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Monterey County Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Introduction

This summary presents the major findings of this Second Revised Reeireslated-Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) including the following:

e Abrief overview of the Rancho Cafiada Village Project (Proposed Project) and-130-Unit Stemple
b Avoid Al ive (130-Unit Al ive):

e Discussion of areas of known controversy;
e A description of the alternatives considered and their impacts; and

e A summary of impacts and mitigation measures.

Project Overview

Project Location

The Rancho Cafiada Village Project (Proposed Project) and-the130-Unit-Alternative-would be
located at the mouth of Carmel Valley along Carmel Valley Road, east of the intersection of Carmel
Valley Road and State Route 1 (SR 1) (Figure ES-1) in unincorporated Carmel Valley, Monterey
County, California. Carmel Valley is a major northwest-southeast trending valley bounded by ridges
of the Santa Lucia Mountains in the California Coast Ranges, located east of Carmel-by-the-Sea, and
south of the city of Monterey, and north and west of the Carmel Valley Village.

Project Background

The Proposed Project was originally proposed as an alternative presented in an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) prepared in 2016 for a 281-unit residential project. That project was first
pursued by the Project Applicant in 2004. The Project history is as follows:-and-the Project

Rancho Cafiada Village Project £S-1 June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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2004: Project applicant first proposed a residential development project at the project site;

August 30, 2006: Notice of Preparation published;
2008: Draft EIR prepared for a 281-unit residential development project;
June 2016: Recirculated Draft EIR prepared for the 281-unit project; it includes a side-by-

side analysis of a 130-unit alternative and addresses compliance with the County’s updated

General Plan and Carmel Valley Master Plan, which were updated while the project was on
hold;

November 2016: Final EIR prepared for the 281-unit project;

December 2016: County Board of Supervisors certifies the Final EIR and approves the 130-
unit alternative;

July 2018: Monterey County Superior Court rules that the EIR project description and hence
alternatives analysis was legally inadequate; and

June 2020: This Second Revised Draft EIR modifies the 2016 EIR’s project description and

analysis to address the 130-unit alternative as the Proposed Project and to include new
alternatives.

This Second Revised Draft EIR retains the majority of the analysis prepared for the 2016 Recirculated

EIR, including revisions that were incorporated into the 2016 Final EIR after a public comment period.
As noted above, the County Board of Supervisors certified the EIR and approved the 130-unit Project.

Therefore, this Second Revised Draft EIR includes changes only to remove discussion of the 281-unit
Project, present the 130-unit Project as the Proposed Project, include new alternatives aimed at
reducing the effects of the 130-unit Project, and update the original analysis as needed. Some additional

information has been provided where it is beneficial to help readers understand changes that have
occurred since 2016. For more background on the scope of the Second Revised Draft EIR and litigation

background, refer to Chapter 1, Introduction.

Project Geals-Purpose and Objectives

The underlying purpose of the Project is to provide for the adaptive reuse and redevelopment of the

former Rancho Canada Golf Course site. This purpose gives rise to the following Project objectives:

Implement smart growth principles through infill development close to shopping facilities,
schools, parks, churches, and major transit corridors.

Integrate open spaces within infill development with surrounding native habitats.
Assist the County in addressing the statewide housing and affordability crisis.

Provide employment opportunities for the local workforce.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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o (Create opportunities allowing for County implementation of regional drainage control
solutions.

e Facilitate the construction of a needed traffic light on Carmel Valley Road under an
accelerated time frame.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project £S-4 June 2020
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The Proposed Project would develop an approximately 76-acre area within the former West Course
at Rancho Cafiada Golf Club. The project site would be comprised of a mix of residential and

recreational uses, including a 130-unit residential neighborhood and 40 acres of permanent open
space and common areas within the 76-plus acres.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project £S5 June 2020
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1 The Proposed Project requires several approvals from the County. First, it requires amendments to

2 the County’s General Plan and the Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP) related to land use

3 designations and housing affordability. Second, the Proposed Project requires rezoning of the

4 subject property from Public/Quasi Public to residential Medium-Density Residential and Low-

5 Density Residential Zoning Districts. Third, the Proposed Project requires a combined development

6 permit consisting of a vesting tentative standard subdivision to create 130 residential units,

7 consisting of single-family dwellings, half-plexes and condominiums and including parks, trails and

8 open space/habitat preserve areas.

9 The Proposed Project requires the following amendment to CVMP Policy CV-1.27 “Special Treatment
10 Area: Rancho Cafiada Village” to reduce the percentage of affordable housing required from 50% to
11 20%, notwithstanding any other policies in the 2010 General Plan, with changes to the Policy text
12 shown in strikethrough/underline:

13 Special Treatment Area: Rancho Cafiada Village — Up to 40 acres within properties

14 located generally between Val Verde Drive and the Rancho Cafiada Golf Course, from the

15 Carmel River to Carmel Valley Road, excluding portions of properties in floodplain shall

16 be designated as a Special Treatment Area. Notwithstanding any other General Plan

17 policies, residential development may be allowed with a density of up to 10 units/acre

18 in this area and shall provide a minimum of 20% Affordable Housing.

19 Prior to beginning new residential development (excluding the first unit on an existing

20 lot of record), projects must address environmental resource constraints (e.g.; water,

21 traffic, flooding).

22 The Project 130-Unit-Alternative is proposed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) on

23 approximately 76 82-acres. The Project This-alternative would create and affordable housing and
24 mixed-income community through the allocation of affordable moderate income housing units. The
25 Project Similar-to-the Proposed-Projeetthe 130-Unit Alternative proposes a compact, pedestrian-
26 friendly development, a variety of housing types, and recreational uses within the residential

27 community. This-alterpativeproposes-similaruses-as-the Propesed-Project-butwith-alowe

28

29

30 Development
31 The Project 130-UnitAlternative-development would include:

32 e 130 residential units on approximately 38 42-acres of land, of which 118 would be single-family
33 homes and 12 condominiums. Twenty-five units would be moderate--income inclusionary units,
34 and the other units would be market rate;.

35 e 1.6 +-7- acres of community park and approximately 11 32-acres of common areas within the

36 38-acre-4-2-acre area; and

37 e 38 39acres of habitat preserve area.

38 Road, Infrastructure, and Trail Improvements

39 Road, infrastructure and trail improvements would include:
40 e C(Creation of a private, internal street network between Carmel Valley Road and Rio Road;
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £S-6 June 2020
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e Rio Road Extension into the project site;-the130-Unit-Alternative-site;

e Sanitary sewer, potable water, joint utilities, and stormwater drainage extensions in and around
project development sites;

e C(Creation of a pedestrian system plan to accommodate the needs of pedestrians and bicyclists.
This network would connect residences with neighborhood parks and extend to the nearby
networks and trails planned and existing within the greater project area; and

e C(Creation of a trail system within the proposed habitat preserve that would connect into the
Carmel Valley Trail System’s planned regional trail.

Preservation and Conservation

The Project 130-UnitAlternative includes the creation of a permanent 38-39-acre habitat preserve.
The habitat preserve area would include native riparian woodland, riparian scrub, grassland, and
wetland vegetation, which would create wetland habitat and enhance habitat for biological
resources.

Areas of Known Controversy and Concern

This section discusses the key issues of public and agency concern relative to the Proposed Project
and the conclusions of this Second Revised Draft Reeirewlated-BEIR regarding those issues. This is
not a comprehensive discussion of the Project’s impacts_ efthe Propesed-Projectand130-Unit
Alternative, of which the reader is directed to discussion below in Table ES-1 at the end of this
Chapter, and Chapter 3 and 4 of this Second Revised Draft Reeireulated-DEIR.

e Land Use

o

o

The 2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP) and 2010 General Plan land use designation for
the site is Public/Quasi-Public (P/QP), which does not allow for a residential subdivision.
However the site is located within the 2013 CVMP Special Treatment Area per CVMP Policy
CV-1.27 andrasneted-abeve, 2043 CVMP Policy CV-1.27 allows ferresidential uses within-is
this e-Special Treatment Area. An amendment to Policy CV-1.27 is proposed to change the
percentage of affordability from 50% to 20%. An ordinance to update the zoning of the

roperty from Public/Quasi Public to residential Medium-Density Residential and Low-
Density Residential Zoning Districts is proposed consistent with the residential use allowed
per CV-1.27. Although an amendment to the 2013 CVMP and 2010 General Plan land use
diagram and rezoning to a residential zoning district under Title 21 would be required, this
action is not considered a-fundamentally inconsistent ewith the existing land use plans due
to the provision in the 2013 CVMP of Policy CV-1.27.

The 2013 CVMP (Policy CV-1.6) establishes a maximum number of 190 new residential units
within the Carmel Valley planning area. The Project would be consistent with CVMP Policy
CV-1.6 because 130 units could be accommodated within the unit cap.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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The 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.27 requires a minimum 50% affordable/workforce housing

units for the Rancho Canada Village Special Treatment Area. This ratio was based on a
higher densi roject (281 units) that would allow for greater affordability. In addition

Policy LU-2.13 requires 25% affordable/workforce units broken down as follows: 6% ver
low, 6% low, 8% moderate, and 5% workforce. Policy LU-1.19 incentivizes projects outside
high priority areas to provide a minimum of 25% affordable plus 10% workforce units (359
total). However, with the proposed amendment to CV-1.27, these other policies’

affordability levels do not apply to the Project. The project proposes 20% moderate income
units (no low, very low or workforce). The proposed amendment reduces the requirement

to 20% affordable housing units notwithstanding any other policies such as Policies LU-1.19
and LU-2.13.

The residential unit cap (Policy CV-1.6) was adopted in part to reduce environmental

impacts such as those related to water supply and traffic, as well as open space preservation.
While the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to water supply or open
space preservation (the project would actually increase open space open to the public), the
project would result in certain significant and unavoidable traffic impacts inside and outside
Carmel Valley. The 130-unit Project would contribute to cumulatively significant traffic
impacts on Carmel Valley Road and SR 1 (see Traffic discussion below).

The project is otherwise consistent with the policies of the CVMP and the General Plan.
While the densities proposed are higher than is often seen in Carmel Valley, the densities are
not unprecedented for this type of development and the compact development allows for
retention of other areas of open space and habitat. The project residential development can
be implemented without creating land use incompatibilities with adjacent land uses and
without significant aesthetic impacts.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Traffic - The Project prejeet would increase local traffic (on Rio Road and Carmel Valley Road in
particular) and contribute to regional traffic (particularly on SR 1). These increases would cause
some intersections and roadway segments to significantly decrease their level of service either
directly or in combination with cumulative development. Project direct traffic impacts can be
mitigated to a less than significant level through the mitigation identified in this document with
the exception of project impacts on portions of SR 1. Project contributions to significant
cumulative traffic impacts to SR 1 and to Carmel Valley Road Segments 1 through 7 cannot be
mitigated to a less than significant level. At these locations, the cumulative impacts are
considered significant and unavoidable due to the unavailability of feasible mitigation to
sufficiently improve traffic flow without resulting in significant secondary impacts and
fundamental inconsistency with the overall intent of the CVMP relative to the rural character of
Carmel Valley and communlty preferences in regards to not w1den1ng SR 1. ihe—l%@-wmt

Visual Aesthetics - The residential development would change the aesthetic features relative to
the existing golf course. Given the setback distances from Carmel Valley Road, mitigating
landscape measures, and the developed character of adjacent uses, visual impacts can be
mitigated to a less than significant level. The-130-unit-Alternative would-have-a-similar-visual

| | Loroject | th far ] its.
Hydrology/Flooding - The project would be built partially within the 100-year floodplain of
the Carmel River (but not in the floodway). The project could alter the level and character of
flood events upstream and downstream. However, based on the flood studies completed, with
mitigation, the project would not a significant impact on flooding. Project drainage designs are
capable of handling local drainage and runoff and in promoting recharge. The-130-unit

Al . 1l nila Lated to hvdroloay.

Water Supply - The new residences would have a demand for potable water. However, the
project would shift use of water from golf course irrigation to residential use, which will result
in a reduced withdrawal of water from the Carmel River aquifer. This reduced withdrawal from
the aquifer will also benefit biological resources in the area. The Project Applicant’s water rights
have been confirmed by the appropriate authorities and the prior water use documented by
data presented in this document. The Project J%O—HH}t—Akematwe—weu}d—res&}t—m—shghtly—mgher
: it includes a
water transfer of 60 acre- feet (AF) that would be used for other mun1c1pal uses. The Project
Hewever-the 130-unitalternative would also include a 50 AF dedication for instream uses
which and-would also lower water usage and result in benefits to the Carmel River aquifer and
associated biological resources.

Biological Resources - The project would remove native and non-native vegetation that may
support several special-status species but would also restore native vegetation and wildlife
habitat along the Carmel River in areas that are presently golf course. Overall, with the proposed
habitat restoration and mitigation, the project would result in less than significant impacts to

blologlcal resources. %@—Mematwe—weeﬂd—ha#eﬁesseprmpaepea—bwlegwal

Geology and Soils - The project would require extensive ground disturbance, including
168,000 cubic yards of fill from the current golf course to create a passive river basin park area

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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and the building pad for the development area. {approx—220,000-cubic yards{CYP-of execavation
and-transpertby-truek-Excavation may result in unstable soils, erosion, and sedimentation;

however, this is a temporary significant impact. The project soils at the residential site may be
subject to liquefaction but these can be addressed through proper site engineering and best

management practlces durlng constructlon act1v1t1es $he—1%9—an+t—AJ-teﬂaafewewea-Ld—Feq+&Fe—a

Construction Disruption - Construction may temporarily affect air quality, and noise. These
impacts could be significant for the Proposed Project-erthe130-unitAlternative, but can be
addressed through mitigation provided in this document.

Water Quality - While the project would increase residential runoff, it would also reduce the

existing amount of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer used for golf course landscaping. Project
construction may result in runoff and sedimentation. However, these effects would be mitigable
to a less than 51gn1f1cant level through best management practlces The-130-unitAlternative

o The Project 130-Unit-Alternative would create 130 new residential units, leaving a balance
of 30 units in the CVMP residential subdivision unit quota and thus would not directly
induce population growth greater than that anticipated in the currently adopted General
Plan and CVMP. The Project 130-UnitAlternative would facilitate growth of residential units
in Carmel Valley, which would increase economic activity in and beyond Carmel Valley.
Increased economic activity could stimulate growth of services for employees and demand
for residential growth.

o The Project 130-Unit-Alternative would also include transfer of up to 60 AF of the Project
Applicant’s water entitlement to other users in the Cal-Am service area. This would remove
a constraint to growth of existing approved projects, existing legal lots, and/or future
planned project consistent with current land use plans. Depending on the character of
development, the water transfer could result in perhaps 120 to 240 new single-family
residential units (assuming average water demand per unit of 0.25 to 0.5 AF) or more units
(if apartments or condominiums). The water transfer could also remove a constraint to
growth for commercial, institutional, or other uses in the Cal-Am service area. However, the
proposed water transfer would not induce residential, commercial, or other development
that is not otherwise allowable in local land use plans.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Other Alternatives Considered

A range of-ether alternative options was identified with the potential to avoid or substantially
reduce the significant impacts of the project. While the number of conceivable alternatives that
might be considered for a project of this nature is vast, the range of alternatives considered was
determined to represent a reasonable range for the purposes of the analysis, considering the nature
of development proposed and the significant impacts identified for the Proposed Project.

Alternatives were screened for feasibility, their ability to meet the project purpose and some or all of
the project objectives, and their potential to avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts of the
project.

The following alternatives were initially considered but dismissed from more detailed impact
analysis_as discussed below:

e Compliance with Existing Zoning Alternative - This alternative would not meet most of the
project objectives because it would not provide housing.

e Care Facilities Prohibition Alternative - This alternative does not avoid or substantially
lessen any of the identified significant or cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project.

e Floodway Development Alternative - This alternative is not considered feasible as it violates
County flood control policies.

e Lower Carmel Valley Flood Control Alternatives - While additional flood control
improvements might be feasible that could also benefit other adjacent properties, such
improvements are not necessary to address the impacts of this project, and thus, would be in
excess of mitigation proportionality and nexus allowed by CEQA.

e Floodwall/Levee Alternative - Because the only impact reduced by this alternative
(construction emissions) can be readily mitigated through proposed mitigation in the Draft EIR,
this alternative was not considered further.

e Reclaimed Water Reuse Alternative - This alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen
a significant adverse impact of the Proposed Project.

e Traffic/Transit Improvements Alternative - While feasible, these suggestions were not
carried forward for further analysis as they do not avoid or substantially reduce significant
impacts of the Proposed Project.

Further, an increased ratio of affordable housing units is discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives. As

noted therein, even though an increased ratio of affordable housing units would achieve all the
project objectives, it would not measurably reduce environmental impacts since the development

footprint and intensity would be the same. Furthermore, the Applicant could elect to build more

affordable units, if determined financially feasible, without such a scenario being considered in this

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Executive Summary

Chapter. For these reasons, none of the Alternatives considered in this Second Revised Draft EIR
identify a higher ratio of affordable units.

The remaining alternatives were analyzed further in the document. A summary of analysis is
provided below. Unless otherwise noted, aspects of the alternatives outside the locations specifically
discussed are the same as in the Proposed Project.

Alternative 1 — No Project Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

At the time the NOP was prepared for the Project (2006), the project site was a public golf course.

Subsequently, under the existing (2020) conditions, uses at the site include cattle grazing on the

now former golf course. If neither the Proposed Project nor any of the other EIR alternatives are
approved, the reasonably foreseeable expected use of the site’s five legal parcels, based on current

plans and ordinances, and consistent with available infrastructure and community services, would

Feasibility and Ability to Meet Project Objectives

This alternative is considered feasible to avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of the
Proposed Project at the site, but would not meet the project purpose or objectives ergeals. It would
also not implement CVMP Policy CV-1.27, which was intended was to allow for affordable housing
units to be developed within this Special Treatment Area as designated in the CVMP Land Use Map.

Impact Analysis
No changes to the existing environment at the project site would result under this alternative.

Under the No Project Alternative, 130 28%+residential units would not be located on the project site
west-course-of the Rancho-Cafiada-Golf-Club. Instead, up to 125 3190-units would be developed
elsewhere in the CVMP area in accordance with the residential buildout quota. There would be a
tradeoff of impacts in the CVMP relative to the Proposed Project. On the one hand, smaller more
dispersed developments would likely require more land (and potentially more undeveloped land) to
be converted to residential use on a per unit basis and more dispersed development further from
services will result in greater travel distances per household. However, this alternative would result
in 94-fewer units overall in the CVMP and thus some of the impacts in the CVMP of a more dispersed
pattern of development (relative to the Proposed Project) would be offset by the lower overall
number of units.

Alternative 2 — Hotel East-GoelfCourse Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Alternative 2 would consist of the development of 175 hotel or timeshare units and 20 employee

housing units, six-hole reconfiguration of the west golf course, clubhouse and restaurant, tennis
clubhouse and four tennis courts, health club spa, meeting rooms, and administrative offices. Access
would be provided, either directly or indirectly, via Carmel Valley Road for visitors and employees.

Open space would be similar as compared to the Project. A sample site plan of this alternative is
provided in Figure 5-1.

This alternative would also include raising a portion of the emergency access road west of the site,

to a level that has been designed to directly address the large potential flood flow path down Rio
Road from the Carmel River. This would avoid a substantial portion of the improvements cited in the
County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater Management and Flood Control
Report (Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014b).

This alternative was developed to examine the potential to avoid or lessen traffic related impacts of
the Proposed Project, specifically during peak hours.

Feasibility and Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The creation of a hotel is feasible, in that the developer owns the entire project site, and land is

sufficient to construct such a hotel and ancillary facilities. In addition, the 2013 CVMP Policy CV-1.15
allows for developing 175 visitor accommodation units west of Via Mallorca and north of the Carmel
River. Furthermore, access would still be provided, either directly or indirectly, via Carmel Valley

Road. The hotel site would be located in proximity to existing infrastructure that would serve the
project area. The water source for the Proposed Project would be useable for this alternative as well.

The cost of major infrastructure (site elevation, road connections, park improvements) for

Alternative 2 is likely similar to the Proposed Project, but the cost of certain infrastructure within
(streets, utilities, etc.) would be less.

Alternative 2 would not assist the County in addressing the statewide housing and affordability

crisis. However, the Hotel Alternative would meet the other Project goals and objectives.

Impact Analysis

Development of a hotel at the project site The relocation-ofthe projectsitefurtherto-the-westand

closer-to-Carmel-Valley Read-would likely result in greater adverse impacts_to Geology and Soils,
Hydrology and Water Quality, Aesthetics, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Transportation and

Traffic, Air Quality, Noise, Public Services, Recreation and Utilities (water supply), as well as

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change as compared en-thefellowingresource-areas

o Aesthetics-and Visual Resources
o Noise

Compared-to the Proposed Project, this alternative would result in similar or lesser effects regardin
other impact areas lessen-ai Hy-im ing th 0 ion i . R

Alternative 3 — 90-Unit Low Density Medium-Density Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

Alternative 3 would include 73 market rate residential units and 17 affordable units on the same
residential site for a total of 90-units. The gross density would be considered low density in Carmel

Valley, although specific densities within the Village could be medium density in certain locations.
Open space would be the same as the Proposed Project. A sample site plan of this alternative is

provided in Figure 5-2.

This alternative would also include raising a portion of the emergency access road west of the

project site, to a level that has been designed to directly address the large potential flood flow path
down Rio Road from the Carmel River. This would avoid a substantial portion of the improvements
cited in the County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater Management and Flood
Control Report (Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014b).

This alternative was developed to examine the potential to avoid or lessen traffic related impacts,
including impacts relating to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.

Alternative 3 would meet all of the Project’s objectives, but not to the same extent as the Proposed
Project. This alternative would result in a reduction in local employment opportunities and

reduction in affordable housing units and supply of housing overall as compared to the Project.
However, Alternative 3 would provide the same habitat and open space conservation, regional
drainage control solutions, and facilitate construction of a traffic light on Carmel Valley Road, similar
to the Proposed Project.

Thus, Alternative 3 would meet all of the goals and objectives, but not to the same level as the
Proposed Project.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Feasibility and Ability to Meet Project Objectives

Alternative 3 is technically feasible, as the project site is available, utility connections and road
connections are available, and water supply exists, as for the Proposed Project.

This alternative includes a greater number of market-rate units with only 18 affordable units as
compared to the Proposed Project. The cost of major infrastructure (site elevation, road
connections, park improvements) is likely similar to that of the Proposed Project, but the cost of

certain infrastructure within (streets, utilities, etc.) would be less. Given that the market-rate units
are the primary economic driver, and the subsidized affordable units are reduced substantially with

a corresponding decline in certain infrastructure costs, this alternative is considered potentially
feasible at this time.

Alternative 3 would meet all the Project’s objectives, but not as well as the Proposed Project as this
alternative would reduce the local employment opportunities and affordable housing units and

supply of new housing overall. However, this alternative would provide the same habitat and open

space conservation, regional drainage control solutions, and facilitate construction of a traffic light
on Carmel Valley Road, similar to the Proposed Project.

Thus, Alternative 3 would meet the project purpose and all the objectives, but to a lesser degree
than the Proposed Project.

Impact Analysis

The reduced density of units under this alternative would result in similar or lessened impacts on all
of the resource areas, however it would not likely change the significance of impacts identified for
the Proposed Project.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Alternative 4 — 40-Unit Low Density Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

Alternative 4 would include 32 market rate residential units and eight affordable units (gross
density of 1 unit/acre) for a total of 40 residential units. This gross density would be considered low
density (1unit/acre) in Carmel Valley, although specific densities within the Village could be

medium density in certain locations. The open space area would be the same as the Proposed
Project. A sample site plan of this alternative is provided in Figure 5-3.

This alternative would also include raising a portion of the emergency access road west of the
Project site, to a level that has been designed to directly address the large potential flood flow path
down Rio Road from the Carmel River. This would avoid a substantial portion of the improvements
cited in the County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater Management and Flood
Control Report (Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014b).

This alternative was developed to examine the potential to avoid or lessen traffic related impacts,
including impacts relating to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.

Feasibility and Ability to Meet Project Objectives

Alternative 4 is technically feasible as the project site is available, utility connections and road
connections are available, and water supply exists as for the Proposed Project.

The cost of major infrastructure (site elevation, road connections, park improvements) are likely

similar to that for the Proposed Project, but the cost of certain infrastructure within the residential
development (streets, utilities, etc.) would be substantially less.

For the purposes of this Second Revised Draft EIR, this alternative is considered potentially feasible.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Impact Analysis

Similar to Alternative 3, reduced density of units under this alternative would result in similar or

lessened impacts on all of the resource areas; however, it would not likely change the significance of
impacts identified for the Proposed Project.

Under this alternative, the proposed level of affordability is similar to the Project; however, since
there are fewer overall units, there are also fewer affordable units, since this alternative would still

meet the 20% affordable units.

Alternative 5 — Energy Efficient Clustered Residential Alternative Rie-Read
Extension-Emergency-AccessOnly

Alternative Characteristics

Alternative 5 includes 130 residential units, with clustering of 25-condominium units to allow for
use of solar infrastructure. The configuration of these condominium units would include a “solar
village” comprising of 18-condominiums on the front parcel and seven condominium units (two

tri-plexes and a half plex) on the west side of the project site. Similar to the Proposed Project, the

130-units under this alternative would also be of moderate and market rate housing. The amount of
open space would be the same as the Proposed Project. A sample site plan of this alternative is

provided in Figure 5-4.

This alternative would also include raising a portion of the emergency access road west of the site,

to a level that has been designed to directly address the large potential flood flow path down Rio
Road from the Carmel River. This would avoid a substantial portion of the improvements cited in the

County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater Management and Flood Control
Report (Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014b).

This alternative reflects a reasonable evolution of the 130-unit Proposed Project (formulated in
2016) in that it implements requirements in the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards of the
California Building Code ( Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations) including
installation of solar photovoltaic systems for all new single-family homes and multi-family homes up
to three stories in height. The clustered design of this alternative would allow for more efficiency in

developing the solar infrastructure, as fewer solar panel systems could be installed to power all
condominium units.

Alternative 5 was developed to examine the potential to lessen GHG related impacts.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Feasibility and Ability to Meet Project Objectives

Alternative 5 is technically feasible as the project site is available, utility connections and road
connections are available, and water supply exists as for the Proposed Project.

The cost of major infrastructure (site elevation, road connections, park improvements) would be the
same as that for the Proposed Project.

Alternative 5 would meet all of the objectives of the Project, as it is infill development that integrates
smart growth principles and integrates open space. This alternative would also assist the County in

addressing the statewide housing crisis through the provision of 130 moderate and market rate
housing units and would provide employment opportunities similar to the Project. Alternative 5 also

includes construction of regional drainage control and traffic signalization like the Project.

Impact Analysis

This alternative would involve construction of the same number of housing units. Thus,
environmental effects would be similar across all impact areas. Wi

Alternative 6 — 160-Unit Medium Density Residential-Stemple-Property
Aveidance Alternative

Alternative Characteristics

Like Alternative 5, this alternative would include 130-unit residential subdivision consisting of

105 market rate homes, with clustering of 25 condominium units to allow for the use of solar
infrastructure. The 130-units under this alternative would have the same mix of moderate and
market rate housing as the Proposed Project. However, under Alternative 6, it is assumed that the
owners of as many as 30 homes would ultimately obtain permission from the County to build
accessory dwelling units (ADUs), consistent with recent changes to California law. Therefore, this

alternative assumes the construction of 160 residential units, 30 of which would be ADUs. For the

purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that ADUs would be stand-alone units (not an attached or

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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junior ADU) and would be rented to a third party. While ADUs are typically considered affordable b
design, given the Project location, it is assumed that the 30 ADUs would not qualify as affordable.

The amount of open space would be the same as the Proposed Project. A sample site plan of this
alternative is provided in Figure 5-5.

This alternative would also include raising a portion of the emergency access road west of the site,
to a level that has been designed to directly address the large potential flood flow path down Rio

Road from the Carmel River. This would avoid a substantial portion of the improvements cited in the
County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater Management and Flood Control
Report (Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014b). This alternative was developed to examine the impact of
recent changes to California law related to accessory dwelling units.

Feasibility and Ability to Meet Project Objectives

Alternative 6 is technically feasible as the project site is available, utility connections and road

connections are available, and water supply exists as for the Proposed Project. The cost of major
infrastructure (site elevation, road connections, park improvements) would be the same as that for

the Proposed Project.

Alternative 6 would meet all the objectives of the Proposed Project, as it is infill development that
integrates smart growth principles and integrates open space. Alternative 6 also includes
construction of regional drainage control and traffic signalization similar to the Project. This
alternative would also provide employment opportunities for the local workforce. Further, it would
meet the objective in assisting the County in addressing the statewide housing through the provision

of 160 moderate and market rate housing units to a greater extent than the Proposed Project.

Impact Analysis

Impacts for this alternative would be similar to those of the Proposed Project. Due to a higher
number of overall residential units constructed, the Project would likely result in slightly greater
adverse impacts on most resource areas compared to the Proposed Project. However, the

significance of impacts would likely be the same as those of the Proposed Project.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Environmentally Superior Alternative

Alternative 1 (five estate homes) would reduce all environmental impacts, compared to the
Proposed Project and Alternatives 2 through 6. Thus, for direct and indirect impacts, Alternative 1

would be the environmentally superior alternative. CEQA requires that if the No-Project Alternative

is identified as the environmentally superior alternative, then the environmentally superior of the

action alternatives must be identified. Of the action alternatives, the 40-Unit Low Density
Alternative (Alternative 4) would be the environmentally superior alternative because it has lower
impacts for all issue areas, except for land use, where impacts would be similar to the Proposed
Project.

Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), Alternative 4 is identified as the
“environmentally superior alternative.” Alternative 4 would also meet all project objectives, but not
to the same extent as the Proposed Project since fewer units increases costs of market-rate units.
There would be less opportunity allowing for County implementation of regional drainage control

solutions and construction of a needed traffic light on Carmel Valley Road.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures and Levels of
Significance

The impacts of the Proposed Project-and130-UnitAlternative, proposed mitigation measures, and
significance conclusions are discussed in detail in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 of this Second Revised
Draft Reeireslated DEIR. Table ES-1 summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of
significance identified in this document.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-22 June 2020
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1 Table ES-1. Summary of Impacts

Executive Summary

130-Unit
Proposed Alternative Level of
Projectlevel Level of Significance
Impact ofSignificanece  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
3.1 Geology and Soils
A. Seismic Hazards
GEO-1: Substantial NI NI None Required -
Adverse Effects Resulting
From Fault Rupture
GEO-2: Substantial LTS LTS None Required -
Adverse Effects Resulting
from Earthquake-Induced
Ground Shaking
GEO-3: Substantial Potentially Potentially  GEO-1: Design All Proposed Structures LTS
Adverse Effects Resulting  Significant Significant  in Accordance with the Requirements
from Seismic-Related of the California Building Code,
Ground Settlement Current Edition, and
Recommendations Contained in the
Site-Specific Geologic and Geotechnical
Reports
GEO-4: Substantial LTS LTS None Required -
Adverse Effects Resulting
From Earthquake-
Induced Liquefaction
B. Landslides and Slope
Stability
GEO-5: Substantial Potentially Potentially = GEO-2: ConductAdditional Site- LTS
Adverse Effects Resulting  Significant Significant Hi igat i
from Landsliding 130-and-Implement Recommended
Grading and Slope Design Criteria of
the Site-Specific Geotechnical Reports
C. Erosion
GEO-6: Accelerated Soil Potentially Potentially = GEO-3: Prepare and Implement an LTS
Erosion and Significant Significant  Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
Sedimentation
D. Soil Constraints
GEO-7: Substantial Potentially Potentially GEO-1 [see above] LTS
Adverse Effects Resulting  Significant Significant  GEQ-4: Remove Localized Zones of
from Expansive Soils Overly Loose Materials
GEQ-5- P . hnical R
for Lot 136.C inoE iveSoil
(130-Unit Al . )
GEO-8: Substantial LTS LTS None Required -
Adverse Effects Resulting
from Loss of Topsoil
GEO-9: Effects of Septic Nt NI None Required -
Systems on Soils
Cumulative Impacts
GEO-C1: Cumulative LTE LTC None Required -
Impacts of Development
on Geologically
Hazardous Areas
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-23 June 2020
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130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
GEO-C2: Cumulative Potentially Potentially  GEO-1 through GEO-45 [see above] LTC
Accelerated Runoff, Significant Significant
Erosion, and
Sedimentation
3.2 Hydrology
A. Alteration of Drainage
Patterns
HYD-1: Alteration of Potentially Potentially PrepesedProjectand 130-unit LTS
Surface Drainage Significant Significant  Alternative
Patterns That Besults in HYD-1: Prepare and Implement a
Isrlllcregsed Erosion or Stormwater Control Plan
tat
Hation HYD-2: Prepare and Implement
Operation and Maintenance Plan for
Stormwater Control Measures
HYD-3: Enter into Maintenance
Agreement for Stormwater Control
Measures
Proposed-Project Only
BIO-4: Provide FundinoA
IR o C o R :
Progress-and-Suecess
BIO-7- Monitor Bank Erosion in Proi
Reacl R RiparianV )
and-River Bank-As Neeessary
B. Stormwater Runoff and Drainage Infrastructure
HYD-2: Result in Potentially Potentially = HYD-1.and HYD-2;HYD-3 [see above] LTS
Increased Stormwater significant Significant
Runoff Due to an Increase
in Impervious Surfaces
and Topographic
Alterations Resulting in
Drainage or Flooding
Impacts
C. Water Quality
HYD-3: Degrade Surface Potentially Potentially = HYD-1;and HYD-2;H¥D-3 [see above] LTS
Water Quality during Significant Significant  gyp-4. Implement a Spill Prevention
Construction and from and Control Program
0 ti
peration HYD-5: Implement Measures to
Maintain Surface Water or
Groundwater Quality
GEO-3 [see above]: Prepare-and
ol Erosi | Sedi
ControlPlan
D. Groundwater Supply
HYD-4: Substantially LTS LTS None Required -
Deplete Groundwater
Supplies or Interfere with
Groundwater Recharge
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £S-24 June 2020
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130-Unit
Propesed Alternative
ProjectLevel Level of
Impact of Significanee  Significance

Mitigation Measure

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

E. Risk of Flooding

HYD-5: Place Housing or Potentially Potentially  HYD-6: Protect Eastern Slope of LTS
Structures Within a 100- Significant Significant  Excavated Basin
Year Flood Hazard Area HYD-7: Avoid Encroachment into-the
and Expose People or 100-year Eloodplain for Lot 130 Uses
Structures to a Significant (130-Unit Alternative Only)
Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death Involving Flooding
F. Risk of Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow or Due to Sea Level Rise
HYD-6: Expose People or EFS LTS None Required -
Structures to a Significant
Risk of Loss, Injury, or
Death Involving
Inundation Due to Seiche,
Tsunami, or Mudflow
Hazards or Flooding
Associated with Sea Level
Rise
Cumulative Impacts
HYD-C1: Cumulative Potentially Potentially HYD-1 though HYD-67, and GEO-35; LTC
Impacts to Hydrology and  significant Significant  BlO-4,PrepesedPrejectOnly:
Water Quality BIO-7 [see-abeve]
3.3 Biological Resources
A. Impacts to Vegetation
BIO-1: Loss of Coyote LTS LTS None Required -
Brush Scrub Habitat
BIO-2: Loss of Monterey LTS LTS None Required -
Pine Stands
BIO-3: Loss or LTS LTS None required =
Disturbance of Special- Potentially  BIO-1: Conducta Eloristic Survey-of LTS
Status Plant Occurrences Significant  CoastLive Oak Woodland Habitatin
Lot 130 durinethe Bl ine Period
forP ol Swecial-S Pl
Species (130-UnitAl . )
BIO-2:M Avoid-or Minimi
I Soecial-S Pl
Species Populations Relati I
130
BIO-3: Conduct Mandatory
Contracter/\Werker Awareness
(130-Unit Al . )
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-25 June 2020
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130-Unit
Alternative Level of
Propesed

ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation

BIO-4: Loss of Riparian Potentially Potentially PrepesedProjectand 130-unit LTS
Forest and Woodland Significant Significant  Alternative

Habitat BIO-3 [see-abeve]

BIO-14: Provide Funding Assurances
and Reporting Concerning Restoration
Progress and Success

BIO-25: Restore Riparian
Forest/Woodland Concurrent with
Impact to Compensate for the
Permanent Loss of Riparian Forest
Habitat

BIO-36: Minimize Disturbance of
Riparian Forest and Woodland
BIO-4: Conduct Mandatory
Contractor/Worker Awareness
Training for Construction Personnel
Proposed ProjectOnly

Reacl 1R Rinarian V. .
and-River Bank-asNecessary
BIO-5: Loss of Coast Live Neo-impaet NI None Required -
Oak Woodland Potentially  BIO-8: Create Coast Live Oak LTS
Sicnifi Woodland Habi Miti
PermanentlossofCoastLive Oak
Woodland Habitat {130-Uni
Alternative-only}
BIO-6: Loss of Wetlands Potentially Potentially  BIO-13, BIO-24, BIO-4 5-[see above] LTS

and Other Waters of the Significant Significant  gyp_1 through HYD-54 [see above]
United States and State of B

California B{OJ}a—GFeate—Peﬂds—te—M-mgate
Permanent Loss-of Pond Habitat
{Propesed-Projectonly}
BIO-59b: Restore or Create Wetland
and Pond Habitat to Mitigate
Permanent Loss of Waters of the
United States and State {130-Unit

Alternative-only}
BIO-7: Loss of Protected Potentially Potentially  BIO-618: Compensate for Removal of LTS
Trees Significant Significant  Protected Trees
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-26 June 2020
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130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
B. Impacts to Wildlife
BIO-8: Loss or Potentially Potentially  BI0O-23;BI0-5 through BIO-46 [see LTS
Disturbance of California Significant Significant  above]
Red-Legged Frog Aquatic BIO-744: Conduct Formal Site
Habitat and Potential Assessment and Consult with U.S. Fish
Loss of California Red- and Wildlife Service to Determine if
Legged Frog Adults, Protocol-Level Surveys are Necessary
Larvae, or Eggs OR Assume CRLF Presence
BIO-812: Restrict Filling of
Ponds/Wetlands and Initial Ground-
Disturbing Activities in CRLF Habitat
to the Dry Season (May 1 to October
15)
BI10-943: Conduct a Preconstruction
Survey for CRLF
BI0-10+4: Monitor Initial Ground-
Disturbing Construction Activities
within CRLF Habitat
BI0-1145: Compensate for the
Removal and Disturbance of CRLF
Breeding Habitat
BlO-7{seeabove}
BIO-9: Loss or Potentially Potentially BIO-1216: Conduct a Preconstruction LTS
Disturbance of Significant Significant  Survey for Southwestern Pond Turtles
Southwestern Pond and Monitor Construction Activities
Turtle Aquatic Habitat within Suitable Aquatic Habitat
and Potential Loss or
Disturbance of
Southwestern Pond
Turtles
BIO-10: Potential Loss or EFS LTS None Required --
Disturbance of Breeding
or Wintering Western
Burrowing Owls and
Their Burrows
BIO-11: Potential Loss or Potentially Potentially = BIO-1337: Conduct Surveys for LTS
Disturbance of Tricolored  Significant Significant  Nesting Tricolored Blackbirds
Blackbirds and Their BIO-1418: RedesignRestorationPlan
Breeding Habitat {—PFGW
Tricolored Blackbird Nesting Col
Habitater Incorporate Tricolored
Blackbird Nesting Habitat into the
Newly Developed Project 330-Unit
Alternative Restoration Plan g
Developed}
BIO-12: Potential Loss or Potentially Potentially = BIO-1519: Conduct Surveys for LTS
Disturbance of Monterey Significant Significant ~ Woodrat Middens and Relocate
Dusky-Footed Woodrat Woodrats and Middens Prior to
or Their Nests Construction Activity
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-27 June 2020
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130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
BIO-13: Potential Loss or Potentially Potentially  BIO-25 [see above] LTS
Disturbance of Tree and Significant Significant  BJ0-1620: Remove Vegetation during
Shrub Nesting Migratory the Nonbreeding Season and Avoid
Birds and Raptors Disturbance of Nesting Migratory
Birds and Raptors
BIO-14: Potential Loss or Potentially Potentially  BIO-172%1: Conduct a Survey for LTS
Disturbance of Pallid Bat, Significant Significant  Suitable Roosting Habitat and
Hoary Bat, and Non- Evidence of Roosting Bats and Avoid
Special-Status Bats Disturbing Them
Species
BIO-15: Temporary and Potentially Potentially HYD-1 through HYD-6 [see above] LTS
Permanent Impacts to Significant Significant  B10-1822: Rescue Steelhead, if
Steelhead Trout and Stranded in Site Basin during High-
other Carmel River Fish Flow Events
BlO-7{seeabove}

C. Impact on Wildlife Movement, Wildlife Corridors, and Nursery Sites
BIO-16: Potential Potentially Potentially  BIO-1 4-through BIO-56 [see above] LTS
Adverse Impact on Significant Significant  prgnesed Project Only:

Wildlife Movement,

Wildlife Corridors, and BI0-7-Bi0-9a{see above]

Nursery Sites 130-UnitAlternative-Only:
BlO-9bfsecabeve}

D. Impact Related to Adopted Conservation Plans and Local Policies/Ordinances for the Protection of Biological Resources
BIO-17: Potential Conflict =~ Petentially Potentially  BIO-6 16-[see above] LTS
with Local Policies/ Significant Significant  proneced ProiectOnly
Ordinances

BlO-7{see-above}

E. Impact on Wildlife from Increased Presence of Dogs and Cats
BIO-18: Potential Potentially Potentially  BIO-1923: Install Signs Along and LTS
Adverse Impact on Significant Significant ~ Within the Habitat Preserve about
Wildlife due to Increased Restraining Dogs and Encouraging
Presence of Dogs and Cats to be Kept Inside
Cats Associated with
Residential Development

Cumulative Impacts
BIO-C1: Cumulative Loss Potentially Potentially  BIO-1 through BIO-19 [see above]6; LTC
of Biological Resources Significant Significant  B1O-8-threughBlO-22{see-abevel;

Including Habitats and BlO-23
Special Status Species Proposed Proiect Only:
BlO-7{see-abeve}

3.4 Aesthetics

A. Visual Character and

Quality
AES-1: Changes in Visual S LTS None Required. -
Character due to the
proposed Residential Use
and Habitat Preserve
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Executive Summary

130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
AES-2: Changes in Visual Potentially Potentially  AES-1: Implement Measures to Reduce LTS
Quality due to Changes in Significant Significant  Light and Glare, and Visual Intrusion to
Views from Adjacent Surrounding Land Uses and Other
Land Uses due to the Public Viewpoints
Proposed Residential Use
B. Scenic Vistas and Corridors
AES-3: Changes in Views LTS LTS None Required. -
from Existing Scenic
Vistas and Corridors
C. Light and Glare
AES-4: Create a New Potentially Potentially  AES-1 [see above] LTS
Source of Light and Glare Significant Significant
Cumulative Impacts
AES-C1: Cumulative Potentially Potentially  AES-1 [see above] LTCS
Degradation of the Significant Significant
Existing Visual Character
of the Region
3.5 Land Use
A. Land Use Compatibility
LU-1: Land Use Potentially Potentially  AES-1 [see above]:lmplement LTS
Compatibility Significant Significant  Measuresto-Reduce Lightand Glare;
Land-Uses-and OtherPublic
Viewpeints
B. Plan/Policy Consistency
LU-2: Conflicts with Land Significant Significant  TR-1 [see below] Traffic Mitigation SU
Use Plans, Policies, or {re- CVMP (re: CVMP  Measures-in-Chapter3-7and-Chapter
Regulations Poliey€V-1.6} Policy CV- 4
1.27)
LU-3: Conflicts with NI NI None Required _
Habitat Conservation
Plans
C. Division of an Established
Community
LU-4: Physically Divide a LTS LTS None Required _
Community
Cumulative Impacts
LU-C1: Cumulative Local = Gensiderable Potentially None Available ProposedProjectOnly:  CU (Proposed
Land Use Impacts Significant = Traffie Mitigation MeasuresinChapter  ProjeetOnly}
LTE 3 Z-and-Chapter4-
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Monterey County Executive Summary
130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
3.6 Hazards and Hazardous
Materials
A. Public Exposure
HAZ-1: Upset and Potentially Potentially = HAZ-1: Follow Cypress Fire Protection LTS
Accident Conditions Significant Significant  District and Other Guidelines for
Involving the Release of Storage and Handling of Hazardous
Hazardous Materials into Materials
the Environment HAZ-2: Immediately Contain Spills,
Excavate Spill-Contaminated Soil, and
Disposal at an Approved Facility
HAZ-3: Develop and Implement Plans
to Reduce Exposure of People and the
Environment to Hazardous Conditions
During Construction Activities
HA—Z—‘}—’PQS{—%{"—G}*@—PFQSQHG@-G{:
Asbestos-or Lead-BasedPaintand
RemeveinAccordance with
Oeeupational Safetyand Health
c ! E =8
(MBUAPCD)P . (130-Uni
Al . )
PSU-2: Coordinate with Appropriate
Utility Service Providers and Related
Agencies to Reduce Service
Interruptions
HAZ-2: Routine Potentially Potentially = HAZ-45: Participate in the Local LTS
Transport, Use, or Significant Significant  Household Hazardous Waste
Disposal of Hazardous Collection Program
Materials
HAZ-3: Hazardous Potentially Potentially  EerthePropesedProjeet: LTS
Emissions or Hazardous Significant Significant  ga7.1 through HAZ-4 3-and HAZ-5
Materials, Substances, or [see above]
Waste Handling Within . .
One-Quarter Mile of a
School HAZ-1through- HAZ-5{see-above}
HAZ-4: Location of the EFS LTS None Required -
Project on a Known
Hazardous Material Site
B. Airport Vicinity
HAZ-5: Potential LTS LTS None Required -
Exposure of Hazardous
Materials in the Vicinity
of an Airport or Airstrip
Cumulative Impacts
HAZ-C1: Cumulative Potentially Potentially = HAZ-1 through HAZ-4 5-[see above] LTC
Significant Hazards to the  Significant Significant
Public or Environment
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-30 June 2020
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Executive Summary

130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
3.7 Transportation and
Circulation
A. Signalized Intersections
TR-1: LOS Decrease at LTS LTS None Required -
Signalized Intersections
B. Unsignalized Intersections
TR-2: LOS Decrease at Potentially Potentially = TR-1: Contribute Fair-Share to SU
Unsignalized Significant Significant  Interchange Improvements of Laureles
Intersections Grande and Carmel Valley Road
through the CVTIP Traffic Impact Fee
to-fund-the CVTIR
C. Roadway Segments
TR-3: Peak Hour LOS LTS LTS None Required -
Decrease for Two-Lane
and Multi-Lane and/or
exceed ADT Threshold
for Portions of Carmel
Valley Road, Rio Road
and Carmel Rancho
Boulevard
TR-4: Peak Hour Segment  Petentially Potentially  None Available-TR-2-Contribute Eair SU
LOS Decrease for Significant Significant  Share RegionallmpactFee
Portions of State Route 1
D. Access, Circulation and
Safety
TR-5: Adequate Sight LTS LTS None Required -
Distance
TR-6: Adequate Project LTS LTS None Required -
Access
E. Transit and Bicycle Travel
TR-7: Changes to Transit LTS LTS None Required -
and Bicycle Travel Access
F. Construction Traffic
TR-8: Construction Potentially Potentially TR-23: Develop and Implement a SU
Traffic Decreases LOS Significant Significant  Construction Traffic Control Plan
Cumulative Impacts
TR-C1: LOS Decrease at Potentially Potentially TR-12 [see above] CU
Signalized Intersections Significant Significant
TR-C2: LOS Decrease at Potentially Potentially TR-1 [see above] CuU
Unsignalized Significant Significant
Intersections
TR-C3: Peak Hour LOS Potentially Potentially  None Available-TR-2-fsee-abeve} cu
Decrease for Segments of  Significant Significant
SR1 and Carmel Valley
Road
TR-C4: Exceed Average Potentially Potentially = TR-1 TR-2-[see above] CU
Daily Traffic Thresholds Significant Significant
on Segments of Carmel
Valley Road
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-31 June 2020
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Impact

130-Unit
Alternative

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

TR-C5: Adequate Sight
Distance

TR-C6: Changes to
Transit and Bicycle
Travel Access

TR-C7: Construction
Traffic

LTC

LTC

Potentially
Significant

None Required

None Required

TRA-23 [see above]

CU

3.8 Air Quality

A. Air Quality Plan
Consistency

AIR-1: Conflict with the
2012 Air Quality
Management Plan

B. Long-Term Emissions

AIR-2: Result in a Long-
Term Increase in ROG,
NOx, CO, and PM10
Emissions from Vehicular
Traffic and Area Sources

C. Construction Emissions

AIR-3: Result in a Short-
Term Increase in PM10
Emissions due to Grading
and Construction

D. Sensitive Receptors

AIR-4: Result in the
Emission of Toxic Air
Contaminants from Diesel
Truck and Equipment Use
during Construction

AIR-5: Expose Sensitive
Receptors to Substantial
CO Concentrations from
Project-Related Traffic

E. Odors

AIR-6: Expose New
Sensitive Receptors to
Objectionable Odors

Cumulative Impacts
AIR-C1: Cumulative Effect
on Air Quality

AIR-C2: Cumulative
Elevated Health Risk
from Exposure to
Construction-Related
Emissions

LTS

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTC

LTC

None Required

AIR-1: Prohibit Wood-Burning
Fireplaces

None Required

None Required

None Required

None Required

None Required

None Required

LTS
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Executive Summary

Impact of Significanee

130-Unit
Alternative

Level of
Significance

Mitigation Measure

Level of
Significance
after Mitigation

3.9 Noise

A. Long-Term Increases in
Noise

NOI-1: Exposure of Onsite ~ Petentially
Noise-Sensitive Land Use Significant

to Noise

NOI-2: Exposure of EFS
Offsite Noise-Sensitive

Land Uses to Increased

Noise

B. Short-Term Increases in
Noise

NOI-3: Exposure of Noise-  Potentially
Sensitive Land Uses to Significant

Construction Noise
C. Vibration

NOI-4: Exposure of EFS
Sensitive Land Uses to

Vibration from

Construction Activity

Cumulative Impacts

NOI-C1: Exposure of LTE
Noise-Sensitive Land

Uses to Cumulative

Traffic Noise that Exceed

County Noise

Compatibility Standards

Potentially
Significant

LTS

Potentially
Significant

LTS

LTC

NOI-1: Implement Noise-Reducing
Treatments at Residences Located
Near the Batting Practice Area and-Lot
130

None Required

NOI-2: Employ Noise-Reducing
Construction Practices

None Required

None Required

LTS

LTS

3.10 Public Services, Utilities, and
Recreation

A. Fire and Police Services
PSU-1: Increased Demand LTS
for Fire and First-
Responder Emergency
Medical Services

PSU-2: Increased Demand LTS
for Police Services

B. Emergency Access
PSU-3: Interference with LTS
Emergency Access Routes
or Adopted Emergency
Access Plans
C. Wildland Fire Hazard
PSU-4: Expose People or LTS
Structures to a Significant
Risk of Loss, Injury, or

Death Involving Wildland
Fires

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

None Required

None Required

None Required

None Required

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
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Executive Summary

130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
D. Water Demand
PSU-5: Increased Water Potentially Potentially  PSU-1: Dedicate Water Rights for the LTS
Supply Demand Significant Significant  Project; Design for, Meter, and Monitor
Water to meet Water Budgets;
Implement Remedial Action if Water
Budgets Exceeded
E. Infrastructure Capacities
PSU-6: Increased Demand  Petentially Potentially  PSU-2-1: Test Well Supply, Identify LTS
for Water and Sewer Significant Significant ~ Water Treatment and Distribution
Infrastructure Facilities, and Avoid Impacts on
Biological Resources
F. Wastewater Treatment
Capacity
PSU-7: Increased LTS LTS None Required -
Wastewater Treatment
Capacities
G. Utility Disruption
PSU-8: Construction- Potentially Potentially  PSU-3: Coordinate with Appropriate LTS
Related Service Significant Significant  Utility Service Providers and Related
Disruptions Agencies to Reduce Service
Interruptions
H. School Enrollments
PSU-9: Increased Student LTS LTS None Required -
Enrollments
L. Recreational Demand
PSU-10: Increased Use of LTS LTS None Required -
Existing Neighborhood and
Regional Parks
J. Open Space
PSU-11: Quality and LTS LTS None Required -
Quantity of Open Space Used
for Recreation
K. Landfill Capacity
PSU-12: Increased Demand LTS LTS None Required -
for Solid Waste, Green
Waste, and Recycling
Disposal Needs
Cumulative Impacts
PSU-C1: Cumulative Potentially Potentially  PSU-2 and-}; PSU-32 [see above] LTC
Increase in Demand for Significant Significant
Public Services and Utility
Infrastructure and
Capacities
3.11 Cultural Resources
A. Historical Resources
CR-1: Demolition, Destruction, NI NI None Required _
Relocation, or Alteration of
Historical Resources
Rancho Cafiada Village Project £S-34 June 2020
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130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation
B, C, and D. Archaeological Resources, Human Remains, and Paleontological Resources
CR-2: Ground Disturbing Potentially Potentially  CR-1: Archaeological Resources- Stop LTS
Activities, Such As Grading, Significant Significant ~ Work if Buried Cultural Deposits are
Trenching, or Excavation Encountered During Construction
Activities
CR-2: Archaeological Monitoring
During Ground Disturbing Activities
Within the Project Area During
Construction
CR-3: Archaeological Resources- Stop
Work if Human Remains are
Encountered During Construction
Activities
CR-4: Paleontological Resources- Stop
Work if Vertebrate Remains are
Encountered During Construction
CR-3: Erosion or Usage of the Potentially Potentially  CR-5: Consult With a Qualified LTS
Project Area That Could Expose  Significant Significant ~ Archaeologist to Identify Resources
Buried Archaeological and Assess Impacts
Resources Due to Long-Term
Use of the Area
Cumulative Impacts
CR-C1: Cumulative Impacts on Potentially Potentially  CR-1 through CR-5 [see above] LTC
Unknown and Undiscovered Significant Significant
Cultural Resources
3.12 Population and Housing
POP-1: Induce Substantial Significant LTS Nene feasible-to-aveid-all-traffie -
Population Growth In Excess {forinduced hmpacts{Propesed-Project} SU (for traffic
of Adopted Land Use Plans traftie} None required {130-Unit Alternative) for Propesed
And That Would Result in Project)
Significant Secondary
Physical Effects on the
Environment
B. Cause Displacement of People or Housing
POP-2: Displacement of LTS LTS None Required _
Existing Housing or
Population
Cumulative Impacts
POP-C1: Cumulative Impacts  Significant LTC Nene feasible-to-aveid-all-traffie -
Related to Population and {Horinduced hmpacts{Propesed-Project} CU {fortraffic
Housing traffic} None required {130-Unit-Alternative} forPropesed
Projeet)
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130-Unit
Propesed Alternative Level of
ProjectLevel Level of Significance
Impact of Significanee  Significance Mitigation Measure after Mitigation

3.13 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

A. Contribute to Climate Change Impacts

GHG-1: Result in Project- Potentially Potentially = GHG-1: Implement Best Management LTS, LTC
Related Greenhouse Gas Significant Significant  Practices for Greenhouse Gas

Emissions, during Emissions during Construction

Construction and Operation, GHG-2: Reduce Annual Greenhouse

that Could Contribute to
Climate Change Impacts and
be Inconsistent with the

Gas Emissions to below the Efficiency
Threshold Using a Combination of
Design Features, Replanting, and/or

Goals of Assembly Bill 32 Offset Purchases

B. Effects of Climate Change
GHG-2: Result in Significant Net Not None Required -
Exposure of Persons or applicable Applicable

Property to Reasonably
Foreseeable Impacts of
Climate Change

LTS = Less than Significant, LTC = Less than Cumulatively Considerable, SU = Significant and Unavoidable,
CU = Cumulative and Unavoidable NI = No Impact

Rancho Cafiada Village Project £5-36 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

Chapter 1
Introduction

Overview of Scope

The County of Monterey (County) has prepared this Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Second Revised Draft EIR) in response to a July 2018 judgment and writ of mandate issued
by the Monterey Superior Court in litigation entitled, Carmel Valley Association, Inc., v. County of
Monterey (Case No. 17CV000131). That litigation was initiated in January 2017 when the Carmel
Valley Association (CVA) filed a lawsuit requesting the court to invalidate the County Board of
Supervisors’ December 2016 certification of an EIR and approval of entitlements for a 130-unit

residential proposal known as the Rancho Cafada Village Subdivision project.

The previously certified EIR at issue in the CVA lawsuit evaluated the development of 281
residential units as the Proposed Project. The certified EIR also evaluated a 130-unit alternative at

the same level of detail as the Proposed Project. The County certified the EIR and approved the 130-

unit alternative in December 2016. In the lawsuit filed by CVA, the superior court held that, although
the 130-unit proposal was presented as an alternative in the EIR, this proposal was the true

“project” under consideration and hence the EIR’s project description was legally inadequate. The
court further reasoned that, because the range of alternatives within the EIR treated the 281-unit
proposal as the “project,” the alternatives were inadequate, as they sought to reduce impacts of a

281-unit proposal rather than those of the 130-unit proposal. The Monterey County Superior Court
found no problems with the impact analyses and mitigation measures in the EIR.

This Second Revised Draft EIR represents a very limited revision to the Revised Draft EIR to render

the latter document compliant with the superior court’s ruling. What had been called the 130-unit
Alternative is now treated as the “Proposed Project.” It has only been modified to reflect the current
reality of the sale of Lot 130, which was part of the original subdivision. The County has also

formulated a new range of alternatives to the 130-unit proposal. With very limited exceptions, the
impact analyses and mitigation measures are no different from what they were previously. The new

alternatives are described below.

Alternative 1 — No Project

Under the No-Project Alternative, existing (2020) conditions consist of cattle grazing on a former
golf course on property with five legal parcels. If neither the Proposed Project nor any of the other
EIR alternatives are approved, the reasonably foreseeable expected use of the five legal parcels,
based on current plans and ordinances, and consistent with available infrastructure and community
services, would be the construction of five estate homes in which home occupations such would be
permitted.

Alternative 2 — Hotel Alternative

This Hotel Alternative consists of the development of 175 hotel or timeshare units and 20 employee
housing units, 6-hole reconfiguration of the west golf course, clubhouse and restaurant, tennis

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report

1-1



O 0O N Ul WN -

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

3

N

33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

clubhouse and four tennis courts, health club, spa, meeting rooms, and administrative offices. Access
would be provided, either directly or indirectly, via Carmel Valley Road for visitors and employees of
this alternative. This alternative was developed to examine the potential to avoid or lessen traffic
related impacts of the Revised Project, specifically during peak hours. This alternative would also
include the raising of a portion of the emergency access road west of the project site, to a level that

has been designed to directly address the large potential flood flow path down Rio Road from the
Carmel River and obviate the need for a substantial portion of the work cited in the County Service
Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater Management and Flood Control Report (County of
Monterey, October 2014).

Alternative 3 — 90-Unit Low Density Residential

This alternative would include 73 market rate residential units and 17 affordable units on the same
residential site. This alternative was developed to examine the potential to avoid or lessen traffic-
related impacts, including air pollution and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The open space area
would be the same as the 130-Unit Revised Project. This gross density would be considered low
density in Carmel Valley, although specific densities within the Village could be medium density in
certain locations. This alternative would also include the raising of a portion of the emergency
access road west of the project site, to a level that has been designed to directly address the large
potential flood flow path down Rio Road from the river and obviate the need for a substantial
portion of the work cited in the County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater
Management and Flood Control Report (October 2014).

Alternative 4 — 40-Unit Low Density Residential

This alternative would include 32 market rate residential units and eight affordable units on the
same residential site. Like Alternative 3, this alternative was developed to examine the potential to
avoid or lessen traffic-related impacts, including air quality and GHG emissions. The open space area
would be the same as the 130-Unit Revised Project. This gross density would be considered low
density in Carmel Valley, although specific densities within the Village could be medium density in
certain locations. This alternative would also include the raising of a portion of the emergency
access road west of the project site, to a level that has been designed to directly address the large

potential flood flow path down Rio Road from the river and obviate the need for a substantial
portion of the work cited in the County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater

Management and Flood Control Report (October 2014).

Alternative 5 — Energy Efficient Clustered Residential

This alternative includes 130 residential units, with clustering of 25-condominium units to allow for
use of solar infrastructure to reduce GHG related impacts. This alternative was developed to

examine the potential to reduce GHG related impacts. The configuration of these condominium units
include a “solar village” comprising 18-condos on the front parcel, and 7 condo units (two tri-plexes
and a half plex) on the west side of the project site. This alternative would also include the raising of

a portion of the emergency access road west of the project site, to a level that has been designed to

directly address the large potential flood flow path down Rio Road from the river and obviate the
need for a substantial portion of the work cited in the County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel

River Stormwater Management and Flood Control Report (October 2014). This alternative reflects a

reasonable evolution of the 130-unit Proposed Project (formulated in 2016) intended to address the

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

State of California’s increased focus on energy conservation, and solar power in particular, over the
last few years.

Alternative 6 — 160-Unit Medium Density Residential

Like the Energy Efficient Clustered Residential Alternative (Alternative 5), this alternative would
include a 130-unit residential subdivision consisting of 105 market rate homes, with clustering of

25-condominium units to allow for use of solar infrastructure to reduce GHG related impacts. The
alternative assumes, however, that the owners of as many as 30 single family lots would ultimately
obtain permission from the County to build accessory dwelling units, consistent with recent changes
to California law. The open space area would be the same as for the Energy Efficient Clustered
Residential Alternative. This alternative would also include the raising of a portion of the emergency
access road west of the project site, to a level that has been designed to directly address the large
potential flood flow path down Rio Road from the river and obviate the need for a substantial
portion of the work cited in the County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River Stormwater

Management and Flood Control Report (October 2014).

Litigation Background

The project application was filed in 2004, and the County issued the original Draft EIR on the project
in 2008. In June 2016, the County issued a Revised Draft EIR, which included a new 130-unit
alternative addressed at the same level of detail as the proposed 281-unit project. In December
2016, the County certified the EIR and approved a General Plan amendment, zoning ordinance, and

Combined Development Permit for the 130-unit Rancho Cafiada Village Subdivision project. CVA
sued on the approval in January 2017.

Between the time of the 2008 DEIR and the 2016 Revised DEIR, the County had adopted its 2010
General Plan, which included updating the Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP). Four lawsuits,

including one brought by CVA, challenged the adoption of the 2010 General Plan. In September
2012, the County settled with CVA, and as a result of the settlement, in 2013 the County amended

the CVMP to reduce the “cap” for future residential units in the CVMP area from 266 to 190 units.

The Parties’ Areuments

CVA alleged in the superior court that the Final EIR violated CEQA in two ways: first, that the Project
Description was inaccurate; and second, that the inaccurate Project Description invalidated the
alternatives analysis. CVA did not challenge any aspect of the environmental impact analysis or any
mitigation measures. Rather, CVA argued that the Project Description chapter (Chapter 2) in the

Revised Draft EIR violated CEQA because it described both the proposed 281-unit Project and the

130-unit Alternative in comparable levels of detail.

CVA argued that, while the Revised Draft EIR stated otherwise, the real project being considered was
the 130-unit Alternative. According to CVA, the Project was “infeasible under the 2010 General Plan”
because of the reduced cap on residential units under the 2013 CVMP resulting from the settlement
agreement between CVA and the County over CVA'’s legal challenge to the 2010 General Plan.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

The Trial Court’s Decision

In finding the EIR to be legally inadequate, the superior court held that, although the 130-unit
proposal was presented as an alternative in the EIR, this proposal was the true “project” under

consideration. The court explained that, once the County had updated the General Plan and the
CVMP, and had entered into a settlement agreement with CVA over its challenge to the 2010 General
Plan, the County could no longer approve the 281-unit proposal without exceeding the cap set
resulting from the settlement. The court held that, as a practical matter, only 166 units could be
approved. Under such circumstances, the 130-unit proposal was the true project. As a result, the

court found that the EIR’s Project Description legally inadequate.

The court further reasoned that, because the range of alternatives within the EIR treated the 281-

unit proposal as the “project,” the alternatives were inadequate, as they sought to reduce impacts of
a 281-unit proposal rather than those of the 130-unit proposal.

The superior court found no other problems with the 2016 Final EIR. None of the impact analysis
was found deficient. No mitigation measures were found to be insufficient or problematic. CVA had

never alleged any such inadequacies.

The superior court also ruled partially for and partially against the County on CVA’s non-CEQA
claims alleging that County had failed to implement two General Plan policies. The court agreed with
CVA that the County had violated Government Code section 65860, subdivision (c), by failing to

update the County’s affordable housing ordinance within a “reasonable time” after amending the
General Plan in 2010. The court acknowledged that the General Plan policy at issue (Policy LU-2.13)
did not apply to the project itself because the amendment to CV-1.27 concurrently adopted by the
County required a minimum of 20% affordable housing “notwithstanding any other General Plan
policies.”

The court disagreed with CVA that the County had violated 2010 General Plan Policy LU-1.19, which
requires the County to establish a Development Evaluation System (DES) by which to assess the
potential merits of new development projects proposed outside of certain priority development
areas. CVA contended that this lack of action violated the policy in question. The superior court
rejected this claim.

The Parties’ Appeals and Cross-Appeal

Following the entry of judgment, both RCV and the County filed appeals of the superior court
decision in the Court of Appeal, and CVA cross-appealed. RCV appealed the portions of the judgment
holding that the County had violated CEQA and that a particular County finding was unsupported,
but did not appeal the portion of the judgment holding that the County had violated Government
Code section Government Code section 65860, subdivision (c). In reverse, the County did not appeal
from the portions of the judgment holding that the County had violated CEQA or pertaining to the
finding, but did appeal the portion of the judgment holding that the County violated Government
Code section Government Code section 65860, subdivision (c).

CVA'’s cross-appeal sought to overturn the superior court’s rejection of its claim based on General
Plan Policy LU-1.19.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

The Legal Effects of the Project Applicant’s Pending

CEQA Appeal

At the time of release of this Second Revised Draft EIR to the public, these appeals and cross-appeals
are still pending in the Court of Appeal. Even so, the County may release this Second Revised Draft
EIR because the County did not appeal from the superior court’s CEQA rulings. The County has

chosen instead to comply with those rulings. Although RCV has a legal right to continue to ask the

Court of Appeal to overturn the superior court’s CEQA rulings, the County made its own choice to

comply with them. The County’s appeal is limited the narrow independent issue of whether the

County violated Government Code section 65860, subdivision (c), by having failed to update its
affordable housing ordinance as of the end of 2016.

The law permits the County to proceed with the Second Revised Draft EIR while RCV appeals from
the CEQA rulings requiring this revised document. The law also permits RCV to participate actively
in the County’s legal remand from the superior court proceeding while RCV’s CEQA appeal remains
pending. In published precedents, the appellate courts, out of a concern for fairness to project
applicants, have allowed CEQA respondents and real parties in interest to take such divergent paths.

Because persons seeking development entitlements make substantial investments in order to obtain
them, such persons may pursue their appellate remedies when lower courts find such entitlements

to be invalid, even where the agency that granted the entitlement opts not to appeal. Applicants also
have a right to appeal on the merits of action in order to try to avoid having to pay attorneys’ fees to
petitioners who prevailed in the trial court. (See Save Our Residential Environment v. City of West

Hollywood (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 1745, 1750-1751; and Protect Niles v. City of Fremont (2018) 25
Cal.App.4th 1129, 1140.)

On the other hand, the County has the legal right to choose to comply with the superior court’s CEQA

rulings, with full understanding that, if RCV’s appeal succeeds, the Court of Appeal might reinstate
RCV’s 2016 development entitlements. Should the Court of Appeal rule in RCV’s favor before the
completion of this revised environmental review and new action by the Board of Supervisors, the

County could abandon this process in mid-stream. It is also possible that the County could choose to
complete the process as a vehicle for modifying the 2016 entitlements. Regardless, at the time this

Second Revised Draft EIR is being released in June 2020, it appears unlikely that the Court of Appeal

would rule before the Second Final EIR is certified.

Rules Intended to Resolve CEQA Litigation Expeditiously

In order for readers to be able to understand the litigation background behind this Second Revised
Draft EIR, some general background information about CEQA litigation will be helpful. Although
CEQA is interpreted broadly to protect the environment, its litigation provisions are interpreted in
light of legislative policies favoring the prompt resolution of CEQA litigation. (Board of Supervisors
v. Superior Court (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 830, 836.) Furthermore, where a project requiring an EIR is
approved and no CEQA litigation is filed, the law gives rise to a presumption that the EIR is legally
adequate. As the California Supreme Court has explained, Public Resources Code section 21167.2
(from CEQA) “mandates that the EIR be conclusively presumed valid unless a lawsuit has been
timely brought to contest the validity of the EIR. This presumption acts to preclude reopening of the
CEQA process even if the initial EIR is discovered to have been fundamentally inaccurate and

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

misleading in the description of a significant effect or the severity of its consequences. After

certification, the interests of finality are favored over the policy of encouraging public comment.”
(Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112,1130.)

Furthermore, where a petitioner persuades a court that CEQA violations have occurred, judicial
remedies must be fashioned so as to include only the mandates needed to comply with CEQA.
Indeed, “if the court finds that it will not prejudice full compliance with CEQA to leave some project
approvals in place, it must leave them unaffected.” (Center for Biological Diversity v. California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 1245, 1255; see also Pub. Resources Code
21168.9.) Here, as noted earlier, the Monterey County Superior Court found that the EIR’s Project
Description and alternatives analysis were defective, but found no problems with the impact
analyses and mitigation measures in the EIR. Nor did CVA ask the court to find any such additional
violations.

CVA was the only member of the public that filed litigation against Monterey County to challenge the
adequacy of the 2016 Final EIR. If CVA had not filed suit, the EIR would have been presumed legally
adequate by operation of law. The fact that this EIR is being revised is solely a result of the litigation

filed by CVA. The scope of the new information is a direct result of the substance of the superior
court decision brought about by CVA'’s lawsuit.

The Doctrine of Res Judicata

Res Judicata Generally

Like other litigation, CEQA litigation is governed by legal doctrine known by the Latin term “res
judicata” (also known as “claim preclusion”). This doctrine comes into play where an EIR has been
revised in response to a court judgment and writ. The res judicata doctrine is intended to require
plaintiffs in civil litigation to fully assert any legal claims they may have against a defendant in
connection with the facts that gave rise to the litigation. The purpose of the doctrine is to avoid

wasteful and unnecessary subsequent litigation over claims that could and should have been
asserted the first time around. “The rule is based upon the sound public policy of limiting litigation

by preventing a party who has had one fair trial on an issue from again drawing it into controversy.”
(Bernhard v. Bank of America Nat. Trust & Savings Association (1942) 19 Cal.2d 807, 811.) “Any issue
necessarily decided in such litigation is conclusively determined as to the parties or their privies if it
is involved in a subsequent lawsuit on a different cause of action.” (/d. at p. 810 [italics added].

The term “privies” as used in the quotation above refers to parties in “privity” with parties in
litigation. In litigation involving the public interest, courts have held that nonprofit organizations
that sue on the behalf of the public at large or for very generalized purposes may be in privity with

the entire public at large. Thus, it happens that, where such an organization has filed litigation over a
matter of public controversy, and that litigation is resolved, no other members of the public may

subsequently, in later litigation, raise claims that were, or could have been, raised by the
organization that filed the earlier litigation. (See, e.g., Citizens for Open Access to Sand and Tide, Inc. v.

Seadrift Association (1998) 60 Cal.App.4th 1053, 1064-1075.)

Res Judicata in CEQA Litigation

There is a large body of CEQA case law dealing with the complex and technical doctrine of res
judicata. For especially interested members of the public, the County notes that the leading cases, in

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

addition to those already cited or quoted, include the following: lone Valley Land, Air, & Water
Defense Alliance, LLC v. County of Amador (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 165, 170-172; Citizens for Open

Government v. City of Lodi (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 296, 324-327; Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City

of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 481; and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v.
City of Los Angeles (2004) 126 Cal.App.4th 1180, 1204.)

These cases have dealt with a number of different factual scenarios in CEQA litigation, and have

reached the following conclusions. Where a CEQA plaintiff or petitioner fails to assert a particular

potential legal ground for attacking an EIR, such a potential ground is waived, not only by the
petitioner but by any other party in “privity” to the petitioner (i.e., often the public at large). Where a

petitioner unsuccessfully makes a legal argument in the superior court but fails to appeal on that
argument, that argument is also waived. Where a court, after full argument and a full hearing on the
merits, finds limited flaws in an EIR and directs the respondent agency to take certain actions to
remedy those flaws, the petitioner’s ability, and that of its privies, to challenge the new or revised
environmental document on remand is limited. The petitioner and its privies may not raise claims
that could have been raised in the earlier round of litigation.

One court summarized many of these principles as follows:

[Alny challenge to an EIR or other agency action arising from facts in existence before the

entry of judgment must be asserted in the proceeding before the entry of judgment. The
failure to assert such a challenge before the entry of judgment or the failure to successfully
appeal the judgment on an issue arising from facts in existence before the entry of judgment
precludes a party from asserting the challenge in connection with postjudgment proceedings
concerning compliance with the writ.

(Ballona Wetlands Land Trustv. City of Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455, 481 (Ballona
Wetlands), italics added.)

Extent of New Information in Second Revised Draft EIR

In light of this complicated legal background, the vast majority of the information in this Second
Revised Draft EIR was included in the first Revised Draft EIR. The only new information contained in
this revised document is the information necessary to comply with the CEQA rulings in the superior
court’s judgment and, in some instances, to replace information that was patently out of date. Thus,
the 130-unit proposal, which was formerly styled an alternative, is now described as the Proposed
Project. All discussion of the former 281-unit proposal has been eliminated. A new alternatives
analysis has replaced the original alternatives analysis. To assist readers in differentiating between
old and new material, the County has used strikethrough formatting to depict text that has been
eliminated and underlined formatting to depict new text. The exception is Chapter 5, Alternatives,
which is entirely new and is therefore not depicted in underline format for improved readability.

Figures throughout the document have also been updated to remove the prior 281-unit proposal.

Because the changes to the earlier document are limited, the County encourages commenters to
focus their comments on the new information. Although this Second Revised Draft EIR is not being
“recirculated” in the normal sense of the word, the public review period for the document is
analogous to a review period for a Draft EIR that is recirculated with only limited changes. CEQA
Guidelines section 15088.5, subdivision (f)(2), addresses such a situation:

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

When the EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised
chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their

comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR. The lead agency need
only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to
chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii)
comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of
the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated. The lead agency’s request that reviewers
limit the scope of their comments shall be included either within the text of the revised EIR
or by an attachment to the revised EIR.

Consistent with this approach, the County encourages commenters to focus on the new information

found herein.

Purpose of the EIR

Monterey County (County) has revised the 2016 2808 Bratt Environmental Impact Report {2068

Praft EIR} for recirenlation-to provide the public, responsible agencies, and trustee agencies with
new information about the potential environmental effects of the proposed 130-unit Rancho Cafiada

Village Pr0]ect (Project or Proposed PrOJect)asweHaSﬂ—pFe}eeHevel—aﬂaJySﬁeﬁa%Q—Uﬂ%%aﬁple

As described in the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15121 (a), an EIR is a public information
document that assesses potential environmental effects of a proposed project, as well as identifies
mitigation measures and alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid adverse
environmental impacts (14 CCR 15121[a]). CEQA requires that state and local government agencies
consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority.
The proposed Rancho Cafiada Village development constitutes a project under CEQA. The EIR is an
informational document used in the planning and decision-making process. It is not the purpose of
an EIR to recommend either approval or denial of a project.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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The procedures required by CEQA “...are intended to assist public agencies in systematically
identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures which would avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” (13
California Public Resources Code [PRC] 21002). As a general rule, CEQA policy states: “Public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects of such projects.” However, “...in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make
infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be
approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof” (13 PRC 21002). Stated differently,
under CEQA, a lead agency must make certain determinations before it can approve or carry out a
project if the EIR reveals that the project would result in one or more significant environmental
impacts.

The lead agency must certify the final EIR. According to the State CEQA Guidelines, “certification”
consists of three separate steps. The agency’s decision-making body must first conclude that the
document “...has been completed in compliance with CEQA;” second, that the body has reviewed and
considered the information within the EIR prior to approving the project; and third, that “...the final
EIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis” (14 CCR 15090[a]; 13 PRC
21082.1[c]).

Before approving a project for which a certified final EIR has identified significant environmental
effects, the lead agency must make one or more of the following specific written findings for each of
the identified significant impacts (14 CCR 15091[a]).

1. Changes or alternations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, which avoid or
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the EIR.

2. Such changes or alternations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.

If significant environmental effects remain following the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures
or alternatives, the lead agency must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” before it can
proceed with the project. The statement of overriding consideration must be supported by
substantial evidence in the record (14 CCR 15092-3).

These overriding considerations include the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits
of the proposed project. The lead agency must balance these potential benefits against the project’s
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the lead agency may consider the adverse
environmental impacts to be acceptable (14 CCR 15093[a]). These benefits should be set forth in the
statement of overriding considerations, and may be based on the final EIR and/or other information
in the record of proceedings (14 CCR 15093[b]).

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Scope and Organization of the EIR

This Second Revised Reeirestated-Draft EIR explains the Proposed Project-and-the130-Unit
Alternative, describes the environmental setting, analyzes impacts of the Project-and-the 130-Unit
Alternative, identifies measures to mitigate impacts found to be significant, evaluates cumulative
impacts, and analyzes other project alternatives.

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15082[a], 15103, 15375), the County circulated a
notice of preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Proposed Project on August 30, 2006 (see Appendix
A). The NOP, in which the County was identified as lead agency for the Proposed Project, was
circulated to the public; to local, state, and federal agencies; and to other interested parties. The
purpose of the NOP was to inform responsible agencies and the public that the Proposed Project
could have significant effects on the environment and to solicit their comments. Concerns raised in
response to the NOP were con51dered durmg preparatlon of the 2008 Draft EIR. %—Reekpeulated

As explained earlier, this Second Revised Draft EIR is being prepared pursuant to a court order, and
is not governed by all of the rules governing the preparation of an EIR in the first instance. In finding
deficiencies with the County's EIR for the Rancho Cafiada Village project, the superior court did not

order the County to prepare a new NOP and indeed required only limited revisions to the original
EIR. This focused remedy was consistent with the remedy provision of CEQA, Public Resources Code

section 21168.9, which directs courts to order "only those mandates which are necessary to achieve
compliance" with CEQA. The issuance of this Second Revised Draft EIR is somewhat analogous to

rec1rculat10n of a Draft EIR after it has been c1rculated once already. In such a 51tuat10n. no new NOP

avallablhtv of draft EIR but not a new notice of preparation; Pub Resources Code, Section 21092.1
samel].

CEQA (Section 15083) identifies early public consultation (e.g. scoping) as an option to hear
concerns to address in the EIR. As this Second Revised Draft EIR is to address matters necessary to

comply with the CEQA rulings in the superior court’s judgment, the County determined that a
Scoping meeting was not necessary.

This Second Revised Draft reeirelated-Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed
Project in relation to the following resource areas.

e Geology and soils.

e Hydrology and water quality.

e Biological resources.

e Aesthetics.

e Land use.

e Hazards and hazardous substances.
e Transportation and circulation.

e Air quality.

e Noise.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project ) June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

Public services, utilities, and recreation.
Cultural resources.
Population and housing.

Greenhouse gas emissions.

This Second Revised Draft reeirelatedPraftEIR also analyzes the following aspects of the Project.

Significant unavoidable impacts.

Significant irreversible changes in the environment.
Growth-inducement.

Cumulative impacts.

Alternatives to the Proposed Project.

Impact Terminology

This Second Revised Draft Recireulated-Braft-EIR uses the following terminology to describe
environmental effects of the Proposed Project.

Significance Criteria: A set of criteria used by the lead agency to determine at what level or
threshold an impact would be considered significant. Significance criteria used in this Second
Revised Draft EIR include some that are set forth in the State CEQA Guidelines (or can be
discerned from the State CEQA Guidelines); criteria based on factual or scientific information;
criteria based on regulatory standards of local, state, and federal agencies; and criteria based on
goals and policies identified in the 2010 Monterey County General Plan, the 2013 Carmel Valley
Master Plan.

Beneficial Impact: A project impact is considered beneficial if it would result in the
improvement of an existing physical condition in the environment (no mitigation required).

No Impact: A no impact response is provided if, based on the current environmental setting, the
stated impact does not apply in the context of the Proposed Project.

Less-Than-Significant Impact: A project impact is considered less than significant when it does
not reach the standard of significance and would therefore cause no substantial change in the
environmental (no mitigation required).

Potentially Significant Impact: A potentially significant impact is an environmental effect that
may cause a substantial adverse change in the environment; however, additional information is
needed regarding the extent of the impact to make the determination of significance. For CEQA

purposes, a potentially significant impact is treated as if it were a significant impact.

Significant Impact: A project impact is considered significant if it results in a substantial
adverse change in the physical conditions of the environment. Significant impacts are identified
by the evaluation of project effects in the context of specified significance criteria. Mitigation
measures and/or project alternatives are identified to reduce these effects to the environment.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project ) June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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1 e Significant Unavoidable Impact: A project impact is considered significant and unavoidable if
2 it would result in a substantial adverse change in the environment that cannot be avoided or
3 mitigated to a less-than-significant level if the project is implemented.
4 e Cumulative Significant Impact: A cumulative impact can result when a change in the
5 environment results from the incremental impact of a project when added to other related past,
6 present, or reasonably foreseeable future projects. Significant cumulative impacts may result
7 from individually minor but collectively significant projects.
8 This Second Revised Draft The EIR also identifies particular mitigation measures that are intended
9 to lessen project impacts. The State CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15370) define mitigation as:
10 a. avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
11 b. minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
12 implementation;
13 rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment;
14 d. reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
15 during the life of the action; and
16 e. compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
17 environments.

18 Approval Process for the Proposed Project

19 This document will be recirculated to local, state, and federal agencies and to interested

20 organizations and individuals who may wish to review and comment on the report. Its publication

21 marks the beginning of a 45-day public review period. Written comments or questions concerning

22 this Second Revised Reeireulated-Draft EIR should be directed to the name and address listed below.

23 Submittal of written comments via email (Microsoft Word format) would be greatly appreciated.

24 Carl P. Holm, AICP, RMA Director-tuke Connolly

25 ManagementSpecialist

26 Monterey County Resource Management Agency

27 Planning Department

28 1441 Schilling Place-168-West-Alisal Street2#4-Eleor Salinas, CA 93901-2487

29 (831) 755-5025 51473

30 {831)-757-9516-{fax)

31 email: HolmCP@co.monterey.ca.us eennellylt@co-meonterey-cats

32 Due to the COVID-19 related Shelter In Place Order in place at the time this Second Revised Draft

33 EIR was prepared, all Al-documents mentioned herein can be reviewed on-line at the following

34 address:

35 https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-i-z/resource-management-

36 agency-rma-/planning/current-major-projects/rancho-canada-village-specific-plan

37 Due to the Shelter In Place Orders of the Monterey County Health Officer and to maintain physical

38 distancing in accordance with such orders, as long as such orders are in effect, public access to the

39 hard copy of the Second Revised Draft EIR will be by appointment errelated-te-this-prejectcan-be
Rancho Cafiada Village Project 112 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 1 Introduction

through FEriday-at the Monterey County R
located at the following address:

1441 Schilling Place-168-West-Alisal Streetat Capitel, 274-Eloor
Salinas, CA 93901-2487

If you would like to inspect documents physically, please contact Carl Holm at (831) 755-5103 or

HolmCP®@co.monterey.ca.us to arrange an appointment.

If the Shelter in Place Orders are terminated during the public comment period, then all documents

will then be available to the public at the above address any Monterey County business day between
the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M. Monday through Friday.

Written comments received in response to the Second Revised Reeirewtated-Draft EIR will be
addressed in a Response to Comments-adderdum document, which, together with the Second
Revised Reeirenlated-Draft EIR, will constitute the Second Final EIR. After review of the project and
the Second Final EIR, County staff will recommend to the Planning Commission and Monterey
County Board of Supervisors whether to approve or deny the Project-erthe130-unitalternative.
This governing body will then review the Project, the Second Final EIR, staff reccommendations, and
public testimony and decide whether to certify the Second Final EIR and whether to approve or
deny the Project.

If the Board of Supervisors or other agency approves the Proposed Project ex130-UnitAlternative
in spite of significant impacts identified in the Second Final EIR that cannot be mitigated, the Board
of Supervisors or other agency must state in writing the reasons for its actions. A statement of
overriding considerations must be included in the record of the project approval and mentioned in
the notice of determination (14 CCR 15093]c]).

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Chapter 2
Project Description

Project Overview

The Rancho Cafiada Village Project (Proposed Project) would develop an approximately 76 8+-plus-
acre area within the West Course at Rancho Cafiada Golf Club in Carmel Valley, California, an
unincorporated area of Monterey County (County). The project site would be comprised of a mix of
residential and recreational uses, including an approximately 25-acre, 130 28+-unit residential
neighborhood; approximately 40-and 39-acres of permanent open space; and approximately 11
acres of common areas within the 76 81-plus acres. The Project 130-UnitAlternative is proposed as

a planned unit development (PUD) W@MMM%MWW

Project Background

The County of Monterey (County) has prepared this Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Second Revised Draft EIR) in response to a July 2018 judgment and writ of mandate issued
by the Monterey Superior Court in litigation entitled, Carmel Valley Association, Inc., v. County of
Monterey (Case No. 17CV000131). That litigation was initiated in January 2017 when the Carmel
Valley Association (CVA) filed a lawsuit requesting the court to invalidate the County Board of

Supervisors’ December 2016 certification of an EIR and approval of entitlements for a 130-unit
residential proposal known as the Rancho Cafiada Village Subdivision project.

The previously certified EIR at issue in the CVA lawsuit evaluated the development of 281
residential units as the proposed project. The certified EIR also evaluated a 130-unit alternative at

the same level of detail as the proposed project. The County certified the EIR and approved the 130-
unit alternative in December 2016. In the lawsuit filed by CVA, the superior court held that, although
the 130-unit proposal was presented as an alternative in the EIR, this proposal was the true
“project” under consideration and hence the EIR’s project description was legally inadequate. The
court further reasoned that, because the range of alternatives within the EIR treated the 281-unit

proposal as the “project,” the alternatives were inadequate, as they sought to reduce impacts of a
281-unit proposal rather than those of the 130-unit proposal. The Monterey County Superior Court

found no problems with the impact analyses and mitigation measures in the EIR.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 2 Project Description

This Second Revised Draft EIR represents a very limited revision to the Revised Draft EIR to render
the latter document compliant with the superior court’s ruling. What had been called the 130-unit
Alternative is now treated as the “Proposed Project.” It has only been modified to reflect the reality

of the sale of one legal lot (Lot 130). The County has also formulated a new range of alternatives to

the 130-unit proposal. With very limited exceptions, the impact analyses and mitigation measures
are no different from what they were previously.

Refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, for additional background on litigation, the legal effects of the

Project Applicant’s pending CEQA appeal, and the extent of new information in the Second Revised
Draft EIR.

Project Location

The Proposed Project is and-the 130-UnitAlternative-weuld-be located at the mouth of Carmel
Valley along Carmel Valley Road, east of the intersection of Carmel Valley Road and State Route 1
(SR 1) (Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2) in unincorporated Carmel Valley, Monterey County, California.
Carmel Valley is a major northwest-southeast trending valley bounded by ridges of the Santa Lucia
Mountains in the California Coast Ranges, located east of Carmel-by-the-Sea, and south of the city of
Monterey, and north and west of the Carmel Valley Village.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 2 Project Description

The project 130-UnitAlternative-site includes the entirety of the Propesed-Project's-five parcels that
are part of the Rancho Cafiada Village West Golf Course; Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs) 015-162-

016-000,015-162-017-000, 015-162-025-000, 015-162-026-000, and 015-162-039-000. The site

also includes; a portion of the Hatton parcel (APN 015-162-040-000), and portions of the-three
parcels along the Rio Road West extension west of the proposed residential area (APN 015-021-006-
00,015 021-007- OOO,and 015-541-091- OOO] lrn—adehaenrthe—lgg-Uﬂmanatwe—meL&des—Let

Proposed Project Objectives and Goals

The underlying purpose of the Project is to provide for the adaptive reuse and redevelopment of the

former Rancho Caflada Golf Course site. This purpose gives rise to the following Project objectives:

Implement smart growth principles through infill development close to shopping facilities,
schools, parks, churches, and major transit corridors.

Integrate open spaces within infill development with surrounding native habitats.
Assist the County in addressing the statewide housing and affordability crisis.
Provide employment opportunities for the local workforce.

Create opportunities allowing for County implementation of regional drainage control
solutions.

Facilitate the construction of a needed traffic light on Carmel Valley road under an
accelerated time frame.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 2-2 Project Location
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16 Project Characteristics 130-Unit-Alternative

17 The Project 130-UnitAlternative is proposed as a 130-residential-unit PUD on approximately 76 82
18 acres. The Project This-alternative would create an Affordable Housing and mixed-income

19 community through the allocation of affordable moderate income housing units. The Project Similar
20 to-the Proposed-Projectthe 130-Unit Alternative proposes a compact, pedestrian-friendly

21 development, a variety of housing types, and recreational uses within the residential community.

22 The Project application includes a General Plan Amendment amending the Carmel Valley Master

23 Plan (CVMP) Policy CV-1.27 “Special Treatment Area: Rancho Cafiada Village” to reduce the

24 percentage of affordable housing required from 50% to 20%, notwithstanding any other policies in
25 the 2010 General Plan. In addition, a zone change would change the land use designation from

26 Public/Quasi-Public to Medium Density Residential (1-5 units per acre). Entitlements consist of a

27 Combined Development Permit® for the creation of a new, 130-unit, mixed-use residential

28 neighborhood on approximately 25 acres.” The elements of the design include a mix of smart growth
29 and traditional neighborhood principles that involve the incorporation of established shopping

30 facilities, schools, open space, and churches. Additionally, the development proposal attempts to

31 meet the need for affordable housing in Carmel Valley (see below under Housing). The Project would
32 also include an extension of Rio Road through a network of local neighborhood streets to allow safe
33 ingress and egress for residents and the public through Rio Road west. Open space would consist of
34 approximately 38 acres of permanent habitat preserve open space, approximately 2 acres of

35 community park, and approximately 11 acres of common areas within the development area.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project ) June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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See Figure 2- 3 through 2 7 for Project drawmgs %ﬁ—akeﬁﬁ%w&pmpeses—sm&m&ses—as—the

Housing

The Project 130-UnitAlternative proposes 130-units of moderate and market rate housing on an
approximate area of 25 - 38 acres (excludmg the o pen space ha-b*at—p#eser—ve and common épmﬂage

J%GLGH—F}gure—Z-S}Houses in Rancho Cafiada Village would be located on the northern portlon of
the site, separated from the Carmel River by an open space buffer. See Figure 2-3 for a Lots and

Parcels Plan and Figure 2-4 for a Site Plan.

The Project 130-UnitAlternative would have-areduced-density-and-include 130 residential units at
an approximate gross density of 1.7 34 units/acre (Figure 2-48);-excluding the habitat preserve
and-drainage-areas. This gross density would be considered medium density (1 to 5 units/acre) in
the 2013 CVMP although specific densities within the residential development could be high-density
in certain locations. The Project This-alternative includes approximately 30 X 120 foot and 50 X 120
foot lot sizes to support a mix of single family homes, duplexes (half-plexes), condominiums, and
apartments-exeept-that Lot 130-would be-a4-6-acresingle-familylot. The maximum height of the
proposed housing units is 2 stories and 24 feet from the natural grade level; the 24-foot residential
height limitation would be a development standard of the Medium-Density Residential Zoning
District.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Figure 2-4 Site Plan
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Figure 2-6 Vesting Tentative Map Grading and Drainage Plan
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Figure 2-7 Vesting Tentative Map Utility Plan
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The applicant has proposed that the Project 130-Unitalternative would include 25 (20%) moderate
income inclusionary units.® The moderate income housing units would be 100% affordable per the
pricing and eligibility requirements at the moderate income level. Twelve of the moderate income
housing would be condominium units located on Parcel C (Figure 2-48). The remaining 13 units
would be on the 30 X 120 foot lots. Table 2-1 3-lists the housing type and units proposed-by-this
alternative.

Table 2-13. 130-Unit-Alternative-Proposed Housing Mix

Unit Type Number of Units Percent of Total Units Income Level
Condominiums 12 9% Moderate
Small Lot Single Family (30 X 120") 13 11% Moderate
Subtotal 2526 20%

Small Lot Single Family (30 X 120") 15 Market Rate
Small Lot Single Family (50 X 120") 8382 Market Rate
Custom Single Family (Avg. ~0.30 acre) 7 Market Rate
Large Lot Single Family (4-6-acre} 1 MarketRate
Subtotal 105 104 81 80%

Total 130 100%

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.

Property development standards that would apply to new construction or alterations and additions
in the Rancho Cafiada Village subdivision for the Prolect 1%9—Umt—A—ltemat}ve are shown in Table 2-

8 At present, the County’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Chapter 18.40) requires 20% of new housing units to
be affordable to very low, low, and moderate income households at the percentages specified in Policy LU-2.13
(6%, 6%, 8% respectively). Ynlike Policy LU-2.13 also;theInclusionary-Ordinance-doesnot requires an additional
5% of new units to be Workforce I. However, Policy CV-1.27, as it would be amended, requires 20% moderate
income units notwithstanding any other General Plan policies. Fo-date,no-residential projects-have beenrequired
to-provide-25%-affordable-units,consistent with-Peliey LU-2-13: The applicant proposes to build 25 of the

residences onsite as rental units affordable to moderate income households or to build 8% of the 130 units as
moderate income units and seek approval from the County to pay an in-lieu fee for the required very low and low
income units. Based on the IneclusionaryOrdinance’s 20% affordablhty requ1rement a minimum of 25 26 units of
the 130 proposed units would need to be affordable : : 2 a m a
income}unitsratherthan26-based on the premise that 125 new lots are belng created through the proposed
subdivision even-theugh-130-newunits-are-proposed. The Inclusionary Ordinance (Section 18.40.070A) states, “to
satisfy its inclusionary requirement on-site, a residential development must construct inclusionary units in an
amount equal to or greater than twenty (20) percent of the total number of units approved for the residential
development.” The Project B@-%Mterﬂatwe proposes 130 total umts 20% ofwhlch is 26 if the five (5) existing
lots are not credited;therefore,a-minimum : 2

This Second Revised Draft EIR analyzes the proposed 130 umts meladed—m—thisalterﬂatwe The potentlal units that
may be built through use of an in-lieu fee are not analyzed specifically in this Second Revised Draft EIR because
their location, timing, and character cannot be reasonably ascertained at this time in order to provide any
meaningful environmental analysis. Such new development would be subject to any required environmental
analysis at the time that actual affordable units would be built in part or in-whole with the in-lieu fee. As to the
general character of such environmental impacts, please see the general analysis of the environmental impacts of
residential development facilitated by the water transfer included in this alternative found in the analysis of growth
inducement in Chapter 4.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 291 June 2020
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Under-the130-UnitAlternative,a-Architectural features such as bay windows, chimneys, stairways,
recesses or projections, elements characteristic of Carmel Valley residences, would be encouraged to
avoid long, unmodulated building facades.

The design and development features of this project alternative would be implemented with the
rezoning of the site as a PUD, within the Medium Density Residential (MDR) Zoning District. The site
would also be subject to the Design (D) Control and Site Plan (S) Review combining districts, typical
of sites located in Carmel Valley.

Table 2-24. 130-Unit-Alternative-Property Development Standards

Minimum Lot Area and Lot Depth per Dwelling

Unit

Single Family Detached Home 6,000 square feet

Half-Plex 3,000 square feet

Minimum Lot Depth 100 feet

Minimum Lot Width/Frontage 30 feet (except condominiums)

Setback Requirements!

Front Setback - House 15 feet, minimum

Front Setback - Garage or Carport? 20 feet minimum

Side Setback- First Story3 4 feet, minimum, or zero setback on common lot
line

Side setback - First Story Corner 10 feet minimum to house / 20 feet to garage

Side Setback - First Story Combined* 20% of lot width, minimum.

Side Setback - Second Story Individual 7 feet, minimum.

Side Setback - Second Story Corner Greater of 25% of lot width or 15 feet, minimum

Side Setback - Second Story Combined* 40% of lot width

Rear Setback 20 feet minimum

Height 2 stories and 24 feet, maximum.

Maximum Lot Coverage (percent)s 40%

Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR)® 40%

Notes:

Lot130 bi lovel lards cited-in Table 2-4-

1 Variances to the setbacks may be granted to achieve a variation between the dwelling and units on
adjacent lots thereto, or to achieve design considerations described below. No variance shall be
approved until notice is given to all adjoining owners and the owner across the street.

2 The minimum front yard setback of any garage, carport, or parking pad is 20 feet from the front property
line.

3 The side yard setback for a single family residence shall be not less than four (4) feet. For a half-plex on a
lot or a single family residence on two adjoining lots, there shall be a zero minimum side yard setback
along the common lot line, and the four foot minimum setback shall be measured from the opposite side
property line.

4 A combined total of 40% of the lot width may be varied along the length of a structure, but not less than 7
feet or more than 15 feet. Combined side yard setbacks shall be measured along lines parallel to the front
property line. Side yard setbacks for nonrectangular sites shall be computed using an average of the front
and rear property lines.

5 Uncovered decks and stairways shall not be counted in lot coverage.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 222 June 2020
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6 Floor area includes all space within the exterior dimensions of the structure, excluding garages or
basements used for storage or mechanical uses (i.e., not home theaters or living areas).

Open Space, Recreation, and Common Areas
The Project Similarto-the Propesed-Project-this-alternative-proposes approximately 38 39-acres of

permanent habitat preserve open space, approximately 2 3-7 acres of community park, and
approximately 11 32-acres of common areas within the development area (Figure 2-48). The
Project This-alternative also proposes onsite trails for connection to the regional trail system to the
County parks system. The 0.8-mile trail, including the existing golf bridge, would extend along the
southern perimeter of the housing development and cross the existing golf cart bridge to connect to
the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District (MPRPD) park system. Landscaping in the common
areas would primarily include planting of native trees and native grasses.

The habitat preserve area (approximately 38 39-acres) has-beenredesigned-for the Project is 430-
Un+t—A4tanat1—veua&1Hustrated in the gradlng and dralnage plans (Flgure 2- 69) Gempa%ed—te—the

habltat would include native riparian woodland, riparian scrub, grassland, and wetland vegetation,
which would create wetland habitat and enhance habitat for blologlcal resources, including species

such as red-legged frog. U
restorationplan-A restoration plan for the Prolect -1%(—)—U—n+t—A—Heer—nat—we Would be developed upon
Project prejeet-approval. Thus, the restoration plan discussed in this Second Revised Reeireulated
Draft EIR is only applicable to the Proposed Project.

The habitat preserve area is at the southerly portion of the site abutting the Palo Corona Regional
Park® property managed by the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District. The natural open space
area includes large basins. The natural habitat would include native riparian woodland, riparian
scrub, grassland, and wetland vegetation, which would create wetland habitat and enhance habitat

for biological resources, including species such as red-legged frog. To protect habitat areas, a
network of public trails would be constructed to channel users through the open space. One of the

existing bridges would be dedicated for trail access across the Carmel River connecting to Rio Road
west. A restoration plan would be developed upon Project approval.

Public—Quasi Public Lot Reconfiguration

Due to proposed residential and open space development, the Project this-alternative also includes
reconfiguration of three existing public-quasi public (PQP) lots to adjust the boundary lines between

the project site and the adjacent property to the east. MPRPD purchased the eastern golf course
propertles ad]acent to the PrO]ect after the County took action on the 2016 EIR withinthe

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 223 June 2020
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Circulation

—_

Rio Road would be extended from the east southwest across the site to meet up with the emergency
access section of Rio Road extending to the west. A local access road would connect to Rio Road on
the southwest side of the development and run north and east along the boundary of the site.
(Figure 2-48). The portion of Rio Road west of the Project 130-Unit-Alternative would be used for
emergency, bicycle, and pedestrian access only. All of the roads within the new development would

be privately owned and maintained by a Community Services District (CSD) or Homeowners’
Association (HOA).

O NONUl s W

O

A network of sidewalks and paths would connect the residential uses to the neighborhood parks and
10 to amenities outside of the neighborhood such as the Crossroads Shopping Center, Carmel Valley

11 Middle School, and the open space. The pedestrian plan would connect into the Carmel Valley trail
12 system’s planned regional trail system and would provide a link along the Carmel River, including a
13 crossing that would provide access into Palo Corona Regional Park.

14  Utilities

15 The Project’s 130-Unit-Alternative’s proposed water uses are as follows (see analysis in Chapter
16 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation).
17 e Residential and irrigation uses at the 130-Unit-Alternativesite (approximately 70 AFY for an
18 average year).
19 e A proposal to transfer up to 60 AFY for new connections (subscriber uses) pursuant to an
20 appropriative right that has yet to be approved by SWRCB, to be served by Cal-Am and to be
21 used by Cal-Am in the interim to offset its unauthorized diversions until subscription water use
22 occurs. This water use would be offsite and could be anywhere within the Cal-Am service area.
23 The overall proposed water use would be approximately 130 AFY, including the proposed 60 AFY
24 water transfer. The applicant proposes to dedicate an additional approximately 50 AFY for
25 beneficial instream uses in the Carmel River to bring the total project water use to 180 AFY.
26 However, the dedication for beneficial instream uses is not considered a water “use” for the
27 purposes of this Second Revised Draft RBEIR, since the project would not actually “use” water that is
28 left for the Carmel River.
29 For more detailed discussion of water demand and supply, refer to Chapter 3.10, Public Services,
30 Utilities, and Recreation.
31 Water use for domestic and municipal purposes would be diverted from an existing well or
32 rehabilitated well(s) located onsite. A pipeline from the existing or new well to the nearby Cal-Am
33 water distribution system would be constructed. The water use proposed under this alternative
34 would require approval from the State Water Resources Control Board and Monterey Peninsula
35 Water Management District.
36 AT&T would provide telecommunication and internet services, while cable television services would
37 be provided by Comcast Cable. It is anticipated that a fiber-optic telephone distribution system
38 would be 1nstalled in a common joint trench adjacent to roadwavs alon,q w1th gas, electrlc and cable
39
40 of Rancho Caflada Vlllafze may be required and would be implemented by AT&T.
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Monterey County Chapter 2 Project Description

The Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) would provide gas and electrical service to the project
site. Construction of the Project would include installation of gas mains and/or electrical
distribution systems to serve the site. All new facilities would be constructed underground. Existing

PG&E gas mains would be extended and new distribution mains would be installed in the joint
trench. The need for new transmission facilities would be determined by PG&E.

The Carmel Area Wastewater District (CAWD) provides wastewater collection, treatment, and
disposal services to the project site. The Project would connect to an existing 12-inch sewer trunk

line that runs westerly, parallel, and about 60 feet north of the northern boundary line of the project
site.

The solid waste and recycling program for the Project would be managed by a CSD or HOA in
conjunction with the County. The Project is located within the Monterey Regional Waste

Management District and is governed by the provisions of Chapter 10.41 of the County Code. All
residences and businesses are required to store trash in approved containers and to have it

removed weekly. Solid waste pick-up services would be provided by Waste Management, Inc. and
materials collected would be transferred to the Monterey Peninsula Landfill and Recycling Facility.

Drainage

Similar-te-the Proposed-Projeet £ The project site ef 130-UnitAlternative-is in the lower reaches of
the Carmel River Basin and is subject to flooding during severe storms. Approximately 55 acres of
the project site is within the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain of the Carmel River.

The Project The-130-Unit-Alternative would place fill in the project site so that no new lots or streets
would be in FEMA's Special Flood Hazard Area. The Project 330-UnitAlternative would remove
approximately 168,000 cubic yards of fill from the current golf course to create a passive river basin
park area and the fill used to create the building pad for the development area. All structures would
be placed on this building pad above the base flood elevation. The preliminary grading and drainage
plan is shown in Figure 2-69.

Similar-to-the ProposedProjeettThere are several minor drainage structures and storm drain lines

that would be removed in the construction process. New storm drainage facilities, including
conventional drainage facilities and stormwater infiltration areas, would be constructed to serve the
130-Unit-Alternative-site. The conventional storm drainage facilities would intercept stormwater
flows at the site boundaries, collect the water within the development, and convey it to a controlled
point of discharge. The conventional facilities would include earth swales, lined ditches, concrete
curb and gutter, manholes, catch basins, and underground storm drain pipes.

MCWRA has an unwritten policy that requires that the post Project prejeet, 100-year flow rate not
exceed the preproject, 10-year flow rate. However, this policy is not practical for the Project because
the site is so near the downstream end of the watershed. Stormwater infiltration areas would collect
and store stormwater run-off for percolation and release into new outfall pipes in severe storms and
in accordance with the MCWRA and state agency policy.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 2 Project Description

BMPs used for stormwater quality treatment may include wetlands, infiltration basins, or
mechanical structures, and are designed to remove pollutants from the stormwater. Non-structural
measures, such as street sweeping, public education, or hazardous substance/recycling centers, are
preventative measures intended to control the source of pollutants.

The primary structural BMP would be the stormwater infiltration areas. These areas should be
designed to take advantage of the high percolation rates of the native soils. This would promote
infiltration and allow for the removal of pollutants as stormwater percolates down through the soil.
Because these areas drain the entire site, they would be effective in improving the stormwater

quality at this portion of Carmel River. The-propesed-storm-drainagefacilities-are shown-in Figure
2-9.

Non-structural BMPs to be used atfor the Project $30-UnitAlternative would include an ongoing
street sweeping program as part of the maintenance of the private streets, a public information
package to be distributed to homeowners upon purchase of their homes, and catch basins stenciled
with the words “No Dumping—Drains to River.”

Similar-to-the propesed-projeet£The County intends to construct a drainage channel from Carmel

Valley Road, north of the project site, to the Carmel River that would run along the project site’s
western boundary. In order to accommodate the County’s future drainage channel, the developer, at
the time of construction-efthe130-unitalternative} would install a below-grade drainage pipe on
the project site that could connect to the drainage channel, when built, at a future date. While the
County has determined that an open channel would be the most efficient, cost-effective type of
drainage improvement, an open channel on the project site would be infeasible given the proposed
site designs-efthe 130-unit-alternative. Therefore, the developer has proposed to install an 84-inch
buried pipe during project construction and to be reimbursed by the County for such installation.12

Under-the130-UnitAlternative, £+ The Project Applicant proposes to raise the Rio Road emergency
access road. The raised road would essentially fill in the gap in the area from west of the project site
ProejeetSite-to the Val Verde tie back levee. This would directly address the large potential flood flow
path down Rio Road from the river, and provide a flood control benefit to the surrounding area. The
proposed elevation would be high enough to qualify as a certified levee under FEMA guidelines (e.g.
providing at least three feet of freeboard). A 10-foot by 12-foot box culvert would provide a path for
stormwater runoff from the north to flow to the river.

Design Guidelines

The Project, Unlike-the Proposed-Projeet-the 130-Unit Alternative; following approval of the

subdivision map, General Plan amendment and rezoning would likely be developed over time by
individual property owners who have purchased the undeveloped lots. Under-the 130-unit
Alternative £ The Project prejeet-applicant proposes to develop only the affordable housing units,
which will be available to income-qualified households as rental units. The Project 330-Unit
Alternative would be developed subject to General Plan/CVMP and policies and according to the
standards and requirements specified in the MDR, Design Control and Site Plan Review Zoning

Districts. ke O-wowld-be-developed-accordineto-the standards-andregquiremen e ed
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Monterey County Chapter 2 Project Description

Land Use Requirements

The Project 130-unitAlternative would require the following changes to current land use plans:

e Amendment of CVMP Policy 1.27 as follows, with changes to the Policy text shown in
strikethrough /underline:

o Special Treatment Area: Rancho Cafiada €anada Village - Up to 40 acres within properties
located generally between Val Verde Drive and the Rancho Cafiada €anada Golf Course, from
the Carmel River to Carmel Valley Road, excluding portions of properties in floodplain shall
be designated as a Special Treatment Area. Notwithstanding any other General Plan policies,
residential development may be allowed with a density of up to 10 units/acre in this area
and shall provide a minimum of 20%50% Affordable /Werkferee Housing. Prior to
beginning new residential development (excluding the first unit on an existing lot of record),
projects must address environmental resource constraints (e.g.; water, traffic, flooding).

Construction

The Project Construction-of the 130-UnitAlternative would be constructed in four phases. Duration
of construction would depend on market conditions.

Phase 1 would include the main entry off Rio Road east, the condominiums, and the grading for the
natural habitat area. In addition to the grading of the natural habitat area, Phase 1 would include the
development of the basin and utilities for the natural habitat area. Phase 2 would include the north
and west road and lots, Phase 3 would include the center road and lots, and Phase 4 would include
the completion of the natural habitat area. The final infrastructure plan will detail the improvements
and the implementation schedule.

Grading of the project site would occur concurrently for all phases. Maximum depth of excavation
during construction is 18 feet below surface. Grading would include the movement of approximately
168,000 cubic yards of fill, all of which would come from the onsite cut.

Intended Uses of this Second Revised Draft EIR

As indicated above, this Second Revised Recireslated-Draft EIR is an informational document for
decision-makers. CEQA requires that decision-makers review and consider the Second Revised Draft
EIR in their consideration of this Project. Monterey County is the lead agency responsible for
certifying the Second Revised Draft EIR and for approving land use regulatory and policy changes
and the local land use permits related to the Project. Agencies with permit review or approval
authority over the Project are summarized in Table 2-35-forboth-the Proposed-Projectand-the 130-
UnitAlternative. The agencies in Table 2-3 5-are the responsible agencies under CEQA and will use
the Second Revised Reeireulated-Draft EIR as the environmental basis of their decisions.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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1 Table 2-35. Summary of Local, State, and Federal Discretionary Actions

Agency Permit/Review Required
County of Monterey =~ EerbethPropesedProjectand 130-unitAlternative:
(County) * CEQA Lead Agency

=  Amendment to the General Plan/Carmel Valley Master Plan, related to land use

designations, and housing affordability (Special Treatment Area
=  Rezoning from Public/Quasi-Public to residential Medium-Density Residential and Low-

Density Residential Zoning Districts based on proposed density.
= Combined development permit consisting of a vesting tentative standard subdivision to

create 130 residential units, consisting of single-family dwellings, half-plexes and

condominiums and including parks, trails and open space/habitat preserve areas
= Approval of Planned Unit Development

Monterey County
Environmental Health EorPropesedProiectonly:

Bureau
Monterey County =  Use Permit/Grading Permit for movement/placement of 112,000 to 220,000 cubic yards
Resource Management of soil.
Agency (RMA *  Approval concerning floodplain management and drainage facilities
=  Approval for public road improvements
= Use Permit for the development of public facilities and installation of infrastructure
=  Use Permit for development within the Carmel Valley Floodplain
= Tree Removal Permit
Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Agency Permit/Review Required
Monterey Peninsula =  Potential approval of Cal-Am connection, through Cal-Am water distribution system, if

Water Management
District (MPWMD)

pursued

Potential approval of water distribution system for mutual water company or community
services district if Cal-Am service is not pursued

Approval of ordinance allowing for water use permits and water permit connections
based on use of Rancho Cafiada €anada Golf Course water usage {130-Unit-Alternative
only}

Approval of a River Work Permit for any work with the Riparian Corridor

Monterey County .
Local Agency ]
Formation

Commission (LAFCO)

Creation of a Community Services District (CSD)
Annexation to Carmel Area Wastewater District

State Water Resources
Control Board (State
Water Board) .

Potential approval of permit to allow Rancho Cafilada Ganada Golf Course water to be
conveyed by Cal-Am
Potential approval of use of part of existing allotment for other approved development

and existing lots of record {130-Unit-Alternative-onhy}

California Department =
of Fish and Wildlife .

Incidental take permit, if state-listed species affected
Streambed Alteration Permit, if required

(DFW) =  Trustee agency for biological resources

Regional Water =  Waste discharge requirements for Section 402 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA);
Quality Control Board =  Section 401 CWA certification or waiver;

(Regional Water »  General construction stormwater discharge permit

Board)

Federal Emergency =  Approval of Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR)

Management Agency

(FEMA)

U.S. Army Corps of .
Engineers (USACE)

Permit under CWA Section 404 if jurisdictional waters or wetlands affected

U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service (FWS)

Approval of incidental take permit if potential for effect on listed wildlife species;-€
Consultation under Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) if USACE permit
required

National Oceanicand =
Atmospheric ]
Administration

(NOAA) National

Marine Fisheries

Service (NMFS)

Approval of incidental take permit if potential for effect on listed fish species;€
Consultation under Section 7 of the federal ESA if USACE permit required
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Monterey County Chapter 3 Environmental Analysis

Chapter 3
Environmental Analysis

Introduction to the Analysis

Chapter 3 of this Second Revised Reeirewlated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) contains
individual subchapters that describe the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project
and-130-UnitAlternative. Each topical section (Chapters 3.1 through 3.13) describes the existing
setting and background information to help the reader understand the conditions that could be
affected by the Propesed Project and-the 130-UnitAlternative. In addition, each section includes a
discussion of the criteria used in determining the significance levels of the Prepesed Project’s and
130-UnitAlternative’s environmental impacts. Finally, each section recommends mitigation
measures, where possible, for significant impacts identified.

Potential secondary environmental effects of the proposed transfer of 60 acre-feet per year (AFY) of
water to other Cal-Am customers are addressed separately in Chapter 4, under Growth-Inducing
Impacts.

The majority of the environmental analysis in Chapter 3 is retained from the 2016 EIR prepared for
the 281-unit project that was previously proposed at the project site, as described in Chapter 2,
Project Description. The analysis is revised to exclude the 281-unit project, which is no longer under

consideration, and to focus on the 130-unit Project that was previously analyzed as an alternative
alongside the 281-unit project in the 2016 EIR.

Significance of Environmental Impacts

According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an EIR should define the threshold of
significance and explain the criteria used to determine whether an impact is above or below that
threshold. Significance criteria are identified for each environmental category to determine whether
implementation of the project would result in a significant environmental impact when evaluated
against the environmental setting baseline conditions. The significance criteria vary depending on
the environmental category. In general, effects can be either significant (above threshold) or less
than significant (below threshold). In some cases a significant impact may be identified as significant
and unavoidable if no feasible mitigation measure(s) is/are available to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. If a project is subsequently adopted despite identified significant impacts that
would result from the project, CEQA requires the lead agency to prepare and disclose a statement of
overriding considerations describing the social, economic, and other reasons for adoption.

Rancho Cafada Village Project June 2020
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Chapter 3.1
Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Introduction

This chapter provides a discussion of the geology, seismicity, and soils issues related to the
Proposed Project and-the 130-Unit-Alternative in Carmel Valley. This chapter includes a review of
existing conditions based on available literature and field surveys; a summary of local, state, and
federal policies and regulations related to geology, seismicity, and soils; and an analysis of direct and
indirect environmental impacts of the Project and-130-Unit-Alternative. Where feasible, mitigation
measures are recommended to reduce the level of impacts.

Impact Summary

The geology, seismicity, and soils impacts from the Proposed Project and-the130-Unit-Alternative
are summarized in Table 3.1-1 below. The Proposed Project and-the 130-Unit-Alternative would not
have any significant short- or long-term adverse impacts related to geologic, seismic, and soil
conditions and hazards in the project area with mitigation. The Project and-the 130-Unit Alternative
would be designed in accordance with applicable seismic design standards to reduce the risk of
damage during an earthquake. Likewise, standard engineering practices would be used to overcome
the geologic constraints associated with the expansive soils and unstable hillslopes that were
identified in the project area during geotechnical investigations performed for the Project (ENGEO

2005).

Table 3.1-1. Geology, Seismicity, and Soils Impact Summary

Propesed 130-Unit Level of
Projeet Alternative Significance
Levelof Level of after

Impact Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation

A. Seismic Hazards

GEO-1: Substantial Adverse Nt NI None Required -

Effects Resulting From

Fault Rupture

GEO-2: Substantial Adverse LTS LTS None Required -

Effects Resulting from

Earthquake-Induced

Ground Shaking
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Prepesed 130-Unit Level of
Prejeet Alternative Significance
Levelof Level of after
Impact Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation
GEO-3: Substantial Adverse  Petentially Potentially GEO-1: Design All Proposed LTS
Effects Resulting from Significant Significant Structures in Accordance
Seismic-Related Ground with the Requirements of the
Settlement California Building Code,
Current Edition, and
Recommendations Contained
in the Site-Specific Geologic
and Geotechnical Reports
GEO-4: Substantial Adverse LTS LTS None Required -
Effects Resulting from
Earthquake-Induced
Liquefaction
B. Landslides and Slope Stability
GEO-5: Substantial Adverse  Petentially Potentially GEO-2: ConductAdditional LTS
Effects Resulting from Significant Significant Site-Speeific Investigation
Landsliding Relative to- Lot 1300nd
Implement Recommended
Grading and Slope Design
Criteria of the Site-Specific
Geotechnical Reports
C. Erosion
GEO-6: Accelerated Soil Potentially Potentially GEO-3: Prepare and LTS
Erosion and Sedimentation  Significant Significant Implement an Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan
D. Soil Constraints
GEO-7: Substantial Adverse  Petentially = Potentially GEO-1: Design All Proposed LTS
Effects Resulting from Signifieant  Significant Structures in Accordance
Expansive Soils with the Requirements of the
California Building Code,
Current Edition, and
Recommendations Contained
in the Site-Specific Geologic
and Geotechnical Reports
GEO-4: Remove Localized
Zones of Overly Loose
Materials
GEO-5:Preparea
Geotechnical ReportforLot
130.C o E ;
Soits-(130-Unit Al :
only}
GEO-8: Substantial Adverse LTS LTS None Required -
Effects Resulting from Loss
of Topsoil
GEO-9: Effects of Septic NI NI None Required -
Systems on Soils
LTS = Less than Significant, NI = No Impact
Rancho Cafiada Village Project 312 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Environmental Setting

Research Methods

Information on the existing conditions was derived from sources in the published geologic and soils
literature and from the geotechnical report prepared for the project. No additional fieldwork was
performed for this Second Revised Reeirewlated Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Geotechnical Investigations

In order to obtain baseline information on existing geologic, seismic, and soil conditions, a series of
site-specific geotechnical investigations were conducted by ENGEO on October 20, 2003, March 3,
2004, and July 22 and 23, 2004. The resulting geotechnical report, prepared by ENGEO on April 20,
2004 and subsequently revised on September 14, 2005, is summarized and supplemented with
additional information herein. These reports were prepared for the Proposed Project.

Literature Reviewed

The following literature was reviewed to assess the geologic, seismic, and soil conditions found in
the project area.

California Building Standards Commission. 2013. California Building Code.

California Division of Mines and Geology. 2000. Digital images of official maps of the Alquist-
Priolo earthquake fault zones of California, Central Coast Region. (California Division of Mines
and Geology. 2000.

California Geological Survey. Seismic Hazards Mapping Program website. Accessed October
2014, http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/shzp. 2014.

Monterey County. 2007. General Plan Update. Chapter 4.4 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity.

ENGEO. 2005. Geotechnical Exploration, Rancho Cafiada Village, Carmel Valley, California.
Prepared for Lombardo Land Group-1. San Ramon, CA.*

Hart, E. W,, Bryant, W. A. 1997. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zones in California - Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act with Index to Earthquake Fault Zones Maps. (Special Publication 42.)
Sacramento, CA: California Division of Mines and Geology.

Monterey County. 1986. Carmel Valley Master Plan. Amended November 5, 1996. Monterey
County, CA.

Monterey County. 1982. Monterey County General Plan. Monterey County, CA.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. 1978. Soil Survey: Monterey County,
California.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Web Soil Survey website. Accessed
October 2014, http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. 2014.
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Geologic Setting

The project area is located in the Carmel Valley, a broad alluvial flow that drains westward via the
Carmel River into the Pacific Ocean. The rolling hills that immediately surround the valley lie within
the Coast Ranges geomorphic province, which is characterized by a series of northwest trending
mountains and valleys.

The Coast Range province is geologically complex. Regional geomorphic features within the Carmel
and Monterey areas are related to complex tectonics of the San Andreas fault/plate boundary
system. West of the San Andreas Fault Zone, the core of the Coast Ranges is underlain by Cretaceous
granitic basement rock referred to as the Salinian block. Overlying the Salinian Block is a thick layer
of Cretaceous and Tertiary sedimentary rocks, which are, in turn, overlain by late Pleistocene or
early Holocene alluvial deposits consisting of poorly consolidated clay, silt, sand, and gravel (ENGEO
2005).

Soils

Soils on the West Course at Rancho Cafiada Golf Club have been mapped primarily as Pico fine sandy

loam. These vpderbAane o O-are mapped-asprimarily Lockwood shalyloam 099 o€

: S-—PepartmentofAgriculture 20145 Floodplain
areas adjacent to the river channel are situated on Metz fine sandy loam and Tujunga fine sand, 0 to
5% slopes, while areas located nearer to Carmel Valley Road consist of Santa Ynez fine sandy loam, 2
to 9% slopes (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2014). The following sections provide additional
information on the soil units of the project site.

Pico Fine Sandy loam

Pico fine sandy loam is a nearly level soil that is found primarily on flood plains. The surface layer
typically consists of a grayish-brown, mildly to moderately alkaline fine sandy loam about 18 inches
thick. Soils in this series are well-drained; permeability is moderately rapid and runoff is slow. The
shrink-swell potential of Pico fine sandy loam is typically low. Risk of corrosion is high for uncoated
steel and low for concrete (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978).

Metz Fine Sandy Loam

Metz fine sandy loam is a nearly level soil on flood plains. The surface layer typically consists of light
brownish gray, moderately alkaline, stratified fine sand, sand, and very fine sandy loam extending to
a depth of more than 60 inches. Soils of this series have a moderate permeability in the upper layers,
but drain more rapidly at depths of 48 inches or more in some places. Runoffis typically slow, and
erosion hazard is slight. The shrink-swell potential of Metz fine sandy loam is typically low. Risk of
corrosion is high for uncoated steel and low for concrete (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978).

Tujunga Fine Sand, 0 to 5% Slopes

Soils in the vicinity of the Carmel River are mapped as Tujunga fine sand, 0 to 5% slopes, which
typically occur on flood plains and alluvial fans, mainly in small, narrow areas along drainage ways.
The surface layer consists of light brownish gray, slightly acid fine sand about 10 inches thick, which
is underlain by pale brown and light gray, slightly acid and mildly alkaline fine sand and sand that
extends to a depth of more than 60 inches. Tujunga fine sand is somewhat excessively drained;

Rancho Cafiada Village Project ) June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

runoff is very slow, and the erosion hazard is slight, but some channel erosion does occur. The
shrink-swell potential of Tujunga fine sand, 0 to 5% slopes is typically low. Risk of corrosion is low
for uncoated steel and low for concrete (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978).

Santa Ynez Fine Sandy Loam, 2 to 9% Slopes

The Santa Ynez soil series consists of moderately well drained soils on alluvial terraces. The surface
layer is grayish brown and gray, medium acid fine sandy loam about 20 to 30 inches thick and is
underlain by a 2-inch subsurface layer of light brownish gray, medium acid fine sandy loam. Runoff
is slow or medium, and the erosion hazard is slight or moderate. The shrink-swell potential of Santa
Ynez fine sandy loam, 2 to 9% slopes is typically low. Risk of corrosion is moderate for uncoated
steel and low for concrete (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978).

Lockwood Shaly Loam, 2 to 9% Slopes

Lockwood shaly loam is a gently sloping to moderately sloping soil on alluvial fans and terraces. The
surface layer is either gray very strongly acid to neutral shaly loam about 26 inches thick or shaly
clay loam in some places. The subsoil is gray, neutral shaly heavy loam and brown, mildly alkaline
shaly clay loam that extends to a depth of 82 inches. Lockwood shaly loam is well drained, runoffis
slow or medium, and the erosion hazard is slight or moderate. The shrink-swell potential of
Lockwood shaly loam, 2 to 9% slopes is typically moderate. Risk of corrosion is high for uncoated
steel and low for concrete (U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978).

Seismicity

Primary Seismic Hazards—Surface Fault Rupture and Groundshaking

Numerous active? faults have been mapped in the regional vicinity of the project area. The project
area lies within the Low to Very High seismic hazard zone in Figure 8a of the Monterey County
General Plan (Monterey County 2010). The Uniform Building Code (UBC) (International Conference
of Building Officials 1997), which recognizes as active some faults that are not currently included
under the Alquist-Priolo Act, shows no active faults in the immediate site vicinity. The risk of surface
rupture in the project area is thus considered minimal.

The project area does, however, have the potential to experience strong groundshaking as a result of
seismic activity on any of the area’s principal active faults; Figure 3.1-1 shows the project location
in relation to principal faults of the Central Coast region. Nearby active or potentially active faults
include the Tularcitos fault, located about 3 miles northeast of the site; the San-Gregorio-Palo
Colorado fault, located approximately 5 miles west of the site; and the Rinconada fault, located
approximately 12 miles east of the site (ENGEO 2005).

2 An active fault is defined by the State Mining and Geology Board as one that has had surface displacement within
Holocene time (defined by the state as including about the last 11,000 years) (California Department of
Conservation. No Date).
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Figure 3.1-1 Regional Faulting and Seismicity
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Secondary Seismic Hazards—Liquefaction and Ground Settlement

Liquefaction is a process by which soils and sediments lose shear strength and fail during episodes
of intense seismic ground shaking. The susceptibility of a given soil or sediment to liquefaction is
primarily a function of local groundwater conditions and certain soil and sediment properties such
as particle size distribution and bulk density. Water-saturated fine sands and silts located within 50
feet of the surface are typically considered most susceptible to liquefaction. Unsaturated, well-
consolidated soils and sediments that consist of coarser or finer materials are generally less
susceptible to liquefaction. The potential for liquefaction to occur in a given area is a function of a
soils susceptibility to liquefaction and ground shaking potential (i.e., proximity to active faults).

The site-specific geotechnical investigation performed for the project site suggests that most soils
and sediments underlying the site do not have a high susceptibility to liquefaction or liquefaction-
induced ground failure. In one area south of the West Course at Rancho Cafiada Golf Club, the
investigation encountered a thick liquefiable subsurface layer, overlain by an insufficient layer of
nonliquefiable surface materials that was judged as having the potential to induce ground failure
during a very strong seismic groundshaking event. However, the location of the deposit was
determined to be of little consequence to the area overlapped by Proposed Project and-130-Unit
Alternative, since ground failure in that location would primarily affect an area of open space
(ENGEO 2005).

In addition to the liquefaction hazards discussed previously, the investigation found that
densification of the sandy soils above and below groundwater levels could result in ground
settlement during an earthquake. Since some of the surface materials have densities ranging from
loose to medium and are potentially liquefiable, it is estimated that up to 4 inches of settlement may
occur as a result of densification within the residential development area (ENGEO 2005).

Landslide Hazards

Slope gradients in the immediate vicinity of the project area are gentle, and existing risk of slope
failure, including seismically induced landslides, is low. Slope gradients in the project area are
generally between 0 and 19%. Slope gradients north of Let130-and Carmel Valley Road are steeper,
slopes can be as much as 50%, and risk of seismically induced landslides is moderate. A few areas on
the project area have slopes between 20 and 30%, which correspond to the riverbanks and other
water features of the existing golf course. Very few areas have slopes with gradients above 30%.

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the local, state, and federal policies and regulations that are relevant to the
analysis of geology, seismicity, and soils impacts of the Proposed Project-and-the 130-Unit
Alternative.

Federal Policies and Regulations

There are no relevant federal policies that regulate geologic, soils, or seismic-related resources that
would apply to the Proposed Project-and-130-UnitAlternative.

Rancho Cafada Village Project June 2020
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State Policies and Regulations

—_

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

2

3 California’s Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (California Public Resources Code Section
4 2621 et seq.), originally enacted in 1972 as the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act and

5 renamed in 1994, is intended to reduce the risk to life and property from surface fault rupture

6 during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits the location of most types of structures

7 intended for human occupancy across the traces of active faults and strictly regulates construction
8 in the corridors along active faults (Earthquake Fault Zones). It also defines criteria for identifying

9 active faults, giving legal weight to terms such as active, and establishes a process for reviewing
10 building proposals in and adjacent to Earthquake Fault Zones.
11 Under the Alquist-Priolo Act, faults are zoned and construction along or across them is strictly
12 regulated if they are sufficiently active and well-defined. A fault is considered sufficiently active if one
13 or more of its segments or strands shows evidence of surface displacement during Holocene time
14 (defined for purposes of the Act as referring to approximately the last 11,000 years). A fault is
15 considered well-defined if its trace can be clearly identified by a trained geologist at the ground
16 surface or in the shallow subsurface, using standard professional techniques, criteria, and judgment
17 (Hart and Bryant 1997).

18  California Building Code

19 The CBC is included in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), and composes part of the
20 California Building Standards Code. The CBC incorporates the UBC, a widely adopted model building
21 code in the United States. The CBC also includes necessary California amendments and expands on
22 the UBC by providing more stringent standards addressing reduction of earthquake risk to

23 structures in this seismically active state.

24 Chapter 16 of the CBC deals with General Design Requirements, including (but not limited to)

25 regulations governing seismically resistant construction (Chapter 16, Division IV) and construction
26 to protect people and property from hazards associated with excavation cave-ins and falling debris
27 or construction materials. Chapters 18 and A33 deal with site demolition, excavations, foundations,
28 retaining walls, and grading, including requirements for seismically resistant design, foundation

29 investigations, stable cut and fill slopes, and drainage and erosion control. Among other things, the
30 CBC defines different building regions in the state and ranks them according to their seismic hazard
31 potential. There are four types of these regions: Seismic Zones 1 through 4, with Zone 1 having the
32 least seismic potential and Zone 4 having the highest seismic potential. The project site is located

33 within Zone 4, as is much of western California. Of the four seismic zones designated in the United
34 States, Zone 4 is expected to experience the greatest effects from earthquake ground shaking and
35 therefore has the most stringent requirements for seismic design.

36 Other Laws and Regulations

37 Other laws pertaining to hazardous materials include the Safe Drinking Water and Toxic
38 Enforcement Act (Proposition 65) and the California Government Code, Section 2.65962.5, which
39 require the Office of Permit Assistance to compile a list of potentially contaminated sites throughout
40 the state.
Rancho Cafada Village Project 31.8 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Local Policies and Regulations

Current County Plans and Policies

The following plans and policies are currently in effect.

2010 Monterey County General Plan

The 2010 Monterey County General Plan (2010 General Plan) presents goals and policies that guide
the general distribution and intensity of land uses, including residential, agricultural, commercial
and industrial, public facilities, and open space uses, for lands in the County outside the Coastal Zone
(Monterey County 2010).The following policies from the 2010 General Plan Conservation and Open
Space Element and the Safety Element are relevant to the issues addressed in this section.

Conservation and Open Space Element

Policy 0S-3.1: Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent and repair erosion damage shall be
established and enforced.

Safety Element

Policy §-1.1: Land uses shall be sited and measures applied to reduce the potential for loss of life,
injury, property damage, and economic and social dislocations resulting from ground shaking,
liquefaction, landslides, and other geologic hazards in the high and moderate hazard
susceptibility areas.

Policy S-1.3: Site-specific geologic studies may be used to verify the presence or absence and
extent of the hazard on the property proposed for new development and to identify mitigation
measures for any development proposed. An ordinance including permit requirements relative
to the siting and design of structures and grading relative to seismic hazards shall be
established.

Policy S-1.4: The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act shall be enforced.

Policy S-1.5: Structures in areas that are at high risk from fault rupture, landslides, or coastal
erosion shall not be permitted unless measures recommended by a registered engineering
geologist are implemented to reduce the hazard to an acceptable level. Development shall be
discouraged in the following areas:

a. Areas within 50 feet of active faults. Within State or County Earthquake Fault Zones,
trenching or other suitable methodology shall be used to determine the location of the
fault.

b. Areas within or adjacent to large active landslides. Large active landslides are those that
are economically or technically infeasible to mitigate because of their rate of movement
or size and volume.

Policy §-1.6: New development shall not be permitted in areas of known geologic or seismic
hazards unless measures recommended by a California certified engineering geologist or
geotechnical engineer are implemented to reduce the hazard to an acceptable level. Areas of
known geologic or seismic hazards include:

a. Moderate or high relative landslide susceptibility.
b. High relative erosion susceptibility.

c. Moderate or high relative liquefaction susceptibility.

Rancho Cafada Village Project 319 June 2020
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d. Coastal erosion and seacliff retreat.
e. Tsunami run-up hazards.

Policy S-1.7: Site-specific reports addressing geologic hazard and geotechnical conditions shall
be required as part of the planning phase and review of discretionary development entitlements
and as part of review of ministerial permits in accordance with the California Building Standards
Code as follows:

a. Geotechnical reports prepared by State of California licensed Registered Geotechnical
Engineers are required during building plan review for all habitable structures and
habitable additions over 500 square feet in footprint area. Additions less than 500
square feet and non-habitable buildings may require geotechnical reports as
determined by the pre-site inspection.

b. A Registered Geotechnical Engineer shall be required to review and approve the
foundation conditions prior to plan check approval, and if recommended by the report,
shall perform a site inspection to verify the foundation prior to approval to pour the
footings. Setbacks shall be identified and verified in the field prior to construction.

c. All new development and subdivision applications in State- or County-designated
Earthquake Fault Zones shall provide a geologic report addressing the potential for
surface fault rupture and secondary fracturing adjacent to the fault zone before the
application is considered complete. The report shall be prepared by a Registered
Geologist or a Certified Engineering Geologist and conform to the State of California’s
most current Guidelines for evaluating the hazard of surface fault rupture.

d. Geologic reports and supplemental geotechnical reports for foundation design shall be
required in areas with moderate or high landslide or liquefaction susceptibility to
evaluate the potential on- and off-site impacts on subdivision layouts, grading, or
building structures.

e. Where geologic reports with supplemental geotechnical reports determine that
potential hazards effecting new development do not lead to an unacceptable level of risk
to life and property, development in all Land Use Designations may be permissible, so
long as all other applicable General Plan policies are complied with.

f. Appropriate site-specific mitigation measures and mitigation monitoring to protect
public health and safety, including deed restrictions, shall be required.

Policy S5-1.8: As part of the planning phase and review of discretionary development
entitlements, and as part of review of ministerial permits in accordance with the California
Building Standards Code, new development may be approved only if it can be demonstrated that
the site is physically suitable and the development will neither create nor significantly
contribute to geologic instability or geologic hazards.

Policy §-1.9: A California licensed civil engineer or a California licensed landscape architect can
recommend measures to reduce moderate and high erosion hazards in the form of an Erosion
Control Plan.

2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan

The 2013 CVMP is part of the 2010 General Plan. As such, the policies outlined in the 2013 CVMP
and summarized below must be considered in conjunction with the 2010 General Plan.

Policy CV-4.1: In order to reduce potential erosion or rapid runoff:

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

a. The amount of land cleared at any one time shall be limited to the area that can be
developed during one construction season.

b. Motorized vehicles shall be prohibited on the banks or in the bed of the Carmel River,
except by permit from the Water Management District or Monterey County.

c. Native vegetative cover must be maintained on areas that have the following
combination of soils and slope:

Santa Lucia shaly clay loam, 30-50% slope (SfF)

Santa Lucia-Reliz Association, 30-75% slope (Sg)
Cieneba fine gravelly sandy loam, 30-70% slope (CcG)
San Andreas fine sandy loam, 30-75% slope (ScG)

vt o w e

Sheridan coarse sandy loam, 30-75% slope (SoG)
6. Junipero-Sur complex, 50-85% slope (Jc)

Policy CV-4.4: The County shall require emergency road connections as necessary to provide
controlled emergency access as determined by appropriate emergency service agencies (Fire
Department, OES). The County shall coordinate with the emergency service agencies to
periodically update the list of such connections.

Monterey County Building Code

The CBC, 2001 Edition, Volumes 1 and 2, published by the California Building Standards Commission
and the International Conference of Building Officials, is adopted and incorporated, with subsequent
amendments, into the Monterey County Building Code. All building guidelines used for the Proposed
Project and130-Unit-Alternative-will be dictated by the Monterey County Building Code.

Monterey County Erosion Control Ordinance

Monterey County has a specific Erosion Control Ordinance (Chapters 16.08 through 16.12 of the
County Code). The County Building Services Department enforces the ordinance. The ordinance was
adopted to safeguard the health, safety and public welfare and to minimize erosion, protect fish and
wildlife, and otherwise protect the natural environment. Erosion control plans are required for
building, grading, and land clearing.

Grading permits are required for all projects that move 100 cubic yards or more of soil. No grading
permit can be issued if a determination is made that grading will result in hazards by reason of
flood, geological hazard, seismic hazard or unstable soils, or is liable to endanger any other property
or result in the deposition of debris on any public way or property or drainage course, or otherwise
create a nuisance. Grading/erosion control inspectors and the chief building official conduct the
procedural review associated with issuance of grading permits. Erosion control measures are
enforced to eliminate and prevent conditions of accelerated erosion that have led to, or could lead to
degradation of water quality, loss of fish habitat, damage to property, loss of topsoil or vegetation
cover, disruption of water supply, and increased danger from flooding.

As part of this permit, the Project Applicant is required to submit a grading and erosion control plan,
vicinity and site maps, and other supplemental information. Standard conditions in the grading
permit include an extensive list of best management practices (BMPs) similar to those contained in a
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). All grading operations for which a permit is
required are subject to inspection by the Director of Building Inspection, or an engineer responsible

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

for field inspection of his or her approved plans. In addition to meeting the conditions of the grading
permit, the project applicant is required to uphold specific design standards, as adopted and/or
amended by the County from the CBC, related to cuts and fills, erosion control devices or methods,
and drainage facilities.

Emergency Response Planning

The County has adopted a comprehensive plan dealing with emergency response, including
response to emergency earthquake, major fire, and flooding situations. The current Monterey County
Emergency Plan is reviewed and updated yearly.

Prior County Plans and Policies

As stated in Chapter 1, Introduction, discussion pertaining to the 1982 General Plan and the 1986
CVMP is provided for informational purposes only.

1982 Monterey County General Plan

The 1982 Monterey County General Plan (1982 General Plan) contains the following policies that are
intended to help avoid or mitigate geologic and seismic hazards.

Geology, Minerals, and Soils

Policy 3.1.1: Erosion control procedures shall be established and enforced for all private and
public construction and grading projects.

Policy 3.1.2: The County shall support and encourage existing special district, state, and federal
soil conservation and restoration programs within its borders.

Policy 3.1.3: In the absence of more detailed site specific studies, determinations of soil
suitability for particular land uses shall be made according to the Soil Conservation Service’s Soil
Survey of Monterey County.

Seismic and Other Geologic Hazards

Policy 15.1.3: Lands within 1/8 mile of active or potentially active faults shall be treated as a
fault zone until accepted geo-technical investigations indicate otherwise.

Policy 15.1.6: Prior to the construction of a new public facility or critical structure within a high
hazard zone, the County shall require a full geological investigation by a registered geologist.

Policy 15.1.7: Prior to the issuance of a building or grading permit, the County shall require
liquefaction investigations for proposed critical use structures and multi-family dwellings over
four units when located in areas of moderate or high hazard for liquefaction or subject to the
following conditions: location in primary floodways; and groundwater levels less than 20 feet, as
measured in spring and fall.

Policy 15.1.8: The County should require a soils report on all building permits and grading
permits within areas of known slope instability or where significant potential hazard has been
identified.

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.

Rancho Cafada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Policy 15.1.13: The County shall require septic leachfields and drainage plans to direct runoff
and drainage away from unstable slopes.

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.

1986 Carmel Valley Master Plan

The 1986 Carmel Valley Master Plan (1986 CVMP) is part of the 1982 General Plan. As such, the
policies outlined in the 1986 CVMP and summarized below must be considered in conjunction with
the 1982 General Plan.

Natural Resources: Geology, Minerals, and Soils

Policy 3.1.1.1: A soils report in accordance with the Monterey County Grading and Erosion
Control ordinances shall be required for all changes in land use which require a discretionary
approval in high or extreme erosion hazard areas as designated by the Soil Conservation Service
manual, “Soil Surveys of Monterey County.” This report shall include a discussion of existing or
possible future deposition of upslope materials or downslope slippage for each site.

Policy 3.1.1.2: As part of the building permit process, the erosion control plan shall include these
elements:

e Provision for keeping all sediment on-site.

e Provision for slow release of runoff water so that runoff rates after development do not
exceed rates prevailing before development.

e Revegetation measures that provide both temporary and permanent cover.
e Map showing drainage for the site, including that coming onto and flowing off the property.

e Storm drainage facilities shall be designed to accommodate runoff from 10-year or 100-year
storms as recommended by the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District.

Policy 3.1.1.3: All exposed areas within development projects subject to erosion and not involved
in construction operations shall be protected by mulching or other means during the rainy
season (October 15-April 15).

Policy 3.1.4: Grading shall be minimized through the use of step and pole foundations, where
appropriate.

Policy 3.1.5: The amount of land cleared at any one time shall be limited to the area that can be
developed during one construction season. This prevents unnecessary exposure of large areas of
soil during the rainy season.

Policy 3.1.6: Site control shall be established throughout the Master Plan area, including lots of
record and utilities extension, in order to minimize erosion and/or modification of landforms.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 3113 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Impact Analysis

Methods for Analysis

Potential impacts related to geology, seismicity, and soils were analyzed qualitatively, based on a
review of available data and information for the project area. Analysis focused on the Proposed
Project’s and-130-Unit-Alternative’s-potential to increase the risk of personal injury, loss of life, and
damage to property, including project facilities, as a result of existing or reasonably foreseeable
geologic, seismic, and soil conditions in the project area.

Criteria for Determining Significance

In accordance with CEQA, State CEQA Guidelines, the 2010 General Plan plans and policies, the 2013
CVMP plans and policies, and agency and professional standards, a project impact would be
considered significant if the project would:

A. Seismic Hazards

e Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects resulting from the rupture
of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground shaking, landslides, or seismic-related ground-
failure, including liquefaction, and that cannot be mitigated through the use of standard
engineering design techniques.

B. Landslides and Slope Stability

e Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of
the project and potentially result in an onsite or offsite landslide or slope failure.

e Belocated on an existing slope with a gradient greater than 30%.

C. Erosion

e Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil and subsequent sedimentation into local
drainage facilities and water bodies.

D. Soil Constraints

e Belocated on an expansive soil, as defined by the California Building Code (1997) or be subject
or to other soil constraints that might result in deformation of foundations or damage to
structures, creating substantial risks to life or property.

e Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil.

e Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.

Rancho Cafada Village Project 31-14 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Seismic Hazards

Impact GEO-1: Substantial Adverse Effects Resulting from Fault Rupture (no impact)

Propesed-Project

No active or inactive faults cross the project site; the site is not within any Earthquake Fault Zone
designated by the state under the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (California Division of
Mines and Geology 2000). Consequently, the Proposed Project is unlikely to increase exposure of
people or structures to hazards related to surface fault rupture. Therefore, there would be no impact
and no mitigation is required.

Impact GEO-2: Substantial Adverse Effects Resulting from Earthquake-Induced Ground
Shaking (less than significant)

The project site has the potential to-Similar-te-the Proposed-Projectthe 130-Unit Alternative site;

including Lot 130,-weuld experience strong groundshaking as a result of seismic activity on any of
the region’s principal active faults, and could expose people or structures to potential substantial

adverse effects. All structures for-the 130-Unit Alternative would be designed to meet or exceed the
Monterey County Building Code requirements as adopted from the CBC. Conformance to these codes
does not constitute a guarantee that significant structural damage would not occur in the event of a
maximum magnitude earthquake, but it would reduce the potential for structural damage resulting
from a major earthquake to a less-significant level. Therefore, the impact would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

Rancho Cafada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Impact GEO-3: Substantial Adverse Effects Resulting from Seismic-Related Ground Settlement
(less than significant with mitigation)

Propesed-Project
Site settlement due to densification of sandy soils onsite could result in differential settlement of up
to 4 inches within the residential development area. The differential ground settlement would

expose people and structures to the adverse effects from seismic-related ground settlement.
Exposure to the effects of ground settlement is considered a potentially significant impact.

mplaemeaen on-ofM o on-Measure EQO de had belowuw—azo dred e—th aaka
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apotentially significantimpact Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, described below,
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Design All Proposed Structures in Accordance with the
Requirements of the California Building Code, Current Edition, and Recommendations
Contained in the Site-Specific Geologic and Geotechnical Reports

To minimize the potential for damage from seismic-related ground settlement, prior to
construction the Applicant or successor(s) in interest will assure that all proposed structures
are designed in accordance with the current and appropriate California Building Code standards
and with recommendations made by the geotechnical reports prepared for the project (ENGEO
2006). In addition, the Project Applicant or successor(s) in interest will implement any
recommendations made by the engineer of record and demonstrate to the County during the
final stages of project design (prior to issuance of building permits) that the project is in
compliance with all the above.

Impact GEO-4: Substantial Adverse Effects Resulting from Earthquake-Induced Liquefaction
(less than significant)

Similarte-the Proposed-Project-one-One area of the project 130-UnitAlternative site, south of the

proposed development envelope, ineluding-Let130; contains a thick liquefiable subsurface layer,
overlain by an insufficient layer of nonliquefiable surface materials that has the potential to induce

ground failure during a very strong seismic groundshaking event. However, like-the Preposed

Rancho Cafada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Prejeet; the location of the deposit was determined to be of little consequence to-the130-Unit
Alternative because ground failure in that location would primarily affect an area of open space and
would not pose a substantial risk to any habitable structures. This impact would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

B. Landslides and Slope Stability

Impact GEO-5: Substantial Adverse Effects Resulting from Landsliding (less than significant
with mitigation)

Similarte-the Proposed-Projectthe-eSlope gradients in the immediate vicinity of the project site are
gentle, and no existing landslide hazard has been identified. Creation of cut slopes and fill
embankments during construction could lead to a risk of localized slope failure if the slopes are

1mproperly de51gned or 1mplemented Ln—een%Fast—te—the-PFeﬁesed—Ppe}eet—slepes—te—ﬂ%—nepth—ef—Let

medeicate—Potentlal construction of structures on steep slopes and manufacture of steep slopes are
considered potentially significant impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: ConductAdditional Site-Specific Investigation Relative-to Lot
130-and-Implement Recommended Grading and Slope Design Criteria of the Site-Specific

Geotechnical Reports

In order to reduce the potential for slope failure to occur, specific design measures, as
recommended in the geotechnical investigations (ENGEO 2005 and as required by this
measure), will be incorporated into the Proposed Project and-the 130-UnitAlternative by the
applicant or successor(s) in interest during construction. Such measures will include the
following.

Rancho Cafada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

e The removal of loose or compressible surface soils from all areas to receive fill, followed by
scarification, moisture conditioning, and recompaction to create a firm, non-yielding base,
and replacement with engineered backfill.

e Grading operations will meet the requirements of the Guide Contract Specifications included
in the geotechnical report (ENGEO 2005).

e The grading of cut and fill slopes to a gradient of no steeper than 2:1.
e Construction of a sub-drained keyway?3 system.

e Implementation of a site drainage plan to divert surface drainage away from potentially
unstable foundation systems.

In addition to incorporating the recommendations of the site-specific geotechnical studies, all
earthwork will conform to applicable design standards of the UBC and the County. All design
and construction activities will be conducted by or under the supervision of a registered
geological engineer or engineering geologist, and are subject to review by the County through
the grading permit and construction oversight process.

C. Erosion

Impact GEO-6: Accelerated Soil Erosion and Sedimentation (less than significant with
mitigation)

Similar-to-the Proposed-Projectthe 130-Unit Alternative Implementation of the Proposed Project

would involve a substantial amount of earthwork to create the proposed subdivision lots and install
necessary utilities. This earthwork would result in extensive soil and vegetation disturbance that
would increase the potential for accelerated runoff, erosion, and sedimentation during construction.
This is considered a potentially significant impact, but implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-
3 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

3 A “keyway” is an excavated and backfilled trench beneath the toe of a proposed fill slope. It serves to anchor and
support the fill slope.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 3118 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

At project completion, there would be an increase in imperviousness in the project area. Potential
downstream impacts from soil erosion and sedimentation from an increased stormwater runoff are
discussed in Chapter 3.2, Hydrology and Water Quality.

Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Prepare and Implement an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

Prior to construction, the Applicant or successor(s) in interest responsible for project grading,
or a qualified consultant acting on behalf of the above, will prepare and implement an erosion
and sediment control plan. The plan will be prepared in accordance with the requirements of
the local erosion and sediment control ordinances. The plan will contain details and
specifications for a variety of standard and site-specific BMP’s that will be implemented to
control wind and water erosion, stormwater runoff, sediment, and other construction-related
pollutants during project construction. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan will remain in
effect until all areas disturbed during construction have been revegetated or otherwise
permanently stabilized. Additional measures may be prescribed during the final stages of
project design and construction. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan will be submitted to
Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department for review and approval prior to
issuance of any grading permit. This measure can be combined with requirements of Mitigation
Measure HYD-2 to prepare a SWPPP in compliance with National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) general construction permit requirements.

D. Soil Constraints

Impact GEO-7: Substantial Adverse Effects Resulting from Expansive Soils (less than
significant with mitigation)

Propesed-Project

Although the shrink-swell potential of the native soil and bedrock materials is typically low within
the project area site, the presence of slightly more expansive soils may be encountered as the golf
course topographic mounds and swales are disturbed during grading, or if imported soils are used
to establish finished building pad grades above potential flood elevations. Loose or compressible
surface soils encountered during grading should be addressed and mitigated in order to create a
suitable base for building pads, areas to receive fill, or for shallow cut areas that do not extend below

this zone. Implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-1 and GEO-4 would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level.
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Monterey County Chapter 3.1 Geology, Seismicity, and Soils

Mitigation Measure GEO-4: Remove Localized Zones of Overly Loose Materials

During construction of the Proposed Project erthe-130-UnitAlternative, the Applicant or
successor(s) in interest responsible for site grading and foundational work, will implement the
recommended design criteria of the geotechnical report (ENGEO 2005). These criteria relating
to loose materials include the following measures.

e Localized zones of overly loose materials will be removed to a firm, non-yielding base, then
scarified, moisture condition, if necessary, and recompacted to create a suitable foundation
soil prior to fill placement.

e The spatial extent will include at least the area encompassed by the building footprint plus a
horizontal buffer of 5 feet surrounding the building footprint.

e The actual depth for reworking should be determined by a qualified geotechnical engineer
at the time of grading.

The responsible party will also implement all other relevant soil recommendations detailed in
the geotechnical report and shall demonstrate to the County that the project is in compliance
with the criteria and recommendations.

Impact GEO-8: Substantial Adverse Effects Resulting from Loss of Topsoil (less than
significant)

Similar-te-the Proposed-Projeetsurface-Surface soils on the existing site/ineluding Lot136; have

undergone varying degrees of disturbance and thus offer little topsoil value. In addition to having

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 3.1-20 June 2020
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numerous artificial mounds and depressions, the site landscaping consists of coast live oaks, native
to California, and many non-native species of trees, shrubs, and grasses. Given the highly disturbed
nature of the site, further disturbance by construction activities would not result in a significant loss
of topsoil. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Impact GEO-9: Effects of Septic Systems on Soils (no impact)

Proposed-Project

Septic systems, including the use of tanks and alternative disposal systems, are not included as part
of the project design. New sewer connections to the main sewer trunk located near the project area
would serve the proposed housing development. Soils to adequately support wastewater disposal
would not be required. Therefore, the Project would have no impact. No mitigation is required.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 3191 June 2020
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Chapter 3.2
Hydrology and Water Quality

Introduction

This chapter provides a discussion of the hydrology and water quality issues related to the Proposed
Project and-the 130-Unit-Alternative in Carmel Valley. This chapter includes a review of existing
conditions based on available literature and field surveys; a summary of local, state, and federal
policies and regulations related to hydrology and water quality; and an analysis of direct and
indirect environmental impacts of the project. Where feasible, mitigation measures are
recommended to reduce the level of impacts.

Impact Summary

The hydrology and water quality impacts of the Proposed Project and-the 130-Unit-Alternative are
summarized in Table 3.2-1. As shown in Table 3.2-1, the Proposed Project and-the 130-Unit
Alternative would have some significant adverse impacts related to hydrology and water quality.
However, with the implementation of the mitigation measures described in this Second Revised
Reeirewlated-Draft EIR, all of the impacts listed would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Table 3.2-1. Hydrology and Water Quality Impact Summary

130-Unit Level of
Propesed Alternative Significance
ProjectLevel Level of after
Impact of Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation

A. Alteration of Drainage Patterns

HYD-1: Alteration of Surface =~ Petentially Potentially Beththe PropesedProjectandthe130- LTS
Drainage Patterns That Significant  Significant unitAlternative

Results in Increased Erosion HYD-1: Prepare and Implement a

or Siltation Stormwater Control Plan
HYD-2: Prepare and Implement
Operation and Maintenance Plan for
Stormwater Control Measures
HYD-3: Enter into Maintenance
Agreement for Stormwater Control
Measures

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 391 June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report ’
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130-Unit Level of
Propesed Alternative Significance
ProjectLevel Level of after
Impact of Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation
B. Stormwater Runoff and Drainage Infrastructure
HYD-2: Result in Increased Potentially  Potentially HYD-1, HYD-2, HYD-3 LTS
Stormwater Runoff Due to Signifieant  Significant
an Increase in Impervious
Surfaces and Topographic
Alterations Resulting in
Drainage or Flooding
Impacts
C. Water Quality
HYD-3: Degrade Surface Potentially  Potentially HYD-1, HYD-2, HYD-3 LTS
Water Quality during Signifieant  Significant  HYD-4: Implement a Spill Prevention
Construction and from and Control Program
Operation HYD-5: Implement Measures to
Maintain Surface Water or
Groundwater Quality
GEO-3: Prepare and Implement an
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
D. Groundwater Supply
HYD-4: Substantially EFS LTS None Required -
Deplete Groundwater
Supplies or Interfere with
Groundwater Recharge
E. Risk of Flooding
HYD-5: Place Housing or Potentially  Potentially HYD-6: Protect Eastern Slope of LTS
Structures Within a 100- Signifieant  Significant Excavated Basin
Year Flood Hazard Area and HYD-7: Aveid-Eneroachmentinto-the
Expose People or Structures 100-year Eloodplainfor Lot 130-Uses
to a Significant Risk of Loss, {430-Unit Alternative Only}
Injury, or Death Involving
Flooding
F. Risk of Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow or Due to Sea Level Rise
HYD-6: Expose People or EFS LTS None Required -
Structures to a Significant
Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death
Involving Inundation Due to
Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow
Hazards or Flooding
Associated with Sea Level
Rise
LTS = Less than Significant
Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

Environmental Setting

Research Methods

The following project information was reviewed for analysis of hydrology and water quality in the
project area.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2005c. Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan for Rancho
Cafiada, County of Monterey, California. Prepared for Carlson, Barbee & Gibson, Inc. San
Ramon, California.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2005a. Request for conditional letter of map revision, Carmel
River, County of Monterey, California.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2006a. Additional information requested for case number 05-09-
2100A444-R, Carmel River, County of Monterey, California. January.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2006b. Additional information requested for case number 05-09-
A444-R, Carmel River, County of Monterey, California. May.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2006c. Public Notice of Regulatory Floodway Change and Changes
to the BFEs on The Carmel River Per the Conditional Letter of Map Revision Request for
Rancho Cariada (FEMA Case Number 05-09-A444R). June.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014a. Re: Implications of the revised FEMA floodplain mapping
for the Rancho Cafiada Village Project, County of Monterey. Letter to Jacqueline Zischke
from Edward D. Ballman. September 18.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014b. County Service Area 50 Final Lower Carmel River
Stormwater Management and Flood Control Report. Prepared for Monterey County
Resource Management Agency. October.

Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 2014c. Response to Comments from Computational Hydraulics
and Transport, LLC on the Hydrology and Water Quality Section of the Rancho Cafiada
Village Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. September 18.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2009. Flood Insurance Study, Monterey
County, California, Unincorporated Areas.

Jacqueline Zischke. 2015. Email to ICF regarding County Service Area (CSA)-50 Hydrology.
January 12.

Mark R. Sterner, L&S Engineering and Surveying, Inc. 2014. Letter to Jacqueline Zischke
regarding Drainage Summary for the Rancho Cafiada Village 130-Unit Project Alternative
per the Monterey Regional Storm Water Management Program Requirements. September
23.

Existing Conditions

Climate

The Carmel Valley is located on the central California coast, immediately adjacent to the Pacific
Ocean. The climate in this region consists of generally mild temperatures year-round, with average

Rancho Cafada Village Project June 2020
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high temperatures varying from the low 60s (Fahrenheit) in the winter to the low 70s in the
summer. Average annual precipitation is 18 to 20 inches, and the majority falls in the winter as rain
(Balance Hydrologics 2005a).

Surface Water

The primary surface water feature in the project area is the Carmel River, which borders
approximately 1,900 feet of the southern edge of the project site (Balance Hydrologics 2005a).
Figure 3.2-1 depicts the watershed of the project area. The Carmel River originates in the Santa
Lucia Range of the Coast Ranges and flows generally north and west, and discharges into the Carmel
Bay in the Pacific Ocean. It has a watershed area of 246 square miles at Via Mallorca, about 1-mile
upstream of the project area (Balance Hydrologics 2005a). Watershed elevations vary from sea level
to 4,965 feet at the highest peak, and vegetation consists of primarily chaparral, grasslands, and oak
woodlands (Carmel River Watershed Conservancy 2004).

Project area topography is divided between floodplain and terrace. Most of the site consists of
floodplain immediately adjacent to the river, while the northern most area consists of a terrace in
the northwest and northeast corners (Figure 3.2-2). Project area soils have relatively high
infiltration rates, ranging from 2 to 6 inches per hour over most of the site, and from 6 to 20 inches
per hour over a small portion of the site. As a result, there appears to have been insufficient
overland flow to establish a defined drainage pattern (Figure 2-5). Any existing drainage patterns
were likely also altered by construction of golf course topography for the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club.
Local runoff is currently routed through a series of swales and drainage pipe, and all project area
runoff ultimately drains to the Carmel River (Balance Hydrologics 2005a).

As shown in Figure 3.2-1, the project area is located within two County drainage areas (DAs).

Additional offsite run-on for the residential portion of the project area {and-the residential-element

ofthe130-Unit-Alternative} is generated upslope from the project area in two drainages: the
western drainage is referred to as DA 27 and the eastern drainage is referred to as DA 26 (Balance

Hydrologics 2014b). DA 27 is located within County Service Area No. 50! (CSA-50, Lower Carmel
Valley), which not only provides for drainage, but it also funds flood-control projects in areas at the
mouth of the Valley. DA 27 is 578 acres, and runoff travels south under Carmel Valley Road to a ditch
(DA 27 channel) along the west side of the Carmel Middle School property. The ditch ends at a large
swale northwest of the project area, where flows continue to the west towards Val Verde Drive.

1 DA 27 stormwater flows into CSA-50, but the actual DA 27 area is not located within the CSA-50 (Balance
Hydrologics 2014b). This area is located north of the project site.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project ) June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

None of the flow from this watershed typically enters or impacts the Rancho Cafiada Village
property. DA 26 is 199 acres, and runoff travels south to a detention basin system located on Carmel
Middle School property just north of the project area. DA 26 drains onto the Rancho Cafiada Golf
Club.

Groundwater

The project lies within the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer system, which functions as a water supply
source for a large portion of the local area (Monterey County Water Resources Agency 2002 in
Balance Hydrologics 2005a). The California-American (Cal-Am) Water Company utilizes this aquifer
to provide water to 112,000 residents and 3,200 businesses in the greater Monterey Peninsula area,
and numerous private wells also access the aquifer (Balance Hydrologics 2005a). Additional new
wells must be permitted by the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District (MPWMD)
(Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 2002). As explained in Chapter 3.10, Public
Services, Utilities, and Recreation, Cal-Am is under State Water Resources Control Board (State Water
Board) orders to reduce withdrawals from the Carmel River aquifer beyond its legal water rights.

The aquifer is formed from alluvial material along the Carmel River Valley and extends from San
Clemente Dam to the Carmel River Lagoon at the Pacific Ocean (Balance Hydrologics 2005a).
Lowered groundwater levels have been identified as the cause of several negative effects along the
river: loss of riparian vegetation and associated bank instability and reduced steelhead habitat due
to low river levels (Balance Hydrologics 2005a). Water levels are typically 5 to 30 feet below the
ground surface, and increase rapidly during periods of recharge by the Carmel River (Department of
Water Resources 2003). Water level elevations within the basin fluctuate by 5 to 15 feet during
normal water years and may decline by as much as 50 feet during drought years (Department of
Water Resources 2003).

One of the Cal-Am wells is located in the project area. Of the 21 wells that Cal-Am has along the
Carmel River, the well at the Rancho Cafiada golf course site is the farthest downstream. This well
was drilled in 1981. At this well, the groundwater is approximately 15 feet below the surface and
pumping occurs at 49 feet below the surface (State Water Resources Control Board 1995).

Water supply related to the Proposed Project and-130-UnitAlternative is discussed further in
Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation.

Flooding and Drainage

Flooding has occurred along the Carmel River on multiple occasions. Levees have been constructed
by private interests on the Carmel River from State Route 1 upstream approximately 4,000 feet on
the north bank, and from 3,000 feet upstream of the mouth to 10,000 feet upstream of the mouth on
the south bank. These levees are not adequate to hold the 1% annual chance flood (Federal
Emergency Management Agency 2009).

Peak flows on the Carmel River typically occur between January and March, and large flood events
are driven by seasonal storm patterns. Although the river has a large watershed, the lowest reaches

Rancho Cafiada Village Project R June 2020
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of the river often go dry in the late summer months due to water supply withdrawals (ENTRIX
2008).

Table 3.2-2 presents the current estimated 10-year through 500-year Carmel River flows near the
project area

Table 3.2-2. FEMA Flood Insurance Flows along the Carmel River

Return Period 10-Year 50-Year 100-Year 500-Year

Flow (cubic feet per second [cfs])! 9,500 18,500 22,700 32,600

Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency 2009.
1 At U.S. Geological Survey Gage Near Carmel below Potrero Creek.

Within the project area, the water surface elevations at the 100-year flow (the base flood elevations)
range from 39 feet (NAVD) at the southwest portion of the project area to 43 feet NAVD at the
northeast portion of the project area. The 100-year water surface elevation near the intersection of
Val Verde Road and Rio Road is approximately 36 feet NAVD (Federal Emergency Management
Agency 2015).

CEREy )--As shown in Flgure 3.2- 34— 55 acres of
the prO]ect site -1%0—U-n+t—Al%emat—we—are w1th1n the FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain of the
Carmel River, of which 31 acres are within the regulatory floodway (Federal Emergency
Management Agency 2009). Monterey County (County) enforces flood control standards within 100-
year flood hazard areas in accord with National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) requirements, as
discussed in more detail under the Regulatory Setting.

Drainage conditions within the County drainage areas are variable. The Monterey County Resource
Management Agency (MCRMA) is responsible for flood control facilities within drainage areas of
CSA-50. The 10-year discharge on DA 26 is estimated to be 28 cubic feet per second (cfs), while the
100-year discharge is estimated to be 78 cfs (Balance Hydrologics 2005a). The 10-year discharge on
DA 27 is estimated to be 86 cfs (Balance Hydrologics 2005a) and the 100-year discharge is
estimated to be 392 cfs (Balance Hydrologics 2014b). Runoff from the upstream portions of DA 27 is
conveyed by natural upland channels to a 30-inch and two 24-inch culverts under Carmel Valley
Road and then to an intermittent channel that flows along the western boundary of the Carmel
Middle School property for a short distance before tapering out to existing grade. The channel
becomes largely undefined before reaching the southwest corner of the school property. During
large storm events, storm drain modeling (discussed below) indicates that flood flows will overtop
the channel and be routed as overland flow into and through CSA-50 (Balance Hydrologics 2014b).

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 3.8 June 2020
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Figure 3.2-3 FEMA Floodplain Boundaries
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Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

There have been two significant dams on the Carmel River: Los Padres Dam and San Clemente Dam.
These structures were constructed by Cal-AM for water supply purposes. No flood-control storage
was allocated in either reservoir, although some flood-control benefits may have been attributable
to the dams early in the flood season when storage space is available as a result of summer draw
down for water supply. The dams have had little effect on reducing peak discharges downstream
late in the flood season once they have become full (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2009).
San Clemente Dam has been removed as part of habitat restoration efforts along the Carmel River
along with the Old Carmel River Dam. There are discussions about the potential future removal of
Los Padres Dam as well, but its fate is uncertain at this point in time.

Water Quality

Surface Water Quality

The Carmel River is not listed by the state as an impaired water body pursuant to the Clean Water
Act Section 303(d). Designated beneficial uses for the Carmel River (downstream from Tularcitos
Creek), are as follows.

e Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) Cold Fresh Water Habitat (COLD)

e Agricultural Supply (AGR) e  Warm Fresh Water Habitat (WARM)

Migration of Aquatic Organisms (MIGR)
e Ground Water Recharge (GWR)

e Spawning, Reproduction, and/or Early

e  Water Contact Recreation (REC-1) Development (SPWN)

e Non-Contact Water Recreation (REC-2) e Commercial and Sport Fishing (COMM)
o Wildlife Habitat (WILD)

Surface water quality objectives have been established by the Central Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Regional Water Board) for the Carmel River watershed, as shown in Table 3.2-3.

Table 3.2-3 Water Quality Objectives for the Carmel River! (milligrams per liter)

Watershed Total Dissolved
(Subbasin) Solids (TDS) Chloride (CI) Sulfate (SO4) Boron (B) Sodium (Na)
Carmel River 200 20 50 0.2 20

Source: Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 2011.

1 QObjectives shown are annual mean values. Objectives are based on preservation of existing quality or
water quality enhancement believed attainable following control of point sources.

Water quality in the Carmel River has been measured by MPWMD since 1991. Sampling has
primarily occurred at two locations: below Los Padres Dam and below San Clemente Dam. The
following water quality constituents are typically measured: temperature (in Fahrenheit [F°),
dissolved oxygen (in milligrams per liter [mg/L]), pH, carbon dioxide (in mg/L), specific
conductance (in microSiemens/centimeter [uS/cm]), and turbidity (in nephelometric turbidity units
[NTU])(Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 2004).

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

Water temperature data have been collected at six additional locations along the Carmel River since
1996. In general, water temperatures in the river are within the desirable range for aquatic species
in the winter and spring months. Lower temperatures are found during these seasons due to larger
and cooler river inflows. As flows drop and the water warms, temperatures often exceed the
recommended range for aquatic species during the summer and fall months. For example, maximum
measured daily water temperatures can exceed 70° F in the mainstem, which is considerably higher
than the optimal 50° F to 60° F range identified for steelhead growth. All six water temperature
monitoring stations indicate stressful temperature conditions during the summer and fall seasons
(Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 2004).

Dissolved oxygen values measured on the Carmel River generally meet or exceed 7 mg/L, while
measured pH values uniformly fall between 7 and 8.5. Measured carbon dioxide values occasionally
rise above the 10 mg/L upper limit recommended for fish. Measured specific conductance has
ranged from 129 to 550 uS/cm, with an average of 267 uS/cm over the sampling period (Monterey
Peninsula Water Management District 2004).

Measured turbidity in Carmel River is typically very low. Increases in turbidity have been observed
during large winter storm events and for several months after large-scale landslide and bank
erosion activity within the watershed. Turbidity levels also appear to have increased after water
levels in San Clemente Reservoir were lowered in June 2003, releasing a large amount of previously
trapped sediment. It is unclear how long turbidity levels in the Carmel River remained elevated from
this event, as monitoring data are only available through August 2004 (Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District 2004).

No water quality data are available for local project area runoff. Surface water quality in the project
area is directly affected by stormwater runoff from adjacent streets and properties delivering
fertilizers, pesticides, metals, hydrocarbons, and other pollutants. The project site is currently in use
as a golf course, and local runoff is likely to contain phosphorus, nitrogen, and fine sediments. Golf
Course landscaping activities often include the use of pesticides, herbicides (e.g., glyphosate),
fungicides (e.g., chlorothalonil, flutolanil, propiconazole, and iprodione), and fertilizers.

Groundwater Quality

Groundwater quality constituents of concern in the Carmel Valley Groundwater Basin are nitrates
from septic tanks, iron, and manganese. Data collected by MPWMD in 1995 through 1996 indicated
that nitrate concentrations in the basin, however, are actually much lower than state drinking water
standards (Department of Water Resources 2003). Groundwater withdrawals for water supply in
the lower portion of the basin must be treated for iron and manganese prior to distribution
(Department of Water Resources 2003).

Beneficial uses of groundwater in the project area include MUN, AGR, and industrial use (IND).
Water quality objectives have been set for groundwater regarding bacteria, chemical constituents,
organic chemicals, radioactivity, and tastes and odors.

Regulatory Setting

This section discusses the federal, state, and local policies and regulations that are relevant to the
analysis of hydrology and water quality impacts of the Proposed Project-and-130-Unit-Alternative.
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Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

Federal Policies and Regulations

Clean Water Act

The State Water Board is the state agency with primary responsibility for implementation of state
and federally established regulations relating to water resource issues. Typically, all regulatory
requirements are implemented by the State Water Board through Regional Water Boards
established throughout the state. The Central Coast Regional Water Board is the agency responsible
for regulating discharges in the Carmel River Valley.

The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal law that protects the quality of the nation’s
surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands. It operates on the principle that all
discharges into the nation’s waters are unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit.

Section 303

The State of California adopts water quality standards to protect beneficial uses of state waters as
required by Section 303 of the CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969.
Section 303(d) of the CWA established the total maximum daily load (TMDL) process to guide the
application of state water quality standards (see discussion of state water quality standards below).
To identify candidate water bodies for TMDL analysis, a list of water quality-limited streams was
generated. These streams are impaired by the presence of pollutants, including sediment, and are
more sensitive to disturbance. No drainages in or immediately adjacent to the project area are
303(d) listed, including the Carmel River.

Section 401

Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant pursuing a federal permit to conduct any activity
that may result in a discharge of a pollutant obtain a Water Quality Certification (or waiver). Water
Quality Certifications are issued by Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards)
in California. Under the CWA, the state (via Regional Water Boards) must issue or waive Section 401
Water Quality Certification for the project to be permitted under Section 404. Water Quality
Certification requires the evaluation of water quality considerations associated with dredging or
placement of fill materials into waters of the United States and imposes project-specific conditions
on development. A Section 401 waiver establishes standard conditions that apply to any project that
qualifies for a waiver.

Section 404

Section 404 of the CWA regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into waters of the
United States, which include oceans, bays, rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, and wetlands. Project
proponents must obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for all discharges
of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, before proceeding
with a proposed activity. Before any actions that may impact surface waters are carried out, a
delineation of jurisdictional waters of the United States must be completed, following USACE
protocols in order to determine whether the project area encompasses wetlands or other waters of
the United States that qualify for CWA protection. These include any or all of the following.
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Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

e Areas within the ordinary high water mark of a stream, including non-perennial streams
with a defined bed and bank and any stream channel that conveys natural runoff, even if it
has been realigned.

e Seasonal and perennial wetlands, including coastal wetlands.

Wetlands are defined for regulatory purposes as areas “inundated or saturated by surface or ground
water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR] 328.3, 40 CFR 230.3).

Section 404 permits may be issued only for the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative. That is, authorization of a proposed discharge is prohibited if there is a practicable
alternative that would have fewer adverse impacts and lacks other significant adverse
consequences.

Section 402

Section 402 of the CWA regulates discharges to surface waters through the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, administered by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). In California, the State Water Board is authorized by the EPA to oversee the NPDES
program through the Regional Water Boards (see related discussion under Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act). The NPDES program provides for both general permits (those that cover a
number of similar or related activities) and individual permits.

Federal Flood Insurance Program

Alarmed by increasing costs of disaster relief, Congress passed the National Flood Insurance Act of
1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. The intent of these acts was to reduce the need
for large, publicly funded flood control structures and disaster relief by restricting development on
floodplains.

FEMA administers the NFIP to provide subsidized flood insurance to communities that comply with
FEMA regulations limiting development in floodplains. FEMA issues flood insurance rate maps for
communities participating in the NFIP. These maps delineate flood hazard zones in the community.
The locations of FEMA-designated floodplains in the project area are included in the Environmental
Setting.

Executive Order 11988

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) addresses floodplain issues related to public
safety, conservation, and economics. The order generally requires federal agencies constructing,
permitting, or funding a project to do the following.

e Avoid incompatible floodplain development.

o Be consistent with the standards and criteria of the NFIP and restore and preserve natural
and beneficial floodplain values.
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State Policies and Regulations

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, passed in 1969, articulates with the federal CWA. It
established the State Water Board and divided the state into nine regions, each overseen by a
Regional Water Board. The State Water Board is the primary state agency responsible for protecting
the quality of the state’s surface and groundwater supplies, but much of its daily implementation
authority is delegated to the nine Regional Water Boards, which are responsible for implementing
CWA Sections 401, 402, and 303(d). In general, the State Water Board manages both water rights
and statewide regulation of water quality, while the Regional Water Boards focus exclusively on
water quality within their regions.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region—Basin Plan

The Regional Water Board is responsible for implementing the Water Quality Control Plan for the
Central Coast Region (Basin Plan), which includes Monterey County. The Basin Plan designates
beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the state, including surface waters and
groundwaters. The Basin Plan includes both narrative and quantitative water quality objectives that
can differ depending on the specific beneficial uses being protected. Narrative objectives are
established for parameters such as color, suspended and settleable material, oil and grease,
biostimulatory substances, and toxicity. Numeric objectives can include such parameters as
dissolved oxygen, temperature, turbidity, pH, and specific chemical constituents such as trace metals
and synthetic organic compounds.

The Regional Water Board implements the Basin Plan through the issuance and enforcement of
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and waivers of WDRs. WDRs may be issued to any entity
that discharges waste that may affect the quality of any Central Coast surface water or groundwater.
For discharges to waters protected under CWA, WDRs also could serve as a federally required
NPDES permit (under CWA) to regulate waste discharges so that water quality objectives are met
and to incorporate the requirements of other applicable regulations. Basin Plans are required to be
reviewed every 3 years and provide the regulatory basis for determining WDRs and waivers of
WDRs.

General Construction Permit

Construction activities are regulated under the NPDES General Permit for Construction Activities
(General Construction Permit) provided that the total amount of ground disturbance during
construction exceeds 1 acre. For qualifying projects, the project applicant must submit, before
construction begins, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Regional Water Board to be covered by the
General Construction Permit. The General Construction Permit requires the preparation and
implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), which also must be completed
before construction begins. Implementation of the plan starts with the commencement of
construction and continues through the completion of the project. Upon completion of the project,
the applicant must submit a Notice of Termination to the Regional Water Board to indicate that
construction is complete. The SWPPP needs to be prepared by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD)
and include pollution prevention measures (i.e., erosion and sediment control measures and
measures to control nonstormwater discharges and hazardous spills), demonstration of compliance
with all applicable local and regional erosion and sediment control standards, identification of
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responsible parties, a detailed construction timeline, and a best management practice (BMP)
monitoring and maintenance schedule.

Coverage under the General Construction Permit is expected to be required as part of the Proposed

Project{or-the 130-Unit-Alternative}.

Permitting for Dewatering Activities

Under the NPDES program, the Regional Water Board has also adopted a General Permit for
Discharges with Low Threat to Water Quality (Order No. R3-2011-0223, NPDES Permit No.
CAG993001) (General Low Threat Permit). This permit applies to various categories of activities,
and would be likely to apply to the Proposed Project ex1308-Unit-Alternative if the applicant
conducted dewatering activities during construction and discharged the effluent to surface water or
groundwater. This permit contains waste discharge and effluent limitations similar to those in the
General Construction and General Industrial Permits. To obtain coverage, the applicant must submit
an NOI and data establishing the chemical characteristics of the dewatering discharge. A standard
monitoring and reporting program is included as part of the permit. For dewatering activities that
are not covered by the general permit, an individual NPDES permit and WDRs must be obtained
from the Regional Water Board.

The General Dewatering Permit is applicable to the Rancho Cafiada Village development if there will
be any excavation below the water table where dewatering to waters of the United Sates or state
will take place.

Municipal Stormwater Permits

Under the CWA, urban areas with municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) are required to
obtain an NPDES permit. The Regional Water Boards administer the NPDES stormwater permitting
program for MS4s. MS4s are categorized as either large or small. Cities with populations greater
than 100,000 are considered to have large MS4 systems and are required to get permits under Phase
I of the EPA’s stormwater program. The only Phase I city in the Monterey Bay Region is Salinas.
Other urban areas (areas with greater than 1,000 residents per square mile or areas with high
growth potential), are considered to have small MS4s and are required to get permits under Phase Il
of the EPA’s stormwater program.

The Phase Il MS4 General Permit (Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000004) was adopted
by the State Water Board to provide NPDES permit coverage to municipalities not covered under the
NPDES Phase I Rule (i.e., small MS4s generally for fewer than 100,000 people). To comply with the
Phase II, MS4 permit, it is necessary for operators of small MS4s to create a stormwater
management program (SWMP).

The County implements the Monterey Regional Stormwater Management Program (MRSWMP) in
compliance with the Phase II MS4 Permit. The Phase 11 MS4 Permit applies to the permittees in the
Monterey Regional Stormwater Group consist of the cities of Pacific Grove, Monterey, Seaside, Del
Rey 0aks, Sand City, Carmel-by-the-Sea, and the urbanized, unincorporated areas of Monterey
County. The Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) used by each of these permittees is Revision 3
of the MRSWMP document, which was approved on June 23, 2011 by Regional Water Board staff.
The SWMP includes unincorporated urban areas of Monterey County. The project area is located
within Monterey County urbanized area C (Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
2006b) and would be subject to the SWMP guidelines.
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Phase Il Municipal General Permit Section E.12.k requires the permittee to comply with alternative
post-construction stormwater management requirements based on a watershed process approach
after development and approval by the Regional Water Board. The urbanized portions of the Central
Coast Region are categorized into 10 Watershed Management Zones (WMZs), based on common key
watershed processes and receiving water type (i.e., creek, marine nearshore waters, lake). Post-
construction requirements are specific to WMZ, and are described below.

Post-Construction Stormwater Requirements

In July 2013, the Regional Water Board adopted Order R3-2013-0032, with new, more stringent
Post-Construction Requirements (PCRs). These requirements supersede the post-construction
requirements in the State Phase Il MS4 permit. Projects are subject to the PCRs if they create or
replace 2,500 square feet or more of impervious area. PCRs involve Low Impact Development (LID)
measures to be implemented based on a tier-level approach, as shown in Table 3.2-4. These
requirements are implemented via the Monterey Regional Stormwater Management Program
(MRSWMP) in compliance with the County’s MS4 Permit. The County RMA Environmental Services
administers the County’s NPDES General Permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board.
RMA Environmental Services is responsible for reviewing land use development proposals and
ensuring regulated projects implement post-construction requirements.

Table 3.2-4 Central Coast Regional Water Board MS4 Post-Construction Stormwater Requirements

Tier Level Project Applicability/Trigger! Requirements

1 Projects that create or Implement LID Measures:
replace 2,500 square feet or

- 1 e Limit disturbance of natural drainage features.
more of impervious area

e Limit clearing, grading, and soil compaction.
e Minimize impervious surfaces.

e Minimize runoff by dispersing runoff to landscape or using
permeable pavements.

2 Projects that create or e Tier 1 requirements.
replace 5,000 square feet or

X k e Treat runoff with an approved and appropriately sized LID
more of impervious area

treatment system prior to discharge from the site.

3 Projects that create or e Tier 2 requirements.
replace 15,000 square feet or

) X e Prevent offsite discharge from events up to the 95th
more of impervious area

percentile rainfall event using Stormwater Control Measures.

42 Projects that create or e Tier 3 requirements.
replace 22,500 square feet or

- X ¢ Control peak flows to not exceed preproject flows for the 2-
more of impervious area

year through 10-year events.

Source: Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 2014.
Notes:

1

Applicable projects are those that are located within the MS4 permit boundaries defined by the Regional
Water Board, including cities, certain institutions, and unincorporated urban areas are subject to the
PCRs.

The PCRs Tier 4 requirements are consistent with flood control requirements that were previously in
effect. Additional peak-flow management, based on different criteria, may be required by the local flood
control agency.
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Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code

Under Chapter 6 of the California Fish and Game Code, California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(DFW) is responsible for the protection and conservation of the state’s fish and wildlife resources.
Section 1602 et seq. of the code defines the responsibilities of DFW and requires that public and
private applicants obtain an agreement to “divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or bed,
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake designated by the DFW in which there is at any time an
existing fish or wildlife resource or from which those resources derive benefit, or will use material
from the streambeds designated by the department.” A streambed alteration agreement is required
under Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code for all activities that involve temporary or
permanent activities within state jurisdictional waters.

Local Policies and Regulations
Current County Plans and Policies

2010 Monterey County General Plan

Goals and policies defined in the 2010 General Plan and relevant to the Proposed Project and-136-
Unit-Alternative-are provided below.

Conservation and Open Space Element

Soils
Goal 0S-3: Prevent Soil Erosion To Conserve Soils And Enhance Water Quality.

Policy 0S-3.1: Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent and repair erosion damage
shall be established and enforced.

Policy 0S-3.3: Criteria for studies to evaluate and address, through appropriate designs and
BMPs, geologic and hydrologic constraints and hazardous conditions, such as slope and soil
instability, moderate and high erosion hazards, and drainage, water quality, and stream
stability problems created by increased stormwater runoff, shall be established for new
development and changes in land use designations.

Policy 0S-3.7: Voluntary preparation and implementation of a coordinated resource
management plan shall be encouraged in watersheds of State designated impaired
waterways.

Policy 0S-3.8: The County shall cooperate with appropriate regional, state and federal
agencies to provide public education/outreach and technical assistance programs on
erosion and sediment control, efficient water use, water conservation and re-use, and
groundwater management. This cooperative effort shall be centered through the Monterey
County Water Resources Agency.

Marine and River Resources

Goal 0S-4: Protect and conserve the quality of coastal, marine, and river environments, as
applied in areas not in the coastal zone.

Policy 0S-4.2: Direct and indirect discharges of harmful substances into marine waters,
rivers or streams shall not exceed state or federal standards.

Rancho Cafada Village Project 3917 June 2020
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Policy 0S5-4.3: Estuaries, salt and fresh water marshes, tide pools, wetlands, sloughs, river
and stream mouth areas, plus all waterways that drain and have impact on State designated
Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) shall be protected, maintained, and preserved
in accordance with state and federal water quality regulations.

Safety Element

Flood Hazards

Goal S-2: Reduce the amount of new development in floodplains and, for any development that
does occur, minimize the risk from flooding and erosion.

Policy S-2.1: Land Use planning to avoid incompatible structural development in flood prone
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areas shall be the primary means of minimizing risk from flood hazards.

Policy S-2.2: Uses such as agriculture, passive to low intensity recreation, and open
space/conservation are the most acceptable land uses in the 100-year floodplain to lessen
the potential for loss of life, injury, property damage, and economic and social dislocations
to the maximum extent feasible.

Policy §-2.3: All new development, including filling, grading, and construction, within
designated 100-year floodplain areas shall conform to the guidelines of FEMA and the
National Flood Insurance Program and ordinances established by the County Board of
Supervisors. With the exception of the construction of structures, Routine and Ongoing
Agricultural Activities shall be exempt from this policy.

Policy S-2.6: Drainage and flood control improvements needed to mitigate flood hazard
impacts associated with potential development in the 100-year floodplain shall be
determined prior to approval of new development and shall be constructed concurrently
with the development.

Goal S-3: Ensure effective storm drainage and flood control to protect life, property, and the
environment.

Policy S-3.1: Post-development, off-site peak flow drainage from the area being developed
shall not be greater than pre-development peak flow drainage. On-site improvements or
other methods for storm water detention shall be required to maintain post-development,
off-site, peak flows at no greater than predevelopment levels, where appropriate, as
determined by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency.

Policy S-3.2: Best Management Practices to protect groundwater and surface water quality
shall be incorporated into all development.

Policy S-3.3: Drainage facilities to mitigate the post-development peak flow impact of new
development shall be installed concurrent with new development.

Policy S-3.5: Runoff Performance Standards that result in an array of site planning and
design techniques to reduce storm flows plus capture and recharge runoff shall be
developed and implemented, where appropriate, as determined by the Monterey County
Water Resources Agency.

Policy §-3.9: In order to minimize urban runoff affecting water quality, the County shall
require all future development within urban and suburban areas to implement Best
Management Practices (BMPs) as approved in the Monterey Regional Storm Water
Management Program which are designed to incorporate Low Impact Development
techniques. BMPs may include, but are not limited to, grassy swales, rain gardens,
bioretention cells, and tree box filters. BMPs should preserve as much native vegetation as
feasible on the project site.
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Public Services Element

Water Quality and Supply

Goal PS-2: Assure an Adequate and Safe Water Supply to Meet the County’s Current and Long-
Term Needs.

Policy PS-2.1: Coordination among, and consolidation with, those public water service
providers drawing from a common water table to prevent overdrawing the water table is
encouraged.

Policy PS-2.2: The County of Monterey shall assure adequate monitoring of wells in those
areas experiencing rapid growth provided adequate funding mechanisms for monitoring are
established in the CIFP.

Policy PS-2.3: New development shall be required to connect to existing water service
providers where feasible. Connection to public utilities is preferable to other providers.

Policy PS-2.8: The County shall require that all projects be designed to maintain or increase
the site’s pre-development absorption of rainfall (minimize runoff), and to recharge
groundwater where appropriate. Implementation shall include standards that could
regulate impervious surfaces, vary by project type, land use, soils and area characteristics,
and provide for water impoundments (retention/detention structures), protecting and
planting vegetation, use of permeable paving materials, bioswales, water gardens, and
cisterns, and other measures to increase runoff retention, protect water quality, and
enhance groundwater recharge.

Policy PS-2.8: The County shall use discretionary permits to manage construction of
impervious surfaces in important groundwater recharge areas in order to protect and
manage groundwater as a valuable and limited shared resource. Potential recharge are
protection measures at sites in important groundwater recharge areas may include, but are
not limited to, the following:

Restrict coverage by impervious materials.
b. Limit building or parking footprints.

c. Require construction of detention/retention facilities on large-scale development
project sites overlying important groundwater recharge areas as identified by
Monterey County Water Resources Agency.

The County recognizes that detention/retention facilities on small sites may not be practical,
or feasible, and may be difficult to maintain and manage.

2013 Carmel Valley Master Plan

The 2013 CVMP was enacted as part of the 2010 General Plan and is intended to guide future land
use within the 2013 CVMP plan area boundary. The project is subject to the following policies from
the 2013 CVMP.

3.0 — Conservation/Open Space

Policy CV-3.4: Alteration of hillsides and natural landforms caused by cutting, filling, grading, or
vegetation removal shall be minimized through sensitive siting and design of all improvements
and maximum feasible restoration including botanically appropriate landscaping. Where cut and
fill is unavoidable on steep slopes, disturbed areas shall be revegetated.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 39-19 June 2020
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Policy CV-3.8: Development shall be sited to protect riparian vegetation, minimize erosion, and
preserve the visual aspects of the Carmel River. In places where the riparian vegetation no
longer exists, it should be planted to a width of 150 feet from the river bank, or the face of
adjacent bluffs, whichever is less. Density may be transferred from this area to other areas
within a lot.

Policy CV-3.9: Willow cover along the banks and bed of the Carmel River shall be maintained in a
natural state for erosion control. Constructing levees, altering the course of the river, or
dredging the river shall only be allowed by permit from the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District or Monterey County.

Policy CV-3.10: Predominant landscaping and erosion control material shall consist of plants
native to the valley that are similar in habitat, form, and water requirements. The following
guidelines shall apply for landscape and erosion control plans:

a. Existing native vegetation should be maintained as much as possible throughout the
valley.

b. Valley oaks should be incorporated on floodplain terraces.
¢. Weedy species such as pampas grass and genista shall not be planted in the Valley.
d. Eradication plans for weedy species shall be incorporated.

e. The chaparral community shall be maintained in its natural state to the maximum extent
feasible in order to preserve soil stability and wildlife habitat and also be consistent
with fire safety standards.

Policy CV-3.20: A discretionary permit shall be required for new wells in the Carmel Valley
alluvial aquifer. All new wells shall be required to fully offset any increase in extractions from
this aquifer (see Policies PS-3.4 and PS-3.5). These requirements shall be maintained until such
a time that the Coastal Water project (or its equivalent) results in elimination of all Cal-Am
withdrawals in excess of its legal rights.

4.0 - Safety

Policy CV-4.1: In order to reduce potential erosion or rapid runoff:

a. The amount of land cleared at any one time shall be limited to the area that can be
developed during one construction season.

b. Motorized vehicles shall be prohibited on the banks or in the bed of the Carmel River,
except by permit from the Water Management District or Monterey County.

c. Native vegetative cover must be maintained on areas that have the following
combination of soils and slope:

1. Santa Lucia shaly clay loam, 30-50% slope (SfF)

2. Santa Lucia-Reliz Association, 30-75% slope (Sg)

3. Cieneba fine gravelly sandy loam, 30-70% slope (CcG)
4. San Andreas fine sandy loam, 30-75% slope (ScG)

5. Sheridan coarse sandy loam, 30-75% slope (SoG)

6. Junipero-Sur complex, 50-85% slope (Jc)

Policy CV-4.2: A comprehensive drainage maintenance program should be established by the
identification of either sub-basins or valley-wide watershed zones.
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Policy CV-4.3: In addition to required on-site improvements for development projects, a fee shall
be imposed to help finance the improvement and maintenance of the drainage facilities
identified in the Drainage Design Manual for Carmel Valley.

5.0 — Public Services

Policy CV-5.1: Pumping from the Carmel River aquifer shall be managed in a manner consistent
with the Carmel River Management Program. All beneficial uses of the total water resources of
the Carmel River and its tributaries shall be considered and provided for in planning decisions.

Policy CV-5.2: Water projects designed to address future growth in the Carmel Valley may be
supported.

Policy CV-5.3: Development shall incorporate designs with water reclamation, conservation, and
new source production in order to:

maintain the ecological and economic environment;
b. maintain the rural character; and

c. create additional water for the area where possible including, but not limited to, on-site
stormwater retention and infiltration basins.

Policy CV-5.4: The County shall establish regulations for Carmel Valley that limit development to
vacant lots of record and already approved projects, unless additional supplies are identified.
Reclaimed water may be used as an additional water source to replace domestic water supply in
landscape irrigation and other approved uses provided the project shows conclusively that it
would not create any adverse environmental impacts such as groundwater degradation.

Policy CV-5.5: Parts of the Carmel Valley aquifer are susceptible to contamination from
development in areas not served by a regional wastewater treatment facility. Development
projects that include an on-site wastewater treatment system shall provide geologic and soils
surveys that assess if conditions could preclude or restrict the possibility of satisfactorily
locating such a system where it would not pose a threat of contamination to the aquifer. New
development on existing lots of record shall be carefully reviewed for proper siting and design
of any conventional or alternative on-site wastewater treatment systems in accordance with
standards of the Monterey County Code 15.20, the Central Coast Basin Plan and the Carmel
Valley Wastewater Study.

Policy CV-5.6: Containment structures or other measures shall be required to control the runoff
of pollutants from commercial areas or other sites where chemical storage or accidental
chemical spillage is possible.

Monterey County Ordinances

Grading Ordinance

The Grading Ordinance (Chapter 16.08) was adopted to safeguard health, safety, and the public
welfare, to minimize erosion, protect fish and wildlife, and to otherwise protect the natural
environment of Monterey County. The Grading Ordinance sets forth rules and regulations to control
all grading, including excavations, earthwork, road construction, fills and embankments, and
establishes the administration procedure for issuance of permits; and provides for approval of plans
and inspections of grading construction.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project 3991 June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report '



OO UT s WN =

11
12
13
14
15

16

17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26

27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35

36

37
38

Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

Erosion Control Ordinance

The Erosion Control Ordinance (Chapter 16.12) was adopted to eliminate and prevent conditions of
accelerated erosion that have led to, or could lead to, degradation of water quality, loss of fish
habitat, damage to property, loss of topsoil or vegetation cover, disruption of water supply,
increased danger from flooding. The Erosion Control Ordinance requires control of all existing and
potential conditions of accelerated (human-induced) erosion; sets forth required provisions for
project planning, preparation of erosion control plans, runoff control, land clearing, and winter
operations; and establishes procedures for administering those provisions.

Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance

Monterey County Code Chapter 16.14, Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge
Control Ordinance (Stormwater Ordinance) was adopted to enhance watercourses within the
unincorporated urbanized areas by, amongst other things, controlling the entry of urban pollutants
into stormwater runoff that may enter the County storm drain system. This ordinance is applicable
to all dischargers located within the unincorporated urbanized areas that discharge directly or
indirectly into the County storm drain system.

Floodplain Ordinance

Regulations for floodplains in Monterey County are contained in Chapter 16.16 of Monterey County
Code. The purpose of this ordinance is to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, and
to minimize public and private losses due to flood conditions in specific areas. This ordinance
applies to all Special Flood Hazards Areas (100-year floodplain) within the jurisdiction of the
County, as identified on Flood Insurance Rate Maps, and areas within 200-feet of a river of within 50
feet of a watercourse.

As defined in County Code, development means “any man-made change to improved or unimproved
real estate, including but not limited to buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation, or drilling operations” located within the Special Flood Hazard Area.
There are more restrictive regulations for development within the FEMA-defined floodway.

The project area falls under Monterey Regional Storm Water Management Program Tier 4 Water
Management Zone 1. This requires projects to retain the 95th percentile storm event and to ensure
that post-development peak flow rates are less than predevelopment peak flow rates for 2-year
through 10-year storm events through detention measures onsite.

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) is the primary regulatory authority for
review and approval of flood control and drainage measures. For flood design criteria, peak runoff
rates must not exceed predevelopment flows under comparable storm events, and runoff must not
cause erosion. For drainage design criteria, stormwater detention facilities must be sized to limit the
100-year post-development runoff rate to the 10-year predevelopment rate.

Prior County Plans and Policies

As stated in Chapter 1, Introduction, discussion pertaining to the 1982 General Plan and the 1986
CVMP is provided for informational purposes only.
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1982 Monterey County General Plan

Objectives and policies defined in the 1982 Monterey County General Plan (1982 General Plan) and
relevant to the Proposed Project and-1390-UnitAlternative-are provided below.

Objective 5.2: Preserve vegetation where necessary to protect waterways from bank erosion
and siltation.

Policy 5.2.1: Owners of property adjacent to waterways or responsible agencies shall be
encouraged to maintain healthy vegetation along the drainage course, or provide other
suitable means of preventing bank erosion or siltation.

Policy 5.2.2: The County shall establish special procedures for land use, building locations,
grading operations, and vegetation removal adjacent to all waterways and significant water
features.

Objective 16.2: Reduce the risk from flooding and erosion to an acceptable level by regulating
the location, type, and density of land use.

Policy 16.2.3: All new development for which a discretionary permit is required, including
filling, grading, and construction, shall be prohibited within 200 feet of the riverbank or
within the 100-year floodway except as permitted by ordinance. No new development,
including structural flood control projects, shall be allowed within the riparian corridor.
However, improvements to existing dikes and levees shall be allowed if riparian vegetation
damage can be minimized and at least an equivalent amount and quality of replacement is
planted. In addition, exceptions may be made for carefully sited recreational trails.

Policy 16.2.4: All new development, including filling, grading, and construction, within
designated 100-year floodplain areas shall conform to the guidelines of the National Flood
Insurance Program and policies established by the County Board of Supervisors, with the
advice of the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.

Policy 16.2.5: All new development, including filling, grading, and construction, proposed
within designated floodplains shall require submission of a written assessment prepared by
a qualified hydrologist/engineer on whether the development will significantly contribute
to the existing flood hazard. Development shall be conditioned on receiving approval of this
assessment by the County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.

Objective 21.1: Enhance the quality of water in the County by regulating the type, location, and
intensity of land use, and grading operations.

Policy 21.2.1: The County shall require all new and existing development to meet federal,
state, and County water quality regulations.

Policy 21.2.3: Residential, commercial, and industrial developments which require 20 or
more parking spaces shall include oil, grease, and silt traps, or other suitable means, as
approved by the Monterey County Surveyor, to protect water quality; a condition of
maintenance and operation shall be placed upon the development.

Policy 21.2.4: The County shall require the installation and maintenance of appropriate
check valves on irrigation systems where liquid fertilizers are dispensed.

1986 Carmel Valley Master Plan

The 1986 Carmel Valley Master Plan (CVMP) is part of the 1982 General Plan. As such, the policies
outlined in the 1986 CVMP and provided below must be considered in conjunction with the 1982
General Plan.

Rancho Cafada Village Project 3923 June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report '



Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

1 Policy 3.1.1.2 (CV): As part of the building permit process, the erosion control plan shall include
2 these elements: Provision for keeping all sediment on-site. Provision for slow release of runoff
3 water so that runoff rates after development do not exceed rates prevailing before development.
4 Revegetation measures that provide both temporary and permanent cover. Map showing
5 drainage for the site, including that coming onto and flowing off the property.
6 Storm drainage facilities shall be designed to accommodate runoff from 10-year or 100-year
7 storms as recommended by the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation
8 District.
9 Policy 3.1.11 (CV): Development of on-site stormwater retention and infiltration basins is
10 encouraged in groundwater recharge areas subject to approval by the Monterey Peninsula
11 Water Management District, the County Health Department, the County Flood Control and
12 Water Conservation District and the County Surveyor.
13 Policy 6.1.3 (CV): All beneficial uses of the total water resources of the Carmel River and its
14 tributaries shall be considered and provided for in future planning decisions.
15 Policy 16.2.3.1 (CV): In order to protect the public health, welfare, and safety, development of
16 land within 200 feet of the nominal Carmel River bank or 30 feet from any tributary bank as
17 shown on the latest United States Geological Survey Topographic Maps shall require a special
18 permit as set forth in the Carmel Valley Floodplain Ordinance. Where development of such an
19 area may not be feasible due to public health, welfare and safety consideration. Density may be
20 transferred from this area to other areas within a parcel.
21 Policy 16.2.10 (CV): No changes in zoning from FP-2 (stream overflow and backwater areas) to
22 FP-3 (areas protected by dikes or levees) will be permitted except in areas with existing dikes.
23 Also, no new FP-3 District shall be created.
24 Policy 35.1.3 (CV): Development shall be so designed that additional runoff, additional erosion or
25 additional sedimentation will not occur off of the development site.
26 Storm drainage facilities shall be designed to accommodate runoff from the 10-year or 100-year
27 storms as recommended by the Monterey County Flood Control and Water Conservation
28 District.
29 Monterey Peninsula Water Management District Riparian Corridor Regulations
30 The following rules apply to work in the vicinity of the Carmel River 10-year flow line, including
31 work to install outfalls into the Carmel River:
32 Rule 11 (Definitions) “RIPARIAN CORRIDOR - shall mean: a. All that area which comprises the
33 Riverbed and riverbanks of the Carmel River which lies within the boundaries of the Carmel
34 River Management Zone (Zone No. 3), and b. All those areas which lie within 25 lineal feet of the
35 Riverbank Assessment Line, excepting however, all lands which lie outside of the Zone No. 3
36 boundary, and exempting lawns, landscaping and cultivated areas as shown on the spring 1983
37 aerial photographs taken by California American Water pursuant to the agreement with the
38 District in accord with Rule 123 A.”
39 Rule 20 (Permits), Part D: “Before any individual may undertake any Work or Project within the
40 Riparian Corridor, including but not limited to channel modification, riverbank Works, or
41 vegetation removal, such Person shall obtain a prior written River Work Permit from the
42 District in accord with Rule 126 or meet the emergency River Work Permit criteria of Rule 126
43 C, or be expressly exempt from the River Work Permit requirement pursuant to Rule 126 B.”
44 Rule 126 - River Work Permits:
Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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“A. REGULAR PROCEDURE: River Work Permits shall be required by any Person who
undertakes riverbank or Riverbed protection, riparian vegetation removal, channel modification
or activities prohibited by Rule 124 within the Riparian Corridor, except where such activity is
expressly exempt from this Permit process in accord with Rule 126 B. Such a Permit must be
obtained prior to the commencement or any work or activity unless that activity is defined as a
“minor work” or unless that activity is “emergency work”. Minor works may be undertaken in
accord with the process set forth in Rule 127 A (4) below. Emergency works may be undertaken
in accord with the process set forth in Rule 127 B.

B. PERMIT EXEMPTIONS: This District Board may from time to time, upon advice of the Carmel
River Advisory Committee, designate River Works which shall be exempt from this Permit
process, and therefore not be subject to the prohibitions set forth in Rule 124. District staff shall
maintain and distribute a list of such exempt activities.

C. EMERGENCY PROCEDURE: Emergency riverbank or Riverbed protection or channel
modification measures are excepted from the prior requirement for a River Work Permit,
provided that the General Manager or District Engineer must first declare such an emergency to
exist or to be imminent. Emergency work Permits shall be processed in accord with Rule 127 B.

When declaring an emergency, the General Manager or District Engineer shall take into account
the high probability of flooding, erosion danger, blockage and structural damage. During a
declared period of emergency, the District must be notified as soon as possible in writing of the
type, location and extent of any emergency works. Application for approval shall then be made
within 10 days after such emergency works were begun to the Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District on forms supplied by the District and, if required by the General Manger or
District Engineer, shall be accompanied by appropriate plans.

D. PROCEDURE WHERE A LIFE OR PROPERTY IS THREATENED: Should an emergency situation
arise that requires immediate bank protection actions to mitigate a clear and present danger to
life or property, such actions may be performed without prior approval of the General Manager
or District Engineer. Protective measures performed under this subsection shall be limited to
those needed to mitigate such clear and present danger to life or property.

Such activity shall immediately be communicated to the District, and within ten calendar days of
the commencement of such actions the type, location, and extent of protective measures
performed under this subsection shall be reported in writing to the District.”

Impact Analysis

Methods for Analysis

The evaluation of hydrology and water quality effects is based on professional standards and the
conclusions of technical reports prepared for the project area. The key effects were identified and
evaluated based on the physical characteristics of the project area and the magnitude, intensity and
duration of activities. It is assumed that the Proposed Project and130-UnitAlternative-would
conform to County building standards, grading permit requirements, and erosion control
requirements.

Rancho Cafada Village Project 3995 June 2020
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Criteria for Determining Significance

In accordance with CEQA, State CEQA Guidelines, 2010 General Plan plans and policies, 2013 €éMVP
CVMP plans and policies, and agency and professional standards, a project impact would be
considered significant if the project would:

A. Alteration of Drainage Patterns

e Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including changes that
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite.

B. Stormwater Runoff and Drainage Infrastructure

e Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff which would exceed capacity of
existing or planned storm drain facilities, cause downstream or offsite drainage problems,
or increase the risk or severity of flooding in downstream areas.

C. Water Quality

e Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface water quality or contribute substantial non-point sources of
pollution to the Carmel Bay Water Quality Protection Area.

e Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade groundwater quality.

D. Groundwater Supply

e Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, resulting in a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted).

E. Risk of Flooding

e Result in construction of habitable structures within a 100-year floodplain, which would
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death due to flooding.

e Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding.

F. Risk of Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow or Due to Sea Level Rise

e Expose people, structures, or facilities to increased risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow or coastal flooding related to sea level rise.

Rancho Cafada Village Project 3926 June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report '



—_

16

17

18

19
20

21

22
23
24

Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

Impacts and Mitigation Measures

A. Alteration of Drainage Patterns

Impact HYD-1: Alteration of Surface Drainage Patterns That Results in Increased Erosion or
Siltation (less than significant with mitigation)

Overview

The approximately 76 8%-acre project area is currently a golf course with gentle slopes and
undulating topography. The majority of stormwater currently infiltrates the ground, and what
runoff is left is routed through swales and drainage pipes to the Carmel River. As shown in Table
3.2-5, Proposed Project development would result in an estimated 15 25-acres of new impervious
surfaces.

Table 3.2-5: Estimated New Impervious Areas for the Proposed Project and-130-Unit-Alternative

Open Residential Total New Impervious
Residential Space/Common without Open Area for Residential
Total Element Area within Space/ Element
Project Area (w/roads) Residential Common
Alternative (acres) (acres)  Element (acres) Areas (acres) (acres)
Propesed-Preject 81 45 3 42 25*
130-UnitAlternative 7683 3838 1314 2524 15114+

Notes:

1 New impervious surfaces were calculated using the total area of the development area excluding the habitat
preserve, common areas, and park areas and then applying a 60% impervious area factor for buildings and
roadways. The 60% factor is from the Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan (Balance Hydrologics
2005¢).
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Construction

Construction effects on water quality, including erosion and siltation, are addressed under Impact
HYD-3.

Operation

Implementation of the Proposed Project would change existing site drainage patterns and also result
in new impervious surfaces associated with the creation of housing and roads, thereby preventing

precipitation from infiltrating and causing it to pond or runoff. Brainage-changesresultingfromthe
0-Unit Alternative weou ha P Droi

anla a 1o ope l- aV¥a' on a¥Wa'
O S P o1, o4

69 shows the preliminary drainage plan for the residential element of the Project
Alternative.

Thero Lo teal lan for Lot 130,

Stormwater Management

The total retention/detention volume for the Project 130-Unit-Alternative is 108,665 cubic feet. Due
to the grading of the site, this volume would be split between three different infiltration/detention
areas, as shown in Figure 2-6 9-(L&S Engineering and Surveying, Inc. 2014). Stormwater runoff
from the Project 130-UnitAlternative-would be routed to one of the three areas by an underground
storm drain system that collects runoff captured by roadway swales or curb and gutter. All runoff
would be collected and controlled onsite. Overflows would allow for the controlled release of
regulated and larger storm events to the basins created at the southern end of the property for
further infiltration/retention. A vegetated drainage swale at the north edge of the property would
maintain existing offsite run-on drainage paths and a new overflow standpipe for the neighboring
property’s detention basin (referred to as detention basin systems on the Carmel Middle School

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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property in the discussion above#*) would control and route offsite run-on from the adjacent
property through the Project’s 130-UnitAlternative’s-proposed infiltration detention area 1 and 2 to
the south (L&S Engineering and Surveying, Inc. 2014).

Proposed basins at the southern end of the property were created to offset the proposed earthwork
within FEMA Zone AE. The volume of those basins equates to 3,023,758 cubic feet. One of the
infiltration/detention areas for-the 130-Unit-Alternative-is incorporated into the volume of these
basins. The required retention/detention volume for this area equals 8,483 cubic feet. This results in
an excess retention volume of 3,015,275 cubic feet for the Project 130-Unit-Alternative-(L&S
Engineering and Surveying, Inc. 2014).

A preliminary stormwater management plan (Balance Hydrologics 2005a) has been prepared to
address stormwater requirements for the Project. The measures identified in the plan, and recent
updates (Balance Hydrologics 2005c; L&S Engineering and Surveying, Inc. 2014), would be
implemented to maintain onsite infiltration and control peak flows. Figure 2-6 shows the
preliminary drainage plan for the Proposed Project. The final drainage plan would include, but is not
limited to, the following post-construction BMPs.

o Good housekeeping: To minimize the amount of pollutants entering the storm drain
system, project roadways and other paved areas shall be cleaned regularly using street
sweeping equipment. Additionally, litter and debris that may accumulate on the streets of
the project site will be regularly collected and properly disposed. These activities will be
the responsibility of Rancho Cafiada Village and/or its contractors.

e Bioswales: Grass strips, high infiltration substrates, and grassy swales will be used where

feasible throughout the project site to reduce runoff, serve as biofilters, and provide initial
stormwater treatment. This type of treatment will apply particularly to parking lots.

e Velocity dissipation measures: Physical devices will be placed at outlets of pipes and
channels to reduce the velocity or the energy of exiting water. Outlet protection helps to
prevent scour and to minimize the potential for downstream erosion by reducing the
velocity or energy of concentrated stormwater flows.

The Proposed Project includes a conventional gravity-flow storm drain network to collect runoff
from the site and route it to the Carmel River. Runoff would be directed to stormwater infiltration

areas prior to being discharged into the river. The stormwater infiltration areas would cover a total

of 0.8 acre and be located in the southern portion of the project site, within the proposed habitat
reserve area, on the northern Carmel River floodplain.

4 Note: The DA 26 detention area on Carmel Middle School property is referred to as the neighboring property’s

detention basin in-the 130-UnitAlternative-analysisfor consistency purposes with the drainage plan figures.
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Peak flows generated within the eastern portion of the project area would increase from 5 to 21 cfs
for the 10-year storm, and from 8 to 31 cfs for the 100-year storm. Peak flows generated within the

western portion of the project site would increase from 9 to 36 cfs for the 10-year storm, and from

13 to 54 cfs for the 100-year storm. Peak stormwater flows generated within the project site would
be routed directly to the Carmel River without detention. Peak flows on the Carmel River generally

occur several hours later than local runoff peak flows at this location. Utilizing direct conveyance of
local runoff to the river would ensure that the two peak flows are not coincident and that

stormwater produced within the project area does not increase peak flows on the Carmel River.

The Proposed Project falls under Monterey Regional Storm Water Management Program Water
Management Zone 1 in Tier 4 (create/replace 22,500 square feet or more of impervious surface).
This requires the Proposed Project to retain the 95th percentile storm event and to ensure that post-
development peak flow rates are less than predevelopment peak flow rates for 2-year through 10-
year storm events through detention measures on site. The infiltration system will be designed to
infiltrate runoff from small to moderate rainfall events, up to and including the 95t percentile
storm. Other conventional storm drain facilities, such as earth swales, lined ditches, concrete curb
and gutter, manholes, catch basins, and underground storm drain pipes, would be incorporated into

the Proposed Project to intercept stormwater flows at the project site boundaries, collect water
within the development, and convey it to the stormwater infiltration basins.

Erosion and Scour

The hydraulic analysis for the Proposed Project 130-Unit-Alternative-was done as part of the CSA 50
report (Balance Hydrologics 2014b). Based on that analysis, the Proposed Project 330-unit
Alternative-would not result in substantial changes in velocities in the Carmel River channel or the
overbank areas and thus would not be expected to result in substantial erosion and scour, and thus
this impact would be less-than-significant level.

Managing Offsite Drainage

The Proposed Project is not required to provide maintenance for offsite drainage from County

drainage areas. However, the Similarto-the Propesed-Preject-the residential element of the
Proposed Project 130-UnitAlternative would accommodate DA 26 offsite flows with the proposed

drainage facilities. Stormwater flows generated in DA 27 would continue to flow along the ditch
along the Carmel Middle School and the westward toward CSA- 50 as they do at present (Balance
Hydrologlcs 2014b) >Drainag - : : :

As noted in Chapter 2, Project Description, the County intends to construct a drainage channel from
Carmel Valley Road, north of the project site, to the Carmel River that would run along the project
site’s western boundary to handle DA 27 flow. In order to accommodate the County’s future
drainage channel, the developer, at the time of construction would install a below-grade 84-inch

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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buried drainage pipe on the project site that could connect to the drainage channel, when built, at a
future date.&

Conclusion

Mitigation Measures HYD-1, HYD-2, and HYD-3 would ensure the drainage facilities are properly
designed, maintained and monitored so they operate as intended. With implementation of these
measures, this impact related to the residential element would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Control Plan

Prior to recordation of a final map, the applicant or successor(s) in interest shall submit to
Monterey County RMA Environmental Services a Stormwater Control Plan prepared by a
registered professional engineer, addressing Post-Construction Stormwater Management
Requirements (PCRs) for Development Projects in the Central Coast region. The Plan shall
include the location of drainage facilities and construction details. A report with supporting
calculations shall also be provided. The Plan shall be reviewed by a licensed Geotechnical
Engineer to ensure conformance with the Geotechnical Investigation or Engineering Geology
Report. The Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the County RMA-Environmental Services
prior to recording the final map.

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Prepare and Implement Operation and Maintenance Plan for
Stormwater Control Measures

Prior to recordation of a final map, the applicant or successor(s) in interest shall submit an
Operation and Maintenance Plan to RMA Environmental Services for review and approval. The
plan shall be prepared by a registered Professional Engineer and include, at a minimum, the
following: 1) Site map identifying all structural Stormwater Control Measures requiring 0&M
practices to function as designed; 2) 0&M procedures for each structural Stormwater Control
Measure, including, but not limited to, LID facilities, retention/detention basins and
proprietorship devices; 3) O&M Plan shall include short- and long-term maintenance
requirements, recommended frequency of maintenance and estimated maintenance costs. The
County approved plan shall be implemented by successor(s) in interest responsible for
operation and maintenance of the stormwater drainage systems, such as a Homeowner’s
Association (HOA).

Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Enter into Maintenance Agreement for Stormwater Control
Measures

Prior to recordation of a final map, the applicant or successor(s) in interest shall enter into
Maintenance Agreement with Monterey County. The applicant shall submit a signed and
notarized Agreement to RMA Environmental Services for review and approval. The Agreement
shall clearly identify the responsible party for ongoing maintenance of structural Stormwater
Control Measures. The Agreement shall contain provisions for an annual report to be prepared
by a registered Professional Engineer. The annual report shall be submitted to RMA-
Environmental Services for review and approval no later than August 15 of each year. All
recommended maintenance shall be completed by October 15 of the same year. If maintenance

6 A subsequent hydrology report submitted by the applicant (Balance Hydrologics, Inc., 2017) indicates that a
smaller diameter pipe could provide sufficient capacity.
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is required, certification shall be provided that all recommended maintenance has been
completed before the start of the rainy season.

B. Stormwater Runoff and Drainage Infrastructure

Impact HYD-2: Result in Increased Stormwater Runoff Due to an Increase in Impervious
Surfaces and Topographic Alterations Resulting in Drainage or Flooding Impacts (less than
significant with mitigation)

Propesed-Project

As described under Impact HYD-1, stormwater currently infiltrates the ground at the project site,
and remaining runoff flows to the Carmel River. As shown in Table 3.2-5, Proposed Project
development would result in approximately 15 25-acres of new impervious surfaces. The
introduction of new impervious surfaces would reduce the ground surface available for infiltration
of rainfall and increase surface stormwater runoff. Increased runoff could contribute to localized
flooding of the Carmel River and increase the risk of downstream flooding. The Proposed Project
would include the installation of new storm drainage facilities, including conventional drainage
facilities and stormwater infiltration areas. The infrastructure systems would be designed and

engineered with sufficient capacity to accommodate anticipated peak flows, minimizing the
potential for upset.

These impacts would be potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-
1 and HYD-2 to ensure the drainage facilities are properly maintained and monitored so they
operate as intended this impact would be less than significant.
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C. Water Quality

Impact HYD-3: Degrade Surface Water Quality during Construction and from Operation (less
than significant with mitigation)

Proposed-Project
Construction

Surface Water

Construction-related earth disturbing activities would occur in the development of the Proposed
Project. These activities could cause soil erosion and sedimentation to local waterways.
Construction of new sewer pipelines, retention basins, and grading would require heavy equipment
such as earth-moving devices. Large trucks would be used in the transportation of construction
materials to the site. Such machines have potential to leak hazardous materials that may include oil
and gasoline. In addition, improper use of fuels, oils, and other construction-related hazardous
materials, such as pipe sealant, may also pose a threat to surface or groundwater quality.

To reduce or eliminate construction-related water quality effects, before onset of any construction
activities, the Project Applicant will demonstrate coverage under the General Construction Permit.
The Regional Water Board and the County would be responsible to ensure that construction
activities comply with conditions in this permit, which will require development of a SWPPP,
implementation of BMPs identified in the SWPPP, and monitoring to ensure that effects on water
quality are minimized.

As part of this process, the Project Applicant would be required to implement multiple erosion’ and
sediment control® BMPs in areas with potential to drain to surface water. These BMPs would be
selected to achieve maximum sediment removal and represent the best available technology that is
economically achievable. BMPs to be implemented may include, but are not limited to, the following
measures.

e Erosion Control Measures: soil stabilization measures, such as hydraulic mulch,
hydroseeding, geofabric, and other soil binders will be applied to disturbed areas.

e Sediment Control Measures: measures, such as silt fences, staked fiber rolls/straw wattles,
silt/sediment basins and traps, storm drain inlet protection, street sweeping, will be
implemented to prevent erosion and sedimentation near water bodies and storm drains.

e Drainage facilities in downstream offsite areas will be protected from sediment using BMPs
acceptable to the County and the Regional Water Board.

e (Grass or other vegetative cover will be re-established on the construction site as soon as
possible after disturbance.

Final selection of BMPs would be subject to review by the County. The County would need to verify
that an NOI and SWPPP have been filed before allowing construction to begin. The County or its

7 Erosion control measures are source control measures that protect the soil surface and prevent soil particles from

being detached by rainfall, flowing water, or wind.

8 Sediment control measures are those that trap soil particles after they have been detached and moved by rain,

flowing water, or wind.
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agent (i.e., State Water Board Qualified Stormwater Practitioner) shall perform routine inspections
of the construction area to verify that the BMPs specified in the SWPPP are properly implemented
and maintained. The County would notify contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue
and will require compliance.

The County would verify that coverage under the General Construction Permit and the Regional
Water Board’s General Low Threat Permit, if applicable, has been obtained before allowing
dewatering activities to water bodies to begin. Dewatering requirements, such as treatment,
monitoring and report, would be implemented.

These impacts are considered potentially significant. Implementation of the SWPPP, Mitigation
Measure GEO-3 (Prepare and Implement an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, refer to Chapter
3.1, Geology, Seismicity, and Soils) and Mitigation Measures HYD-4 and HYD-5 (described further
below), would ensure that impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Groundwater

Trenching and excavation associated with the Proposed Project are not expected to reach a depth
that can expose the water table, in which a path to the groundwater basin may become available for
contaminants to enter the groundwater system. If this were to occur, primary construction-related
contaminants that could reach groundwater would include oil and grease and construction-related
hazardous materials. Discharge of construction-related dewatering effluent could result in the
release of contaminants to surface water.

In addition, if dewatering to waters of the United States or state is necessary, it would be conducted
according to the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board General Low Threat Permit.
Before discharging any dewatered effluent to surface water, the Project Applicant would obtain a
General Low Threat Permit. Depending on the volume and characteristics of the discharge, coverage
under the State Water Board’s General Construction Permit or the Regional Water Board’s General
Dewatering Permit is possible. As part of the permit, the permittee would design and implement
measures as necessary so that the discharge limits identified in the relevant permit are met. As a
performance standard, these measures would be selected to achieve maximum sediment removal
and represent the best available technology that is economically achievable. Implemented measures
may include retention of dewatering effluent until particulate matter has settled before it is
discharged, use of infiltration areas, and other BMPs. Final selection of water quality control
measures would be subject to approval by the County. With implementation of the SWPPP and
potentially the requirements of a Low Threat Permit, impacts would be reduced to less-than
significant levels.

Operation

As discussed in Impact HYD-1, the Project would result in an increase in impervious surfaces. As
such, the Proposed Project could increase stormwater and non-stormwater runoff, transporting
contaminants to adjacent receiving waters. Contaminated runoff waters could flow into the Carmel
River and further downstream into the Carmel Lagoon and could degrade the water quality of these
water bodies.

During the dry season, vehicles release contaminants onto the impervious surfaces where they will
accumulate until the first storm event. During this initial storm event or “first flush,” the
concentrated pollutants would be transported via runoff to stormwater drainage systems.
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Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

Anticipated runoff contaminants associated with the Proposed Project include sediment, pesticides,
oil and grease, metals, bacteria, and trash.

The Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan described above would be required to include BMPs
to maximize stormwater quality. The BMPs will include a combination of source control, structural
improvements, and site design to the extent required to ensure compliance with the CWA and
regulations noted in the Regulatory Setting.

The proposed development is located in an area identified as “Urbanized Area C” in the Monterey
Regional Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP). A homeowner’s association, community services
district, or similar entity would be formed for the maintenance of roads, drainage facilities, erosion
control improvements, and open spaces. The Project Applicant would enter into a Drainage Systems
Agreement with the County. The Agreement would include requirements for the type and frequency
of cleaning and maintenance of catch basins, sediment traps, stormwater inlets, and other drainage
facilities. The storm drainage system would be maintained on a regular basis to remove pollutants,
reduce high pollutant concentrations during the first flush of storms, prevent clogging of the
downstream conveyance system, and maintain the catch basins sediment trapping capacity. The
homeowner’s association, or similar responsible entity, would provide an annual drainage report to
the MCWRA for review and approval. An annual erosion control report, analyzing Carmel River bank
erosion adjacent to the project site, would also be submitted to the MCWRA.

The Proposed Project’s stormwater drainage system, which includes two infiltration basins and
conventional drainage facilities, would treat surface runoff. With implementation of Mitigation
Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2 to ensure the stormwater drainage system is properly maintained and
monitored so it operates as intended, impacts on water quality as it relates to stormwater runoff
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
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Mitigation Measure HYD-4: Implement a Spill Prevention and Control Program

Prior to construction, the applicant or successor(s) in interest will develop and implement a spill
prevention and control program to minimize the potential for, and effects from, spills of
hazardous, toxic, or petroleum substances during construction activities for all contractors. The
program will be completed before any construction activities begin. Implementation of this
measure will comply with state and federal water quality regulations.

The County will review and approve the spill prevention and control program before onset of
construction activities. The County will routinely inspect the construction area to verify that the
measures specified in the spill prevention and control program are properly implemented and
maintained. The County will notify contractors immediately if there is a noncompliance issue
and will require compliance.

The federal reportable spill quantity for petroleum products, as defined in the EPA’s CFR (40
CFR 110) is any oil spill that (1) violates applicable water quality standards, (2) causes a film or
sheen upon or discoloration of the water surface or adjoining shoreline, or (3) causes a sludge or
emulsion to be deposited beneath the surface of the water or adjoining shorelines.

If an appreciable spill has occurred and is reportable, the contractor’s superintendent will notify
the County and the County will need to take action to contact the appropriate safety and clean-
up crews to ensure the spill prevention plan is followed. A written description of reportable
releases must be submitted to the Regional Water Board. This submittal must include a
description of the release, including the type of material and an estimate of the amount spilled,
the date of the release, an explanation of why the spill occurred, and a description of the steps
taken to prevent and control future releases. The releases would be documented on a spill
report form.

If surface water or groundwater quality levels have been degraded in excess of water quality
standards, Mitigation Measure HYD-5 would be required and would reduce this impact to a
less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure HYD-5: Implement Measures to Maintain Surface Water or
Groundwater Quality

If an appreciable spill has occurred and results determine that project activities have adversely
affected surface water or groundwater quality, the Project Applicant will provide a detailed
analysis performed by a Registered Environmental Assessor to identify the likely cause of
contamination. This analysis will conform to the American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) standards, and will include recommendations for reducing or eliminating the source of
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mechanisms of contamination. Based on this analysis, the Applicant or successor(s) in interest
will select and implement measures to control contamination, with a performance standard that
groundwater quality must be returned to baseline conditions. These measures will be subject to
approval by the County Environmental Health Bureau.

D. Groundwater Supply

Impact HYD-4: Substantially Deplete Groundwater Supplies or Interfere with Groundwater
Recharge (less than significant)

Proposed-Project
Construction

During construction, excavation for the Proposed Project would be required for removal and
installation of utilities (gas mains, electrical distribution systems, and storm drains), building
foundation, and other infrastructure. The depth to groundwater at the project site is typically 5 to 30
feet below ground surface. Groundwater levels increase rapidly during periods of recharge by the
Carmel River and may decline by as much as 50 feet during drought years. The groundwater within
the project area was detected at a well location at 15 feet below the surface and pumping occurs at
49 feet below the surface. Although utility improvements and other activities during construction
would excavate areas, potential dewatering activities would be temporary and minor and would be
subject to the requirements of the SWPPP. Potential use of groundwater during construction for
dust control, concrete pouring, and other activities would be minimal and temporary and, therefore,
would not result in groundwater depletion.

Therefore, because potential dewatering and groundwater use for the Proposed Project would be
temporary and minimal, impacts from construction on groundwater recharge and supplies would be
less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Operation

During operation, groundwater recharge® may be affected by the Proposed Project. The Proposed
Project would include approximately 15 25-acres of new impervious surface. The remaining
portions of the project site would maintain existing groundwater recharge capabilities. Stormwater
runoff from small to moderate rainfall events would be routed to infiltration areas onsite, providing
recharge of storms up to the 95t percentile event.

Stormwater infiltration areas would collect and store stormwater runoff for percolation and release
into new outfall pipes in severe storms. Low-impact development stormwater treatment methods
such as this would be designed in accordance with the MCWRA and state agency policy and the
design would ensure infiltrated groundwater would not cause underlying groundwater to exceed
water quality objectives or adversely affect beneficial uses. These areas would promote infiltration
and allow for the removal of pollutants as stormwater percolates down through the soil.

The Proposed Project is anticipated to use groundwater as a supply but would result in a reduction
in withdrawals over current usage (see Chapter 3.10, Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation). In
order to meet the Proposed Project’s water demands Cal-Am would use pumped groundwater from

9 Recharge is determined by the ability of water to infiltrate into the soil.
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onsite wells or a connection to Cal-Am facilitated by dedication of an appropriate amount of the
applicant’s water right to Cal-Am. Overall annual water use during Proposed Project operation
would decrease because existing baseline golf course irrigation (approximately 204 acre-feet per
year [AFY] on average) associated with the golf course that would be removed is much higher than
the estimated water demand for the Proposed Project (estimated average of 130 384+-AFY).

The recharge analysis examined the net recharge to the Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer under
baseline and with-project conditions. The amount of recharge on-site was subtracted from the
groundwater pumping to identify the net recharge to the aquifer under both baseline and with-
project conditions.

Baseline recharge for the project site as well as recharge for the non-impervious portions of the
project were both estimated using a soil-water balance approach considering precipitation,
evapotranspiration, land cover water demands, changes in soil moisture, and soil permeability
conditions. The analysis included both turf/landscaped areas and areas of natural land cover.
Climatic data was developed using a combination of the on-site CIMIS weather station data,
Monterey weather station data, and Castroville weather station data in order to develop a
representative precipitation and evapotranspiration data set for on-site conditions. Baseline and
with-project land covers were identified using the GIS analysis that supported the biological
resources assessment. Plant factors for different landscape water demands were identified from
literature values. Applied water (irrigation) monthly amounts were estimated by using recent (WY
2009 - WY 2014) data on monthly irrigation and applying to prior irrigation data sets (WY 1991 -
WY 2008). Using this data, the soil-water balance calculations were done for each year between
1991 and 2014 in order to estimate aquifer recharge amounts on-site for non-impervious areas. For
project impervious areas, annual post-project groundwater recharge was estimated using the same
model used in the Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan (Balance Hydrologics 2005a), but the
model was adjusted to use the more recent CIMIS data to more accurately reflect on-site conditions.

The results of the analysis described above are presented in Table 3.2-6 (and in greater detail in
Appendix H):

Therefore, with implementation of stormwater infiltration areas for recharge and the estimated
minimal change in recharge combined with a reduction in water supply withdrawals, impacts on
groundwater supplies would be less than significant. From a water supply point of view, the overall
increase in net recharge compared to baseline conditions would have a beneficial impact on the
Carmel River aquifer. No mitigation is required.
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Table 3.2-6: Summary of Groundwater Recharge Analysis

_ Factors | Baseline | Project
Groundwater Pumping
Groundwater Pumping (1) | 204.78 | 122.21
Groundwater Recharge
; Recharge (2) Landcover (3) Recharge (4) Landcover (3) Recharge (4)
Landcover AFY Per Acre Acre AFY Acres AFY
Developed Area - Impervious NA 3.40 17.10 17.10 22.64
Developed Area - Pervious (5) NA 0.00 0.00 11.40 12.18
Detention Basin (6) NA 0.00 0.00 0.84 NA
Woodland 1.18 7.10 8.35 22.04 25.92
Pond 0.47 1.40 0.65 0.00 0.00
Wetland 047 0.30 0.14 1.20 0.56
Grassland 0.64 0.00 0.00 19.26 12.28
Subtotal 80.00 98.40 80.04 82.33
Net Groundwater Recharge
Net Recharge -106.38 -39.88
Change with Project 66.50
Notes:

1. Pumping amounts are total irrigation (See Chapter 3.10 and Appendix H).
2. Recharge estimates for natural and landscape land covers from soil-water balance calculations in Appendix H.

3. Land cover acreages from GIS analysis for biological resource evaluation. Adjustments made to avoid double-counting areas and to match baseline and project
acreage overall.

4. Recharge estimated by multiplying recharge estimate per acre by land cover acreage, except for analysis of impervious areas for the Proposed Project which were
estimated using a modified runoff-infiltration model used by Balance Hydrologics for the Preliminary Stormwater Management Plan.

5. Pervious areas within the development footprint were treated as if they were turf.

6. Detention basin is tied to impervious space; to avoid double-counting, no infiltration of direct precipitation in this area was included.
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The Proposed Project {orthe130-unitAlternative}-would also change the relative timing of
pumping with the shift from the baseline irrigation pumping (pumping between April and October

accounts for about 89% of golf course pumping) to a more even pattern of pumping to support
residential use (62% to 68% of pumping between April and October), since residential use has much
less irrigated areas and indoor use does not vary w1th climatic condltlons Analysw accountmg for
seasonal variation1GE eem : ge-in :
analysis-(see Appendix H) shows that the Proposed PrOJect aad—the—l%@—amt—A—ltemtwe—would
result in a slight increase in pumping from November to March and a decrease in pumping from
April through October with a substantial net overall annual decrease, compared to baseline. The
relative increase in pumping levels in November to March compared to baseline levels would be on
the order of 1 to 6 AF. As a rough comparison, 6 AF per month is equivalent to approximately 0.2 AF
per day, which corresponds to about 0.1 eubiefeetperseeend-{cfs} of flow. This amount of this
change in daily pumping is not expected to result in any substantial change in instream flow
conditions. The relative monthly decreased pumping levels in April to October compared to baseline
levels is on the order of 4 to 23 AF. As a rough comparison, 23 AF per month is equivalent to
approximately 0.74 AF per day, which corresponds to about 0.37 eubicfeetperseeond-{cfs} of flow.
If anything, the relative shift from a baseline of more pumping in the spring and summer to a project
condition of less spring/summer and more fall/winter pumping should be beneficial to instream
flows during the critical low flow period in spring and summer.
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E. Risk of Flooding

Impact HYD-5: Place Housing or Structures Within a 100-Year Flood Hazard Area and Expose
People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death Involving Flooding (less
than significant with mitigation)

Propesed-Preject
Impacts Associated with Inundation

As shown in Figure 3.2-3, housing for the Proposed Project would not be built within the current
FEMA floodway, but would be built partially fil-weuld-beplaced-within the 100-year floodplain
(Balance Hydrologics 2014b). The land where structures are built would be raised sufficiently to
keep structures above the 100-year flood elevation, reducing the likelihood of flooding in the
Proposed Project development. While the houses in the Rancho Cafiada Village Project are unlikely
to be flooded, the fill on which they are built and increases in runoff from new impervious area have
the potential to cause a constriction in the river channel during high flow events, which could raise
water levels upstream.

The CSA-50 2014 flood study determined that the Project would not substantially change flooding

conditions. In fact, the Project would provide flood control benefits to CSA-50. The Project Applicant
proposed to raise the Rio Road emergency access toad which would essentially fill in the gap in the

area from west of the project site to the Val Verde tie back levee. This will directly address the large
potential flood flow path down Rio Road from the river.

A portion of the northern Carmel River floodplain would be excavated to provide fill material for a
building pad; all structures would be placed on this building pad above the base flood elevation and,
therefore, outside of the 100-year floodplain. In addition, no fill would be placed within the
regulatory floodway (Balance Hydrologics 2005b). The County floodplain regulations allow fill in the
floodway fringe, which is the area within the 100-year flood zone, but outside of the floodway. The
floodway limit is defined such that, if fill intruded on the floodway, there would be potential for the
river upstream of the fill to rise more than 1 foot. Because the Proposed Project would not be
intruding on the floodway, this project is acceptable under FEMA guidelines and County floodplain

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report

3.2-45



O N O Ul W N =

25

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

34
35

36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Monterey County Chapter 3.2 Hydrology and Water Quality

regulations. A Conditional Letter of Map Revision has been approved by FEMA, which would
effectively move the floodplain and floodway boundaries if the Project is built as proposed so that
none of the development area would be located within the floodway or floodplain.

The Proposed Project would have a relatively small effect on water surface elevations during flood
events. A hydraulic model analysis of existing and post-project water surface elevations indicates
that a maximum increase of 0.75 feet occurs approximately 700 feet upstream of the downstream
end of the project area. This value was determined by comparing the post-project water surface
elevation at Cross-Section 52 reported in Balance Hydrologics’ May 2006 model results to the
existing conditions water surface elevation at the same location as reported in Balance Hydrologics’
January 2006 model results. This increase is located within the project area boundary, and all
project structures would be placed above the post-project water surface elevation at this location
(36.6 feet).

The maximum post-project increase at the upstream limit of the hydraulic model is 0.11 feet, based
on the same model comparison described above. Given that the upstream limit of the model is in the
middle of the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club golf course, it is expected that the difference in water surface
elevations would attenuate to essentially zero at the upstream end of the golf course. Downstream
of the project area, the modeled 100-year water surface elevations are unchanged.

The modeled existing and post-project 100-year water surface elevations at the proposed Rio Road
location are 33.8 feet (Balance Hydrologic 2006a and 2006b), while the existing ground elevation at
the same location is 35.5 feet.

[t is important to note that the hydraulic modelling done by Balance Hydrologics in 2006 used more
conservative flooding assumptions than those in the latest FEMA study (Federal Emergency
Management Agency 2009) and, thus, the EIR analysis would, if anything, overstate the water
surface elevations of the Proposed Project (Balance Hydrologics 2014a).

Impacts Associated with Redirected Flows

During some flood events, the Carmel River is expected to rise high enough to spread onto the right
bank in the project area (Figure 3.2-3). At the upstream (east) end of the project area, such flood
flows would likely enter the excavated basin along its eastern edge, spilling over a drop of about
seven 8-te-10-feet. It is possible that flows spilling over this drop could scour the steep slope, causing
a headcut back toward the river. If the headcut extends far enough, the channel may shift course and
end up flowing through the excavated area. This would be undesirable because it would bring the
river close to the houses adjacent to the excavated area and possibly redirect the river downstream
of the project area.

This impact would be potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-6 would
ensure that the impact would be reduced to less than significant.

There is an existing unconsolidated berm near the southwest corner of the project area that may be
subject to erosion during overbank flows on the north bank. However, the Carmel River
embankment is wooded at and upstream of the berm, and there are mature trees throughout the
100-year floodplain on the southwestern side of the project. Model results show that these trees and
other roughness elements reduce flow velocities and shear stresses by a minimum of 50% (Wallace
etal, 2014) from those experienced within the main river channel during the 100-year flood
scenario. The model results show overbank velocities and shear stresses in the area of the berm are
predicted to be approximately 4.5 feet/second and less than 1 pound/square foot respectively in the
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100-year flood scenario. Compared to hydraulic modeling of the preproject conditions, overbank
flow velocity during the 100-year flood event for the downstream, western end of the Rancho
Cafiada project is predicted to increase from 3.27 feet/second to 4.45 feet/second, an increase of
1.18 feet/second. Shear stress at the same location is predicted to increase from 0.39 to 0.82
pounds/square foot, an increase of 0.43 pounds/square foot. Typical permissible velocities for
established streambanks with vegetation range from 3 to 8 feet/second, and typical permissible
shear stresses are up to 3 pounds/square foot (NEH, 2007). Model results near the existing
unconsolidated berm at the western edge of the project fall at the low end for velocity and below the
values for shear stress, respectively and thus the Proposed Project would not substantially change
erosive conditions for the aforementioned unconsolidated soil berm and this thus impact would be
less than significant.

Mitigation HYD-6: Protect Eastern Slope of Excavated Basin

No protection should be needed for the downstream portions of the excavated area because
rapid movement of water over a drop is not expected to occur there. To the extent that the
upstream portion of the excavated area is exposed to higher velocities, erosion risks shall be
mitigated by the Applicant or successor(s) in interest through slope protection measures that
could include rock or turf-reinforced mats. The Applicant or successor(s) in interest responsible
for installation of the excavated basin shall provide plans to the County RMA-Environmental
Services and Public Works prior to issuance of grading permits showing slope protection design
for the upstream portion of the excavated area.
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F. Risk of Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow or Due to Sea Level Rise

Impact HYD-6: Expose People or Structures to a Significant Risk of Loss, Injury or Death
Involving Inundation Due to Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow Hazards or Flooding Associated
with Sea Level Rise (less than significant)

Propesed-Project

The effect of tsunamis depends on elevation and proximity to the ocean. The project site is
approximately 1.5 miles from the tidally affected portion of the Carmel River, and the elevation of
the houses would be at approximately 40 feet above mean sea level. Tsunamis pose a negligible
hazard to the project site because only a very large tsunami could affect the project area. It is
unlikely a seiche would occur in the project area because no large water bodies are nearby. The

project area is relatively flat (elevations range from 25 to 40 feet above mean sea level), with little
risk of mudflow.
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Due to its elevation, the project site is not subject to coastal flooding that might result from sea level
rise as a result of climate change. The high range of projected sea level range is up to 66 inches (5.5
feet) by 2100 compared to 2000 levels. Existing extreme water surface elevations at the Carmel
Lagoon, including coincident high tide and riverine flooding, are estimated at 14.6 feet (Balance
Hydrologics 2014b). Thus, 2100 flood potential at the high end of the range of potential sea level
rise would be 20 feet above mean sea level. This level is considered an unlikely flood level because it
would combine the top of the projected sea level rise with extreme event of coincident high tide and
riverine flooding, but even in this low-probability contingency, the project site would still be above
the flood level.

Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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Chapter 3.3
Biological Resources

Introduction

This chapter provides a discussion of the biological resources issues related to the Proposed Project
and-the 130-UnitAlternative-in Carmel Valley. This chapter includes a review of existing conditions
based on available literature, field surveys, and other biological assessments; a summary of federal,
state, and local policies and regulations related to biological resources; and an analysis of
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project-and-130-UnitAlternative. Where feasible, mitigation
measures are recommended to reduce the level of impacts.

In preparation of the 2016 Recirculated EIR, the biological resources analysis This-chapterwas
revised from the Draft EIR released in January 2008 to update the analysis to include consideration
of the 2006 Rancho Cafiada Village Restoration and Mitigation Plan (2006 Restoration Plan) (the
January 2008 Draft EIR was based on an earlier, outdated 2004 version of the Restoration Plan) and
to consider issues raised in comments on the January 2008 Draft EIR regarding biological resources.
In this Second Revised Draft EIR, the 2016 Restoration Plan is no longer considered part of the
Proposed Project, as that plan was designed for the previously considered 281-unit project. The
2016 EIR analysis stated that a new restoration plan would be developed if the 130-unit Project
(which at the time was an alternative to the 281-unit project) was selected for development. The
applicant plans to develop a restoration plan for the Project. That plan is not yet developed. This
analysis assumes that such a plan would be developed, and mitigation is required as needed to
stipulate measures that would be required for inclusion in the plan. This-chapterwas-alse-revised-in

Impact Summary

Table 3.3-1 lists the impacts and mitigation measures for the Proposed Project-and-the130-Unit
Alternative. As shown in Table 3.3-1, the Proposed Project and-130-Unit-Alternative-would have
some significant adverse impacts related to biological resources within the project area. However,
with the implementation of the mitigation measures described within this chapter, all of the impacts
listed would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.

Table 3.3-1. Biological Resources Impact Summary

130-Unit Level of

Proposed Alternative Significance
Projectlevel  Level of after

Impact of Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation

A. Impact on Vegetation

BIO-1: Loss of LTS LTS None Required --

Coyote Brush Scrub

Habitat
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130-Unit Level of
Propesed Alternative Significance
Projectlevel  Level of after
Impact of Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation
BIO-2: Loss of Non- EFS LTS None Required --

Native Monterey

Pine Stands

BIO-3: Loss or LTS LTS
Disturbance of
Special-Status Plant
Occurrences

BIO-4: Loss of
Riparian Forest and
Woodland Habitat

Potentially
A

Potentially
Significant

BIO-5: Loss of Coast
Live Oak Woodland

Ne-impacet No impact
Potentially

i

None required -

Both Proposed Projectand the 130- LTS

BIO-14: Provide Funding
Assurances and Reporting
Concerning Restoration Progress
and Success

BIO-25: Restore Riparian
Forest/Woodland Concurrent with
Impact to Compensate for the
Permanent Loss of Riparian Forest
Habitat

BIO-36: Minimize Disturbance of
Riparian Forest and Woodland

BI0O-4: Conduct Mandatory
Contractor/Worker Awareness

Training for Construction Personnel
PropesedProjectOnly

Vegetationand RiverBankas
Neecessary

None Required B10-8:Create-Coast
Live Oak Woodland Habi

Miti p I "

Live Oak Woedland Habitat (130
UnitAl . )
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources
130-Unit Level of
Propesed Alternative Significance
Projectlevel  Level of after
Impact ofSignifieanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation
BIO-6: Loss of Potentially Potentially =~ BIO-13, BIO-24, BIO-45 LTS
Waters of the United Stormwater Control Plan
States and State of
California HYD-2:I Prepare ar.ld Implement
Operation and Maintenance Plan for
Stormwater Control Measures
HYD-3: Enter into Maintenance
Agreement for Stormwater Control
Measures
HYD-4: Implement a Spill
Prevention and Control Program
HYD-5: Implement Measures to
Maintain Surface Water or
Groundwater Quality
PermanentLoss-of Pond Habitat
{Prepesed-Project-only)
BIO-59b: Restore or Create Wetland
and Pond Habitat to Mitigate
Permanent Loss of Waters of the
United States and State {130-Unit
Alternative-enly}
BIO-7: Loss of Potentially Potentially =~ BIO-106: Compensate for Removal LTS
Protected Trees Significant Significant of Protected Trees
B. Impact on Wildlife
BIO-8: Loss or Potentially Potentially BIO-2 through BI0-4 LTS
Disturbance of Significant Significant  B}Q9-3 BI1O-5 through BIO-6
California Red- ] BIO-744: Conduct Formal Site
Legged Frog Aquatic Assessment and Consult with U.S.
and Upland Habitat Fish and Wildlife Service to

and Potential Loss
of Adults, Larvae, or

Eggs

Determine if Protocol-Level Surveys
are Necessary OR Assume CRLF
Presence

BI0-812: Restrict Filling of
Ponds/Wetlands and Initial Ground-
Disturbing Activities in CRLF
Habitat to the Dry Season (May 1 to
October 15)

BI0-943: Conduct a Preconstruction
Survey for CRLF

BI0-1044: Monitor Initial Ground-
Disturbing Construction Activities
within CRLF Habitat

BI0-1115: Compensate for the
Removal and Disturbance of CRLF
Breeding Habitat

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources
130-Unit Level of
Propesed Alternative Significance
Projecthevel  Level of after
Impact of Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation
Propesed ProjectOnly
Blo-7
BIO-9: Loss or Potentially Potentially BIO-1216: Conduct a LTS
Disturbance of Significant Significant Preconstruction Survey for
Southwestern Pond Southwestern Pond Turtles and
Turtle Aquatic Monitor Construction Activities
Habitat and within Suitable Aquatic Habitat
Potential Loss or
Disturbance of
Southwestern Pond
Turtles
BIO-10: Potential LTS LTS None Required -
Loss or Disturbance
of Breeding or
Wintering Western
Burrowing Owls and
Their Burrows
BIO-11: Potential Potentially Potentially BI0-1317: Conduct Surveys for LTS
Loss or Disturbance Significant Significant Nesting Tricolored Blackbirds
of Tricolored BIO-1418: Redesign Restoration
Blackbirds and Plan {Proposed Project) to Replace
Their Breeding Lost Tricolored Blackbird Nesting
Habitat Colony HabitaterIncorporate
Tricolored Blackbird Nesting
Habitat into the Newly Developed
Project 4130-UnitAlternative
Restoration Plan {fBeveloped}
BIO-12: Potential Potentially Potentially BI0-1519: Conduct Surveys for LTS
Loss or Disturbance Significant Significant Woodrat Middens and Relocate
of Monterey Dusky- Woodrats and Middens Prior to
Footed Woodrat or Construction Activity
Their Nests
BIO-13: Potential Potentially Potentially BIO-25 LTS
Loss or Disturbance Significant Significant BIO-1626: Remove Vegetation
of Tree and Shrub during the Nonbreeding Season and
Nesting Migratory Avoid Disturbance of Nesting
Birds and Raptors Migratory Birds and Raptors
BIO-14: Potential Potentially Potentially BI0-172%: Conduct a Survey for LTS
Loss or Disturbance Signifieant Significant Suitable Roosting Habitat and
of Pallid Bat and Evidence of Roosting Bats and Avoid
Non-Special-Status Disturbing Them
Bats Species
Rancho Cafiada Village Project 334 June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources
130-Unit Level of
Propesed Alternative Significance
Projectlevel  Level of after
Impact of Significanee Significance Mitigation Measure Mitigation
BIO-15: Temporary Potentially Potentially = HYD-1, HYD-2, HYD-3, HYD-4 LTS
and Permanent Significant Significant

Impact on Steelhead
Trout and other
Carmel River Fish

HYD-5: Implement Measures to
Maintain Surface Water or
Groundwater Quality

HYD-6: Protect Eastern Slope of
Excavated Basin

BI0-1822: Rescue Steelhead, if
Stranded in Site Basin during High-
Flow Events

Propesed Project Only
BlO-7

C. Impact on Wildlife Movement, Wildlife Corridors, and Nursery Sites

BIO-16: Potential
Adverse Impact on
Wildlife Movement,
Wildlife Corridors,
and Nursery Sites

Potentially
it

Potentially
Significant

BIO-1 4-through BIO-56 LTS
BlO-7-BlO-9a{seeabovel}

130-Unit Al ive Only:

BlO-9b[see above]

D. Impact Related to Adopted Conservation Plans and Local Policies/Ordinances for the Protection of

Biological Resources

BIO-17: Potential Potentially Potentially BIO-6 10-[see above] LTS
Conflict with Local Signifieant Significant  Propesed Project Only

Policies/ Ordinances BIO-7 [see-abeve]

BI0-18: Potential Potentially =~ BIO-19: Install Signs Along and LTS

Adverse Impact on Significant
Wildlife due to

Increased Presence

of Dogs and Cats

Associated with

Residential
Development

Within the Habitat Preserve about

Restraining Dogs and Encouraging
Cats to be Kept Inside

LTS = Less than Significant

Environmental Setting

The project site is situated in the Carmel Valley, in northern Monterey County, California. The
approximately 76 81+ acre site (Figures 2-1 and 2-2) is located on the existing West Course of the
Rancho Cafiada Golf Club, approximately 1.5 miles east of the Pacific Ocean and 1 mile west of Roach
Canyon. The existing site, which lies adjacent to the Rancho Cafiada East Course, is composed of
traditional golf course design features, such as fairways, sand bunkers, water hazards, and
landscaped rough areas. The Carmel River forms the southern boundary of the site; the remainder of
the project site is bordered by existing development, including a substantial residential area on the
site’s western perimeter, and a church and school located to the north of the site.

Rancho Cafiada Village Project
Second Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

The setting description is based on the Initial Biological Assessment prepared for Rancho Cafiada
Village (Rana Creek Habitat Restoration 2004), the Biological Assessment for the Hatton Parcel
(Zander Associates 2005), the 2006 Restoration Plan (Zander Associates 2006), the Biological
Resource Review of Rancho Cafiada Village (Zander Associates 2014), and data obtained during site
visits. Refer to Methods for Analysis below for more detail.

Common Vegetation and Wildlife Observed on the Project Site

The project area contains the following common vegetation types: golf turf and landscaping,
Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) stand, coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) scrub, coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia) stand, California bulrush wetland, and dry ponds. The distribution of these
vegetation types is shown in Figure 3.3-1. General characteristics of each vegetation type are
described below. Table 3.3-2 summarizes the amount of each vegetation type found within the
project area.

Table 3.3-2. Total Area of Vegetation by Community Type in the Project Area

Area{aeres} Area (acres) within the 130-Unit
Community Type within-the Propesed-Projeet AlternativeProject Area
Golf Turf and Landscaping 567 56.9
Developed/Disturbed 9 034
Non-Native Monterey Pine Stand 01 0.1
Coast Live Oak Woodland 9 08
Coyote Brush Scrub? 169 10.9
Wetland Vegetation? 03 0.3
Golf Course Ponds +4 1.4
Riparian Forest and Woodland 62 6.2
Total 75.6 75.8 80

NOTE: Acreages in this table and used in the biological resources analysis are based on GIS calculations prepared by ICF.
The total project site indicated in the GIS analysis is slightly different than that included in the applicant’s site plan, but
this discrepancy would not change any conclusions in the biological analysis.

1 Includes 9.4 acres for open/disturbed cover and 1.5 acres dense/intact cover.

2 Wetland vegetation is comprised of one California bulrush wetland intermixed with a small patch of cattail.

Golf Turf and Landscaping

Golf turf and ornamental landscaping occupy the majority of the project area. These areas are
dominated by non-native annual bluegrass (Poa annua) and non-native kikuyu grass (Pennisetum
clandestinum). Several landscaped areas near the existing restrooms and ponds are dominated by
common non-native ornamental plants, such as New Zealand flax (Phormium spp.), African daisy
(Ostiosporum spp.), New Zealand hebe (Hebe spp.), and English ivy (Hedera helix).

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Figure 3.3-1 Biological Resources and Communities in the Project Area
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Biclogical data source: Ranche Caflada Village Project EIR {2016) by ICF for Monterey County.
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

1 Several stands of trees are present within the golf turf area. Native species found on the course
2 include riparian woodland species such as black cottonwood (Populus blasamifera ssp. trichocarpa),
3 western sycamore (Platanus racemosa), and arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), red willow (Salix
4 laevigata), and western red dogwood (Cornus sericea ssp. occidentalis). A 0.2-acre stand of western
5 sycamore is also present in the northeast corner of the project area (this area is called the Hatton
6 Parcel) (Figure 3.3-1). The understory of this stand consists of non-native weedy species, notably
7 poison hemlock (Conium maculatum) and curly dock (Rumex crispus). Coast redwood (Sequoia
8 sempervirens) and coast live oak trees are also present. Coast redwood stands are probably planted
9 because they are naturally found at higher elevations in this area, and would be unlikely to occur
10 ad]acent to the Carmel River (Rana Creek Habitat Restoration 2004) b&t—t—he—eﬂe—eeast—lwe—eak—staﬂd
11 - 2 i 2 ;
12 te—develepme&t—ef—the—gel—f—eea—me—Other tree species present on the golf course 1nclude scattered
13 Monterey pines, European white birch (Betula pendula), red alder (Alnus rubra), box elder (Acer
14 negundo), red bottlebrush (Callistemon citrinus) and non-native pines (Pinus spp.), which appear to
15 be planted.
16 Golf turf and landscaped areas have lower value for wildlife because of the greater amount of human
17 disturbance and maintenance of vegetation in these areas. Wildlife species that use these areas are
18 typically adapted to human disturbance. Wildlife species associated with urban/suburban areas
19 include western scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos),
20 house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), rock dove (Columba livia), raccoon (Procyon lotor), opossum
21 (Didelphis virginiana), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), western fence lizard (Sceloporus
22 occidentalis), and gopher snake (Pituophis melanoleucus) (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). Within
23 the study area, the quality of the golf course as habitat for wildlife is improved due to the presence
24 of large, mature trees, ponds, an adjacent creek with riparian vegetation, and patches of natural
25 vegetation within the golf turf.

26  Monterey Pine Stands

27 Monterey pine stands are found on the golf course area and in a small 0.1-acre stand on the Hatton

28 Parcel. The understory of the stand on the Hatton Parcel consists of open coyote brush scrub (see

29 description below), while the understory of the stands on the golf course consist of non-native

30 grasses common in the golf turf areas.

31 Native Monterey pine forest is considered a sensitive community by the California Department of

32 Fish and Wildlife (California Department of Fish and Game 2010). Thus, a key consideration for

33 impact analyses is whether or not a pine forest stand (or the individual Monterey pine trees within a

34 stand) is native or not.

35 The stands on the golf course and in the Hatton Parcel are not considered undeveloped native stands

36 based on review of prior studies of the historic native extent of Monterey pine forests (Huffman and

37 Associates 1994; Jones & Stokes 1994), none of which indicated native Monterey pine forest in this

38 part of Carmel Valley between Carmel Valley Road and the Carmel River.

39 Mapping of extant Monterey pine forest conducted in 1994 (Jones & Stokes 1994) reports that the

40 study area and vicinity contain scattered Monterey pine with up to 20% canopy cover as an

41 overstory in golf courses, urban parks, and other developed areas. Small and fragmented Monterey

42 pine stands in golf courses and urban areas have greatly reduced conservation value relative to large
Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

areas of Monterey pine forest. Their small size and the nature of the surrounding land use disrupt
natural disturbance regimes, such as fire, and increase the influx of non-native invasive species.

While definitive proof of the origin of the Monterey pines on the golf course and the Hatton Parcel
has not been found, the most reasonable interpretation of the information available is that the trees
are not a remnant of a native stand and were planted at some point in the past. Thus, the genetic
origin of the trees present today is unknown; they could be from native local stock or could be from
non-native Monterey pine stock from outside the local area.

Because the Monterey pine stands are scattered and limited in size, habitat suitability for wildlife
species in this vegetation community is similar to that described in the Golf Turf and Landscaping
section above. Wildlife species that would occur in the golf turf and landscaped areas vegetation
community would also occur in the Monterey pine stands within and adjacent to golf turf and
landscaped areas.

Coyote Brush Scrub

Coyote brush scrub is primarily found along the northern edge and northeast corner (Hatton Parcel)
of the project area (Figure 3.3-1). Two distinct types of coyote brush scrub are present in the
project area: dense and open stands.

Dense, intact, coyote brush scrub is found only on the Hatton Parcel, and covers approximately 1.5-
acres. In this area, coyote brush forms a dense stand, and is associated with poison oak
(Toxicodendron diversilobum), California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), sticky monkeyflower (Mimulus
aurantiacus), California rose (Rosa californica), California sage (Artemisia californica), and poison
hemlock. Non-native grasses and forbs such as soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus) and bull thistle
(Cirsium vulgare) are found in openings in this community. Native grasses and forbs, including
beardless ryegrass (Leymus triticoides), blue wildrye (Elymus glaucus), and spreading rush (Juncus
patens), are common in this community.

Open, disturbed, coyote brush scrub is found on most of the Hatton Parcel, along the northern edge
of the project area, adjacent to the bridge over the Carmel River, along Rio Road west, and in small
patches within the golf course in the project area (9.4 acres) (Figure 3.3-1). These stands consist of
more widely scattered coyote brush individuals, and an herbaceous understory dominated by non-
native weedy species, such as poison hemlock and summer mustard (Hirshfeldia incana). One area of
open coyote brush scrub, in the northeast portion of the Hatton Parcel, has a substantial component
of native grasses to the understory, including foothill needlegrass (Nasella lepida) and creeping
wild-rye. Native sedge (Carex spp.) and rush (Juncus spp.) species are also present in this area, as are
scattered coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) trees.

The dense coyote brush scrub on the Hatton Parcel in the project area provides suitable breeding
habitat and/or cover for several species of birds, including California thrasher (Toxostoma
redivivum), spotted towhee (Piplio maculatus), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), and golden-crowned
sparrow (Zonotrichia atricapilla). The open areas of coyote brush scrub provide suitable breeding
habitat and/or cover for northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus
cyanocephalus), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), and American robin (Turdus migratorius)
(Zeiner et al. 1990a.) These more open areas are also suitable for western fence lizards and black-
tailed jackrabbits (Lepus californicus), which use the area beneath coyote brush for cover (Zeiner et
al. 1988, 1990b).

Rancho Cafiada Village Project ) June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

Wetland

A wetland is located in a depression near the center of the project area (Figure 3.3-1). This wetland
area is approximately 0.3 acre in extent (see California Bulrush Wetland section below). In 2005 the
wetland comprised a dense stand of cattails (Typha spp.); however, the survey conducted by ICF
International in 2014 found that the majority of the pond was dominated by California bulrush
(Schoenoplectus californicus) intermixed with smaller patches of cattails. Due to its vegetation
composition, it is assumed that this wetland is permanently inundated.

Wetland vegetation that accompanies open water provides cover for amphibians and substrate for
attaching eggs. Large areas of wetland vegetation can provide nesting substrate for some species of
birds such as red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus) and tri-colored blackbird (A. tricolor). This
wetland provides cover for dispersing amphibians and when it contains open water for a sufficient
duration, it provides suitable breeding habitat for amphibians. This wetland also appears large
enough to support non-listed nesting birds.

Ponds

Three large golf course ponds are present in the project area (Figure 3.3-1). All three ponds are
human-made, unlined, and serve as features of the golf course. Two ponds are located along the
western edge of the project area (ponds 1 and 2) and a third pond (pond 3) is located just northeast
of the two ponds. Prior to the October 6, 2005 site visit, the lining of ponds 1 and 2 had been
punctured and the water had been naturally drained. These ponds only retain water when the
actively replenished or from rainfall /runoff. Pond 1 had a 50-foot by 80-foot pooled area that was
approximately 1 to 2-feet deep during the October 2005 site visit; however during the August 2014
site visit the pond was dry. Pond 2 was dry at the time of surveys in both 2005 and 2014. Neither
pond currently supports emergent wetland vegetation. Pond 3 was only partially inundated during
2004 and 2005 during survey conducted by Rana Creek Habitat Restoration and ICF, respectively.
Surveys conducted by both Zander Associates and ICF International in 2014 found no evidence of
California bulrush vegetation or ponding. It is unlikely that these ponds would become inundated
again due to the deteriorated pond linings and the colonization of the pond interiors by saplings of
cottonwoods and willows, as well as upland grasses and shrubs, and non-native pampas grass
(Cortaderia jubata) and poison hemlock (Conium maculatum) (Zander Associates 2014). Riparian
vegetation grows sparsely along the banks of all three ponds, which could provide cover to
amphibians.

Common Wildlife

In surveys conducted to date, the following common wildlife species have been observed on the
project site (Rana Creek Habitat Restoration 2004.

e Birds—red-winged blackbird, mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), western scrub jay, great blue heron
(Ardea Herodias), lesser scaup (Aythya affinis), Canada goose (Branta Canadensis), great horned
owl (Bubo virginianus), bufflehead (Bucephala albeola), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis),
red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), California quail (Callipepla californica), Anna’s
hummingbird (Calypte anna), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata),
killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), American crow (Corvus
brachyrhynchos), Stellar’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), yellow-rumped warbler (Dendroica coronate),
snowy egret (Egretta thula), brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), American coot

Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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1 (Fulica Americana), dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), western gull (Larus occidentalis), Nuttall’s
2 woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), California towhee, spotted towhee, pied-billed-grebe
3 (Podilymbus podiceps), chestnut-backed chickadee (Poecile rufescens), common bushtit
4 (Psaltriparus minimus), black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta
5 carolinensis), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), American robin, mourning dove, and the
6 golden-crowned sparrow (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus), and several non-native birds
7 (European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), English sparrow (Passer domesticus), and rock dove
8 (Columba livia).
9 e Mammals—coyote (Canis latrans), California vole (Microtus californicus), black-tailed deer
10 (Odocoileus hemionus columbianus), California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi),
11 raccoon (Procyon lotor), western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus), and Botta’s pocket gopher
12 (Thomomys bottae).
13 e Reptiles/Amphibians—Western fence lizard, American bullfrog (non-native) (Rana
14 catesbeiana), western toad (Anaxyrus boreas), and Pacific treefrog (Pseudacris regilla).
15 It is likely that other common wildlife species such as a variety of bird species, raccoon (Procyon
16 lotor), opossum (Didelphimorphia), skunk and others are also present in the project site.

17 Sensitive Natural Communities

18 Three sensitive natural communities, riparian forest and woodland, California bulrush (Scirpus
19 californicus) wetland and coast live oak woodland, were identified in the project area.

20 Riparian Forest and Woodland on the Project Site

21 Riparian forest and woodland is found in three portions of the project area. The largest area of

22 riparian woodland is located along the Carmel River. A band of riparian forest approximately 20-feet

23 in width is present along Intermittent Drainage 1, which flows north-south along the western edge

24 of the project area from a culvert in the vicinity of the proposed Rio Road extension and into the

25 Carmel River. In addition, a narrow band (approximately 15-feet wide) of riparian forest is present

26 along Intermittent Drainage 2, which flows from a culvert near the main entrance to the golf course

27 and a church, adjacent to the “Play or Pray” sign. A patch of arroyo willow riparian forest is located

28 adjacent to this drainage at the base of the south-facing slope.

29 Riparian woodland along the Carmel River is characterized by a mix of riparian tree species

30 including arroyo willow, black cottonwood, and western red dogwood. Understory plant include

31 creeping snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis), horsetails (Equisetum arvense) and poison oak as well

32 as and non-native species, notably Cape ivy (Senecio mikanioides).

33 Riparian woodland along the western edge of the project area is dominated by arroyo willow and

34 red willow in the overstory. Black cottonwood is also present. The understory consists of native

35 species such as stinging nettles, soft rush (Juncus effusus), and California blackberry, as well as non-

36 native species such as nasturtium (Tropaeolum majus) and poison hemlock.

37 Riparian woodland near the main entrance to Rancho Cafiada Village site is dominated by arroyo

38 willow in the overstory. Understory species include natives such as California bulrush (Scirpus

39 californicus), soft rush, and tall flatsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), as well as non-natives such as French

40 broom (Genista monspessulana), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), and pampas grass (Cortaderia jubata).
Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Several types of riparian forest and woodland are considered sensitive by DFW (California
Department of Fish and Game 2010). Sensitive riparian forest and woodland types present in the
project area include arroyo willow thickets and black cottonwood forest.

Because the vegetation is diverse and well developed, riparian forest provides high value habitat for
wildlife, including several special-status species. Riparian forest habitat provides food, water, and
migration and dispersal corridors, as well as escape, nesting, and thermal cover for many wildlife
species (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). Invertebrates, amphibians, and aquatic reptiles live in the
riparian forest and associated aquatic habitat. Raptors, herons, egrets, and other birds nest in the

9 upper canopy. A variety of songbirds use the shrub canopy as do cavity-nesting birds, such as
10 Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii) and oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus); occupy dying
11 trees and snags (Zeiner et al. 1990a). Several mammals including raccoons, Virginia opossum, and
12 striped skunks are common in riparian habitats (Zeiner et al. 1990Db).

O N O Ul W N =

13 Riparian Vegetation along the Carmel River

14 Riparian vegetation along the Carmel River has been affected by a number of important natural and
15 human-induced events.

16 The most important natural events that have affected riparian vegetation include floods and

17 droughts. Major floods cause bank erosion and loss of riparian vegetation, but perhaps more

18 importantly, they may also affect channel form and depth.

19 Droughts have probably had a substantial effect on riparian vegetation; however, the effect of

20 droughts cannot be separated fully from human activities. To what extent the drawdown was the
21 result of pumping or of the natural effect of drought cannot be determined. However, an analysis of
22 simulated unimpaired flows for 1977 using the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District’s
23 (MPWMD'’s) Carmel Valley Simulation Model (CVSIM) model shows that the river would have been
24 dry at the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) “Near Carmel” gauge site (river mile [RM] 3.6) without the
25 presence of dams and pumping wells.

26 The major human-induced changes that have affected the riparian vegetation include encroachment
27 on the riparian vegetation as the result of farming, housing development, and golf course

28 construction. In addition, installation of bank protection has reduced lateral movement of the river.
29 The dams have relatively small reservoirs that have relatively little effect on flood peaks. Diversions
30 and groundwater pumping have caused the once perennial river to become characteristically dry in
31 late summer. However, reservoir releases also periodically cause increased flows in reaches below
32 the dams that otherwise would be dry. The dams also trap sediment, which has led to downstream
33 channel incision (Curry and Kondolf 1983). Groundwater pumping by Cal-Am and others has been
34 identified as a major impact on riparian vegetation (McNeish 1986, 1989).

35 Groeneveld and Griepentrog 1985 have demonstrated that groundwater pumping has led to local
36 riparian vegetation mortality. This mortality has been associated with local bank erosion.

37 California Bulrush Wetland

38 The California bulrush wetland is located near the northwest portion of the project area. Vegetation
39 in this wetland consists of a dense stand of California bulrush with smaller patches of cattails
40 interspersed. California bulrush wetland is considered a sensitive natural community by DFW
41 (California Department of Fish and Game 2010).
Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

As described in more detail above (see Wetland section above) this wetland functions as a wildlife
habitat. It provides suitable breeding habitat and cover for amphibians and may support nesting
birds including tricolored blackbird. It is assumed that this wetland is permanently inundated.

Coast Live Oak Woodland

Coast live oak woodland is located near the project site to the east the-northeastern-boundary-oeflLot

136-(Figure 3.3-1). The woodland comprises a small, approximately 0.8-acre, open stand of trees,
but is not within the project site extends-beyond-the Projectboundary. Vegetation in this area is
comprised of coast live oak trees, with occasional black acacia saplings, arroyo willow and Fremont
cottonwood trees. The woodland contains a very sparse understory comprised mainly of leaf litter,
with occasional toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) and poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobium)
shrubs.

Because the coast live oak woodland is limited in size, habitat suitability for wildlife species is
limited, but could support nesting migratory birds, such as northern mockingbird, California towhee
(Melozone crissalis), Brewer’s blackbird, Western scrub jay, American robin, white-tailed kite, as
well as Monterey dusky-footed woodrat. Coast live oak woodland also provides cover for dispersing
wildlife, but because of its spare understory is unlikely to provide enough cover for amphibians. It is
assumed this habitat is used as part of a dispersal corridor between the RCGC and the habitat north
of Carmel Valley Road.

Carmel Middle School Hilton-Bialek Biological Sciences Project

The Carmel Middle School (CMS) operates an environmental education project called the Hilton-
Bialek Biological Sciences Project on land on the east side of the school and also uses land on the
Stemple Parcel and on land (the Hatton Parcel) used by the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club. The lands used
by the environmental education project are also referred to as the “Hilton-Bialek Habitat.”

The land used for the biological sciences project on the school property includes an area northwest
of the Hatton Parcel (see Figure 3.3-1) that contains annual grassland, a small (<0.05 acre)
perennial pond/wetland (with supplied water), an organic garden, a small area of scrub, an
amphitheater, classrooms, and a greenhouse, among other facilities. This profile of the school
property area is based on Figure 3.3-1 and observance from the adjacent area, but the habitats on
the school were not specifically inventoried for this impact analysis.

The land used for the biological sciences project on the Hatton Parcel (which is within the project
area) and the vegetation cover for this area is shown on Figure 3.3-1. According to the director of
the biological sciences project (Hohenberger pers. comm.), the school has an informal arrangement
with the owner of these off-school parcels to conduct environmental education activities in these
areas. A labeled trail system is present in the Stemple Parcel and the Hatton Parcel, and there are
bird boxes present within these off-school areas that have been placed in association with the
biological sciences project.

As part of the environmental education project, bird counts have been periodically conducted in the
biological sciences project area (presumably including both lands on and off the school property).
According to a June 2007 bird list (Carmel Middle School 2007 included in Appendix C) provided by
the director of the biological sciences project, approximately 176 different species of birds have
been recorded by the project, including 11 species which were noted as being recorded in the
adjacent Rancho Canada Golf Club (apparently in association with the Carmel River). According to
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this list, direct evidence of breeding of 31 bird species and indirect evidence of breeding of an
additional 31 bird species was observed. None of the identified 31 bird species with direct evidence
of breeding fill the definition of a “Special-Status Species” described below. One of the 31 bird
species identified with indirect evidence of breeding does fit the Special-Status Species definition:
the grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) is identified as a species of special concern by
the DFW when nesting. Of the other 144 bird species identified without direct or indirect evidence
of breeding, 19 bird species fit the Special-Status Species definition in relation to nesting or
wintering (15 species when nesting, 3 species only when rookeries or nesting colonies are present,
and 1 species only when wintering).

O 0O N Ul WN -

10 Special-Status Species

11 Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected under the California

12 Endangered Species Act (CESA) the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), or other regulations, as
13 well as species considered sufficiently rare by the scientific community to qualify for such listing.

14 Special-status species are defined as follows.

15 e Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the ESA (Title 50, Code
16 of Federal Regulations [CFR], Section 17.12 for listed plants, 50 CFR 17.11 for listed animals, and
17 various notices in the Federal Register [FR] for proposed species).

18 e Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under ESA
19 (72 FR 69034, December 6, 2007).

20 e Species that are listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or

21 endangered under CESA (Title 14, California Code of Regulations [CCR], Section 670.5).

22 e Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (California Fish and
23 Game Code, Section 1900 et seq.).

24 e Plants considered by CNPS to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere”
25 (List 1B, 2, and 3) (List 4 species were included and evaluated in the impact analysis to

26 determine whether they should be considered special-status species for the purposes of this

27 Second Revised Reeirewlated-Draft EIR).

28 e Species that meet the definition of rare or endangered under the State CEQA Guidelines (Section
29 15380).

30 e Animals fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code, Section 3511 [birds], 4700
31 [mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]).

32 e Animal species of special concern to DFW (California Department of Fish and Game 2007;

33 Remsen 1978 [birds]; Williams 1986 [mammals]; and Jennings and Hayes 1994 [amphibians

34 and reptiles]).

35 A description of special-status plants, wildlife, and fish species that have the potential to occur in the
36 project area is provided below.

37 Special-Status Plants

38 A review of the CNDDB database did not reveal any documented records of special-status plants in
39 the project area; however, based on all the sources reviewed during the pre-field investigation, 52
Rancho Cafiada Village Project June 2020
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special-status plant species are known to occur in the region (Table 3.3-3). Of these 52 species, 32
species do not have suitable habitat in the project area (e.g., chaparral habitat). The remaining 20
species that could potentially occur in the project area, occupy dense coyote brush scrub-and-eeast
live-eak-woodland-habitat, which is arerestricted to the project area and-Lot 130, respectively.

Of the 19 species with potential to be present in the project area, 17 have the potential to occur in
the project area. Botanical surveys were conducted by Dale Hameister and Erin Avery on March 17,
2004 or May 31, 2005 and 16 of the 17 species would have been apparent (as these surveys were
conducted during the blooming period for these species). The one remaining species, fragrant
fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea) was not in bloom at the time of the 2004 and 2005 botanical surveys. A
seasonally timed third survey was conducted for the fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea) during its
published blooming period of February through April in 2006. During this survey, conducted by Erin
Avery on April 26, 2006, the fragrant fritillary was not found to occur in the upland portion of the
Hatton Parcel, in intact coyote scrub habitat, where it would likely have been present.

Two species that were not in bloom during botanical surveys conducted for the Proposed Project
and the130-UnitAlternative-are described in greater detail below. Additionally, Monterey pine
(Pinus radiata), which is a 1B.1 special-status plant species is present in the project site Proposed

Proi 1 130-Unit Al e with t o of Lot-130.

Jolon Clarkia

Jolon clarkia is an annual herb that blooms between April and July. It would not have been in bloom
at the time of the ICF biological surveys of the Project site 130-Unit-Alternative-area-on August 20,
2014. A total of 21 occurrences of this species have been recorded in the Monterey Bay area, the
most recent of which was last observed in 1995. The only documented occurrence of the vicinity of
the project area was near Carmel Bay, approximately 1.5 miles west of Carmel Valley. The
occurrence at this location was last seen in 1903, but is presumed to be extant (California
Department of Fish and Wildlife 2014). This species is considered to have a potential to occur on the
project area.

Fragrant Fritillary

Fragrant fritillary is a bulb that blooms between February and April. It would not have been in bloom at
the time of ICF’s survey of the project site 130-UnitAlternative-area-on August 20, 2014. The only
documented occurrence of this species in the project site area-is attributed to several collections from the
Monterey, Carmel, and Pebble Beach area. The occurrence at this location was last seen in 1940 and is
presumed to be possibly extirpated (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2014). This species has
the potential to occur in the vicinity of the project site to the east-inthe-eoastlive-eak woodland habitatin
Let130. As described under Special-Status Plants above a survey for this species was already conducted
in suitable habitat within the Proposed Project area and this species was not documented.
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Table 3.3-3. Special-Status Plant Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Project Vicinity

Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

Chorizanthe pungens var.
pungens

coastal dunes, coastal scrub, valley and foothill

grassland, sandy soils

Legal Status! Habitat
Federal/State Present/

Common and Scientific Name /CNPS Habitat Requirements Absent  Likelihood to occur within Project Area?

Species With Habitat Present in the Project Area

Hickman'’s onion -/-/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, maritime Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in

Allium hickmanii chaparral, coastal prairie, coastal scrub, valley Hatton Parcel, but species was not

and foothill grassland, generally +/- 150 feet identified during May 31, 2005 survey.

Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.

Hooker’s manzanita -/-/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, Present None. Manzanitas were not observed in

Arctostaphylos hookeri ssp. cismontane woodland, coastal scrub on sandy the project area.

hookeri substrate

Monterey manzanita -/-/1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, Present None. Manzanitas were not observed in

Arctostaphylos montereyensis sandy soils the project area.

Sandmat manzanita -/-/1B.2 Openings in closed-cone coniferous forest, Present None. Manzanitas were not observed in

Arctostaphylos pumila maritime chaparral, cismontane woodland, the project area.

coastal dunes, and coastal scrub, in sandy areas

Pink Johnny-nip -/-/1B.1 Coastal prairie, coastal scrub Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in

Castilleja ambigua var. insalutata Hatton Parcel, but species was not
identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.

Monterey spineflower T/-/1B.2 Maritime chaparral, cismontane woodland, Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in

Hatton Parcel, but species was not
identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.
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Legal Status! Habitat
Federal/State Present/

Common and Scientific Name /CNPS Habitat Requirements Absent  Likelihood to occur within Project Area?

Jolon clarkia -/-/1B.2 Cismontane woodland Present Low. Cismontane woodland habitat is

Clarkia jolonensis present nearby to the east of the project
site-in-the northeasterncorneroflot130.
This area is unlikely to provide habitat
because of the presence of invasive
species and very sparse understory.

San Francisco collinsia -/-/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal scrub Present None. Species was not identified during

Collinsia multicolor March 2004 or May 2005 surveys.

Hutchinson’s larkspur -/-/1B.2 Broad-leaved upland forest, chaparral, coastal  Present None. Species was not identified during

Delphinium hutchinsoniae prairie, coastal scrub, usually on west-facing March 2004 or May 2005 surveys.

slopes.
Eastwood’s goldenbush -/-/1B.1 Sandy soils and openings in closed-cone Present None. Species was not identified during
Ericameria fasciculata coniferous forest, maritime chaparral, coastal March 2004 or May 2005 surveys.
dunes, coastal scrub

Coast wallflower -/-/1B.2 Sandy soils and openings in maritime chaparral, Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in

Erysimum ammophilum coastal dunes, and coastal scrub Hatton Parcel, but species was not
identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.

Fragrant fritillary -/-/1B.2 Adobe soils of interior foothills, cismontane Present Low. The species was not identified

Fritillaria liliacea

woodland, coastal prairie, coastal scrub, annual
grassland, often on serpentinite, below 1,350

feet

during the April 26, 2006 survey of the

Proposed Project area, ;butsurveyshave
1 durine the bl . od
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Legal Status! Habitat
Federal/State Present/
Common and Scientific Name /CNPS Habitat Requirements Absent  Likelihood to occur within Project Area?
Sand gilia E/T/1B.2 Sandy soils in maritime chaparral, cismontane = Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in
Gilia tenuiflora ssp. arenaria woodland, coastal dunes, coastal scrub. In bare, Hatton Parcel, but species was not
wind-sheltered areas, often near the dune identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
summit or in hind dunes Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.
San Francisco gumplant -/-/1B.2 Coastal bluff scrub, coastal scrub, sandy soils on Present None. Species was not identified during
Grindelia hirsutula var. maritima serpentine grassland March 2004 or May 2005 surveys.
Kellogg’s horkelia -/-/1B.1 Openings in closed-cone coniferous forest, Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in
Horkelia cuneata ssp. sericea coastal scrub, maritime chaparral, on sandy or Hatton Parcel, but species was not
gravelly soils identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.
Marsh microseris -/-/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in
Microseris paludosa woodland, coastal scrub, valley and foothill Hatton Parcel, but species was not
grassland, below 1,500 feet identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species. Gismontane-woodland-habitatis
presentin-the nertheastern-cornerofbot
130.1 : dentified dui
August20, 2014 -survey:
Northern curly-leaved -/-/1B.2 Coastal dunes, coastal scrub Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in

monardella
Monardella sinuate ssp.
nigrescens

Hatton Parcel, but species was not
identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.
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Legal Status! Habitat
Federal/State Present/
Common and Scientific Name /CNPS Habitat Requirements Absent  Likelihood to occur within Project Area?
Monterey pine (native stands) -/-/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane Present. Low. 0.2 acre of Monterey Pine forest
Pinus radiata woodland identified in the Hatton Parcel, but this
stand is likely to be introduced. Menterey
pinestandsare netpresentonbot130-
Maple-leaved checkerbloom -/-/4.2 Coastal scrub, perennial grassland, Redwood Present None. May be present in coastal scrub
Sidalcea malachroides forest, Douglas-fir forest, in open, often outside of Hatton Parcel.
disturbed areas, 5-2,300 feet
Santa Cruz microseris -/-/1B.2 Open areas in broad-leaved upland forest, Present None. Coastal scrub habitat is present in
Stebbinsoseris decipiens closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal Hatton Parcel, but species was not
prairie, and coastal scrub, sometimes identified during May 31, 2005 survey.
serpentinite Remaining coastal scrub areas are
unlikely to provide habitat because they
are open and dominated by ruderal
species.
Species Without Habitat Present in the Project Area
Little Sur manzanita -/-/1B.2 Coastal bluff scrub, chaparral on sandy Absent  None
Arctostaphylos edmundsii substrate
Pajaro manzanita -/-/1B.1 Chaparral, in sandy areas Absent  None
Arctostaphylos pajaroensis
Twisted horsehair lichen -/-/1B.1 Grows on conifers in Northern Coast coniferous Absent None
Bryoria spiralifera forest
Congdon’s tarplant -/-/1B.2 Annual grassland, on lower slopes, flats, and Absent  None
Centromadia parryi ssp. swales, sometimes on alkaline or saline soils,
congdonii below 700 feet
Coastal dunes milk-vetch E/E/1B.1 Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes Absent  None
Astragalus tener var. titi
Robust spineflower E/-/1B.1 Coastal bluff scrub, coastal dunes openings in Absent  None
Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta cismontane woodland, on sandy soil
Seaside bird’s-beak -/E/1B.1 Sandy soils of stabilized dunes in maritime Absent  None
Cordylanthus rigidus ssp. chaparral and closed-cone coniferous forest.
littoralis
Branching beach aster -/-/3.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal dunes Absent  None
Corethrogyne leucophylla
Gowen cypress T/-/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest Absent  None

Cupressus goveniana ssp.
goveniana
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Legal Status! Habitat

Federal/State Present/
Common and Scientific Name /CNPS Habitat Requirements Absent  Likelihood to occur within Project Area?
Monterey cypress -/-/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest Absent  None
Cupressus macrocarpa
Hospital canyon larkspur -/-/1B.2 Openings in chaparral, mesic areas in Absent  None.
Delphinium californicum ssp. cismontane woodland, and costal scrub
interius
Pinnacles buckwheat -/-/1B.3 Sandy soils in chaparral, valley and foothill Absent  None.
Eriogonum nortonii grassland, often on recent burns
Menzies’s wallflower E/E/1B.1 Localized on coastal dunes, on coastal strand Absent  None
Erysimum menziesii ssp. areas in coastal scrub below 115 feet, blooms
menziesii Mar-Jun
Santa Lucia bedstraw -/-/1B.3 Lower and upper montane coniferous foreston Absent None
Galium clementis granitic or serpentinite, rocky substrates
Contra Costa goldfields E/-/1B.1 Alkaline or saline vernal pools and swales, Absent  None
Lasthenia conjugens below 700 feet
Beach layia E/E/1B.1 Coastal dunes. Hugely reduced in range along ~ Absent = None
Layia carnosa California’s North Coast dunes.
Coast yellow leptosiphon -/-/1B.1 Coastal bluff scrub, coastal prairie Absent  None
Leptosiphon croceus
Tidestrom'’s lupine E/E/1B.1 Coastal dunes Absent  None
Lupinus tidestromii
Carmel Valley bush mallow -/-/1B.2 Chaparral, oak woodland, talus hilltops and Absent  None
Malacothamnus palmeri var. slopes, 100-2,200 feet
involucratus
Santa Lucia bush mallow -/-/1B.2 Rocky places in chaparral Absent  None
Malacothamnus palmeri var.
palmeri
Carmel Valley cliff-aster -/-/1B.2 Rocky areas in chaparral Absent  None
Malacothrix saxatilis var.
arachnoidea
Mt. Diablo cottonweed -/-/3.2 Bare grassy rocky slopes in broad-leaved Absent  None
Micropus amphibolus upland forest, cismontane woodland, valley and

foothill grassland

San Antonio Hills monardella -/-/3.2 Chaparral, oak woodland, open rocky slopes, Absent  None
Monardella antonina ssp. 1,500-4,000’
antonina
Rancho Cafiada Village Project 3.3-20 June 2020
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Legal Status! Habitat
Federal/State Present/

Common and Scientific Name /CNPS Habitat Requirements Absent  Likelihood to occur within Project Area?
Woodland woolythreads -/-/1B.2 Openings in broadleaf upland forest, chaparral, Absent None.
Monolopia gracilens cismontane woodland, North Coast coniferous

forest, and valley and foothill grasslands, on

serpentine soils.
Yadon'’s rein orchid E/-/1B.1 Coastal bluff scrub, closed-cone coniferous Absent  None
Piperia yadonii forest, maritime chaparral, on sandy soils
Hooked popcorn-flower -/-/1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane woodland, valley and Absent  None.
Plagiobothrys uncinatus foothill grassland, on sandstone outcrops and

canyon sides.
Hickman'’s cinquefoil E/E/1B.1 Freshwater marshes, seeps, and small streams Absent  None
Potentilla hickmanii in open areas in coastal bluff scrub or

coniferous forest
Pine rose -/-/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest Absent  None
Rosa pinetorum
California screw-moss -/-/1B.2 Chenopod scrub, valley and foothill Absent  None
Tortula californica grassland/sandy soil
Santa Cruz clover -/-/1B.1 Moist grassy areas on margins of broad-leaved Absent  None
Trifolium buckwestiorum upland forest, cismontane woodland, and

coastal prairie, sometimes in disturbed areas,

200-1,800 feet
Pacific Grove clover -/R/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, coastal prairie, =~ Absent = None
Trifolium polyodon meadows and seeps
Monterey clover E/E/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest Absent  None

Trifolium trichocalyx
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Notes for Table 3.3-3

Notes:
1 Status explanations:
Federal
E = listed as endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.
T = listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act.
- = nolisting.
State
E = listed as endangered under the California Endangered Species Act.
T = listed as threatened under the California Endangered Species Act.
R = listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act. This category is no longer used for newly listed plants, but some plants
previously listed as rare retain this designation.
- = no listing.
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) - California Rare Plant Ranking System
1A = List 1A species: presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere.
1B = List 1B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.
2A = List 2A species: presumed extirpated in California, but more common elsewhere
2B = List 2B species: rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere.
3 = List 3 species: plants about which more information is needed to determine their status.
4 = List 4 species: plants of limited distribution.

no listing.
Threat Code extensions

.1 = Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened; high degree and immediacy of threat)
.2 = Fairly threatened in California (20-80% of occurrences threatened; moderate degree and immediacy of threat)
.3 = Notvery threatened in California (less than 20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known)
Z Definitions of levels of occurrence likelihood:
High: Known occurrence of plant in region from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), or other documents in the vicinity of the
project; or presence of suitable habitat conditions and suitable microhabitat conditions.
Moderate: Known occurrence of plant in region from the CNDDB, or other documents in the vicinity of the project; or presence of suitable habitat
conditions but suitable microhabitat conditions are not present.
Low: Plant not known to occur in the region from the CNDDB, or other documents in the vicinity of the project; or habitat conditions of poor
quality.
None: Plant not known to occur in the region from the CNDDB, or other documents in the vicinity of the project; or suitable habitat not

present in any condition.
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Monterey Pine

Monterey pine trees have a California Rare Plant Rank of 1B.1 (California Department of Fish and
Wildlife 2014), but the species is not listed as rare, threatened, or endangered by the state or federal
government. Monterey pine trees have been planted on the golf course as landscaping. As discussed
under the Monterey Pine Stands Section above, these Monterey pine trees are not remnants of past
native stands and thus in this context, are considered non-native vegetation.

Special-Status Wildlife and Fish

Based on a review of species information from state and federal agencies and existing information
related to the project area as described above under the Approach and Methodology section, 38
special-status wildlife and fish species were identified as having the potential to occur in the project
vicinity (Table 3.3-4). Of these 38 species, 23 were eliminated from further consideration because
suitable habitat for these species is not present within the project area and/or the project area is
located outside of the species’ known range. The project area contains habitat for the following 15
special-status wildlife and fish species, as shown in Table 3.3-4.

Each of the special-status wildlife species with potential to occur on site is discussed below. Special-
status fish species are discussed separately below.

California Red-legged Frog

The CRLF is listed as threatened under the federal ESA and is a California species of special concern.
The project area appears to be immediately north and west of the currently designated revised
critical habitat unit MNT-2 for CRLF (75 Federal Register [FR] 12816-12959, March 17, 2010). The
frog is known from isolated locations in the Sierra Nevada, northern Coast, and northern Transverse
Ranges. It is relatively common in the San Francisco Bay area and along the central coast. CRLF is
believed to be extirpated from the floor of the Central Valley. (FWS 2002)

CRLF use a variety of habitat types, which include various aquatic systems, riparian, and upland
habitats (FWS 2002). However, these frogs may complete their entire life cycle in a pond or other
aquatic site that is suitable for all life stages. CRLF inhabit marshes; streams; lakes; ponds; and
other, usually permanent, sources of water that have dense riparian vegetation (Stebbins 2003).

As adults, CRLF are highly aquatic when active but depend less on permanent water bodies than do
other frog species (Brode and Bury 1984). Adults may take refuge during dry periods in rodent
holes or leaf litter in riparian habitats (FWS 2002) or in large cracks in the bottom of dried ponds
(Alvarez 2004). Although red-legged frogs typically remain near streams or ponds, marked and
radio-tagged frogs have been observed to move more than 2 miles through upland habitat. These
movements are typically made during wet weather and at night. (FWS 2002)

CRLF have been reported from several relatively isolated, although widely distributed locations,
along the Carmel River. This Carmel River population has been identified by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) as a core population, targeted for development and implementation of a
management plan. (FWS 2002).
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Table 3.3-4. Special-Status Wildlife and Fish Species with Potential to Occur in the Project Vicinity

Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

Common and Status!

Scientific Name

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats

Occurrence in Project Area

Species with Suitable Habitat in Project Area

California red-legged frog T/SSC
Rana draytoni

Southwestern pond turtle -/SSC
Clemmys marmorata pallida

Cooper’s hawk -/SSC

Accipiter cooperi

Found along the coast and coastal

mountain ranges of California from
Marin County to San Diego County and
in the Sierra Nevada from Tehama

County to Fresno County

Occurs along the central coast of

California east to the Sierra Nevada

and along the southern California

coast inland to the Mojave and Sonora
Deserts; range overlaps with that of

the northwestern pond turtle
throughout the Delta and in the
Central Valley

Found in all parts of California except
high altitudes in the Sierra Nevada;
winters in the Central Valley, south-
eastern desert regions, and the plains
east of the Cascade Range; permanent

resident throughout the lower 48
states.

Permanent and semipermanent
aquatic habitats, such as creeks
and cold-water ponds, with
emergent and submergent
vegetation. May estivate in
rodent burrows or cracks
during dry periods

Occupies aquatic habitats, such
as ponds, marshes, or streams,
with rocky or muddy bottoms in
woodlands, grasslands, and
open forests. Also requires
aquatic vegetation for cover and
food. Nests in upland adjacent
to aquatic habitat.

Nests in riparian forests and
dense canopy oak woodlands;
forages in open woodlands.

Carmel River provides suitable
habitat; the California bulrush
wetland may provide suitable
breeding habitat depending on
length of inundation. Anecdotal
reference to CRLF sightings in
Intermittent Drainage 2 and in a
pond on the adjacent CMS
biological project site
(Hohenberger 2008).

Ponds 1, 2, and 3 may provide
suitable breeding habitat
depending on length of
inundation

May nest in or adjacent to
project area. Reported non-
nesting sighting in CMS Bird list
(Carmel Middle School 2007).
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Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

Common and
Scientific Name

Status!

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats

Occurrence in Project Area

Sharp-shinned hawk
(nesting)
Accipiter striatus

Olive-sided flycatcher
Contopus cooperi

White-tailed kite
Elanus leucurus

Western burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia hypugea

Purple martin
Progne subis

-/SSC

-/SSC

-/FP

-/SSC

-/SSC

Permanent resident in the Sierra

Nevada, Cascade, Klamath, and north

Coast Ranges, as well as along the
coast in Marin, San Francisco, San
Mateo, Santa Cruz, and Monterey

Counties; winters over the rest of the
state except at high elevations; breeds

and winters throughout North
America.

Summer resident and migrant in
California. Found in most parts of

California except the Central Valley
from the Oregon border south along
the coast and near-coastal mountains

south to San Diego, and on higher

portions of the Transverse, Peninsular,
and Cascade mountains ranges and the

Modoc Plateau.

Lowland areas west of Sierra Nevada

from the head of the Sacramento

Valley south, including coastal valleys

and foothills to western San Diego
County at the Mexico border

Lowlands throughout California,
including the Central Valley,

northeastern plateau, southeastern
deserts, and coastal areas. Rare along

south coast

Coastal mountains south to San Luis
Obispo County, west slope of the Sierra

Nevada, and northern Sierra and
Cascade ranges. Absent from the

Central Valley except in Sacramento.
Isolated, local populations in southern

California

Found in riparian forests,
conifer forests, and oak
woodlands.

Breeds in montane and
northern coniferous forests, at
forest edges and openings, such
as meadows and ponds.

Low foothills or valley areas
with valley or live oaks, riparian
areas, and marshes near open
grasslands for foraging

Level, open, dry, heavily grazed
or low stature grassland or
desert vegetation with available
burrows

Nests in abandoned
woodpecker holes in oaks,
cottonwoods, and other
deciduous trees in a variety of
wooded and riparian habitats.
Also nests in vertical drainage
holes under elevated freeways
and highway bridges

May nest in or adjacent to
project area. Reported non-
nesting sighting in CMS Bird list
(Carmel Middle School 2007).

May nest in or adjacent to
project area. Reported non-
nesting sighting in CMS Bird list
(Carmel Middle School 2007).

May nest in or adjacent to
project area. Reported non-
nesting sighting in CMS Bird list
(Carmel Middle School 2007).

Could occur along edges of golf
course; no ground squirrel
burrows observed

May nest in or adjacent to
project area
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Common and Status!

Scientific Name

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats

Occurrence in Project Area

Yellow warbler
Dendroica petechia
brewsteri (nesting)

-/SSC

Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

Loggerhead shrike
(nesting)
Lanius ludovicianus

-/SSC

Grasshopper sparrow -/SSC

Ammodranus savannarum

-/E2,SSC

Nests over all of California except the
Central Valley, the Mojave Desert
region, and high altitudes along the
eastern side of the Sierra Nevada.
Winters along the Colorado River and
in parts of Imperial and Riverside
Counties. Two small permanent
populations in San Diego and Santa
Barbara Counties

Permanent resident in the Central
Valley from Butte County to Kern
County. Breeds at scattered coastal
locations from Marin County south to
San Diego County; and at scattered
locations in Lake, Sonoma, and Solano
Counties. Rare nester in Siskiyou,
Modoc, and Lassen Counties

Prefers open habitats with scattered
shrubs, trees, posts, fences, utility
lines, or other perches

Breeds from eastern Washington and
southern British Columbia, east across
portions of Canada and U.S. to Maine,
and south to southern California, New
Mexico, southern Texas, southeastern
Arizona, and portions of northern
Mexico and southeastern United
States. Winters from southern U.S. to
Costa Rica.

Nests in riparian areas
dominated by willows,
cottonwoods, sycamores, or
alders or in mature chaparral;
may also use oaks, conifers, and
urban areas near stream
courses

Nests in dense colonies in
emergent marsh vegetation,
such as tules and cattails, or
upland sites with blackberries,
nettles, thistles, and grain fields.
Habitat must be large enough to
support 50 pairs. Probably
requires water at or near the
nesting colony

Resident and winter visitor in
lowlands and foothills
throughout California. Rare on
coastal slope north of
Mendocino County, occurring
only in winter

Found in prairies, old fields,
open grasslands, cultivated
fields, and savannas

May nest in or adjacent to
project area. Reported non-
nesting sighting in CMS Bird list
(Carmel Middle School 2007).

Suitable habitat present in the
California bulrush wetland.
Reported non-nesting sighting in
CMS Bird list (Carmel Middle
School 2007).

Reported in CMS Bird List
(Carmel Middle School 2007).
May forage, but low likelihood to
nest on site.

Reported in CMS Bird List as
having indirect of nesting
(Carmel Middle School 2007).
Nests in grassland which is
limited on project site but
present in adjacent areas.
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Common and Status!

Scientific Name

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats Occurrence in Project Area

Pallid bat -/SSC
Antrozous pallidus

Monterey dusky-footed -/SSC
woodrat

Neotoma fuscipes luciana

South Central California T/-

Coast Steelhead
Oncorhynchus mykiss

Occurs throughout California except
the high Sierra from Shasta to Kern
County and the northwest coast,
primarily at lower and mid elevations

Occurs throughout Monterey and
northern San Luis Obispo Counties
where appropriate habitat is available

The distinct population segment is
located in coastal streams from Aptos
Creek (Santa Cruz County) to Grover
Beach in San Luis Obispo

Occurs in a variety of habitats =~ May roost within large trees or
from desert to coniferous forest. forage in the project area

Most closely associated with

oak, yellow pine, redwood, and

giant sequoia habitats in

northern California and oak

woodland, grassland, and desert

scrub in southern California.

Relies heavily on trees for

roosts

Coast live oak woodland and
chaparral habitats with
moderate canopy cover and
moderate to dense understory
and abundant deadwood for
nest construction

Suitable habitat present along
the Carmel River and
intermittent drainages; woodrat
nest observed along
Intermittent Drainage 1

Coastal streams Suitable migratory and rearing
habitat located in Carmel River.

Spawning habitat upstream.

Species with No Suitable Habitat Present in the Project Area

California tiger salamander T/T
Ambystoma californiense

Longhorn fairy shrimp E/-
Branchinecta longiantenna
Conservancy fairy shrimp E/-

Branchinecta conservatio

Central Valley, including Sierra Nevada
foothills, up to approximately 1,000
feet, and coastal region from Butte
County south to northeastern San Luis
Obispo County.

Eastern margin of central Coast
Ranges from Contra Costa County to
San Luis Obispo County; disjunct
population in Madera County

Disjunct occurrences in Solano,
Merced, Tehama, Ventura, Butte, and
Glenn Counties

Small ponds, lakes, or vernal Suitable habitat not present
pools in grasslands and oak

woodlands for larvae; rodent

burrows, rock crevices, or fallen

logs for cover for adults and for

summer dormancy

Small, clear pools in sandstone  Suitable habitat not present
rock outcrops of clear to
moderately turbid clay- or

grass-bottomed pools
Large, deep vernal pools in Suitable habitat not present

annual grasslands
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Common and Status!

Scientific Name

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats

Occurrence in Project Area

Vernal pool fairy shrimp T/-
Branchinecta lynchi

Smith’s blue butterfly E/-
Euphilotes enoptes smithi

Tidewater goby E/SSC
Eucyclogobius newberryi

Santa Cruz long-toed E/E, FP
salamander

Ambystoma macrodactylum

croceum

Arroyo southwestern toad E/SSC
Bufo californicus

Black legless lizard -/SSC

Anniella pulchra nigra

Central Valley, central and south Coast
Ranges from Tehama County to Santa
Barbara County. Isolated populations
also in Riverside County

Localized populations along the
immediate coast and in coastal
canyons of Monterey County; single
populations reported in Santa Cruz
and San Mateo Counties

The tidewater goby, found only in
California, historically occurred in at
least 87 California coastal lagoons
from San Diego County to Humboldt
County.

Three metapopulations and breeding
sites in coastal areas of southern Santa
Cruz County and northern Monterey
County

Along the coast and foothills from San
Luis Obispo County to San Diego
County and inland to San Bernardino
County

Monterey Bay region

Common in vernal pools; also
found in sandstone rock
outcrop pools

Coastal dunes and hillsides that
support seacliff buckwheat
(Eriogonum parvifolium) or
coast buck-wheat (Eriogonum
latifolium); these plants used as
a nectar source for adults and
host plant for larvae

Restricted to coastal brackish
shallow lagoons and lower
stream reaches where the water
is fairly still but not stagnant.

Lifetime spent mostly
underground in willow groves,
coastal scrub, coast live oak, or
riparian habitats; migrates to
breeding ponds in early to late
winter, and juveniles disperse
from the pond in September

Prefers sandy arroyos and river
bottoms with open riparian
vegetation in inland valleys and
foothills

Coastal dunes with native
vegetation or chaparral, pine-
oak woodland, or riparian areas
with loose soil for burrowing

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present

Project area is outside of species
known range

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present
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Common and Status!

Scientific Name

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats Occurrence in Project Area

California brown pelican D/D, FP
(nesting colony and

communal roosts)

Pelecanus occidentalis

californicus

California condor
Gymnogyps californianus

E/E, FP

Bald eagle D/E, FP

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

California clapper rail E/E, FP

Rallus longirostris obsoletus

Western snowy plover
(coastal populations)
Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus (nesting)

T/SSC

Along the entire California coast; rare
to uncommon on the Salton Sea;
breeds on the Channel Islands

Historically, rugged mountain ranges
surrounding the southern San Joaquin
Valley; currently, most individuals are
in captive populations, but a few birds
have been released in the rugged
portions of the Los Padres National
Forest

Nests in Siskiyou, Modoc, Trinity,
Shasta, Lassen, Plumas, Butte, Tehama,
Lake, and Mendocino Counties and in
the Lake Tahoe Basin. Reintroduced
into central coast. Winter range
includes the rest of California, except
the southeastern deserts, very high
altitudes in the Sierra Nevada, and east
of the Sierra Nevada south of Mono
County

Marshes around the San Francisco Bay
and east through the Delta to Suisun
Marsh

Population defined as those birds that
nest adjacent to or near tidal waters,
including all nests along the mainland
coast, peninsulas, offshore islands, and
adjacent bays and estuaries. Twenty
breeding sites are known in California
from Del Norte to Diego County

Estuarine, marine, subtidal, and Suitable habitat not present
marine pelagic waters along the

coast. Rests on water,

inaccessible rocks, mudflats,

sandy beaches, wharfs, and

jetties.

Requires large blocks of open
savanna, grasslands, and foothill
chaparral with large trees, cliffs,
and snags for roosting and
nesting

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present.
Reported non-nesting sighting in
CMS Bird list (Carmel Middle
School 2007).

In western North America, nests
and roosts in coniferous forests
within 1 mile of a lake,
reservoir, stream, or the ocean

Restricted to salt marshes and
tidal sloughs; usually associated
with heavy growth of pickle-
weed; feeds on mollusks
removed from the mud in
sloughs

Suitable habitat not present

Coastal beaches above the
normal high tide limit in flat,
open areas with sandy or saline
substrates; vegetation and
driftwood are usually sparse or
absent

Suitable habitat not present
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Common and
Scientific Name

Status!

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats

Occurrence in Project Area

California least tern
(nesting colony)
Sterna antillarum browni

Marbled murrelet
Brachyramphus
marmoratus

Western yellow-billed
cuckoo

Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis

Least Bell’s vireo
Vireo bellii pusillus

Townsend’s big-eared bat
Corynorhinu townsendii

E/E, FP

T/E

PT/E

E/E

-/CT

Nests on beaches along the San
Francisco Bay and along the southern
California coast from southern San
Luis Obispo County south to San Diego
County

Nesting sites from the Oregon border
to Eureka and between Santa Cruz and
Half Moon Bay; winters in nearshore
and offshore waters along the entire
California coastline

Nests along the upper Sacramento,
lower Feather, south fork of the Kern,
Amargosa, Santa Ana, and Colorado
Rivers

Small populations remain in southern
Inyo, southern San Bernardino,
Riverside, San Diego, Orange, Los
Angeles, Ventura, and Santa Barbara
Counties

Occurs throughout California.

Nests on sandy, upper ocean
beaches, and occasionally uses
mudflats; forages on adjacent
surf line, estuaries, or the open
ocean

Mature, coastal coniferous
forests for nesting; nearby
coastal water for foraging; nests
in conifer stands greater than
150 years old and may be found
up to 35 miles inland; winters
on subtidal and pelagic waters
often well offshore

Wide, dense riparian forests
with a thick understory of
willows for nesting; sites with a
dominant cottonwood
overstory are preferred for
foraging; may avoid valley-oak
riparian habitats where scrub
jays are abundant

Riparian thickets either near
water or in dry portions of river
bottoms; nests along margins of
bushes and forages low to the
ground; may also be found
using mesquite and arrow weed
in desert canyons

Caves, mines, tunnels, building,
or other human-made
structures

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present
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Common and
Scientific Name

Status!

Federal/State California Distribution

Habitats

Occurrence in Project Area

Black swift
Cypseloides niger (nesting)

San Joaquin kit fox
Vulpes macrotis mutica

Southern sea otter
Enhydra lutris nereis

American badger
Taxidea taxus

-/SSC

E/T

T/FP

-/SSC

Breeds very locally in the Sierra
Nevada and Cascade Range, the San
Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San
Jacinto mountains, and in coastal bluffs
from San Mateo county south to near
San Luis Obispo county

Principally occurs in the San Joaquin
Valley and adjacent open foothills to
the west; recent records from 17
counties extending from Kern County
north to Contra Costa County

Occurs approximately from the
vicinity of Half Moon Bay south to
Gaviota, California. Approximately 20
otters, including pups, are at San
Nicolas Island as a result of
translocation efforts to establish an
experimental population

Throughout California, except for the
humid coastal forests of northwestern
California in Del Norte and the
northwestern Humboldt Counties

Nests in moist crevice or cave
on sea cliffs above the surf, or
on cliffs behind, or adjacent to,
waterfalls in deep canyons

Saltbush scrub, grassland, oak,
savanna, and freshwater scrub

Coastal waters, typically within
1 km of shoreline. Often
associated with kelp beds

Requires sufficient food, friable
soils, and relatively open
uncultivated ground; preferred
habitat includes grasslands,
savannas, and mountain
meadows near timberline

Suitable habitat not present

Project area is outside of species
known range; no suitable
habitat

Suitable habitat not present

Suitable habitat not present
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Occurrence in Project Area

Common and Status!
Scientific Name Federal/State California Distribution Habitats
1 Status explanations:

Federal:

- = nostatus.

E = listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act.

T = listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act.

D = delisted (delisted species are monitored for 5 years).

PT =  proposed “threatened” under federal Endangered Species Act.

State

- = no status.

E = listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act.

T = listed as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act.

D = delisted

SSC =  species of special concern in California.

FP = fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code.

CT = candidate for listing as “threatened” under the California Endangered Species Act.

Z Tricolored blackbird was listed by DFW as endangered under CESA on a temporary basis on December 2014.
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The FWS designated critical habitat for the CRLF from on March 17, 2010 (75 FR 12816-12959).
Most of the Carmel River watershed was included in critical habitat unit MNT-2 and includes the
western half of the West Course of the Rancho Cafiada Golf Club. Only a few localities in California
have been identified with more than 350 adults; one of these is Rancho San Carlos, a private ranch
on the upper portion of the Carmel River Valley (FWS 2002).

One area within the project area provides potential breeding habitat for CRLF: the California bulrush
wetland (Figure 3.3-1). Suitable habitat for CRLF is also present within the Carmel River. Based on
surveys conducted in 2014, Ponds 1, 2, and 3 within the golf course, do not appear to pond water
anymore and do not provide suitable aquatic habitat for CRLF. There are additional ponds within
the golf course but outside of the project area, that may also provide suitable habitat for CRLF.
Suitable aestivation habitat is present within the riparian vegetation surrounding the California
bulrush wetland and ponds 1, 2, and 3. CRLF could traverse to and from breeding sites and
aestivation habitat using the disturbed/open coyote brush scrub habitat throughout the golf course.
Additionally, CRLF could travel along the Carmel River or Intermittent Drainage 1 channels. There
are a total of 22 CNDDB (2014) records for CRLF occurrences within 5 miles of the project area
{Eigure-3-3-2}.1 No protocol-level surveys have been conducted for CRLF in the project area
(Zander pers. comm.).There is anecdotal reference of CRLF being observed on and immediately
adjacent to the project site (Hohenberger pers. comm. ). According to the director of the Carmel
Valley Middle School Biological Sciences Project, CRLF have been observed in the intermittent
drainage (Intermittent Drainage 2 on Figure 3.3-1) on the northeast portion of the project site and
in a small perennial pond (up to approximately 4 feet deep, with emergent vegetation, and supplied
with water through a pipe) on the school property within the biological sciences project area. CRLF
have been reported to have been seen in the school pond for the last several years. Reportedly,
photographs were taken of at least one of the sightings of the CRLF. Information surrounding the
documentation of these sightings was requested from the Biological Sciences Project, but has not yet
been received (as of the date January 7, 2016). While the intermittent drainages were visited by ICF
biologists during the site reconnaissance, the perennial pond on the school property was not, and
thus the sighting of CRLF on the school pond was not verified as part of the analysis for this Second
Revised Reeirewlated-Draft EIR. Based on the description of the pond, it appears to have
characteristics as suitable breeding habitat. Without surveys by professional biologists or other
verification, it is unknown whether the frogs sited at the school pond (or in the intermittent
drainage) are CRLF and whether or not CRLF may be breeding in the school pond. Lacking evidence
to disprove their presence or activity, it is conservatively assumed that the sightings are CRLF and
that CRLF are utilizing both locations and may be breeding in the school pond for the purpose of this
impact analysis.

Southwestern Pond Turtle

Southwestern pond turtle is a state species of special concern. The southwestern pond turtle is one
of two subspecies of the western pond turtle. The southwestern pond turtle occurs from the vicinity
of Monterey south to northwestern Baja California (Jennings et al. 1992).

1 Note: a figure depicting CNDDB occurrences has been removed from this Second Revised Draft EIR, consistent
with current CDFW guidelines related to CNDDB spatial information.
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Western pond turtle is thoroughly aquatic, preferring the quiet waters of ponds, lakes, marshes,
rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches that have a rocky or muddy bottom and emergent vegetation
(Stebbins 2003). The species occurs in a wide range of both permanent and intermittent aquatic
environments (Jennings et al. 1992). Western pond turtles spend a considerable amount of time
basking on rocks, logs, emergent vegetation, mud or sand banks, or human-generated debris.
Western pond turtles move to upland areas adjacent to watercourses to deposit eggs and
overwinter (Jennings and Hayes 1994). However, in the southern part of their range and along the
central coast of California, western pond turtles do not overwinter and are active year-round
(Jennings et al. 1992).

The Carmel River, Intermittent Drainages 1 and 2, and the California bulrush wetland provide
suitable aquatic habitat for southwestern pond turtle. If ponds 1, 2, and 3 became sufficiently
inundated, they could provide suitable aquatic habitat for pond turtles. Additional ponds within the
golf course, but outside of the project area, also provide suitable habitat for pond turtles. The area
adjacent to the Carmel River and the intermittent drainages may provide suitable habitat for egg
deposition. There is one CNDDB (2014) record for southwestern pond turtle within 5 miles of the
project area.

Western Burrowing Owl

The western burrowing owl is a California species of special concern and is protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code. Western burrowing owls
occur in many areas throughout California excluding the northwest coastal forests and high
mountains (Zeiner et al. 1990a). Western burrowing owls require habitat with three basic
attributes: open, well-drained terrain; short, sparse vegetation; and underground burrows or
burrow facsimiles. Burrowing owls occupy grasslands, deserts, sagebrush scrub, agricultural areas
(including pastures and untilled margins of cropland), earthen levees and berms, coastal uplands,
and urban vacant lots, as well as the margins of airports, golf courses, and roads (Haug et al. 1993).
Burrowing owls rely on burrows excavated by fossorial (i.e., digging) mammals such as ground
squirrels (Spermophilus ssp.) or prairie dogs (Cynomys ssp.) because burrows provide security for
nesting and shelter from predators and weather (ICF International 2012). They can also use natural
and unnatural cavities in rock outcroppings, concrete or asphalt, and human-made artificial habitat
(Center for Biological Diversity et al. 2003) such as cavities in piles of rubble.

Because of high maintenance of the golf turf, this area is unlikely to contain burrows for cover or
nesting. However, the perimeter of the golf course may contain suitable burrows. An extensive
search for burrows was not conducted during the field survey; however, mice burrows were
observed in the weedy grassland/coyote brush area between the golf course and CMS (See Impact
BI0-10 for additional discussion on burrowing owl). If burrowing owls occurred on the margin of
the project area or on adjacent properties, they could forage in the project area. There is one CNDDB
record for burrowing owl, approximately 4 miles north of the project area (California Department of

Fish and Wildlife 2014)-(Figure-3-3-23.

Purple Martin

Purple martin is a California species of special concern. Purple martins occur along coastal
mountains from the California/Oregon border south to San Luis Obispo County, along the west slope
of the Sierra Nevada, and in the northern Sierra and Cascade ranges at lower elevations. There are
isolated, local populations in the Sacramento Valley and southern California. Purple martins can be
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found in valley foothill and montane hardwood, valley foothill and montane hardwood-conifer,
riparian, and conifer habitats. They nest within old woodpecker cavities and in human-made
structures such as bridges or culverts. The breeding season is from April to August (Zeiner et al.
1990a).

Suitable nesting habitat for purple martin may be present within the Monterey pine forest and the
riparian forest and woodland in and adjacent to the project area. There are no CNDDB (California
Department of Fish and Wildlife 2014) records for nesting purple martins within 5 miles of the
project area and no purple martins were observed during the field surveys (Rana Creek Habitat
Restoration 2004).

Yellow Warbler

Yellow warbler is a California species of special concern. Yellow warblers nest throughout California
except in the Central Valley, the Mojave Desert region, and high altitudes along the eastern side of
the Sierra Nevada. Breeding habitat includes riparian woodlands, montane chaparral, and open
ponderosa pine and mixed conifer habitats with extensive brushy understories. Nests are built 2 to
16 feet above ground in a deciduous sapling or shrub. Yellow warblers mainly eat insects and
spiders (Zeiner et al. 1990a).

Suitable nesting habitat for yellow warbler is present within the riparian forest and woodland in and
adjacent to the project area. There are no CNDDB (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2014)
records for nesting yellow warblers within 5 miles of the project area and no yellow warblers were
observed during the field surveys (Rana Creek Habitat Restoration 2004). However, the CMS
Biological Sciences Project 2007 bird list indicates that yellow warblers have been observed, but
that no direct or indirect evidence of nesting has been observed (Carmel Middle School 2007).

Tricolored Blackbird

Tricolored blackbird is a California species of special concern and was recently (December 2014)
listed as endangered under the CESA on a temporary emergency basis that can be renewed. The vast
preponderance of the population occurs in central California, with additional populations in coastal
and inland southern California locations, as well as scattered sites in Oregon, western Nevada, and
western coastal Baja California (Beedy and Hamilton 1997; Beedy 1999; Hamilton 2000).

Tricolored blackbird breeding colony sites require open accessible water, a protected nesting
substrate, including either flooded or thorny or spiny vegetation; and a suitable foraging space
providing adequate insect prey within a few miles of the nesting colony (Hamilton et al. 1995; Beedy
and Hamilton 1997; Beedy 1999). Historically, tricolored blackbird breeding colonies were nearly
all located in freshwater marshes dominated by tules (Scirpus spp.) and cattails (Typha spp.) (Neff
1937). More recently, an increasing percentage of breeding colonies have been documented in
Himalaya blackberries (Rufus discolor) (Beedy et al. 1991; Cook 1996, 1999), and in silage and grain
fields (Hamilton et al. 1995; Beedy and Hamilton 1997; Hamilton 2000). Tricolored blackbird
foraging habitats in all seasons include annual grasslands; wet and dry vernal pools and other
seasonal wetlands; agricultural fields (such as large tracts of alfalfa with continuous mowing
schedules and recently tilled fields); cattle feedlots; and dairies. Tricolored blackbirds also forage
occasionally in riparian scrub habitats and along marsh borders. Weed-free row crops and
intensively managed vineyards and orchards do not serve as regular foraging sites. (Beedy and
Hamilton 1997; Beedy 1999). Most tricolored blackbirds forage within 3 miles of their colony sites
(Orians 1961), but commute distances of up to 8 miles have been reported (Beedy 1999).
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Monterey County Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources

A small amount of potential breeding habitat is present in the project area within the California
bulrush wetland (0.3 acre total). Other golf course ponds outside of the project area may also
provide breeding habitat. If tricolored blackbirds nest on or near the golf course, they may
occasionally forage within the project area. Potential foraging habitat appears to be present south
and west of the project area, south of the Carmel River. There are no CNDDB (California Department
of Fish and Wildlife 2014) records for tricolored blackbirds within 5 miles of the project area.
However, tricolored blackbirds have been observed foraging at a nearby golf course in Carmel Valley
(Beedy pers. comm.). The CMS Biological Sciences Project 2007 bird list also indicates that
tricolored blackbirds have been observed, but that no direct or indirect evidence of nesting has been
observed (Carmel Middle School 2007). Based on the small amount of breeding habitat within the
project area, there is a low potential for tricolored blackbirds to breed on the site.

Raptors

Several raptors have a low potential to nest in the project site. Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk,
and white-tailed kite are California species of special concern and the white-tailed kite is fully
protected under the California Fish and Game Code. These species nest in riparian forests and oak
woodlands and forage in grasslands and open woodlands.

Suitable nesting habitat for these species is present within the riparian forest and woodland and
coast live oak woodland in and adjacent to the project area. There are no CNDDB (California
Department of Fish and Wildlife 20