into an agreement with the County to implement a Mitigation 
Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan in accordance with Section 21081.6 of the California 
Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of Title 14 Chapter 3 of the California 
Code of Regulations. Compliance with the fee schedule adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors for mitigation monitoring shall be required and payment made to the 
County of Monterey at the time the property owner submits the signed mitigation 
monitoring agreement. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

7. PDSP014- MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN (NON-STANDARD) 
All of the mitigation measures contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report for 
the Monterra Ranch Subdivision (EIR No. 84-007) as shown in the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan are included as conditions of approval. (RMA -
Planning Department) 

8. PD010 - EROSION CONTROL PLAN 
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Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to the expiration date stated in the condition, the 
Owner/Applicant shall obtain a valid grading or 
building permit and/or commence the authorized use 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning. Any 
request for extension must be received by the 
Planning Department at least 30 days prior to the 
expiration date. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

The Owner/Applicant shall adhere to this condition on 
an on-going basis. Stop work within 50 meters (165 
feet) of uncovered resource and contact the 
Monterey County RMA - Planning Department and a 
qualified archaeologist immediately if cultural, 
archaeological, historical or paleontological resources 
are uncovered. When contacted, the project planner 
and the archaeologist shall immediately visit the site 
to determine the extent of the resources and to 
develop proper mitigation measures required for the 
discovery. 

Within sixty (60) days after project approval or prior to 
the issuance of building and grading permits, 
whichever occurs first, the Owner/Applicant shall: 

1) Enter into agreement with the County to 
implement a Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

2) Fees shall be submitted at the time the property 
owner submits the signed mitigation monitoring 
agreement. 

Subdivider shall implement all mitigation measures to 
the satisfaction of the RMA-Planning Department. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The approved development shall incorporate the recommendations of the Erosion 
Control Plan as reviewed by the Director of RMA - Planning and Director of Building 
Services. All cut and/or fill slopes exposed during the course of construction be 
covered, seeded, or otherwise treated to control erosion during the course of 
construction, subject to the approval of the Director of RMA - Planning and RMA -
Building Services. The improvement and grading plans shall include an 
implementation schedule of measures for the prevention and control of erosion, 
siltation and dust during and immediately following construction and until erosion 
control planting becomes established. This program shall be approved by the Director 
of RMA - Planning and Director of RMA - Building Services. 
(RMA - Planning Department and RMA - Building Services Department) 

9. PD036 - UTILITIES-SUBDIVISION 
A note shall be placed on the final map or a separate sheet to be recorded with the 
final map indicating that "Underground utilities are required in this subdivision in 
accordance with Chapter 19.10.095, Title 19 of the Monterey County Code." Such 
facilities shall be installed or bonded prior to filing the parcel/final map. The note sh.all 
be located in a conspicuous manner subject to the approval of the Director of Public 
Works. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

10. PD013 - STREET LIGHTING 
All street lights in the development shall be approved by the Director of the RMA -
Planning Department. (RMA - Planning Department) 

11. PDSP001 ARCHAEOLOGICAL MONITORING (NON-STANDARD) 
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Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, 
the Owner/Applicant shall submit an Erosion Control 
Plan to the RMA - Planning Department and the RMA 

Building Services Department for review and 
approval. 

The Owner/Applicant, on an on-going basis, shall 
comply with the recommendations of the Erosion 
Control Plan during the course of construction until 
project completion as approved by the Director of 
RMA - Planning and Director of RMA - Building 
Services. 

Prior to recordation of the parcel/final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall place a note on the map or on 
a separate sheet and submit to the RMA - Planning 
Department for review and approval. The 
Owner/Applicant shall install or bond for the 
underground utility facilities. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits 
for street lights, the Owner/Applicant shall submit 
three copies of the lighting plans to the RMA -
Planning Department for review and approval. 
Approved lighting plans shall be incorporated into 
final building plans. 

Prior to occupancy and on an on-going basis, the 
Owner/Applicant shall ensure that the lighting is 
installed and maintained in accordance with the 
approved plan. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

An archaeologist shall be retained to monitor the initial excavation and grading of 
subdivision improvements for each phase. An agreement signed by the archeologist, 
applicant, and excavation contractor subject to approval of the Planning Director prior 
to issuance of the grading permit shall be required. Said agreement shall specify that 
the archaeologist shall submit a written report detailing findings, if any. Upon 
discovery of significant archaeologists resources excavation or grading shall cease for 
a period necessary to determine the significance of any artifacts and salvage any 
discoveries. Said period shall not exceed 15 working days. (RMA-Planning 
Department) 

12. PDSP002 - HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
(NON-STANDARD) That a Homeowners Association be formed for road, drainage 
and open space maintenance. The document(s) for the formation of this association 
shall be submitted to and approved by the Director of Public Works, the Director of 
RMA-Planning, and the Monterey County Water Resources Agency prior to filing of 
the final map. The CC&Rs shall include provisions for a yearly report prepared by a 
registered civil engineer regarding monitoring of impacts of drainage and maintenance 
of drainage facilities. The report shall be reviewed and approved by the Water 
Resources Agency. (RMA-Planning Department and Water Resources Agency) 

13. PDSP003 - EROSION CONTROL PLAN (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Prior to the filing of the final map, an erosion control plan shall be prepared for the 
project. This plan shall include all of the following and shall be approved by the 
Director of Building Services Department: 
a. all disturbed slopes shall be revegetated with a mix of seeds best suited for the 
climate and soil conditions; 
b. slopes shall be covered with a straw mulch or jute netting after seeding or 
hydroseeding; the straw mulch should be punched in; no hydromulch should be used; 
c. no grading shall occur between October 15 and April 15, unless conforming to 
Monterey county Code Section 16.12.090; 
d. where possible, cuts shall be revegetated with trees as well as seed, especially in 
areas where trees are removed to allow roads and driveways; 
e. removed topsoil shall be stockpiled on the site to be used for revegetation work; 
f. all road work on slopes over 30% or in landslide or dipslope areas shall require 
geotechnical evaluations; 
g. land shall be graded and landscaped in increments of size that can be completed 
during a single construction season; 
h. storm water shall not be allowed to flow directly down unprotected slopes, devoid of 
vegetation; 
i. catch basins shall be used to retain sediment within the site area during the 
construction period; the grading operations shall be evaluated and inspected be a 
qualified soils engineer. (RMA-Planning and RMA-Building Services) 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to issuance of grading permit, applicant/owner 
shall submit contract for monitoring to RMA-Planning 
Department. 

Prior to filing of the final map, The document(s) for 
the formation of a Homeowners Association shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Director of Public 
Works, the Director of RMA-Planning, and the 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency. 

Prior to the filing of the final map, an erosion control 
plan shall be prepared for the project and shall 
include the required elements as stated in the 
condition. This plan shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Director of Planning and the Director of 
Building Services. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

14. PD007- GRADING WINTER RESTRICTION 
No land clearing or grading shall occur on the subject parcel between October 15 and 
April 15 unless authorized by the Director of RMA - Building Services Department. 
(RMA - Planning Department and Building Services Department) 

15. PDSP004- MAINTENANCE OF NATURAL HABITAT (NON-STANDARD) 
In order to maintain the natural habitat within and surrounding the lots, the following 
language shall be included as a note on the final map and shall be implemented by 
future homeowners: 
a. Direct disturbance or removal of native vegetation cover should be restricted to 
those areas designated for development only, except as prescribed under Fire Control 
and Fuel Management. 
b. The introduction of non-native plant species should be avoided. Native trees 
(preferably oaks), shrubs, and ground covers should be used for erosion control and 
landscaping within the designated development envelope surrounding each homesite, 
the proposed recreation areas, and along the access road system. A landscape plan 
should be developed incorporating the retention of native trees and vegetation around 
the building sites. 
c. Exotic plant species that are aggressive colonizers of disturbed areas should be 
actively eradicated. These species include, but are not limited to, French broom and 
Eucalyptus. 
d. Off-road vehicle activities should not be allowed on the property. 
e. Livestock (e.g., horses, cattle) should be kept or grazed on the property only at 
stocking levels comparable to pre-existing use. If desired, use of the existing road 
and trail system for recreational horseback riding and hiking may be allowed to 
continue. No livestock should be stabled or boarded on any cluster or estate parcel. 
f. No broad-scale application of pesticides or herbicides should be permitted on the 
property. 
g. Dead trees and snags, as well as bare and denuded limbs, should be retained. 
These are valuable as perch or roost sites for raptors and flycatchers, and as nest 
sites for cavity-nesting birds. Removal should be implemented only when a hazard 
exists. 
h. Brush piles and fallen logs should be retained except as prescribed under Fire 
Control and Fuel Management. These serve as protective or escape cover, nest 
sites, and foraging areas for a variety of wildlife species. (RMA - Planning De 

16. PDSP009 • MINIMIZE VEGETATION REMOVAL (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 
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Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

The Owner/Applicant, on an on-going basis, shall 
obtain authorization from the Director of RMA -
Building Services Department to conduct land 
clearing or grading between October 15 and April 15. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall include the language of this 
condition as a note on the final map or on a separate 
sheet to be recorded with the final map and shall 
submit the final map to the Director of RMA-Planning 
for review and approval. 

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the language 
of this condition shall be included in the CC&Rs for 
the Homeowner's Association. 

On an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall 
implement the condition as required. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

Development and construction activities should be conducted with as little vegetation 
removal and soil disturbance as possible. Tree and shrub root systems should be left 
intact to help bind the soil. Surface cuts and fills should be made only for designated 
homesites and associated construction material laydown areas. Development of the 
existing unpaved road along the ridgeline as construction and residential access to the 
homesites will prevent soil disturbance on slopes where higher erosion rates are 
expected. Clearing should not be allowed on slopes greater than ten percent without 
specific consultation with an erosion control specialist. (RMA-Planning Department) 

17. PD022(A) • EASEMENT-CONSERVATION & SCENIC 
(NON-STANDARD) A conservation and scenic easement shall be conveyed to the 
County over those portions of the property where slopes exceed 25% and all areas 
outside of the designated building envelopes and development envelopes. The 
easement shall be developed in consultation with certified professionals. An 
easement deed shall be submitted to, reviewed and approved by, the Director of RMA 
- Planning Department prior to recordation of the final map. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

18. PDSP00S - FUEL MANAGEMENT PLAN (NON-STANDARD) 
The Owner/Applicant shall prepare a Fuel Management Plan for review and approval 
by the Director of RMA-Planning and the Monterey County Regional Fire Protection 
District. The approved Fuel Management Plan shall be included in the CC&Rs for the 
Homeowner's Association. (RMA-Planning and Monterey County Regional Fire 
Protection District) 

19. PD012(D) - LANDSCAPE PLAN & MAINTENANCE (MPWMD-SFD ONLY) 
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Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall include the language of this 
condition as a note on the final map or on a separate 
sheet to be recorded with the final map and shall 
submit the final map to the Director of RMA-Planning 
for review and approval. 

Prior to the recordation of the final map, the language 
of this condition shall be included in the CC&Rs for 
the Homeowner's Association. 

On an on-going basis, the Owner/Applicant shall 
implement the condition as required. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant/Certified Professional shall submit 
the conservation and scenic easement deed and 
corresponding map, showing the exact location of the 
easement on the property along with the metes and 
bound description developed in consultation with a 
certified professional, to the RMA Planning 
Department for review and approval. 

Concurrently with recordation of the final map, the 
Owner/Applicant shall record the deed and map 
showing the approved conservation and scenic 
easement. 

Prior to filing the final map, the Owner/Applicant shall 
prepare a Fuel Management Plan for review and 
approval by the Director of RMA-Planning and the 
Monterey County Regional Fire Protection District. 
The approved Fuel Management Plan shall be 
included in the CC&Rs for the Homeowner's 
Association. 
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PLN100020 

Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The site shall be landscaped. Prior to the issuance of building permits, three (3) 
copies of a landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Director of the RMA - Planning 
Department. A landscape plan review fee is required for this project. Fees shall be 
paid at the time of landscape plan submittal. The landscaping plan shall be in 
sufficient detail to identify the location, species, and size of the proposed landscaping 
materials and shall include an irrigation plan. The plan shall be accompanied by a 
nursery or contractor's estimate of the cost of installation of the plan. Before 
occupancy, landscaping shall be either installed or a certificate of deposit or other 
form of surety made payable to Monterey County for that cost estimate shall be · 
submitted to the Monterey County RMA - Planning Department. All landscaped areas 
and fences shall be continuously maintained by the applicant; all plant material shall 
be continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, healthy, growing condition. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape 
Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall 
submit landscape plans and contractor's estimate to 
the RMA - Planning Department for review and 
approval. Landscaping plans shall include the 
recommendations from the Forest Management Plan 
or Biological Survey as applicable. All landscape 
plans shall be signed and stamped by licensed 
professional under the following statement, "I certify 
that this landscaping and irrigation plan complies with 
all Monterey County landscaping requirements 
including use of native, drought-tolerant, non-invasive 
species; limited turf; and low-flow, water conserving 
irrigation fixtures." 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape 
Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall 
submit one (1) set landscape plans of approved by 
the RMA-Planning Department, a Maximum Applied 
Water Allowance (MAWA) calculation, and a 
completed "Residential Water Release Form and 
Water Permit Application" to the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency for review and approval. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape 
Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect shall 
submit the RMA-Planning Department approved 
landscape plans, a Maximum Applied Water 
Allowance (MAWA) calculation, and a completed 
"Residential Water Release Form and Water Permit 
Application" to the Monterey Peninsula Water 
Management District for review and approval. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant/Licensed Landscape Contractor/ 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

20. PD014(B) - LIGHTING-EXTERIOR LIGHTING PLAN (VS & RIDGELINE) 
All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with the local area, and 
constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated and off-site glare is 
fully controlled. Exterior lighting shall have recessed lighting elements. Exterior light 
sources that would be directly visible from when viewed from a common public 
viewing area, as defined in Section 21.06.195, are prohibited. The applicant shall 
submit three (3) copies of exterior lighting plan which shall indicate the location, type, 
and wattage of all light fixtures and include catalog sheets for each fixture. The 
lighting shall comply with the requirements of the California Energy Code set forth in 
California Code of Regulations Title 24 Part 6. The exterior lighting plan shall be 
subject to approval by the Director of the RMA - Planning Department, prior to 
issuance of building permits. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

21. PD015 - NOTE ON MAP-STUDIES 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

shall submit an approved water permit from the 
MPWMD to the RMA-Building Services Department. 

Prior to occupancy, the Owner/Applicant/Licensed 
Landscape Contractor/Licensed Landscape Architect 
shall ensure that the landscaping shall be either 
installed or a certificate of deposit or other form of 
surety made payable to Monterey County for that cost 
estimate shall be submitted to the Monterey County 
RMA - Planning Department. 

On an on-going basis, all landscaped areas and 
fences shall be continuously maintained by the 
Owner/Applicant; all plant material shall be 
continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, 
healthy, growing condition. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
Owner/Applicant shall submit three copies of the 
lighting plans to the RMA - Planning Department for 
review and approval. Approved lighting plans shall 
be incorporated into final building plans. 

Prior to occupancy and on an on-going basis, the 
Owner/Applicant shall ensure that the lighting is 
installed and maintained in accordance with the 
approved plan. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

A note shall be placed on the final map or a separate sheet to be recorded with the 
final map stating: "The following reports have been prepared: 
-York Highlands Grading letter, prepared by WIND Engineering, June 14, 2011; 
-Biological Impact Letter, prepared by Vern Yadon, Pacific Grove, California, March 
11, 2011; 
-Supplemental Biological Assessment York Highlands (LIB110168), prepared by 
Zander Associates, San Rafael, California, May 9, 2011; 
-Geological and Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (LIB110169), prepared by 
Environmental Risk Specialties Corporation, Santa Clara, California, March 31, 2011; 
-Drainage Report for York Highlands Re-Subdivision Project (LIB110170), prepared by · 
WIND Engineering, Monterey, California, April, 2011; and 
-Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance of a Portion of the Monterra Ranch, 
(LIB030110) Monterey, Monterey County, California, prepared by Archaeological 
Consulting, Salinas, California, August 21, 1989. 
These reports are on file in the Monterey County RMA-Planning Department. All of 
the recommendations contained in these reports shall be followed in further 
development of this property." The note shall be located in a conspicuous location, 
subject to the approval of the County Surveyor. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

22. PDSP008 - THREE DIMENSIONAL BUILDING ENVELOPES (NON-STANDARD) 
The three dimensional building envelopes (dated August 22, 2011) and development 
criteria (submitted September 1, 2011) for Lot 2, Lot 6 and Lot 44 shall be 
incorporated into the CC&R's for the subdivision. The CC&Rs shall also note that all 
development on these lots shall conform to these building envelopes and to the 
associated development criteria and that these lots are subject to a Use Permit to be 
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission. A note shall be placed on the 
Final Map stating that these three dimensional building envelopes and development 
criteria have been incorporated into the CC&Rs. (RMA - Planning Department) 

23. PDSP007 - BUILDING ENVELOPES (NON-STANDARD) 
That building envelopes be established for all lots and approved by the Director of 
Planning and that the approved building envelopes be shown on the final map. 
Prepare site plans for all lots to be approved by the Director of Planning. The site plan 
shall: (1) define the building envelope (2) identify existing geologic hazards; (3) 
identify areas placed into scenic easement showing a 50 foot setback or as 
determined by subsequent geologic studies; (4) the maximum size of each site plan 
shall be 8½" X 14". The approved site plans are to be recorded with the subdivision 
CC&Rs. A note shall be placed on the final map of each phase stating that the 
property may be subject to building and /or use restrictions. (RMA - Planning 
Department) 

24. PD011 - TREE AND ROOT PROTECTION 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to recordation of final/parcel map, the Owner 
Applicant shall submit the final map with notes to the 
RMA - Planning Department and Public Works for 
review and approval. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit a copy of CC&Rs to the RMA-Planning 
Department for review and approval. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit a copy of the map showing the required 
note to the RMA-Planning Department. 

Prior to the recordation of the final map the applicant 
shall provide to the RMA-Planning Department for 
review and approval: 
1) building envelopes for each lot; and 
2) copy of final map with required notes. 

Prior to recordation of CC&Rs the applicant shall 
provide a copy of the CC&Rs to the RMA-Planning 
Department for review and approval. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

(NON-STANDARD) Trees which are located close to construction site(s) shall be 
protected from inadvertent damage from construction equipment by fencing off the 
canopy driplines and/or critical root zones (whichever is greater) with protective 
materials, wrapping trunks with protective materials, avoiding fill of any type against 
the base of the trunks and avoiding an increase in soil depth at the feeding zone or 
drip-line of the retained trees. Said protection, approved by certified arborist, shall be 
demonstrated prior to issuance of grading permits subject to the approval of RMA -
Director of Planning. If there is any potential for damage, all work must stop in the 
area and a report, with mitigation measures, shall be submitted by certified arborist. 
Should any additional trees not included in this permit be harmed, during grading or 
construction activities, in such a way where removal is required, the owner/applicant 
shall obtain required permits. 
(RMA - Planning Department) 

25. PDSP009 - NOTE ON MAP - NOISE (NON-STANDARD) 
The applicant shall place the following note on the final map: "The York Highlands 
subdivision is located within close proximity to the Monterey Airport, the Laguna Seca 
Raceway and State Highway 68 and may be subject to intermittant noise impacts. 
Appropriate design and building techniques to mitigate noise should be considered in 
the design and construction of residential structures within the subdivision." (RMA -
Planning Department) 

26. PDSP006-GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT (NON-STANDARD) 
Prior to recordation of any final map for the subdivision, the General Plan Amendment 
to change the General Plan Designation of a portion of the property (Parcel H) from 
Public Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve ("PQP-UR") to Rural Density Residential, 10 
acres per unit and Urban Reserve ("RDR/10-UR") shall be adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors and be in full force and effect. 

27. PD050 - RAPTOR/MIGRATORY BIRD NESTING 

PLN100020 
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-----~------ ·----·--- ------------

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to issuance 
Owner/Applicant shall 
protection to the RMA 
review and approval. 

of grading permits, the 
submit evidence of tree 
- Planning Department for 

During construction, the Owner/Applicant/Arborist 
shall submit on-going evidence that tree protection 
measures are in place through out grading and 
construction phases. If damage is possible, submit 
an interim report prepared by a certified arborist. 

Prior to final 
submit photos 
RMA-Planning 
document that 
if follow-up 
required. 

inspection, the Owner/Applicant shall 
of the trees on the property to the 
Department after construction to 

tree protection has been successful or 
remediation or additional permits are 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit a copy of the map with the required note 
to the RMA-Planning Department for review and 
approval. 

Prior to recordation of any final map for the 
subdivision, the Owner/Applicant shall submit 
documentation that the General Plan Amendment to 
change the General Plan Designation from Public 
Quasi-Public and Urban Reserve ("PQP-UR") to 
Rural Density Residential, 10 acres per unit and 
Urban Reserve ("RDR/10-UR") has been adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors and is in full force and 
effect. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

Any tree removal activity that occurs during the typical bird nesting season {February 
22-August 1 ), the County of Monterey shall require that the project applicant retain a 
County qualified biologist to perform a nest survey in order to determine if any active 
raptor or migratory bird nests occur within the project site or within 300 feet of 
proposed tree removal activity. During the typical nesting season, the survey shall be 
conducted no more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance or tree removal. It 
nesting birds are found on the project site, an appropriate buffer plan shall be 
established by the project biologist. 

28. PDSP010 l TREE PERMITS FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
The CC&Rs shall include a statement that all removal of native trees shall be subject 
to a tree permit. All Tree Removal shall require the provision of replacement trees on 
a one to one basis. 

29. PW0016 - MAINTENANCE OF SUBDIVISIONS 
Pay for all maintenance and operation of subdivision improvements from the time of 
installation until acceptance of the improvements for the Subdivision by the Board of 
Supervisors as completed in accordance with the subdivision improvement agreement 
and until a homeowners association or other agency with legal authorization to collect 
fees sufficient to support the services is formed to assume responsibility for the 
services. {Public Works) 

30. PW0019- EROSION, ETC CONTROL SCHEDULE 
Submit the improvement and grading plans that include implementation schedule of 
measures for the prevention and control of erosion, siltation, and dust during and 
immediately following construction, and until erosion control planting becomes 
established. The Director of RMA-Planning and the Director of RMA-Public Works 
shall approve this program. {Public Works) 

31. PWSP001 - HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION (NON-STANDARD CONDITION) 
Prior to recordation of a Final Map, complete all requirements and create a 
Homeowner's Association {HOA) for operation and maintenance of specified 
infrastructure as required by the Department of Public Works {DPW). Prepare an 
operation and maintenance plan for all facilities. The submittal shall include a detailed 
written inventory of maintained infrastructure with specific locations, limits, areas, 
dimensions and miscellaneous information to clearly identify all facilities to be 
operated and maintained by the HOA. Infrastructure shall include, but is not limited to: 
roads, street lights, storm water, drainage facilities, and open space. Implement a fee 
program to fund operation and maintenance, and have appropriate documentation 
recorded against each parcel within the subdivision. {Public Works) 

32. PW0031 - FINAL MAP 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Planning 

Planning 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

No more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance or 
tree removal, the Owner/ApplicanUTree Removal 
Contractor shall submit, to the RMA-Planning 
Department, a nest survey prepare by a County 
qualified biologist to determine it any active raptor or 
migratory bird nests occur within the project site or 
immediate vicinity. 

The applicant or owner shall provide a copy of the 
CC&Rs to the RMA-Planning Department for review 
and approval prior to the filing of the final map. 

On an on-going · basis, the Subdivider shall be 
responsible to maintain improvements until 
maintenance is assumed by another entity. 

Prior to recordation of the final map, the Subdivider's 
Engineer shall include notes on improvement and 
grading plans. 

Prior to recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit documentation to DPW and WRA for 
formation of homeowners association or other entity 
to maintain roads and drainage improvements. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

File a final map delineating all existing and required easements or rights-of-way and 
monument new lines. (Public Works) 

33. PW0021 - ROAD NAMES 
Submit all proposed road names to the Department of Public Works for approval by 
County Communications. (Public Works) 

34. PW0036 - EXISTING EASEMENTS AND ROW 
Provide for all existing and required easements or rights of way. (Public Works) 

35. PW0020- PRIVATE ROADS 
Designate all subdivision roads as private roads. (Public Works) 

36. PW0023 - IMPROVEMENT PLANS 
Provide improvement plans for approval of the Department of Public Works and that 
the roads be constructed in accordance with the typical section shown on the tentative 
map. (Public Works) 

37. PW0022- FIRE REQUIREMENTS FOR ROADS 
Improve roads, including the fire access road between Phase 6 and York Road, in 
accordance with requirements of the local fire jurisdiction. (Public Works) 

38. PW0032 - AS BUil T PLANS 
A Registered Civil Engineer shall file as built plans (originals) in the Department of 
Public Works with a letter certifying improvements have been made in conformance to 
improvement plans and local ordinance. (Public Works) 

39. PW0014- DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT STUDY 

PLN100020 

Provide an on-site/off-site drainage improvement study prepared by a registered Civil 
Engineer. Study to be approved by Public Works Department and the Water 
Resources Agency and shall be incorporated in the improvement plans. ( Public 
Works) 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to recordation of Final Map 
Owner/Applicant/Engineer Applicant's surveyor shall 
prepare Final Map submit to DPW for review and 
approval. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit proposed road names to DPW. DPW will 
submit to County Communications for Approval. 

Prior to recordation of the Final Map, Subdivider's 
Surveyor shall include all existing and required 
easements or rights of way on Final Map. 

Ongoing condition, Subdivider's Surveyor shall 
designate private roads on final map. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to local fire jurisdiction and to DPW for approval. 
Roads to be constructed in accordance with 
approved plans. 

Prior to Release of Bonds Subdivider/Engineer shall 
submit as built plans and stamped notice of 
completion letter to DPW for review and approval. 

Prior to Building/Grading Permits Issuance or 
recordation of Final Map, Applicant's Engineer shall 
prepare drainage study and improvement plans for 
review and approval by DPW. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

40. PW0044 - CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLAN 
(NON-STANDARD) The applicant shall submit a Construction Management Plan 
(CMP) to the RMA-Planning Department and the Department of Public Works for 
review and approval. The CMP shall include measures to minimize traffic impacts 
during the construction/grading phase of the project and shall provide the following 
information: Duration of the construction, hours of operation, an estimate of the 
number of truck trips that will be generated, truck routes, number of construction 
workers, parking areas for both equipment and workers, and locations of truck staging 
areas. Hauling shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 am to 7:00 pm. Approved 
measures included in the CMP shall be implemented by the applicant during the 
Construction/ grading phase of the project. (Public Works) 

41. PW0015 - UTILITYlS COMMENTS 
Submit the approved tentative map to impacted utility companies. Subdivider shall 
submit utility company recommendations, if any, to the Department of Public Works 
for all required easements. (Public Works) 

42. PW0018 - ROUGH GRADING FOR SLOPE 
Where cut or fills at property line exceed 5 feet, driveways shall be rough graded when 
streets are rough graded. Positive drainage and erosion control shall be provided. 
(Public Works) 

43. PW0025 - GRADING PERMIT 
A grading permit shall be obtained from the Planning and Building Inspection 
Department if required. (Public Works) 

44. PW0026 - PLANTING FOR GRADED AREAS 
Plant and maintain all graded areas of the street right-of-way as required by the 
Department of Public Works to control erosion. The area planted shall include all 
shoulder areas and all cut and fill slopes. A report and plan prepared by a qualified 
person shall be submitted for approval of the Department of Public Works and include 
the following: 
a. That the cut and fill slopes be stabilized. 
b. Specific method of treatment and type of planting, by area, for each soil type and 
slope 

required to satisfy item (a). 
c. Type and amount of maintenance required to satisfy item {a). (Public Works) 

45. PWSP004 CUT/FILL SLOPE 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of the Grading Permit or Building 
Permit Owner/Applicant/ Contractor shall prepare a 
CMP and shall submit the CMP to the RMA-Planning 
Department and the Department of Public Works for 
review and approval. 

2. On-going through 
Owner/Applicant/Contractor 
approved measures during 
phase of the project. 

construction phases 
shall implement the 
the construction/grading 

Prior to Recordation of Map 
tentative 

review. 
Owner/Applicant/Subdivider shall provide 
map to impacted utility companies for 
Subdivider shall submit utility comments to DPW. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider's 
Engineer shall include notes on improvement plans. 

Prior to commencement of Grading, Subdivider shall 
submit application for Grading Permit. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider's 
Engineer to include erosion control measures on 
improvement plans. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

That cut slopes not exceed 1 ½ to 1 except as specifically approved in concurrence 
with the erosion control report and as shown on the erosion control plan. Slope 
rounding shall be a minimum of 10 feet by 10 feet to include replacement to topsoil. 
(Public Works) 

46. PWSP006 
That York Highlands (Road 1) shall be constructed to road geometrics and width, 
including drainage, subject to the approval of the department of Public Works. ( Public 
Works) 

47. PWSP009 - ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
Structural sections on all roads shall be determined by R-value tests. (Public Works) 

48. PWSP005 
Obtain an encroachment permit from CAL TRANS and construct left turn 
channelization on State Highway 68 at the entrance to the subdivision (York Highlands 
(Road 1) as shown on the vesting tentative map), including acceleration and 
deceleration tapers. (Public Works) 

49. PW0009 - DEDICATION (OPL) 
Dedicate to the County of Monterey area within the official plan line of 
State Highway 68. (Public Works) 

50. PWSP00B - ROAD IMPROVEMENT 
All stub roads shall have turn-arounds adequate for emergency equipment. (Public 
Works) 

51. PWSP007 ROAD IMPROVEMENT 

PLN100020 

That all loop roads and cul- de- sacs be paved to a width of 24 feet including drainage 
control. 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Pub Works 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map 
Subdivider/Engineer shall include notes on 
Improvement Plans. 

Prior to recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 

Prior to Building/Grading Permit Issuance 
Owner/Applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit 
from DPW. Improvements are to be completed prior 
to occupancy or commencement of use. Applicant is 
responsible to obtain all permits and environmental 
clearances. 

Prior to Building/Grading Permits Issuance the 
Applicant's surveyor shall prepare description of area 
to be dedicated. DPW can prepare deed. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map, Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to local fire jurisdiction and to DPW for approval. 
Roads to be constructed in accordance with 
approved plans. 

Prior to Recordation of Final Map Subdivider shall 
submit improvement plans prepared by his Engineer 
to DPW for approval. Improvements to be bonded 
prior to recordation of Final Map. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

52. WR41 - NOTICE OF WATER CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS 
A notice shall be recorded on the deed for each lot stating: "All new construction shall 
incorporate the use of low water use plumbing fixtures and drought tolerant 
landscaping, in accordance with County Water Resources Agency Ordinance No. 
3932." Prior to recordation of the final map, a copy the completed notice shall be 
provided to the Water Resources Agency for approval. (Water Resources Agency) 

53. WRS • COMPLETION CERTIFICATION 
The applicant shall provide the Water Resources Agency certification from a 
registered civil engineer or licensed contractor that stormwater detention /retention 
facilities have been constructed in accordance with approved plans. (Water 
Resources Agency) 

54. WRSP1 - STORMWATER DETENTION (NON-STANDARD CONDITION) 
The applicant shall provide a drainage plan, prepared by a registered civil engineer, 
addressing on-site and off-site impacts with supporting calculations and construction 
details. The plan shall include detention facilities to mitigate the impact of impervious 
surface stormwater runoff. Drainage improvements shall be constructed in 
accordance with plans approved by the Water Resources Agency. (Water Resources 
Agency) 

55. WR42 - LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS 
A notice shall be recorded on the deed for each lot stating: "The front yards of all 
homes shall be landscaped at the time of construction. Low water use or drought 
tolerant plants shall be used together with water efficient irrigation systems." Prior to 
recordation of the final map, a copy the completed notice shall be provided to the 
Water Resources Agency for approval. (Water Resources Agency) 

56. WRSP2 - DRAINAGE & FLOOD CONTROL SYSTEMS AGREEMENT (NON-STANDARD CONC 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Water 

Water 

Water 

Water 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Submit a recorded notice to the Water Resources 
Agency for review and approval. 
(Recordation of the notice shall occur concurrently 
with the final map. A copy of the County's standard 
notice can be obtained at the Water Resources 
Agency.) 

Prior to final inspection, the owner/applicant shall 
submit a letter to the Water Resources Agency, 
prepared by a registered civil engineer or licensed 
contractor, certifying compliance with approved 
drainage plan. 

Prior to filing of the final map submit 3 copies of the 
drainage plan and supporting calculations to the 
Water Resources Agency for review and approval. 

Submit a recorded notice to the Water Resources 
Agency for review and approval. 

(Recordation of the notice shall occur concurrently 
with the final map. A copy of the County's standard 
notice can be obtained at the Water Resources 
Agency.) 

Page 16 of 22 



Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The developer shall enter into a Drainage and Flood Control Systems Agreement. 
The Agreement shall contain provisions for an annual drainage report to be prepared 
by a registered civil engineer. The report shall be submitted to the Water Resources 
Agency (Agency) for review and approval no later than August 15th of each year. 
Certification shall be provided that all recommended improvements, have been 
completed by October 15th of the same year. If the responsible party identified in the 
Agreement, after notice and hearing, fails to properly maintain, repair, or operate the 
drainage and flood control facilities in the project, the Agency shall be granted the right 
by the property owners to enter any and all portions of the property to perform repairs, 
maintenance, or improvements. The Agency shall have the right to collect the cost for 
said repairs, maintenance, or improvements from the property owners upon their 
property tax bills. (Water Resources Agency) 

57. WRSP3 - NATURAL DRAINAGE CHANNELS (NON-STANDARD) 
All natural drainage channels shall be designated on the final subdivision map by 
easements labeled "natural drainage easement" or "scenic easement." Detention 
ponds, silt traps, and the appurtenant access shall be labeled "drainage easement." 
New drainage culverts shall be identified as such on the subdivision improvement 
plans and are subject to review and approval of the County Public Works Director. 
(RMA-Planning, RMA-Public Works, and Water Resources Agency) 

58. FIRE002 - ROADWAY ENGINEERING 
The grade for all roads shall not exceed 15 percent. Where road grades exceed 8 
percent, a minimum structural roadway surface of 0.17 feet of asphaltic concrete on 
0.34 feet of aggregate base shall be required. The length of vertical curves in 
roadways, exclusive of gutters, ditches and drainage structures designed to hold or 
divert water, shall not be less than 100 feet. No roadway turn shall have a horizontal 
inside radius of less than 50 feet. A roadway turn radius of 50 to 100 feet is required 
to have an additional 4 feet of roadway surface. A roadway turn radius of 100 to 200 
feet is required to have an additional 2 feet of roadway surface. Roadway turnarounds 
shall be required on dead-end roads in excess of 150 feet of surface length. The 
minimum turning radius for a turnaround shall be 40 feet from the center line of the 
road. If a hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" shall be a minimum of 60 feet in 
length. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

59. FIRE004 - DEAD-END ROADS (2) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Water 

Water 

Fire 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Prior to recordation, submit the signed and notarized 
original Agreement to the Water Resources Agency 
for review and approval. 

A copy of the County's standard agreement can be 
obtained at the Water Resources Agency or online at: 
www.mcwra.co.monterey.ca.us 

The approved agreement shall be recorded 
concurrently with the final map 

Owner/Applicant shall label all natural drainage 
channels, detention ponds, silt traps, and 
appurtenant accesses as required by the condition. 

The Owner/Applicant shall submit the map for review 
and approval to the Director of RMA-Planning, the 
Director of Public Works, and the General Manager 
of the Water Resources Agency prior to filing of the 
final map. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance inspection 
for each phase of development. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

For parcels greater than 1 acre and not exceeding 5 acres, the maximum length of a 
dead-end road, including all dead-end roads accessed from that dead-end road, shall 
not exceed 1320 feet. All dead-end road lengths shall be measured from the edge of 
the roadway surface at the intersection that begins the road to the end of the road 
surface at its furthest point. Where a dead-end road serves parcels of differing sizes, 
the shortest allowable length shall apply. Each dead-end road shall have a turnaround 
constructed at its terminus. The minimum turning radius for a turnaround shall be 40 
feet from the center line of the road. If a hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" 
shall be a minimum of 60 feet in length. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

60. FIRE005 - DEAD-END ROADS (3) 
For parcels greater than 5 acres and not exceeding 20 acres, the maximum length of 
a dead-end road, including all dead-end roads accessed from that dead-end road, 
shall not exceed 2640 feet. All dead-end road lengths shall be measured from the 
edge of the roadway surface at the intersection that begins the road to the end of the 
road surface at its furthest point. Where a dead-end road serves parcels of differing 
sizes, the shortest allowable length shall apply. Each dead-end road shall have 
turnarounds at its terminus and at no greater than 1320-foot intervals. The minimum 
turning radius for a turnaround shall be 40 feet from the center line of the road. If a 
hammerhead/T is used, the top of the "T" shall be a minimum of 60 feet in length. 
(Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

61. FIRE010 - ROAD SIGNS 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Fire 

Fire 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance inspection 
for each phase of development. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to the final building inspection, the applicant 
or owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance 
inspection for each phase of development. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

All newly constructed or approved roads and streets shall be designated by names or 
numbers, posted on signs clearly visible and legible from the roadway. Size of letters, 
numbers and symbols for street and road signs shall be a minimum 4-inch letter 
height, ½-inch stroke, and shall be a color that is reflective and clearly contrasts with 
the background color of the sign. All numerals shall be Arabic. Street and road signs 
shall be non-combustible and shall be visible and legible from both directions of 
vehicle travel for a distance of at least 100 feet. Height, visibility, legibility, and 
orientation of street and road signs shall be meet the provisions of Monterey County 
Ordinance No. 1241. This section does not require any entity to rename or renumber 
existing roads or streets, nor shall a roadway providing access only to a single 
commercial or industrial occupancy require naming or numbering. Signs required 
under this section identifying intersecting roads, streets and private lanes shall be 
placed at the intersection of those roads, streets and/or private lanes. Signs 
identifying traffic access or flow limitations (i.e., weight or vertical clearance limitations, 
dead-end road, one-way road or single lane conditions, etc.) shall be placed: ( a) at the 
intersection preceding the traffic access limitation; and (b) not more than 100 feet 
before such traffic access limitation. Road, street and private lane signs required by 
this article shall be installed prior to final acceptance of road improvements by the 
Reviewing Fire Authority. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

62. FIRE012 - EMERGENCY WATER STANDARD - WATER SYSTEMS 
The provisions of this condition shall apply when new parcels are approved by a local 
jurisdiction. The emergency water system shall be available on-site prior to the 
completion of road construction, where a community water system is approved, or 
prior to the completion of building construction, where an individual system is 
approved. Approved water systems shall be installed and made serviceable prior to 
the time of construction. Water systems constructed, extended or modified to serve a 
new development, a change of use, or an intensification of use, shall be designed to 
meet, in addition to average daily demand, the standards shown in Table 2 of the 
Monterey County General Plan, NFPA Standard 1142, or other adopted standards. 
The quantity of water required pursuant to this chapter shall be in addition to the 
domestic demand and shall be permanently and immediately available. ( Monterey 
County Regional Fire District) 

63. FIRE016 - SETBACKS 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Fire 

Fire 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

1. Prior to filing final map, the applicant or owner shall 
incorporate specifications into design and enumerate 
as "Fire Dept. Notes" on improvement plans. 

2. Prior to issuance of building permit(s) for 
development on individual lots within the phase of the 
subdivision, the applicant or owner shall schedule a 
fire dept. clearance inspection for each phase of 
development. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of permit, the applicant or owner 
shall incorporate specification into design and 
enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance inspection 
for each phase of development. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

All parcels 1 acre and larger shall provide a minimum 30-foot setback for new 
buildings and accessory buildings from all property lines and/or the center of the road. 
For parcels less than 1 acre, alternate fuel modification standards or other 
requirements may be imposed by the local fire jurisdiction to provide the same 
practical effect. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

64. FIRE018 - GREENBELTS 
Subdivisions and other developments, which propose greenbelts as a part of the 
development plan, shall locate said greenbelts strategically as a separation between 
wildland fuels and structures. The locations shall be approved by the Reviewing 
Authority. (Monterey County Regional Fire District) 

65. FIRE030 - OTHER NON-STANDARD CONDITION 
The fire flow for this subdivision is based on California Fire Code Appendix Ill-A (Fire 
Flow Requirements for Buildings). Due to several mitigating factors, such as the fuel 
modification and residential fire sprinklers, the fire flow has been reduced to the 
following: One and Two-Family Dwelling Areas - Fire Flow shall be a minimum of 500 
gpm at 20 psi residual pressure for a duration of two hours. Hydrant Outlets shall be 
on e 2-1/2 inch and one 4-1/2 inch NST outlets. Building Other than One and 
Two-Family Dwelling Areas - Fire Flow shall be a minimum of 750 gpm at 20 psi 
residual pressure for a duration of two hours. Hydrant Outlets shall be two 2-1/2 inch 
and one 4-1/2 inch NST. Hydrant Spacing - Locations of fire hydrants shall be 
according to the Approved Improvement Plan. Hydrant Identification - Blue reflective 
hydrant markers are required to be installed pursuant to Public Works Department 
standards (Monterey County Resolution 83-3). (Monterey County Regional Fire 
District) 

66. PKSSP001 l RECREATIONAL TRAILS EASEMENT (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Fire 

Fire 

Fire 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

1. Prior to issuance of grading and/or building permit, 
the applicant or owner shall incorporate specification 
into design and enumerate as "Fire Dept. Notes" on 
plans. 

2. Prior to final building inspection, the applicant or 
owner shall schedule a fire dept. clearance 
inspection. 

Prior to filing of final map, the applicant or owner shall 
schedule fire department clearance inspection for 
each phase of development. 

1. Prior to approval of the final map, the applicant 
shall submit to the fire district and obtain approval of 
water system improvement plans. 

2. Prior to issuance of building permits, the applicant 
shall obtain approval of fire department final 
inspection testing and accepting the water system 
improvements. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The Applicant shall offer to dedicate a twenty (20) foot public recreational trail 
easement over the subdivided property in accordance with the Greater Monterey 
Peninsula Plan Policy 3.11 by providing a portion of a connection trail along the Jacks 
Peak Park / Laureles Grade ridgeline and in conference with Parks Department. The 
trail easement shall be offered to the County through an Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate 
Agreement, which shall set forth the terms, conditions, restrictions and subsequent 
use and location of the public recreational trail. The specific trail alignment shall be 
located entirely within the trail easement as described and shown on the Applicant's 
Final Map. The Director of Parks and the Director of Planning shall approve the final 
alignment for the trail easement. The trail easement shall not be opened to the public 
for trail access until such time as the County accepts the trail easement under the 
terms and conditions of the Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate, and thereafter assumes the 
responsibility for use of the public trail. (Parks and RMA-Planning Departments) 

67. PDSP011 -TREE RELOCATION/REPLACEMENT (NON-STANDARD) 
Trees, 6 inches or greater in diameter measured 2 feet above ground level, that need 
to be removed for infrastructure improvements will be flagged and staked prior to 
issuance of permits. The Owner/Applicant will either relocate the tree or provide a 
replacement with a relocated tree or through planting of a native tree of the same 
species and of locally grown stock. Trees 6 inches or greater and less than 24 inches 
in diameter measured 2 feet above ground level that are removed shall be replaced 
on a 1: 1 basis. Tree greater then 24 inches in diameter measured 2 feet above 
ground level (landmark) that are removed shall be replaced on a 3:1 basis. 

68. PKSSP002 - RECREATIONAL TRAIL CONSTRUCTION (NON-STANDARD) 

PLN100020 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Parks 

Planning 

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

Applicant/Owner shall contact and meet with the 
Parks Department and the Planning Department to 
formulate the public recreation trail easement prior to 
the filing of the Final Subdivision Map. 

This condition shall be included as a note on an 
additional sheet of the final map and in the CC&Rs. 

Prior to the issuance of permits for the removal of 
trees for infrastructure improvements, the 
Owner/Applicant shall flag and stake the trees. 

The Owner Applicant shall demonstrate that trees 
that have been relocated or removed have been 
replaced as required by the condition. 
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Conditions of Approval and/or Mitigation Monitoring Measures 

The County shall accept from the Developer the Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate ("IOD") 
a Trail Easement prior to or within two (2) years from the date of filing the final map for 
the York Highlands subdivision. The Developer shall be obligated to include in the 
IOD, an Offer to construct the trail in the general location as illustrated in the Trail 
Illustration Map dated June 17, 2011, subject to the following conditions: 
1. Developer shall provide County with written notice of the Filing of the Final Map, 
which shall serve to commence the two (2) year time period for County's acceptance 
of the IOD as well as, but exclusive of, the County's acceptance of the Developer's 
Offer to construct said trail. 
2. The County and Developer, through the Parks Department, shall consider the cost 
of ongoing maintenance and liability for the use of the Trail, the responsible parties 
and the Improvements thereon. 
3. Should the County accept the Offer to construct said trail in addition to accepting 
the IOD, the Developer shall have three (3) years within which to construct the trail. 
4. Said trail shall consist of a 6- to 8-foot wide path of native materials as available and 
appropriate or as required for erosion control per engineered plans or County 
specifications ("Improvements"), as approved by the Parks Department, which 
approval shall not be unreasonably withheld. 
5. County shall inspect the Improvements upon Developers' completion of it to ensure 
that the Improvements were constructed pursuant to the approved plans. 
6. Upon determining that the Improvements are substantially consistent with the plans, 
County shall accept the Improvements by an action of the Board of Supervisors. 
7. Thereafter, the Improvements shall be deemed complete and open to public use. 
8. Should the County fail to accept this Offer to construct the trail within two (2) years 
from the date of filing the final map, Developer shall be relieved of its obligation to 
construct said Improvements. 

Print Date: 10/5/2011 12:35:32PM 

Responsible 
Department 

Parks 

------------·-·-------------------·------

Compliance or Monitoring 
Actions to be Performed 

The Developer shall provide notice to the Parks 
Department when filing the Final Subdivision Map, 
thereafter commencing a two year period upon which 
time the Parks Department will consider acceptance 
of the IOD. During this two year period, the Parks 
Department and Planning Department, meeting with 
the Developer, will formulate conditions for 
construction of a public recreation trail that will 
include the cost of ongoing maintenance and liability 
for the public use of the trail and the improvements 
thereon, and which shall require final action by the 
Board of Supervisors. 
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Project Name: York Highlands 
File No: PLN100020 Mitigation Monitoring and/or Reporting Plan 
Approval by: Planning Commission Date: September 28, 2011 

*Monitoring or Reporting refers to projects with an EIR or adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration per Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code. 

Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hie;hlands? 
1. Additional geotechnical field work, including trenching, is required to determine the activity pf Yes A"Geological and Preliminary 
the Navy and Berwick Canyon Faults, and the structural lineations located between the Navy and Geotecbnical Investigation" 
Chupines Faults where development is proposed within 200 feet of these features. There is an (LIB110169), prepared by 
unknown potential for surface offset along the structural lineation. A 100-foot construction Environmental Risk 
setback is initially recommended on either side of these features and this setback may need to be Specialties Corporation (ERS), 
increased where the feature s are not precisely located or are concealed. Specifically, the short Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
lineation to the west of the Berwick Canyon landslide passes through proposed Lots 4 7, 5 5 and 61; 2011, was prepared for York 
further investigation of the hazard posed by this geologic structure is needed. The major lineation Highlands (24 residential lots, 
passes through many proposed lots; further evaluation is needed here also. Proposed lots 19-25 lie associated roads and 
adjacent to Chupines Fault. As long as any construction remains at least 200 feet from this driveways). An in depth fault 
mapping trace, further fault activity is unlikely due to constrained location of fault zone. investigation was performed to 

identify geologic conditions 
that may require special 
residential set backs. A 
landslide investigation was 
performed for the roads and 
driveways associated with the 
residential lots. No faulting 
associated with the Berwick 
Canyon Fault or the Chupines 
Fault were identified within 
the eight lots located within the 
fault hazard rupture zone as 
established by Monterey 
County. The study concludes 
that no geologic setbacks are 
necessary for the proposed 
building envelopes and 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
provides engineering design 
criteria for construction of 
proposed roads and driveways. 

2. No structures or lakes should be constructed on the Berwick Canyon landslide area until further Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
geotechnical stµdies are completed to determine the slide activity, the fault location and the Measure No. 1. 
potential problems with loading (building on) the slide mass. ERS report cleared all 

landslide areas within York 
Highlands. 

3. A thorough aerial photo investigation and field investigation of possible slides in all areas Yes- Addressed in "Addendum 
proposed for development should be carried out to determine whether the slides are growing Items d, 1 & Geologic Report, Proposed 
headward or laterally; and, to establish reasonable setbacks from specific slides. Specifically: m Monterra Ranch Subdivision", 

a. Proposed Lots 33, 34, and 35 are partially on steep (over 30%) slopes above headscarp area prepared by Rogers E. Johnson 
of Berwick Canyon slide. These should be consolidated, eliminated or any structure located a & Associates, Santa Cruz, CA, 
safe distance back from scarp (200 ft.). February 2, 1987. 

b. The access road to proposed Lots 62- 69 runs up a drainage way or draw with side slopes 
over 30%. Natural drainage must be dealt with here. A "Geological and Preliminary 

c. The lower third of Lots 63 and 64 are mapped as the headscarp of a large landslide. There are Geotechnical Investigation" 
no bedding attitudes mapped here such that further analysis is required to determine safe (LIBll0.169), prepared by 
setbacks for structures if construction proceeds. Environmental Risk 

d. All of Lot 52 and large portions of lots 51, 53, and 54 lie along the of large mapped dipslope Specialties Corporation (ERS), 
landslide. A cul-de-sac is located at the headscarp as well. Stability evaluation is required Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
here. Although perhaps stable under present conditions, the input of significantly increased 2011, was prepared for Yark 
water through septic leach fields, landscape watering, and increased runoff at the top of Highlands (24 residential lots, 
dipslope may well destabilize these slopes. associated roads and 

e. A previously unmapped landslide forms the lower portions of Lot 82; most of the middle driveways). This report 
portions of the lot is over 30%. includes road analysis and 

f. The road connecting Lot 118 to 119 crosses a drainage and slope over 30%; needs specifies the road design 
evaluation. This may be an unnecessary connection. criteria. 

g. Lots 105-110 are at the top of a dipslope; impacts of development and added water required 
further evaluation. A "Drainage Report for Yark 

h. Road traversing the steep slope connection Lots 145, 154-166, and the lots themselves are all Highlands Re-Subdivision 
on a slope with only a single mapped attitude indication a 32° dip in Monterey Shale. This Project" (LIB110170), was 
slope is potentially unstable, development and water input adds additional concern which prepared by Environmental 
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Mitigation Measure 

needs resolutions. 
i. Lots 161-170 lie at the base of the above-mentioned, potentially unstable dipslope. Hazard 

evaluation needed. 
j, Lots 23 5 and 236 and road are on a mapped slide; if this is actually a slide it appears to be 

incorrectly located and headscarp should be further to the north, at the break-in-slope; 
resolution is needed. 

k. Access road to Lots 185-190 runs directly up the center of a major drainage and crosses the 
toe of a major mapped landslide. Lot 185 is on the toe of this apparently old subdued slide. 
The rear portion of lot 188 is steep scarp and unmapped slide. This lot should be eliminated, 
or construction set well back from edge and post-construction stability assessed. 

I. Retention ponds proposed south oflot 208, west oflot 43, and west oflot 8 are located in 
landslide areas and should be individually assessed and designed to take these conditions into 
account. 

m. Any secondary access roads which are found to be necessary by the Planning Department 
and fire officials should be evaluated for potential geologic problems. 

Applicable 
to York 
Hi2hlands? 

4. A geotechnical study on dipslopes should be completed to determine safe dip angles with the Yes 
Monterey Formation bedrock; and, to recommend foundation and other techniques which will 
prevent future slope failure in areas where these angles are exceeded. 

5. Soil Conditions at each building site should be evaluated by a soils engineer to determine Yes 
foundation requirements. 

6. An erosion control plan should be prepared for the project. This plan should include all of the Yes 
following: 

a. all disturbed slopes should be revegetated with a mix of seeds best suited for the climate and 
soil conditions; 

b. slopes should be covered with a straw mulch or jute netting after seeding; the straw mulch 
should be punched in; no hydromulch should be used; 

c. no grading should occur between October 15 and April 15, unless conforming to Monterey 
County Code Section 16.12.090; 

d. where possible, cuts should be revegetated with trees as well as seed, especially in areas 
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Comments 

Risk Specialties Corporation, 
Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
2011. The report concludes 
that storm.water generated 
within the proposed re
subdivision area will be 
detained and discharged in 
compliance with the Monterey 
County Water Resources 
Agency requirements. 
Retention ponds are under 
construction and have been 
approved by Water Resources 
Agency. 

See Comment for Mitigation 
Measure No. 1. 

This is a standard requirement 
for construction permits per 
California Building Code 
Section 1803. 
Incorporated into Conditions 
of Approval for PLNl 00020 as 
Condition No. 13. 



Mitigation Measure 

where trees are removed to allow roads and driveways; 
e. removed topsoil should be stockpiled on the site to be uses for revegetation work; 
f. all road work on slopes over 30% or in landslide or dipslope areas shall require geotecbnical 

evaluations; 
g. land should be graded and landscaped in increments of size that can be completed during a 

single construction season. 
h. storm water should not be allowed to flow directly down unprotected slopes, devoid of 

vegetation. 
i. catch basins should be uses to retain sediment within the site area during the construction 

period. 
j. the grading operations should be evaluated and inspected by a qualified soils engineer. 
See also Comment Response 7 in Response to Comments section: 
k. Fertilizer should be included with seed and straw mulch to overcome nitrogen deficiency 

created by straw and to help establishment of grass. 
I. Stockpiled soil must be protected from erosion by vegetative and/or structural means, and 
m. Disposal of catch-basin soil must be addressed. 

Applicable 
to York 
Highlands? 

7. The proposed project would increase the peak storm runoff by a factor of 11.4 percent as a Yes 
result of covering open ground with impervious surfacing in the form of roadways, buildings, 
pads, tennis courts, etc. Without adequately designed retention facilities, this increase runoff could 
overflow downstream receiving facilities and increase erosion hazards on and off site. Table 2.2 
indicates summary drainage calculations; see Appendix for full reports. Changes in on-site 
drainage could increase gulling and erosion on-site. 

8. Future runoff from urban activity areas (roads, driveways, homesites) will contribute to a Yes 
variety of water quality problems. Contaminant matter includes sand, silt, organic matter, 
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Comments 

A "Drainage Report for York 
Highlands Re-Subdivision 
Project" (LIB110170), was 
prepared by Environmental 
Risk Specialties Corporation, 
Santa Clara, CA, March 31, 
2011. The report concludes 
that stormwater generated 
within the proposed re
subdivision area will be 
detained and discharged in 
compliance with the Monterey 
County Water Resources 
Agency requirements. 
This is not a measure. The 
equestrian center is no longer 



---- ------~-----

Mitigation Measure 

vehicular oils and fuels, heavy metal compounds, non-biodegradable fertilizers, pesticides and 
vegetative control chemicals. The planned equestrian center could have significant water quality 
impacts if not properly designed. Groundwater testing indicates that iron and manganese 
concentrations and salinity content exceed safe drinking water requirements. 

Applicable 
to York 
Hii:?:hlands? 

9. Retention basins should be designed to retain additional peak runoff due to development, while No 
discharging no more than predevelopment 10-year design runoff. Retention basis should also be 
designed with overflow or bypass features to allow post-development 100-year storm flows. Each 
basin will be designed to discharge predevelopment 10-year runoff at two feet of :freeboard while 
storing additional runoff due to development. Each basin will be designed to allow post-
development 100-year storm overflows at one foot o freeboard. Pipelines, curbs and gutters and 
catchment structures will be designed for the 10-year storm, and culverts crossing under roadways 
in drainage channels will be designed for post-development 100 year storms. Retention basins 
should be designed to accommodate silt storage. 
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Comments 

proposed. 
The applicant will be required 
by the State Water Resources 
Control Board to prepare a 
Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 
which will address urban 
runoff issues. 

The applicant has also 
prepared a drainage report (See 
Comment for Mitigation 
Measure No. 7) which 
addresses drainage issues, 

The water system (Canada 
Woods Water Company) is a 
public utility regulated by the 
California Department of 
Health Services. The water is 
treated to meet safe drinking 
water standards as required by 
the California Department of 
Health Services. 
This measure was included as 
Condition No. 58 with 
Resolution 87-527. A memo, 
dated 10/29/2001, from Torn 
Moss of Water Resources 
Agency confirms that 
condition is cleared. 
Retention ponds are cmTently 
under construction. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 

A Drainage report for York 
Highlands (LIBll0l 70) 
documents that off-site 100 
year post-development peak 
flow rates will be limited to the 
10 year pre-development peak 
flow rates. 

10. Based on General Plan Policy 16.2.7, the Project Engineer will design and submit for approval Yes Drainage plan is required for 
to the County Planning Director after design and submit for approval to the County Planning York Highlands per Condition 
Director after consulting with the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation No. 53 for PLN100020. 
District, a complete drainage plan, including engineering studies and calculations, future runoff 
courses and present and future volume of runoff and silt load. Wherever possible, drainage shall Drainage plan was required as 
be directed to the seven proposed detention basins. As an addendum. to the drainage plan, it shall Condition No. 20 with 
be determined if these basins are adequate to handle the increased runoff created by the project. Resolution 87-527. 
Maintenance or pro-rated contribution toward maintenance of the detention ponds shall also be 
described in the drainage plan addendum.. 

11. All natural drainage swales shall be designated o the Final Subdivision Map by easements Yes Incorporated into Conditions 
labeled "natural drainage easements". New drainage culverts should be identified as such on of Approval for PLNl 00020 as 
improvement plans and are subject to review and approval of the County Public Works Director. Condition No. 55. 

12. The project applicant shall contribute the development drainage fee per acre to the County No Required as Condition No. 45 
Treasury "Canyon Del Rey Creek Watershed Zone Primary Facilities Updating Fund" for off-site with Resolution 87-527. 
operation, maintenance and updating of primary facilities in this watershed, at the discretion of the Cleared by Water Resources 
MCFC and WCD. This contribution shall be made prior to filing of the Final Subdivision Map. Agency for Phases 6, 8 and 10. 

13. The applicant shall pay for all on-site and a pro-rata share of off-site maintenance and Yes Incorporated into Conditions 
operation of storm drainage facilities and access roadways impacted by the project from the time of Approval for PLNl 00020 as 
of installation or filing of the final Map until acceptance of the improvements for the subdivision Condition No. 26. 
by the Board of Supervisors, and/or until a Homeowners' Association or other agency, with legal 
authorization to collect fees sufficient to support the service, is formed to assume responsibility for 
the service. Mitigations provided in Section 2.3, Soils, requiring erosion control measures shall be 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hie:hlands? 
implemented in construction and buildout in order to prevent erosion and siltation from increased 
runoff. 

14. There should be a complete and careful County review of the entire grading plan for the Yes Grading plans for York 
proposed project, before project approval. Ifit is found that there would be extensive cuts and Highlands improvements 
fills, especially on slopes exceeding 30%, thereby increasing potential for excessive erosion and submitted with application. 
siltation, then the project should be redesigned to eliminate such plans. No extensive cuts or fills are 

proposed on slopes exceeding 
30 percent. 

15. It should be a condition of project approval that a maintenance program agreement be Yes Condition No. 28 for 
established to ensure that all paved roads and parking areas be mechanically swept at least once a PLNl 00020 requires 
year in early September before the annual rainy season begins. The contaminant matter traps Homeowners Association and 
(French drains) should be appropriately maintained. The Monterey County Public works Operations and Maintenance 
Department should establish a procedure to ensure that maintenance of the facilities is carried out Plan for operation and 
annually. The use of a Homeowner's Association requirement and some form of bonding for the maintenance of all facilities. 
first few years may be appropriate. 

16. A water quality expert should check the water at least twice a year to ensure that maximum No Canada Woods Water 
contaminant levels set by the California Department of Health are not exceeded. Water Quality Company provides reports to 
test results should be sent to Monterey County's Environmental Health Service for monitoring. the California Department of 

Health Services as required by 
water system permit. 

17. Although the Logan and Anderson-Nichols water studies indicate that there is an ample Yes Incorporated into Conditions 
groundwater supply for the proposed project, water conservation practices should be required and of Approval for PLNl 00020 as 
implemented due to high treatment and pumping costs and possible other necessary future uses for Condition No. 50. 
this groundwater resource. Various techniques include: installation of water-conserving :fixtures 
(faucets, toilets, showerheads); use of native, low-water requiring plants for landscaping; 
discouragement/prohibition of exotic plantings; use of drip irrigation systems. 

18. If a mutual water company is formed, it must meet the standards of Title 22 of the California No Canada Woods Water 
Administrative Code and the Residential Subdivision Water Supply Standards. It must also be Company is an operational 
approved by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District, the State Public Utilities public utility. 
Commission, and the County Environmental Health Service. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 

19. Direct disturbance or removal of native vegetation cover should be restricted to those areas Yes Scenic and Conservation 
designated for development only (except as prescribed under Fire Control and Fuel Management). Easement required to be 

conveyed to County over all 
areas >25% slope and all areas 
outside of the designated 
building envelopes - See 
Condition No. 17 for 
PLN100020. 

20. Wherever possible, existing unpaved roads on the site should be used for access to the Yes York Highlands proposes to 
homesites. Construction access to and from homesites should be along the same routes that are improve existing ranch roads 
proposed for residential access. Existing roads that will not be used as residential access routes to the maximum extent 
should be abandoned. The final residential access routes should be completed before homesite possible. 
construction activities begin. During construction phases, access roads should be frequently 
watered to minimize the generation of road dust. Construction Management 

Plan required as Condition No. 
37 for PLNl 00020 will 
address measures to minimize 
generation of road dust. 

21. The introduction of non-native plant species should be avoided. Native trees (preferably Yes Condition No. 15 for 
oaks), shrubs, and ground covers should be used for erosion control and landscaping within the PLNl 00020 requires 
designated development envelope surrounding each homesite, the proposed recreation areas, and maintenance of natural habitat. 
along the access road system. A landscape plan should be developed incorporating the retention Condition No. 19 for 
of native trees and vegetation around the building sites. Deed restrictions should be instituted to PLNl 00020 requires 
assure recourse if violated. landscaping plan for all 

residential development. 
22. Exotic plant species that are aggressive colonizers of disturbed areas should be actively Yes Included in Condition No. 15 
eradicated. These species include, but are not limited to, French broom, poison oak, and for PLN100020. 
Eucalygtus. 

23. Off-road vehicle activities should not be allowed on the property. Yes Included in Condition No. 15 
for PLN100020. 

24. Livestock (e.g., horses, cattle) should be kept or grazed on the property only at stocking levels Yes Included in Condition No. 15 

Page 8 of23 



····-·-----·---··---- ~-----

Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hi~hlands? 
comparable to pre-existing use. If desired, use of the existing road and trail system for for PLNI 00020. 
recreational horseback riding and hiking may be allowed to continue. No livestock should be 
stabled or boarded on any cluster or estate parcel. 

25. No broad-scale application of pesticides or herbicides should be permitted on the property. Yes Included in Condition No. 15 
for PLNI 00020. 

26. Dead trees and snags, as well as bare and denuded limbs, should be retained. These are Yes Included in Condition No. 15 
valuable as perch or roost sites for raptors and flycatchers, and as nest sites for cavity-nesting for PLNl 00020. 
birds: Removal should be implemented only when a hazard exists. 

27. Brush piles and fallen logs should be retained (except as prescribed under Fire Control and Yes Included in Condition No. 15 
Fuel Management). These serve as protective or escape cover, nest sites, and foraging areas for a for PLN100020. 
variety_ of wildlife species. 

28. Since the 1985 LSA Biotic Report does not quantify wildlife resources or the extent of their Yes These measures will be 
distribution, specific mitigation measures are not estimated. The following minimal guidelines included in the CC&Rs for the 
should be included in a homeowner' s agreement for the entire development. These guidelines project area. 
would establish basic rules about impacts that may be implemented by one or a few homeowners, 
but that would negatively impact the resources of the entire development. 

For example, ifno restrictions are established regarding free-roaming dogs, deer will avoid the 
general vicinity reducing the quality of the rural living environment for all homeowners. 
The basic concerns to be addressed in such an agreement should include but not be limited to: 

a. Leash and kennel requirements for dogs and bells fitted on cats to impede their 
predatory impact on wildlife; 

b. Fencing designs that will not inhibit deer movements; 
C. Maintenance of natural and diverse vegetation buffers in non-landscape areas; 
d. Minimal tree removal guidelines; 
e. Fire control standards should be established and enforced to protect vegetation; 
f. Restrictions on human activity in designated open space areas; 
g. Guidelines on maintenance of domestic livestock' 
h. An annual management/assessment fee for forestry programs, wildlife habitat 

protection and oak tree management. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
29. Development and construction activities should be conducted with as little vegetation Yes Included in Condition No. 16 
removal and soil disturbance as possible. Tree and shrub root systems should be left intact to help for PLN100020. 
bind the soil. Surface cuts and fills should be made only for designated homesites and associated 
construction material laydown areas. Development of the existing unpaved road along the 
ridgeline as construction and residential access to the homesites will prevent soil disturbance on 
slopes where higher erosion rates are expected. Clearing should not be allowed on slopes greater 
than ten percent without specific consultation with an erosion control specialist. 

30. A short-term erosion control program should be established on large areas of exposed soil Yes Erosion control plan required 
( cuts, fills, etc.), consisting of seeding with an annual grass and herbaceous cover. by Condition No. 16 for 

a. Standard seed mixes for erosion control applications may be inappropriate due to PLN100020. 
relatively high fire hazard and competition with native species. No data were found 
to suggest that regeneration of oaks would be inhibited by high densities of annual 
grasses. However, the inhibitory effect of weed competition on chaparral shrub 
seedling survival is well documented (Horton, 1950; Shultz, et.al., 1955; Hanes, 
1977). Gautier (1981) discussed the possibility that seeding of recent burns in 
chaparral may increase long-term ·slope erosion by retarding the recovery of native 
shrub vegetation. Therefore, a seed mix should be designed to include species 
relatively low in stature and biomass in order to reduce fire hazard and competition 
effects. Annual fescue (Vulpia megalura, Vulpia octoflora) and soft chess (Bromus 
hordeaceus spp. hordeaceus) are recommended. To these may be added a mixture 
of native herbaceous species, including California poppy (Eschscholtzia 
californica), trefoil(Lotus spp.), clover (Trifolium spp.) and lupine (Lupinus spp.). 

b. Germination and establishment of seeded grasses and herbs are dependent on 
proper timing and intensity of precipitation (Hanes, 1977). Seed applications 
should be made in September, just prior to the onset of the rainy season. 

c. The success of the seeding effort should be monitored, especially during the first 
several months following the initial treatment. On an annual basis, seeding should 
be repeated where necessary to help stabilize areas of exposed soil. 

31. A long-term erosion control program should be established to revegetate disturbed area Yes Erosion control plan required 
using native woody species. by Condition No. 16 for 

a. Plan materials used in revegetation and landscaping should be propagated in a PLN100020. The County 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hi2hlands? 
nursery from native seeds and cuttings collected on the site. The propagules should Erosion Control Ordinance 
be planted in a sandy soil mixture. At least in the period immediately prior to requires installation of 
transplanting, soil water conditions should simulate those found on the site. These permanent erosion control 
measures will help reduce transplant shock and mortality. plantings. 

b. Liner planting should follow the method developed by Chan, et.al. (1977). The 
standard method consists of excavating holes 6 to 12 inches deep and mixing the 
native substrate with a high loam, potting type soil. On slopes, slight backslopes 
are constructed above the liner hole to minimize erosion and encourage soil water 
retention. Each liner is placed within a small (about 8-inch diameter) plastic collar 
with the bottom removed. The collar serves as a protection against rodents, 
concentrates precipitation within the root zone, and provides and anchor point for 
the wire mesh screen used to protect the young seedlings from foraging wildlife 
(i.e., deer). A mulch of black plastic film embedded between two layers or burlap 
is placed around each plant to aid in soil water retention and control of competitive 
weeds and grasses around the transplants. 

c. Plantings should be conducted in late October or early November, to coincide with 
the period when soil water tables are reaching surface levels. This planting period 
is most conducive to liner establishment. It favors extensive root development 
prior to significant above-ground growth in the spring and helps to eliminate the 
need for spring and summer watering programs. 

d. An annual monitoring and maintenance schedule should be adopted to repair or 
replace screens and collars, remove competitive weeds, provide supplemental 
watering if warranted, and replanting as necessary. 

32. A controlled burning program should be considered for implementation on the property. No This was considered but was 
Such a program would mimic the effects of natural fires and reduce fire hazard. Maritime deemed to be inadvisable due 
chaparral is well adapted to conditions of recurrent fire (Griffin, 1978), and coast live oak is to danger to existing 
extremely fire-resistant and has the ability to resprout from both trunk and branches following a development in the area. 
fire (Plumb, 1979). Controlled burning would reduce the probability of a catastrophic wildfire and 
would be compatible with the ecological strategies of the predominant vegetation types on the 
property. 

a. The scale and frequency of prescribed burning should be commensurate with the 
maintenance of mature plant communities with minimal fuel loads. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
b. The controlled burning program should be initiated prior to construction on the 

homesites. This will result in lessened fuel loads and reduced fire hazard during 
and after the construction phase of the project. 

C, A qualified forester or controlled burn specialist should be consulted before 
initiating a controlled burning program. Representatives of the California 
Department of Forestry (CDF) may be of assistance in designing a controlled 
burning program or in recommending knowledgeable experts on the subject. 
Factors to consider in developing a burn prescription include dead/live fuel ration, 
fuel volume, live and dead fuel moisture, fuel chemical content, and weather 
conditions (Green, 1981). Various techniques may be used to limit or control the 
area ofland to be burned at any one time (i.e., construction of fuel breaks, 
mechanical fuel reduction, spot burning, etc.). 

d. The landowner should not necessarily be required to bear the entire burden for this 
program. An agreement with agencies such as CDF, the California Youth 
Conservation Corps, and the County of Monterey may be pursued to alleviate the 
cost of the program. 

33. A program of fuel load reduction through direct vegetation removal should also be Yes Fuel Management Plan 
considered for implementation on the site, either separately or in tandem with a controlled burning required by Condition No. 18 
program. for PLNl 00020. 

a. A program of direct vegetation removal or thinning and chipping may be necessary 
to reduce critically high fuel loads prior to beginning a prescribed burning program. 
Dead brush may be piled and later consumed by the burn. 

b. The distribution of native vegetation patterns should be considered in designing and 
establishing fuel breaks. 

c. Vegetation removal for fuel management may be accomplished_ either mechanically 
or by hand. Hand removal is less cost-effective but results in lower amounts of soil 
disturbance and subsequent accelerated erosion rates. Mechanical removal should 
be conducted in a manner that minimizes soil disturbance ( e.g., following slope 
contours). 

d. The "pruning up" of shrubs (i.e., removing all their lower branches) should be 
considered as an alternative to outright clearing of chaparral, coastal scrub and the 
understory of live oak woodland. This technique may prevent fire from reaching 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
the crowns of the larger shrubs and trees and therefore favors cool ground fires. 
The method has been used effectively in fire control applications in southern 
California. Use of this technique would produce a minimal amount of soil 
disturbance compared with mechanical vegetation removal. 

34. Estate lots 227 through 235 and 239 proposed in the occurrence area of Hickman's onion No Outside York Highlands 
on-site should be eliminated or redesigned and a minimum buffer of 50 feet implemented to development area. 
preserve the population. This could entail the loss or redesign of these parcels along the proposed 
Romera Vista Road in the northwestern end of the property. The furthest occurrence to the south 
could be protected by shifting of the Romera Vista Road to the east. Care should be taken to 
preserve the present vegetation and soil structure in the areas where these occurrences were found. 
No corralled livestock should be kept in these areas. Fencing of the occurrences may be 
appropriate to prevent accidental encroachment by off-road vehicles and construction equipment 
or their use as laydown areas. 

35. The Hickman's onion population should be monitored both during and after construction No Outside York Highlands 
to evaluate the adequacy of the protection measures implemented and the vitality of the species. development area. 

36. Residential and other types of development in areas viewed from State Route 68 should be Yes Three dimensional building 
inconspicuous in order to maintain the natural rural character along this scenic corridor. Visually envelopes required for Lot 
sensitive areas include Work Ranch Ridge, Del Rey Ridge and north-facing slopes and meadows Nos. 2, 6 and 44 -
along Canyon Del Rey. Strict architectural control of building plans for lots in these areas should incorporated into Conditions of 
be required. Approval for PLNl 00020 as 

Condition No. 22. 

All of York Highlands is in 
either VS or D Zoning overlay 
which requires review of 
development for aesthetic 
considerations. 

37. A requirement for single-story houses located behind existing vegetation along Work Yes Three dimensional building 
Ranch Ridge, Del Rey Ridge, and slopes bordering State Route 68 should be considered. envelopes required for Lot 

Nos. 2, 6 and 44 -
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
incorporated into Conditions of 
Approval for PLNl 00020 as 
·condition No. 22. 

38. Require building permits for Monterra lots to be evaluated utilizing the following design Yes All of York Highlands is in 
criteria. These criteria are general in nature since overly prescriptive standards of design, given either VS or D Zoning overlay 
the c111Tent preliminary planning stage of the project plan, could be detrimental to the ultimate which requires review of 
success of the project. Conformance with these criteria is necessary to provide a project integrated development for aesthetic 
with the natural setting and the planning goals of the County of Monterey and to ensure that the considerations. All 
scale of the project allows for development, but also relates to the preservation of the natural development will require 
character of the State Route corridor. discretionary approval through 

Design Approval, 
Administrative Permit or Use 
Permit. Development will be 
evaluated using these criteria. 

39. The prominent ridges and native vegetation along the State Route 68 corridor shall be Yes Condition 22 for PLNl 00020 
preserved in a natural state, as much as possible, to maintain the natural scenic quality of this requires that a scenic easement 
area. be dedicated over all areas 

with slopes greater than 25%. 
40. Development should be designed to blend with the natural terrain, by using innovative site Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
design, grading techniques, building types, and spacing of buildings. Measure No. 38. 

41. All structures should complement one another and the natural landscape, provide visual Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
interest, and create a sense of identity within the development. Measure No. 38. 

42. Removal of native vegetation, particularly trees, should be minimized. Yes Incorporated into Conditions 
of Approval for PLNl 00020 as 
Condition No. 16. 

43. Grading in hillside areas should be minimized to the portion of the site covered by the Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
structure. Required grading should be finished to blend with the natural contours by avoiding Measure No. 38. 
abrupt changes in grade and by rounding off sharp angles along the sides of cut and fill slopes. 
The mass grading of large building pads and excessive terracing should be avoided. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hie;hlands? 
44. Roadways should be designed to reflect the natural topography in order to minimize Yes New roads are proposed on 
grading and scarring of hillsides. existing ranch roads to the 

extent possible. 
45. Exterior colors and materials that blend, rather than contrast with the surrounding soil and Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
vegetative cover should be used. These include natural wood and masonry materials and brown, Measure No. 38. 
muted green and gold colors. Highly reflective surfaces and colors should be avoided. 

46. Structures should not greatly exceed the height of the forest canopy. Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
Measure No. 38. 

47. Development along ridge lines should not silhouette against the skyline. Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
Measure No. 38. 

Three dimensional building 
envelopes required for Lot 
Nos. 2, 6 and 44 -
incorporated into Conditions of 
Approval for PLNl 00020 as 
Condition No. 22. 

Monterey County Code 
Section 21.66.010 prohibits 
ridgeline development which 
will create a .substantial 
adverse visual impact. 

48. Exterior lighting should be minimized. Lighting that is necessary should be of low profile Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
design, unobtrusive and compatible with the rural character of the project area. Consider using Measure No. 38. 
warm tone lights on dark standards. 

Lighting plans required by 
Condition No. 20 for 
PLN100020. 

49. Roofs of buildings at lower elevations should be attractively designed to enhance views of Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
these buildings from adjacent hillside residential areas. In general, sloping, gabled, or vaulted Measure No. 38. 
roofs constructed of wood shingles, wood shakes or tiles are preferred over flat, gravel-type roofs. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
Mechanical equipment on roofs should be avoided or screened so that it is not apparent from the 
hillside areas. 

50. Large wall planes without a change in dimension should be avoided. Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
Measure No. 38. 

51. Parking and service areas, for the recreational uses should be screened with landscaped Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
berms. Measure No. 38. 

52. Architectural detail should consider the appearance of buildings as seen from the hillside Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
areas, as well as from on-grade with the building. Trellises awnings, balconies, and planters Measure No. 38. 
should be used to add interest and assist with blending in with the natural setting. 

53. Edges between active public areas and adjacent private residential areas should be defined Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
by landscaping. Measure No. 38. 

54. All utility lines serving the project should be placed underground. Yes Included as Condition No. 9 
for PLN100020. 

55. Signage identifying the entrance to the Monterra development should be minimized, Yes New signs will be required to 
particularly along State Route 68. Signs should be aesthetically pleasing, blending into the comply with Monterey County 
highway corridor. There should be a comprehensive signage motif which is compatible with the Code Chapter 21.60 
building design and surrounding natural setting (e.g., non-illuminated wood signs). Signs (Regulations for Signs) and 
identifying individual residences and buildings should be of a uniform low-profile type, easy to will be subject to Design 
identify (and to facilitate emergency access). Approval. 

56. When adequate off-street parking is provided, consideration should be given to reduced Yes Road design subject to 
street width. Intermittent widening of streets for cluster parking areas, bays, and turnarounds, are approval by Public Works. 
encouraged at appropriate locations. Alternatively, parking may be provided along only one side Included as Condition No. 43 
of the street. for PLNl 00020. 
57. Streets may be divided into one-way segments on diffe:rent levels of steeper slopes to Yes Road design subject to 
better blend with the terrain and minimize grading. Pedestrian paths may also be at a different approval by Public Works. 
level from the roadway segments. Included as Condition No. 43 
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Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hi2hlands? 
for PLNl 00020. 

58. The clustering of driveways or use of common access driveways should be encouraged to No Design of York Highlands 
maximize natural open space preservation. precludes use of common 

access driveways. 
59. A comprehensive trail plan should be submitted to the County prior to approval of the yes Irrevocable offer to dedicate 
tentative map. land for public trail required as 

Condition No. 64 for 
PLN100020. Map showing 
general location of the trail has 
been submitted. 

60. A continuous system of hiking and equestrian trails following fairly level contours should Yes Irrevocable offer to dedicate 
connect the proposed open space and park areas. Also, open space linkages should be provided land for public trail required as 
between the site and the Ryan Ranch. Solid lot line fencing of yards bordering this narrow open Condition No. 64 for 
space corridor should be avoided to prevent a ''walled" appearance. PLN100020. 

61. Natural landscaping should be provided around buildings to screen them from internal Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
roadways and from surrounding areas, especially State Route 68. Measure No. 38. Condition 

No. 19 for PLN100020 
requires note on the map to 
notify purchasers of lots that 
landscape plans will be 
required for all development. 

62. Roadway guard rails and fences should blend into the landscape as much as possible. Yes Will be incorporated into 
Subdivision Improvement 
Plans for PLNl 00020. 

63. Off-road turnouts should be provided in areas with significant views. No Original subdivision proposal 
included public road 
connecting Highway 68 and 
Carmel Valley Road. No 
public roads are proposed or 
required for York Highlands. 

64. Follow the recommendations of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan Citizens Yes See Comment for Mitigation 
Advisory Committee in regard to highly sensitive areas along Highway 68: Measure No. 38. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hi~hlands? 
No lots within York Highlands 

a. Development shall be rendered compatible with the visual character of the area using are within 100 feet of State 
appropriate sitting, design, materials and landscaping; Highway 68. 

b. Development shall maintain no less than a 100-foot setback from the scenic route 
right-of-way; 

c. The impact of any earth movement associated with the development shall be mitigated 
in such a manner that permanent scarring is not created; 

d. Tree removal shall be minimized; 
e. Landscape screening and restoration shall consist of plant and tree species consistent 

with surrounding native vegetation; 
f. Architectural review of projects shall be required to ensure visual compatibility of the 

development with the surrounding area; and 
g. New development in open grassland areas shown as "sensitive" or "highly sensitive" 

on the Visual Sensitivity Map should minimize its impact on the uninterrupted 
viewshed. 

65. Construction phase noise can be mitigated by using properly maintained and muffled No This is a comment, not a 
equipment. The use of graders and other equipment with tires rather than bulldozers can reduce mitigation measure. 
noise generation. Also the use of nail guns rather than manual hammering can reduce noise 
generation. Noise intrusion can be reduced by using temporary berms or barriers such as lumber 
or other stockpile materials. 
66. Noise impact from the transportation of materials can be reduced or avoided by selecting Yes Construction Management 
haul routes that will be frequently used which do not pass through residential areas or by sensitive _ Plan required by Condition No. 
receptors and by limiting hauling to the hours between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm. 37 for PLN100020 includes 

limitation on hauling to hours 
between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm. 

67. Require an acoustical study of proposed new residential homes within future 55 L dn noise No Proposed homes in York 
contours. Require sound insulation, if necessary, to mitigate noise impacts in these areas exposed Highlands are not within this 
to an existing or future CNEL or L dn of 55 dBA and greater. area. Noise evaluation 

prepared pursuant to Condition 
No. 54 of BOS Resolution 87-
527 found no need for specific 
noise mitigations for 
residential development in the 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
Monterra Ranch property. 

68. Require developer to disclose noise information in this section and the recommended No See Comment for Mitigation 
acoustical study to prospective buyers so that they are aware of short-term annoyance impacts of Measure No. 67 
airport, Ford Ord and Laguna Seca raceway operations, the long-term impacts of airport and 
vehicular noise sources, and the potential mitigation measures available through appropriate 
design and building techniques. 

69. The west entrance to the site should be relocated from Ragsdale Drive to Olmstead Road in No Intersection improvements 
order to: utilize the existing traffic signals there; utilize the future full interchange planned there were completed with an earlier 
after construction of the Toro Park interchange; remove at least half of the Monterra traffic from phase of development. 
two miles of Highway 69 (between Olmstead and the western entrance); eliminate conflicting 
turning movements on Highway 68 by changing the proposed western entrance to an emergency 
exit only until and interchange is constructed there. The Monterra subdivision should also 
participate in funding the intersection improvements at Olmstead Road and Highway 68. 

70. Base on the existing plus through-traffic plus cumulative traffic need for widening No Fees required to be paid prior 
Highway 68 and that the Monterra Ranch subdivision will contribute to that need, the Monterra to recordation of final maps for 
Ranch subdivision should therefore participate in funding the widening of Highway 68 to the each phase pursuant to 
adopted plan lines at a rate commensurate to the project traffic assignment. The formula for this Condition No. 32 of BOS 
fee should be determined by the Planning Department. Resolution 87-527. This 

condition was cleared by 
Public Works. 

71. An approach lane to Highway 68 on the east entrance should be provided to separate right Yes Required by Condition No. 45 
and left-tum traffic. In addition, a left-tum pocket on Highway 68 with an adequate deceleration for PLN100020. 
lane should be provided to facilitate access to the east entrance of and to the western entrance off 
of Olmstead Road. 

72. The Monterra Ranch subdivision should dedicate a right-of-way consistent with the Yes Required by Condition No. 46 
adopted plan lines for Route 68. for PLN100020. 

73. The private road designs and construction should be at horizontal and vertical standards Yes Road design subject to 
unless these standards would cause excessive grading and/or· environmental impacts. A approval by Public Works. 
determination of specific roadway segments to be exempted from normal county standards, if any, Included as Condition No. 43 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
should be made prior to recordation of the final subdivision map. for PLN100020. 
74. The Monterra subdivision access to Highway 68 will be facilitated by an internal collector No No internal collector loop 
loop road which connects east and west entrances. Traffic control should be on the side streets in within York Highlands which 
order to preserve the internal collector's integrity. will connect east and west 

entrances. 
75. The subdivision map should be conditioned to grant access rights to the school district and No Access to school property is 
Lt Ng parcels to assure appropriate access to the parcel considering future highway improvements; not within the York Highlands 
and to assure secondary access routes for both Lt Ng and Monterra in the future. Please see Figure area. 
1.2 for locations. 

At the time this measure was 
written, a public road 
connecting Highway 68 and 
Carmel Valley Road was 
included as part of the 
Monterra Ranch Subdivision. 
With the elimination of the 
public road, provision of 
secondary access to the Lt Ng 
parcel is no longer appropriate. 

76. Use dust controls, such as wetting down the soil during excavation and earthmoving Yes Required as part of 
operations. Construction Management 

Plan - incorporated into 
Conditions of Approval for 
PLN100020 as Condition No. 
37. 

77. Suspend construction activities or increase sprinkling during periods of high wind (greater Yes Required as part of 
than 15 mph). Construction Management 

Plan - incorporated into 
Conditions of Approval for 
PLN100020 as Condition No. 
37. 

78. Revegetate exposed surfaces as soon as possible. 
., - . 

Yes Required as part of Erosion 
Control Plan - incorporated 

--
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hie:hlands? 
into Conditions of Approval 
for PLNl 00020 as Condition 
No.13. 

79. Consider provision of a park and ride lot, bus stop and turn-out area to be located near the No Included with Highway 218 
project on Highway 68 to encourage the use of public transit by future residents. improvements. 

80. As specified in the Air Quality Plan, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Government Yes Negative Declaration 
should review all project plans. circulated to Monterey Bay Air 

Pollution Control District. 
81. The developer should be required to distribute local transit, bicycle and carpooling Yes Will be incorporated into 
information to prospective buyers during the marketing of the home sites. CC&Rs. 

82. Strictly adhere to the sites indicated safe for the location of septic systems in the M. Jacobs No The York Highlands project is 
and Associates Percolation Study for the Monterra Ranch project. served by a sewer system. 

83. The Monterey County Health Department should review each specific septic system No The York Highlands project is 
location and design prior to their placement to. ensure that the State of California Basin Plan and served by a sewer system. 
the provisions of Monterey County Ordinance 1835 are met. 

84. Septic system should not be built on slopes in excess of 30% or if deemed necessary No The York Highlands project is 
should be specifically engineered for each site. served by a sewer system. 

85. * The installation of water conserving fixtures (low flush toilets, flow restrictors on faucet Yes Notice of Water Conservation 
and shower heads) should be required to reduce the potential for septic system loading. Residents Requirements required by 
should also be encouraged to use phosphate free detergents because the systems' efficiency will be Condition No. 50 for 
increased. *Include training/information program about proper use and maintenance of septic PLN100020. 
systems, by residents via homeowners association. 

86. The Monterra property should be annexed to the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District, and No Monterra Ranch previously 
a fire station site should be provided in the Laguna Seca area. Annexation to CSA 3 9 and the annexed to the Salinas Rural 
provision of an interim fire station site on the Monterra property might be an acceptable Fire Protection District 
alternative if the Salinas Rural/Laguna Seca site preference is not attainable for some reason. (SRFPD) (now the Monterey 

County Regional Fire 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Highlands? 
Protection District 
(MCRFPD)). Fire Station has 
been built at Laureles 
Grade/Highway 68. 

87. The developer should enter into an agreement with the Salinas Rural Fire Protection No Completed with earlier phases 
District to help purchase some additional structural and wildfire-fighting equipment. of development. 
88. The developer, Planning Department and fire agency officials should discuss and agree an Yes Condition No. 58 for 
appropriate resolution of the secondary access issue on cul-de-sacs longer than 1000 feet. PLNI 00020 limits length of 

dead end roads and identifies 
specifications for tum-arounds. 

89. Both the subdivision tentative map and the future improvement plans should be reviewed Yes Application was reviewed by 
by the County Fire Warden and Salinas Rural FPD Chief to assure that fire protection and Monterey County Regional 
prevention designs features are included. Some of these design features are listed below. Fire Protection District 

(MCRFPD). Conditions 
1) The development shall provide safe and ready access for fire and other emergency recommended by MCRFPD 

equipment and to handle possible evacuations. Drivers provided for access as are included as Condition Nos. 
provided by amendment to Section 10 .31 ( d) of the 1979 Edition of the Uniform 56-63 for PLN100020. 
Fire Code. Parking shall be prohibited in turnarounds; signs so indicating shall be 
posted. 

2) Emergency access points shall be provided to all significant public and private 
water supplies 

3) All buildings shall be sprinklered for fire protection in accord with Salinas Rural 
Fire Protection District regulations. Water distribution and source facilities shall be 
required of sufficient design to support the flows necessary for the type of 
development proposed. 

4) Flammable ground cover shall be cleared in a 30-foot area around each structure, or 
to the property line, and replaced with a low fire spread evergreen groundcover or 
other suitable material approved by the Fire Warden and Planning Director. Where 
the property line is less than 30 feet from any structure, the Fire Warden shall 
evaluate the hazard and may require non-combustible siding exterior sprinkler or 
other methods of protection which will reduce the risk of fire spread. 

5) All building shall be designed and sited sot that roofs and other areas may be kept 
free of leaves, needles and other dead vegetative growth. 
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Applicable 
Mitigation Measure to York Comments 

Hie;hlands? 
6) Roof covering for building shall be fire retardant, as defined iii the latest edition of 

the Uniform Fire code (adopted as Ordinance No.1 by the Salinas Rural Fire 
District). 

7) All easements for fire breaks for the fire safety of built-up areas shall include 
access for firefighting personnel and equipment. 

8) Fire breaks shall be periodically cleared of dead wood and vegetation by the 
homeowner's association in cooperation with the agency. 

9) When parking lanes are not provided, turnouts eight feet wide and 15 feet long each 
side of fire hydrants shall be provided and posted "No Parking". 

10) Highly flammable underbrush shall be removed from within 20 feet of each side of 
all roadways if required by the fire agency. Individual or small groups of trees, 
ornamental shrubbery or similar plants oflow combustibility which are used as 
groundcover need not be removed. 

90. Incorporation of the measures discussed above in future home and building design will No Not a measure. All new 
reduce the project's impacts on non-renewable energy resources. development will be required 

to meet California Building 
Code Title 24 Energy 
Standards. 

91. Prior to and during the initial stages of grading, a qualified archaeologist should be Yes Was included as Condition No. 
consulted to do on-site inspecting, examining the results of grading in those areas judged to have a 11 with Resolution 87-527. 
greater potential of containing archaeological sites such as bedrock outcrops, springs, seeps and Reporting on status of this 
the lower ridges should be covered by a controlled intuitive reconnaissance. condition was required by 

Condition No. 82 in Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 
89-149. 

Included as Condition No. 11 
for PLN100020. 

92. A condition should be added to the development permit for the subdivision to require a No Archaeological surveys 
detailed archaeological investigation if development of Ranch Lot #2 is proposed on or in the completed with earlier phases. 
vicinity of the archaeological site. 
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Exhibit K 
Vicinity Map 

Banker's Development Group, LLC 
York Highlands 

PLN100020 

Board of Supervisors 
October 18, 2011 
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APPLICANT: YORK HIGHLANDS (MONTERRA RANCH PROPERTIES LLC) 

APN: 259-092-072-000M FILE # PLN 100020 
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PLANNER: ROBINSON 




