- MONTEREY COUNTY MINOR SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE

Meeting: September 28, 2006. Time 12:00 AM | Agenda Item No.:3

Project Description consists of: 1) A Minor Subdivision Tentative Map for the division of an
existing 50 acre parcel into two parcels of 6.7 and 43.3 acres, respectively to separate two existing
single family dwellings in two separate parcels. No additional building sites or site improvements are
included as part of the proposal; 2) Zoning reclassification to remove the “B-6" zoning overlay from
the property’s “LDR/B-6-D-S”(Low Density Residential, Building Slte Design Review and Site Plan
Review overlay zoning designation).

Project Location: 8025 Carmel Valley Road, Carmel Valley | APN: 169-031-019-000

Planning Number: PLN050193 Name: KRASZNEKEWICZ

Plan Area: Carmel Valley Master Plan Flagged and Staked: No

Zoning Designation:
“LDR/B-6-D-S” or [Low Density Residential, Building Site Zoning and Design Control District and
Site Plan Review Zoning District Overlays].

CEQA Action: Adopt Mitigated Negative Declaration

Department: RMA-Planning Department

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the Minor Subdivision Committee recommend the following actions to the
Planning Commission:
1) Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit E);
2) Adopt the Condition Compliance and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Plan (Exhibit D); and
3) Approve the proposed Tentative Map subject to the recommended Findings and Evidence
(Exhibit C) and recommended Conditions of Approval (Exhibit D).

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED ACTION:

The subject property is located in mid-Carmel Valley north of Camel Valley Road across from
Meadows Road within the area of Carmel Valley Master Plan. If approved the Tentative Parcel Map
would divide the 50-acre parcel into two parcels of 6.7 and 43.3 acres, respectively. Additionally, the
purpose of the minor subdivision is to locate two existing single-family dwellings on two separate
parcels. The county allowed the first residence to be built with a building permit; a second residence
was granted with an Administrative Permit in December of 1999 under (PLN990339).

The subject parcels Land Use Designation is low density residential with a 2.5 acre minimum. The
property is zoned “LDR/B-6-D-S” or Low density Residential, Building Site District, Design District
and Site Plan Review Overlays. The majority of the surrounding land uses or zoning designations are
designated for residential uses, ranging from low density residential (LDR) with a minimum lot size of
one acre to LDR with a minimum lot size of 2.5 acres per unit.

The subject 50 acre parcel currently maintains a “B-6" zoning overlay which limits the property to its
current size by not allowing any further subdivision therefore, a zoning reclassification to remove the
B-6 overlay is required to allow the subdivision. If approved the resulting combined allowable density
under the General Plans current land use designations would result parcels with a combined density of
up to 9 additional units. This calculations based on the current land use designation of 2.5 acres per
unit and slope density calculation has the potential for a significant cumulative impact directly
effecting the level of service on Highway because sections of the highway are currently operating at
unacceptable levels of service, any new impacts resulting from the additional residential units would
be considered a significant impact. '

DISCUSSION: See (Exhibit B)




OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT: -

Planning and Building Inspection Department
Camel Valley Fire Protection District

Public Works Department

Parks Department

Environmental Health Division

Water Resources Agency

Housing and Redevelopment

AN N NANA N

All the above checked agencies, Divisions and departments have reviewed this project. Carmel Valley
Fire Protection District, Public Works, Parks Department, Environmental Health Division Water
Resources Agency have provided conditions of approval (Exhibit D).

The project was referred to the Carmel Valley Land Use Advisory Committee (LUAC) for review. The
LUAC recommended a continuance of there review because the applicant was not present and would
like the opportunity to review the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Note: The project is appealéble to the Board of Supervisors.

amon A/ Montano, Assiétant Planner -
(831)7755-5169 montanor@co.monterey.ca.us

cc:  Minor Subdivision Committee (5); Carmel Valley Fire Protection District, Public
Works, Parks Department, Environmental Health Division Water Resources
Agency; Housing and Redevelopment, Jacqueline R. Onciano; Ramon A.
Montano, Carol Allen, Property Owner; Applicants Representative Mark Blum,
Project File.

Attachments: Exhibit A Project Data Sheet
Exhibit B Discussion
Exhibit C Recommended Findings and Evidence
Exhibit D Recommended Conditions of Approval
Exhibit E Documents (Mitigated Negative Declaration) Initial Study
Exhibit F Tentative Parcel Map
Exhibit G Correspondence related to zoning clarification
Exhibit H Board Resolution No. 02-024

Luis A. Osorio, Senior Planner, reviewed this report



EXHIBIT A

Project Information for PLN050193

Project Title:

KRASINEKEWICZ JOHN & SARAH

Location: 8025 CARMEL VALLEY RD CARMEL Primary APN:  169-031-019-000-h
Applicable Plan:  Carmel Vallay Master Plan Coastal Zone: No
Permit Type:  Minor Subdivision Zoning: [DR/B-6-D-8
Environmental Status:  Exempt Plan Designation:  CV MASTER PLAN
Advisory Committee:  Carme] Valley Final Action Deadline (884):  1/8/2008
Project Site Data:
o ' - Coverage Allowed: 2594
Lot Size: 50 ACRES Coverage Proposad:  N/A
Existing Structures {sfj: N Height Allowed:  3g/
Proposed Structures {sfl: /A Height Proposed: 38,
Total 5q.Ft: 2,178,000 FAR Allowed:  N7A
FAR Proposed:  NiA
Resource Zangs and Reports:
Environmentally Sensifive Habitat: Wo Ergsion Hazard Zoner  [LOW
Biological Repart® /A Soils Repert & /8
Forest Managament Rpt. & WA
Archaeological Sensitivity Zone: H[GH Beologic Hazard Zone:  WMONFIGH
Archaeological Raporf £ WA Geologic Report &  NiA
Fire Hazard Zone: HIGH Traffic Report £ N/&

Other information:

Water Source: WELL

Wiater DistfiGo: WA
Fire District: CYEPD

Tree Removal: N/A

Date Prnisd:  D&A30006

Sewage Disposal {method):

Sewer Disfrict Mamea:

Grading {oubic yds):

SEPTIC
Nia

0.0



EXHIBIT B
DISCUSSION

ZONING ISSUES: The subject parcel is located in the Mid Valley area surrounded by properties
designated as Low Density Residential with a 2.5 acre minimum lot size. According to the zoning
map, the subject property is zoned "LDR/B-6-D-S" or Low Density Residential, with Building Site,
Design Review and Site Plan Review overlay districts. The "B-6"overlay limits the property to its
current size; therefore, a zoning reclassification to remove the “B-6” overlay is required to allow the
subdivision. During project review, staff found that the "B-6" overlay was applied to the subject parcel
in error. This conclusion is supported by review of County records, i.e. zoning maps and recorded land
use activities on the parcel preceding the current project, as follows in the discussion bellow.

The subject parcel was once part of a larger property within the James Meadows Tract, and was a part
of two previous applications for standard subdivisions. The first was Villas Carmel Del Pacifico
subdivision which was not approved; the second was La Questa standard subdivision which was
approved by the Board of Supervisors. The conditions of approval of this subdivision included a
reclassification of the property to the "R-1-B-6-O" zoning classification; however, the final map for
this subdivision was not recorded and the reclassification never took place. In 1985, the subsequent
property owners, the Big Sur Land Trust, applied for a minor subdivision dividing the 497 acre tract
into two parcels of 100 and 397 acres respectively. This application was approved but the approval did
not include any zone changes therefore the zoning remained “K-G-J-B-4” until 1993 when the County
rezoned the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan including the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area.

The zoning maps indicate that the property was zoned “K-G-J-B-4” until 1993. In 1993, the County
rezoned the entire Greater Monterey Peninsula Area including the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area to
reflect the newly adopted land use designations under the General Plan. The new zoning map included
the “B-6" designation for the subject parcel; however, the Board resolution did not specify a particular
reason for reclassifying the subject parcel. The rezoning adopted by the Board of Supervisors for the
Carmel Valley Master Plan Area did not include the direct application of the “B-6” to any parcel. This
designation is only applied specifically on a case by case basis through the review of subdivision
proposals to limit further subdivision of property. Therefore, staff can only conclude that the “B-6”
overlay was applied to the property in error. Regardless of the mapping error, from a technical stand
point a zoning reclassification is necessary to remove the “B-6 overlay and to correct the error. The
reclassification to remove the overlay would not result in any potentially significant impacts (See
Section 15 below for additional discussion).

CONCLUSION: The record clearly indicates that the subject parcel was zoned “K-G J-B-4” until it
was reclassified by the Board in 1993 through the broad rezoning of the Greater Monterey Peninsula
and the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area. The resolution of the Board of Supervisors rezoning these
areas does not specify the addition of the “B-6 overlay to the subject parcel. Based on discussions
with staff, review of the previous projects and applications affecting the subject site, and review of the
zoning maps, staff can positively conclude that the “B-6” was placed on the subject parcel in error.



TRAFFIC ISSUES:

The project as proposed would not result in any direct impacts to traffic. However, the project does
carry the potential for indirect impact as a result of the subdivision because the generation of any new
traffic resulting from potential development of additional residential units including caretaker units &
senior citizen units, would have a cumulatively significant effect on sections of Carmel Valley Road
and Highway 1.

The Board of Supervisors has adopted certain policy related to new residential and commercial
subdivisions in the area of the Carmel Valley Master Plan. This policy is contained in Board of
Supervisors Resolution No. 02-024 (Exhibit 3). Section C of the resolution states “Additional units
resulting from new residential and commercial subdivisions in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area
would foreseeably increase daily traffic on already deficient sections of State Highway 1 and Carmel
Valley Road.” The policy was adopted following the provisions of Policy No. 39.3.2.1 of the Carmel
Valley Master Plan which provides that development having the potential for significant traffic
impacts on levels of service, be deferred in the event that certain threshold volumes are reached in

- twelve segments of Carmel Valley Road. These thresholds have been reached according to a report
from the Department of Public Works dated December 11, 2001.

Staff from the planning department and the department of Public works has reviewed the subject
application in view of the policy mentioned above. Staff has determined that because the proposed
project would merely separate existing residential units into separate parcels, it would not result in any
direct addition of new vehicular traffic to Carmel Valley Road and Highway 1. However, the resulting
parcels would have the potential for development of additional single-family dwellings as well as
caretakers units and senior citizen units resulting in the generation of additional vehicular traffic that
would further deteriorate the levels of service, contrary to the policies of the Carmel Valley Master
Plan and the related Board policy mentioned above. This would be a potentially significant impact.

CONCLUSION: '

The proposed project would not result in a direct impact to traffic service levels along Carmel Valley
Road or Highway 1. However, as stated in section VII (Mandatory Findings of Significance) of the
initial study, the project would result in potentially significant cumulative impacts generated by
potential additional traffic which would result from development of additional residential units and
~ habitable accessory structures on the proposed parcel. These impacts can be mitigated to a less than
significant level through the mitigation measure recommended under section VIL

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

An Initial Study (Mitigated Negative Declaration) was prepared and circulated for public review on
September 9, 2006. The study identified impacts associated with cumulative impacts associated with
traffic and concluded that impacts resulting from the development could be mitigated to a less than
significant level. No comments were received from the public or other reviewing agencies therefore,
no issues remain unresolved.



1. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

2. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

EXHIBIT C
FINDINGS AND EVIDENCE

CONSISTENCY 1) - The project as described in Condition No. 1, and as

conditioned, is consistent with the plans, policies, requirements, and standards of the

Monterey County Subdivision Ordinance (Title 19) Monterey County General Plan,

Carmel Valley Master Plan, and the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance (Title 21).

(a) The text, policies, and regulations in the above documents have been evaluated
during the course of review for this application. No conflicts were found to exist.
No communications were received during the course of review of the project to
indicate that there is any inconsistency with the text, policies, and regulations in
these documents.

(b) The property is located at 8025 Carmel Valley Road Carmel Valley Area North
of Shulty Road, (Assessor's Parcel Number 169-031-019-000), Carmel Valley
Master Plan. The property is zoned “LDR/B-6-D-S” or Low Density
Residential, Building Site Zoning and Design Control District and Site Plan
Review Zoning District Overlay. The proposed parcel sizes would comply with
the size requlrements of the properties’ Land use & zoning designation.

(c) The zoning designation of the property includes the “B-6“zoning overlay under
which the property could not be subdivided. However, staff determined through
review of County records that this designation was applied to the project in error
and does not apply to the site. The project application includes a zoning
reclassification to remove the “B-6" overlay from the property to correct the
error. Therefore, the project is consistent with zoning and land use designations.

(d) The project planner conducted a site visit in January 2006, to verify that the
project on the subject parcel complies with the plans listed above.

(e) The subject parcel currently maintains two single-family dwellings. Each
dwelling would be located on separate parcels and conform to the site
development standards under the current zoning designation as recorded in the
Planning File (No. PLN050193).

(f) The project was referred to the Carmel Valley Land Use Advisory Committee
for review in accordance with the current review guidelines adopted by the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors per Resolution No. 04-236.

CONSISTENCY 2) — The proposed project is consistent with the current policy of
the Board of Supervisors Board of Supervisors (Resolution No. 02-024) of denying
new residential and commercial subdivisions that would generate additional
vehicular traffic on Carmel Valley Road and State Highway One, pending
construction of certain highway/road capacity-infrastructure improvements to
portions of those roads.

(a) Approval of the proposed project is conditioned to prohibit development of
habitable accessory structures (senior citizen units, caretaker umits, and
additional residential units) on the proposed lots in order to avoid the generation
of additional vehicular traffic and to maintain the existing levels of service on
Carmel Valley Road and Highway 1. Therefore, development of the proposed
project would not result in the generation of additional vehicular trips that would
further reduce the existing levels of service of Carmel Valley Road and
Highway 1 contrary to the provisions of the current Board Policy.

(b) No additional development is proposed in any of the parcels resulting from the
subdivision and approval of the project is conditioned to restrict the

6



3. FINDING
EVIDENCE:

4. FINDING:
EVIDENCE:

development of additional habitable structures that would generate additional
vehicular traffic on Carmel Valley Road and State Highway 1

(c) The proposed project would result in the creation of one additional lot where a
single family residence already exists and no additional traffic-generating
development is proposed in the area of the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area.

(d)The application, plans, and supporting materials submitted by the project applicant
to the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department for the
proposed development in Planning File No. PLN050193.

SITE SUITABILITY - The site is suitable for the use proposed.

(a) The following agencies have reviewed the project: the Monterey County
Planning and Building Inspection Department, Carmel Valley Fire Protection
District, Public Works, Parks Department, Environmental Health Division
Water Resources Agency. There has been no indication from these agencies that
the site is not suitable. Recommended conditions have been incorporated. ,

(b) No additional development is proposed in any of the parcels resulting from the
proposed subdivision.

(c) The Initial Study/draft Mitigated Negative Declaration indicates that there are no-
rare or endangered species existing on the property and that there is no habitat
likely to support such species. Appropriate mitigation measures are incorporated
into the project.

(d) The land is not in a flood zone according to FEMA maps and letters in file
number PLN050193.

(e) The information prepared for the subdivision indicates that the land is suitable
for the proposed development and recommended conditions have been
incorporated into the project (see Finding No. 5 below).

SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE - That none of the findings found in Section

19.04.025.1 of the Subdivision Ordinance can be made for denial of the application.

(a) Section 19.04.025.1 requires that the subdivision be denied if any one of the
findings is made. Planning staff has analyzed the project against the findings for
denial outlined in this section. The map and its design and improvements are
consistent with the County General Plan, the Carmel Valley Master Plan. The
site has been determined to be physically suitable for the type and density of
development (see Evidence below). The design and improvements are not likely
to cause substantial environmental damage, substantially and avoidably injure
fish, wildlife, or their habitat, or cause serious public health problems because
no new development is proposed as part of this project. The design and.
improvements will not conflict with easements for access through or use of
property within the proposed subdivision. Planning staff reviewed the Title
Report and applicable recorded documents to identify all easements and ensure
that the project does not conflict with existing easements.

(b) The division of the resulting 50-acres lot into two lots of approximately 6.7 and
43.3 acres would allow existing and potential new development to comply with
the 2.5 acre/unit density requirement. Additionally, the new parcel resulting
from the minor subdivision provides for adequate building sites as evidenced by
the application materials submitted for the project and review of these materials
by staff.

(c) The application, plans, and support materials, including information submitted by
the project applicant to the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection
Department for the proposed development.

(d) The on-site inspection of the parcel by the project planner.

7



5. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

CEQA The project will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment. An
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for the project and it
was determined that the project would have no significant impacts. A Mitigated
Negative Declaration was filed with the County Clerk on September 7, 2006 noticed
for public review. The draft Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the County based upon the findings and conclusions drawn
in the Initial Study and during the public review process. The Monterey County
Planning and Building Inspection Department, 168 West Alisal Street, 2" Floor,

Salinas is the custodian of the documents and the materials that constitute the record

of proceedings upon which the adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration is

based.

() County staff prepared an Initial Study and draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
for the project in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), its Guidelines, and the Monterey County CEQA. The Initial Study
provided substantial evidence that the project, with the addition of mitigation
measures, would not have significant environmental impacts. A Mitigated
Negative Declaration was filed with the County Clerk on September 7, 2006 and
noticed for public review. The public review period ended September 27, 2006.
All comments received on the Initial Study were considered as well as all
evidence in the record, which includes studies, data, and reports supporting the
Initial Study; additional documentation requested by staff in support of the
Initial Study findings; information presented or discussed during public
hearings; staff reports that reflect the County’s independent judgment and
analysis regarding the above referenced studies, data, and reports; application
materials; and expert testimony. Among the studies, data, and reports analyzed
as part of the environmental determination are the following:

Project Application/Plans
Monterey County General Plan
Carmel Valley Master Plan

Board of Supervisors’ Resolution No. 02-024

The 2004 Transportation Agency 6f Monterey County (TAMC), Project Study
Report (PSR)

6. Research conducted by staff in the records contained in the following files
corroborating the erroneous placement of the B-6 zoning on the subject

property:
(La Questa Subdivision) Planning File SB00762
(Big Sur Land Trust Minor Subdivision) Planning File MS 83-08

(Carmel Valley View LTD Lot Line Adjustment) Planning File LLA90-16

wok R e

County records relating to building permits planning files and maps relating of
subsequent zonings; and personal references from staff present during the
processing of Board action rezoning the areas listed in the County Zoning
reclassification per resolution 93-111

(b) The Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department prepared an
Initial Study/draft Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA. The
Initial Study identified several potentially significant impacts, and mitigation

8.



6. FINDING:

measures that would reduce those impacts to levels of inmsignificance are
incorporated into the project. The Initial Study is on file in the office of
Planning and Building Inspection and is hereby incorporated by reference in
project file (PLN050193). All project changes required to avoid significant
effects on the environment have been incorporated into the project and/or are
made conditions of approval (Exhibit D).

(c) A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (Exhibit E) has been prepared in
accordance with Monterey County regulations and is designed to ensure
compliance during project implementation.

FISH AND GAME - For Purposes of the Fish and Game Code, the pfoject will not
have a potential for adverse impact on fish and wildlife resources upon which the
wildlife depends.

EVIDENCE (2) Staff analysis contained in the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration and

7. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

8. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

9. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

10. FINDING:

EVIDENCE:

the record as a whole indicate the project may or will not result in changes to the
resources listed in Section 753.5(d) of the Department of Fish and Game
regulations.

(b) Initial Study and Negative Declaration contalned in the project file PLN050193

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING - The proposed project complies with the
requirements of the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.

The project is exempt from the requirements of the Ordinance under the provisions
Section 18.40.010.

NO VIOLATIONS - The subject property is in compliance with all rules and
regulations pertaining to zoning uses and any other applicable provisions of the
County’s zoning ordinance (Title 20). No violations exist on the property. Zomng
violation abatement cost, if any, have been paid.

Based on staff’s site visit and verification of the Monterey County Planning and
Building Inspection Department records, no violations exist on subject property.

HEALTH & SAFETY - The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the
proposed development applied for will not under the circumstances of the particular
case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, and general
welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood or to the general welfare
of the County.

Preceding findings and supporting evidence.

APPEALABILITY — The decision on this project is appealable to the Board of
Supervisors.
Chapter 19.16 of Title 19, Monterey County Subdivision Ordinance.
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Cbun‘cy' of Monterey, State Qﬁ(;alifomia ",.:,lx\ Fi L :
MITIGATED NEGA .IVE EXHIBITE 7 E D
DECLARATION SEP 07 200
S MONTERW%UVAGN Iy
Project Title: KRASZNEKEWICZ JOHN & SARAH — Y gIgERK
File Number: PLN050193 ury

Owner: KRASZNEFKEWICZ JOHN & SARAH MILES

PO BOX 369
BIG SUR CA 93920-0369

Project Location: 8025 CARMEL VALLEY RD CARMEL
Primary APN: 169-031-019-000 -
Project Planner: RAMON MONTANO
Permit Type: Minor Subdivision

Project Description: PROJECT DESCRIPTION CONSISTS OF: 1) A MINOR SUBDIVISION

TENTATIVE MAP FOR THE DIVISION OF AN EXISTING 50 ACRE PARCEL
INTO TWO PARCELS OF 6.7 AND 43.3 ACRES, RESPECTIVELY TO
SEPARATE TWO EXISTING SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS IN TWO
SEPARATE PARCELS. NO ADDITIONAL BUILDING SITES OR SITE
IMPROVEMENTS ARE INCLUDED AS PART OF THE PROPOSAL; 2) ZONING
RECLASSIFICATION TO REMOVE THE "B-6" ZONING OVERLAY FROM THE
PROPERTY'S "LDR/B-6-D-S"(LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL, BUILDING SITE,
DESIGN REVIEW AND SITE PLAN REVIEW OVERLAY ZONING

o DESIGNATION). THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 8025 CARMEL VALLEY

" ROAD CARMEL VALLEY (ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER 169-031-019-000),
NORTH OF CARMEL VALLEY ROAD, CARMEL VALLEY MASTER PLAN

AREA.

THIS PROPOSED PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT AS IT HAS
BEEN FOUND:

~a) That said project will not have the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the environment.
b) That said project will have no significant impact on long-term environmental goals.
¢)That said project will have no significant cumulative effect upon the environment.

d) That said projéct will not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

Decision Making Body (check one):
I:I Planning Commission Responsible Agency: County of Monterey

[] Zoning Administrator L] chiefof Planning Services Review Period Begins:  (09/07/2006
D Other Review Period Ends: 09/27/2006

Subdivision Committee

. Board of Supervisors

E- +%ar information, including a copy of the application and Initial Study are available at the Monterey County
P——————g & Building Inspection Department, 168 West Alisal St, 2nd Floor, Salinas, CA (831) 755-5025

Date Printed: 09/07/200



MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING & BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT
58 WEST ALISAL, 2Y° FLOOR, SALINAS, CA 93901
(831) 755-5025 FAX: (831)755-9516

i

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
MONTEREY COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ’

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection
Department has prepared a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant to the requirements of
CEQA, for a Minor subdivision and rezoning reclassification (Krasznekewicz PLN050193). The
property is located at 8025 Carmel Valley Road Carmel Valley (Assessor's Parcel Number 169-
031-019-000), north of Carmel Valley Road, Carmel Valley Master Plan Area. (see description

below).

The Negative Declaration and Initial Study, as well as referenced documents, are available for

review at the Monterey County Planning and Building Inspection Department, 168 West Alisal,
2™ Floor, Salinas. The Minor Subdivision Committee will consider this proposal at a meeting on
September 28, 2006 at time in the Monterey County Board of Supervisors Chambers, 168 West
Alisal, 1st Floor, Salinas California. Written comments on this Mitigated Negative Declaration
will be accepted from September 7, 2006 to September 27, 2006. Comments can also be made

during the public hearing. .

Project Description:

~ The project consists of: 1) A Minor Subdivision Tentative Map for the division of an existing

50 acre parcel into two parcels of 6.7 and 43.3 acres, respectively to separate two existing single
family dwellings in two separate parcels. No additional building sites or site improvements are
included as part of the proposal; 2) Zoning reclassification to remove the “B-6" zoning overlay
from the property’s “LLDR/B-6-D-S”’(Low Density Residential, Building Site, Design Review and
Site Plan Review overlay zoning designation).

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ramon A. Montano, Project Planner
Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department
168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901
(831) 755-5169



L

Page2 -

For reviewing agencies: The Planning and Building Inspection Department requests that you
review the enclosed materials and provide any appropriate comments related to your agency's
area of responsibility. The space below may be used to indicate that your agency has no
comments or to state brief comments. In compliance with Section 15097 of the CEQA
Guidelines, please provide a draft mitigation monitoring or reporting program for mitigation
measures proposed by your agency. This program should include specific performance objectives
for mitigation measures identified (CEQA Section 21081.6(c)). Also inform this Department if a
fee needs to be collected in order to fund the mitigation monitoring or reporting by your agency
and how that language should be incorporated into the mitigation measure.

Distribution: (see below)
No Comments provided
Comments noted below

Comments provided in separate letter

COMMENTS:

Retumn to: Ramon A. Montano
Monterey County Planning and Bmldmg Inspection Dept.
' 168 West Alisal St, 2" Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

From: Agency Name:
Contact Person:
Phone Number:

DISTRIBUTION
County Clerk’s Office
Planning and Building Inspection Department
Camel Valley Fire Protection District
Public Works Department
Parks Department
Environmental Health Division
‘Water Resources Agency
Housing and Redevelopment
County Counsel
10.  Applicant’s Representative Mark A. Blum
11.  Margaret Robbins
12.  Property Owner Mr. John Krasznekewicz

WO NAUL A WL

C:\My Documents\Environmental Review\Notices\NOI generic.doc
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MONTEREY COUNTY

PLANNING & BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTMENT
168 West Alisal St. 2™ Floor, Salinas, CA 93901
PHONE: (831) 755-5025  FAX: (831) 755-9516

INITIAL STUDY

A BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Project Title: Krasznekewicz Minor Subdivision

File No.: PLN050193

- Project Location: Carmel] Valley

Name of Property Owner: John and Sarah Krasznekewicz

Name of Applicant: John Krasznekewicz

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 169-03 1-019-000

Acreage of Property: 50 acres

General Plan Designation: Low Density Residential 2.5 Acres per Unit

Zoning District: “LDR/B-6-D-S” or Low Density Residential, with Building
Site Review, Design Control and Site Plan Review Overlays.

Lead Agency: Monterey County Planning Department

Prepared By: Ramon A. Montano

Date Prepared: September 6, 2006

Contact Person: Ramon A. Montano Project Planner

Phone Number: (831) 755-5169

PLN050193 Krasznekewicz Initial Study Page 1



II. DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. Project Description:
The project consists of a:

e A Minor Subdivision Tentative Parcel Map allowing the division of an existing 50-acre
parcel into two parcels of 6.7 and 43.3 acres, respectively and would separate the existing
dwellings into separate parcels. No additional building sites or site improvements shall be
required or are included as part of this proposal.

» Zoning reclassification to remove the “B-6" zoning overlay from the property’s “LDR/B-
6-D-S”(Low Density Residential, Building Site, Design Review and Site Plan Review
overlay zoning designation).

B. Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses:

The subject property is located in mid-Carmel Valley north of Camel Valley Road across from
Meadows Road within the area of Carmel Valley Master Plan. The property is 50 acres and is
sparsely covered with native grasses and coast live oaks. The property is mostly undeveloped and
approximately 25 acres of the total 50 acres is significantly constrained by areas in excess of
30%. During Project Review, no environmentally sensitive habitat or plant and animal species
were identified in the Greater Monterey Inventory and Analysis or the Counties Geographical
Information systems Maps. Therefore an on site biological report was not required because no
development effecting physical changes to the site are proposed as part of the project that would
result in new potentially significant impacts.

The subject parcels Land Use Designation is low density residential with a 2.5 acre minimum.
The property is zoned “LDR/B-6-D-S” or Low density Residential, Building Site District, Design
District and Site Plan Review Overlays. The majority of the surrounding land uses or zoning
designations are designated for residential uses, ranging from low density residential (LDR) with
a minimum lot size of one acre to LDR with a minimum lot size of 2.5 acres per unit. ... The
subject 50 acre parcel currently maintains a B-6 zoning overlay which limits the property to its
current size by not allowing any further subdivision therefore, a zoning reclassification to remove
the B-6 overlay is required -to allow the subdivision. If approved the resulting combined
allowable density under the General Plans current land use designations would result parcels with
a combined density of up to 9 additional units. This calculation is based on the current land use
designation of 2.5 acres per unit and slope density calculation.

PLN050193 Krasznekewicz Initial Study Page 2
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III. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS

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

General Plan/Area Plan 1% Air Quality Mgmt. Plan O
Specific Plan | ] Airport Land Use Plans O
Water Quality Control Plan - O Local Coastal Program-LUP O

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND
DETERMINATION

A. FACTORS

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

PLN050193 Krasznekewiczg Initial Study Page 3



| EI Aesthetit:s | El Agnculture Resources - .El A1r Quahty
0 Biologicai Resources O Cultural Resources : EI Geology/Soﬂs -
4] Hazards/Hazardous Materials O I—Iydrology/W ater Quality ' Land Use/Planning
O Mineral Ressources O Noise ' _ o ‘Population/Housing
. o ,

O Public Services Recreation M - Transportation/Traffic

i -Utiiities/Service Systems-

Some proposed apphcatrons that :areg not exempt from CEQA review may have httle or no
potential for adverse environmental 1mpact rélatéd to most of the topics in the Environmental
Checklist; and/or potent1a1 1mpacts may. involve only a feW limited subJ ect areas. These types of
pIOJects are generally minor in scope,. located in a non—sens1t1ve env1ronment and ‘are easily
identifiable and without public controversy For, the envrronmental issué areas where there is 1o
potentlal for significant environmental 1mpact (and not checked above) the followmg finding can
be‘inade using the pl‘O_] ject descnptlon envnonmental settrng, or other mformatlon as supportmg
%‘ev1dence . I R oo L T

O Check here 1f this finding is not appiicable

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

EVIDENCE: _ :
The environmental factors listed above have been reviewed in light of the current

proposed Minor Subdivision and Zoning reclassification. It has been determined
that the proposed Minor Subdivision and zoning reclassification will not have a
significant effect on the environment because no physical changes are proposed as
part of this application. Staff has analyzed the proposed subdivision and finds that
because each parcel will contain one existing residential unit no new impacts
associated with changes to the land or additional traffic will be created. The
properties are restricted from further subdivision and have been condition to limit
the potential development

B. DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

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

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

1 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is

required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

[1 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and
(b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the

proposed proj ect, nothing further is required.

S T 206

Slgnature Date
QH\N\@\) Q N\OMU}/\)O Q&s{gf m+9&~we/\
Printed Name Title

V. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

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

project-specific screening analysis).

2) All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as

well as operational impacts.

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" 1s
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an

EIR is required.
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"Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies
where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially
Significant Impact" to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be
cross-referenced).

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

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant
to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

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

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

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

The explanation of each issue should identify:

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

PLN050193 Krasznekewicz Initial Study ' Page 6
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V1 ENVIR ONMEN TAL CHECKLIST

1. AESTHETICS Less Than
: Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: . . Jmpact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [l D O
(Source: )
'b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but [___] - [ v
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Source: )
'¢)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or O o O |
quality of the site and its surroundings? (Source: )
d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which E] O

would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
 area? (Source: ) ,

Discussion/Conclusion:
The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical

changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections I. (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

In determinirig: whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With - Less Than
’ o ' Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Jmpact Jmpact
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or . | O | |

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? (Source: *)

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a | [ | M
Williamson Act contract? (Source: ) _

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment [l d o M
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
(Source: )
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Discussion/Conclusion: :

The project- does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical
changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections . (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section’ IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

3. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. '

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
2) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the O O O ™
applicable air quality plan? (Source: ) ‘
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 4 | / O O M
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation? (Source: )
c¢) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of O O O |
.any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for .
ozone precursors)? (Source: )
d) Result in significant construction-related air quality , O O | M
" impacts? (Source: )
e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant O | O 4|
concentrations? (Source: )
f)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial [ [} o - M

number of people? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:

The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical
changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections I (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).
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4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Less Than
Mitigation Significant
Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a)

b)

d)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source: )

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat
or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish
and Wildlife Service? (Source: )

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? (Source: )

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery

sites? (Source: )

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (Source: )

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (Source: ) o

Discussion/Conclusion:

O

| O

M

The property is 50 acres in size and sparsely covered with native grasses and coast live oaks. The
property is mostly undeveloped and approximately 25 acres of the total 50 acres are significantly
constrained by slopes in excess of 30%. During project review, no environmentally sensitive
habitat or plant and animal species were identified per the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan
Inventory and ‘Analysis and the County’s geographical information systems maps. Therefore an
on site biological report was not required because no development is proposed as part of the

project which would result in new potentially significant impacts.

PLN050193 Krasznekewicz Initial Study
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
. Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
‘Would the project: Tmpact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of []A O O |
a historical resource as defined in 15064.5? (Source: )
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of d [ - O %]
an archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5?
(Source: )
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological [ | | 2
resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Source: ) '
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 1 3 | M

outside of formal cemeteries? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:

The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical
changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project Description), B (Envzronmem‘al Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Tmpact Impact
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of 2 known earthquake fault, as delineated [ || O ¥
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? (Source: ) Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Source: ) O O El %]
iif) Seismic-related ground failure, including | O O %)
liquefaction? (Source: )
iv) Landslides? (Source: ) (] O O M
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? O ['_'I O M
(Source: )
PLN050193 Krasznekewiczy Initial Study Page 10
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6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
¢) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or O || | ™
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (Source:
)
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B O | ] %)
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property? (Source: )
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of Od O |

septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:
The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical

changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS . Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than

Significant =~ Mitigation  Significant  No
Impact Incorporated Impact = Impact

O |

Would the pi‘dject:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 O
environment through the routine transport, use, or "
disposal of hazardous materials? (Source: )

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the O || [l
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and : '
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

. materials into the environment? (Source: )

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or | O N
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
(Source: )

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of O , O | %]
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to '
Govemment Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (Source: ) '

i
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injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion: ,
The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical
changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project. Description), B (Environmental Setting) -and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than
- Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, | . O %]
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area? (Source: )
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, O O O M
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (Source: )
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an D d O M
adopted emergency Tesponse plan or emergency :
evacuation plan? (Source: )
'h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, | [_'_1 | M

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the project: -

a)

b)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements? (Source: )

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)? .
(Source: )

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream of river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
(Source: )

PLN050193 Krasznekewicy Initial Study

Less Than
Significant
Potentially © With Less Than
Significant = Mitigation Significant No
Tmpact Incorporated Impact Impact
O 1 O |
O O O |
O O O |
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8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than
' Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant = Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the | || ] M
site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff m a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site? (Source: )
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed d O | )
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? (Source: )
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? (Source: |} N O M
)
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as O || ] M
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood :
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map? (Source: )
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures O O O v
which would impede or redirect flood flows? (Source:
)
i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, || O [ %]
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (Source: )
O O 4}

i)  Imundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Source: ) a

Discussion/Conclusion:

The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical
changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections 1. (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

PLN050193 Krasznekewicz Initial Study

9. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
: Significant  Mitigation  Significant No
‘Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established commumity? (Source: ) 0 O [ M
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or | | M O
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? (Source: )
Page 13
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9. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Tmpact
c¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or |l | | M

natural community conservation plan? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:

The subject parcel is located in the Mid Valley area of Carmel Valley. The parcel and
surrounding properties are designated as Low Density Residential with a 2.5 acre minimum lot
size. According to the zoning map the property is zoned “LDR/B-6-D-S” or Low density
Residential, with Building Site, Design Review and Site Plan Review overlay districts. The “B-
6” overlay limits the property to its current size and therefore a zoning reclassification to remove
the B-6 overlay is required to allow the subdivision. During project review, staff found that the
“B-6” overlay was applied to the subject parcel in error. This conclusion is supported by review
of County records, i.e. zoninig maps and recorded land use activities on the parcel preceding the
current project.

The subject parcel was once part of a larger property within the James Meadows Tract, and was a
part of two previous applications for standard subdivisions. The first was Villas Carmel Del
Pacifico subdivision which was not approved; the second was La Questa standard subdivision
which was approved by the Board of Supervisors. The conditions of approval of this subdivision
included a reclassification of the property to the “R-1-B-6-O” zoning classification; however the
final map for this subdivision was not recorded and the reclassification never took place. The
zoning maps indicate that the property was zoned “K-G-J-B-4” until 1993. The County rezoned
the entire area of the Carmel Valley Master Plan in that year to reflect the land use designations
of the General Plan. The new zoning map included the “B-6 designation for the subject parcel.
However, the overall zoning of the area within the Carmel Valley Master Plan did not include the
application of the “B-6” overlay to any parcel; this designation is only applied specifically on a
case by case basis through the review of subdivision proposals to limit further subdivision of
property. Therefore, staff can only conclude that the “B-6 overlay was applied to the property yis)
error. Regardless of the mapping error, from a technical stand point a zoning reclassification is
necessary to remove the “B-6” overlay and to correct the error. The reclassification to remove the
overlay would not result in any potentially significant impacts (See Section 15 below for
additional discussion)..

"‘PLN050193 Krasznekewicg Initial Study Page 14
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10. MINERAL RESOURCES Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
‘Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral | a ] M
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state? (Source: )
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 0o | | |

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
(Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:
The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical

changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project Description), B (Envirommental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

11. NOISE Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Jmpact Incorporated Impact Tmpact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in O O O %)
" excess of standards established in the local general plan -
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies? (Source: )

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive O O O |
ground-bormne vibration or ground-borne noise levels?
(Source: )

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise ' ] | |
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
" without the project? (Source: ) :

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient [ | d
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? (Source: )

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, O || |l ™
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the
projéct area to excessive noise levels? (Source: )

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, . | lj.' O |
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels? (Source: )
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Discussion/Conclusion:

The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical
changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project Description), B (Envzronmem‘al Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than
Significant
~ Potentially With Less Than
- Significant = Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact = Tropact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either d [N O %)

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? (Source: )

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, ' O O mp %]
necessitating the construction of replacerment housing '
elsewhere? (Source: ) :

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating O O | |
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
(Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:

The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physwal
changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

13. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
f _ Significant =~ Mitigation = Significant No
‘Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection? (Source: ) m} O O %}
b) Police protection? (Source: ) O O O 4]
c) Schools? (Source: ) O [ I:] 1|
d) Parks? (Source: ) O | | M
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13. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No

Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

e) Other public facilities? (Source: ) O [ | %]

Discussion/Conclusion:
The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical

changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

14. RECREATION Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than ,
Significant =~ Mitigation = Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Tmpact Impact

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional O ‘ ] | |
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated? (Source: )

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require O N O |
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:
The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical

changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections I. A (Project Description) and B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. A
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan).

15.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC ’ Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Tmpact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in [ ™ | %

1elation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in

. either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity
ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? {Source:

)

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 1 ] O |
service standard established by the county congestion '
management agency for designated roads or highways?
(Source: )
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15, TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
: Significant ~ Mitigation. Significant No

Would the project: Jmpact Incorporated Tmpact Impact
c¢) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either | O |} %]

an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that

results in substantial safety risks? (Source: )
d) Substantially incréase hazards due to a design feature [l | N M

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or :

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Source: )
) Result in inadequate emergency access? (Source: ) [ O [ |
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? (Source: ) [ M ™ M
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 1| O O )

supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts
bicycle racks)? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion:

The project as proposed would not result in any direct impacts to traffic. However, the project
does carry the potential for indirect impact as a result of the subdivision because the generation
of any new traffic resulting from potential development of additional residential units including
caretaker units & senior citizen units, would have a cumulatively significant effect on sections of
Carmel Valley Road and Highway 1.

The Board of Supervisors has adopted certain policy related to new residential and commercial
subdivisions in the area of the Carmel Valley Master Plan. This policy is contained in Board of
Supervisors Resolution No. 02-024 (Exhibit 3). Section C of the resolution states “Additional
units resulting from new residential and commercial subdivisions in the Carmel Valley Master
Plan Area would foreseeably increase daily traffic on already deficient sections of State Highway
1 and Carmel Valley Road.” The policy was adopted following the provisions of Policy No.
39.3.2.1 of the Carmel Valley Master Plan which provides that development having the potential
for significant traffic impacts on levels of service, be deferred in the event that certain threshold
volumes are reached in twelve segments of Carmel Valley Road. These thresholds have been
reached according to a report from the Department of Public Works dated December 11, 2001.

Staff from the planming department and the department of Public works have reviewed the
subject apphcatlon in view of the policy mentioned above. Staffhas determined that because the
proposed project would merely separate existing residential units into separate parcels, it would
not result in any direct addition of new vehicular traffic to Carmel Valley road & Highway 1.
However, the resulting parcels would have the potential for development of additional single-
family dwellings as well as caretakers units and senior citizen units resulting in the generation of
additional vehicular traffic that would further deteriorate the levels of service, contrary to the
policies of the Carmel Valley Master Plan and the related Board policy mentioned above This
would be a potentially significant impact.
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Conclusion:
The proposed project would not result in a direct impact to traffic service levels along Carmel

Valley Road or Highway 1. However, as stated above and in section VII (Mandatory Findings of
Significance,) the project would result in potentially significant cumulative impacts generated by
potential additional traffic which would result from development of additional residential units.
These impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level through the mitigation measure

recommended under section VIL

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS Less Than
, Significant

Potentially With Less Than
Significant  Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the ' || 1 O A
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
(Source: )

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or || a |
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing '
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? (Source: )

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water O O N %)
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (Source: )

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or are
new or expanded entitlements needed? (Source: )

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment | O
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments? (Source: )

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity O |
to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal
needs? (Source: )

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 1 O |
regulations related to solid waste? (Source: )

Discussion/Conclusion: .
The project does not include any new development therefore; it will not result in any physical

changes to the site that would result in any new potential environmental impacts. See previous
Sections II. (A) (Project Description), B (Environmental Setting) and Section IV. (A)
(Environmental Factors Potentially Affected), as well as issue specific, referenced, county
resources, (Monterey County General Plan, Carmel Valley Master Plan). :
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VII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

NOTE: If there are significant environmental impacts which cannot be mitigated and no feasible project alternatives
are available, then complete the mandatory findings of significance and attach to this initial study as an appendix.
This is the first step for starting the environmental impact report (EIR) process.

Less Than
Significant ‘
Potentially With Less Than
Does the project: Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Tmpact Incorporated Tmpact Impact

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the | | O |
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
(Source: )

b) Have impacts that are individnally limited, but O M O O
cumulatively considerable? (Source: ) ("Cumulatively ’
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)? (Source: )

¢) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial I O ' O %]
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly? (Source: )

Discussion/impact:
The proposed Minor Subdivision does not effect items a) or ¢) as prev1ously discussed in section
IV A of this document.

The two resulting parcels from the proposed minor subdivision would have the potential for

" development of 9 additional residential units and additional caretaker or senior citizen units. This
calculation is based on the current land use designation of 2.5 acres per unit and slope density
calculation formula contained in policy No. 36.0.04 of the General Plan. Therefore, because the
property has the potential for additional residential units, staff has identified this as a potential for
cumulative impact associated with the cumulative traffic impacts and current levels of service on
Highway 1 and Carmel Valley Road. :

Conclusion:

The potential for additional trips generated from potential additional residential development is
considered a significant impact. Therefore, in order to mitigate the potential significant impact a
restriction will be placed on the properties to not allow dev elopement of any additional residential
units, caretaker units or semior citizen units. Until capacity-increasing improvements to state
Highway 1 are built and new general plan/area plan policies related to the Level of Service on
Carmel Valley Road that would allow additional vehicular traffic from such units without further
decreasing the traffic levels of service. :
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Mitigation Measure:

1.0 A Deed restriction shall be placed on the subject properties to not allow any additional

residential units, caretaker units or senior citizen units until the construction of capacity-
increasing improvements on Carmel Valley Road and State Highway 1 and the adoption of
General Plan/Master Plan policies relating to the Level of Service on Carmel Valley Road
that would allow additional vehicular traffic from such units without further decreasing the

traffic levels of service.

VIII. FISH AND GAME ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES

Assessment of Fee:
For purposes of implementing Section 753.5 of Title 14, California Code of Regulations: If based

" on the record as a whole, the Planner determines that implementation of the project described

herein, will result in changes to resources A-G listed below, then a Fish and Game Document

“Filing Fee must be assessed. Based upon analysis using the criteria A-G, and information

contained in the record, state conclusions with evidence below.

A) Riparian land, rivers, streams, water courses, and wetlands under state and federal
jurisdiction. :

B) Native and non—natlve plant life and the soil required to sustain habitat for fish and
wildlife;

C) Rare and unique plant life and ecological communities dependent on plant life, and;

D)  Listed threatened and endangered plant and animals and the habitat in which they -
are believed to reside.

E) All species of plant or amimals listed as protected or 1dent1ﬁed for special
management in the Fish and Game Code, the Public Resources Code, and the Water
Code, or regulations adopted thereunder.

F) All marine terrestrial species subject to the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish
and Game and the ecological communities in which they reside.

Q) All air and water resources the degradation of which will individually or
cumulatively result in the loss of b1010g10a1 diversity among plants and animals

residing in air or water.

‘'De minimis Fee Exemption: For purposes of implementing Section 753.5 of the California Code

of Regulations: A De Minimis Exemption may be granted to the Environmental Document Fee if
there is substantial evidence, based on the record as a whole, that there will not be changes to the
above named resources V. A-G caused by implementation of the project. Using the above criteria,
state conclusions with evidence below, and follow Planning and Building Inceptions Department

Procedures for filing a de minimis exemption.
Conclusion: The project (will/will not) be required to pay the fee.

Based upon staffs analysis of the information contained in the record and a site visit
it has determined that the project as proposed will not effect any resources found in

criteria A-G listed above.

Evidence:
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IX. REFERENCES

A) Project Application/Plans

B) Carmel Valley Master Plan FIR (Keith Higgins Trafﬂb Repoft)
- C) Monterey County General Plan

D) Carmel Valley Master Plan

E) The 2004 Transportation Agency. of Monterey County (TAMC), Project Study Report
(PSR) . v .

F) Research conducted by staff in the records contained in the following files corroborating
~ the erroneous placement of the B-6 zoning on the subject property:

La Questa Subdivision File SB
Minor Subdivision MS 83-08
Lot Line Adjustment file, LLA90-16

County records relating to building permits planning files and maps relating of
subsequent zonings; and personal references from staff present during the processing of
Board action rezoning the areas listed in the County Zoning reclassification per resolution
93-111

X. EXHIBITS

1. Vicinity Map
2. Tentative Map
3. Board of Supervisors Resolution NO. 02-024
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- EXHIBIT3
'TO THE INITIAL STUDY

Before the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Monterey, State of California

RESOLUTION NO, _02-024

A Resolution of the Monteray County Board of )
-Supetvisors Providing Policy Direction 1o Staf )
and Guidance to the Planning Commission to )
Disapprove Subdivisions Proposed )
in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area.......... )

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FINDS, DETERMINES AND DECLARES AS FOLLOWS:

A Policy 39.1.6 of the Carme] Valley Master Plan provides for fimiting development in the
Plan area pending the commencement of construction of # capacity improvement to State Highway |
known as the Hatton Canyon Freeway. On March 24, 1999, the Transportation Agency for Monterey
County removed funding for the Hatton Canyon Freeway from the Regional Transportation
Improvement Program, and on June 7, 1999, the California Transportation Commmission similarly
removed fimding for that project from the State Transportation Improvement Program At this time,
the California Department of Transportation has not developed an alternative project to increase
capacity on State Highway 1 in the area of Carmel-by -the Seg; and
P
B.  Policy39.32.1 of the Carmel Valley Master Plan calls for semiannual monitoring of
traffic volumes on twelve segments of Carnel Valley Road. In the event that certain threshold volumes
are reached in any of the twelve road segments, Policy 39.3.2.1 provides for the deferral of development
having the potential for significant traffic impacts and effects on Leve] of Service, umil appropriate
measures to improve Level of Service are identified and stndied. In a report to the Board of
Supervisors on December 11, 2001, the Department of Public Works has indicared that critical traffic
volume thresholds have been reached in Segments 3 (Ford Road to Laureles Grade Road) and 7
(Schulte Road ta Rancho San Carlos Road) of Carmel Valley Road; and

C. Additional units resulring from new residential and commercial subdivisions in the
Carmel Valley Master Plan area would foreseeably increase daily traffic on already deficient segments of
Stare Highway 1.and Canmel Valley Road; and :

D.  Toavoid foreseeable adverse impacts to Level of Service on State Highway 1 and
Carmel Valley Road, and to ensure compliance with Policies 39.1.6 and 39.3.2.1 of the Carmpcl Valley
Master Plan, the Board of Supervisars desires to provide direction to staff and guidance to the Planming
Commission regarding the creation of additiona] parcels in the Carmel Valley Master Plan area.




NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1L Tt is the policy of the Board of Supervisers that residential and commereial subdivisions
proposed in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Ares be denied, pending the construstion of left tum
packets an Segments 6 and 7 of Carmel Valley Road (from Robinson Canyen Road to Rancho San
Carlos Road), the construction of capacity-incroasing improvements to State Highway 1 between its
intersections with Carme! Valley Road and Morse Drive, and the adoption of updated General _

. Flen/Magier Plan policies relaring to Level of Service on Carmel Valley Road. Residential subdivision
applications submitted befors October 19, 1999 may proceed, so that they may be addressed on their

merits with regard to potential traffic generation and afl other impacts, Applications for subdivision of
any property which has been designated ag & Comprehensive Planned Use area for which a
Comprehensive Development Plan has been actepted by the Board of Supervisors on or before October
13, 1599 may proceed, so that they may be addréssed on their merits with regard to potential traffic

generation and all other impacts,

2. To allow for the planning and implementation of itaprovements to Carmel Valley Road
and State Highway 1, and to allow for the development and consideration of new General Plan
approaches to link growth with infrastructure, this policy is intended to remain in place unil adoption
of an updated General Plan for Monterey Coutty, or such other period as may be extended by future

- Board action.

3. This Resolution extends and angments the existing policy of the Board of Supervisars as
set forth in Resolutions 99-379 and 01-133. As a legislative act relating to the rejection or disapproval
of projects, adoprion of this Resolution is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080(b)(5) and section 15270(a) of Title 14 of the
Californis Code of Regulations (CEQA. Guidelines).

On motion of Supervisor Permycook - , , seconded by Supervisor
Potter » the foregoing resolution is adopted this_22nd day of January 2002,
by the following vote: ' :
AYES: Supetvisor(s) Armenta, Penmycook, Calcagno ,. Johnsen and Porter
NOES: © None
. ABSENT; Fane

L SALLY R.RBED, Cletk of the Board of Sup;:rvisors of the County of Monterey, Staxe of Califmx_iu, hm:!{y certify
that the foregaing is a true copy of an ori ginal resolution of said Boerd of Supervisors duly meade and entered in the minutes
thereof at page__ XEXXXXof Minute Bock __71, o0 _January 22,2002

SALLY R. REER, Clerk of the: Board of Supervisors,

Countyf of Mamserey, State oiﬁ/ ifornia ’K
By {MA’L// S A
eputy Barba?fa f) Graut

Dated: January 29, 2002
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MONTEREY COUNTY
PLANNING AND BUILDING 2

(Y P00 BOX 1208 RALINKS, CALIFGRIIA 902 PLANKING: ¢
(T} MORTEREY COURTHGUSE, 1200 AGUAJLTD ROAD.

June 17, 1997

Todd D, Bessire, Esq. o
Anthony Lombardo & Associates
450 Lincoln Ave,, Ste. 100

Salinas, CA 93901 3

RE:  Bohlman (169-031-019-000 and 169-031-040-000)

Dear Mr, Bessire:

RECD 1 1% 1697 -

PECTION DEPARTMENT

n&narmxnunewwnumn ERX (4087 7385907
, CALIPORNGA, SD040 (40) S4Y-TEES FAX [008) 79577

This will confirm that vor bFfice will scoept a suwmsxon appﬁcahm mvalviug the a”mve o

referenced property.’
Sincersly,

A
awl V. Tran
A&wda&iﬂyuwx

-6 Wes Arvig
Nick Chindos

FESYIRT LI 6-17-57FAL MEFCH]

wk TOTARL

FRGE. BB %
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— EXHBITH

Before the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Monterey, State of California

RESOLUTION NO. _02-024

A Resolution of the Monterey County Board of

and Guidance to the Planning Commission to
Disapprove Subdivisions Proposed
in the Carmel Valley Master Plan Area . ... ... ... )

)

‘Supervisors Providing Policy Direction to Staff )
)

)

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS FINDS, DETERMINES AND DECLARES AS FOLLOWS:

A, Policy 39.1.6 of the Carmel Valley Master Plan provides for limiting development in the
Plan area pending the commencement of construction of a capacity improvement to State Highway 1
known as the Hatton Canyon Freeway. On March 24, 1999, the Transportation Agency for Monterey
County removed funding for the Hatton Canyon Freeway from the Regional Transportation
Improvement Program, and on June 7, 1999, the California Transportation Commission similarly
removed funding for that project from the State Transportation Improvement Program. At this time,
the California Department of Transportarion has not developed an alternative project to increase
capacity on State Highway 1 in the area of Carmel-by -the Ses; and

B.  Policy 39.3.2.1 of the Carme! Valley Master Plan calls for semiannual monitoring of
traffic volumes on twelve segments of Carmel Valley Road. In the event that certain threshold volumes
are reached in any of the twelve road segments, Policy 39.3.2.1 provides for the deferral of development
having the potential for significant traffic impacts and effects on Level of Service, umtil appropriate
measures 1o improve Level of Service are identified and studied. In a report to the Board of
Supervisors on December 11, 2001, the Department of Public Works has indicated that critical traffic
volume thresholds have been reached in Segments 3 (Ford Road to Laureles Grade Road) and 7
(Schuite Road to Rancho San Carlos Road) of Carmel Valley Road; and

C. Additional units resulting from new residential and commercial subdivisions in the
Carmel Valley Master Plan area would foreseeably increase daily traffic on already deficient segments of
State Highway 1.and Carmel Valley Road; and .

D. Ta avoid foreseeable adverse impacts to Level of Service on State Highway 1 and
Carmel Valley Road, and to ensure compliance with Policies 39.1.6 and 39.3.2.1 of the Carmel Valley
Master Plan, the Board of Supervisors desires to provide direction to staff and guidance to the Planning
Comumission regarding the creation of additional parcels in the Carmel Valley Master Plan area.




NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

L Tt is the policy of the Board of Supervisors that residential and commereial subdivisions
proposed in the Carme] Valley Master Plan Area be denied, pending the construction of left turn
pockets on Segments 6 and 7 of Carmel Valley Road (from Robinson Canyon Road to Rancho San
Carlos Road), the construction of capacity-increasing improvements to State Highway 1 between its
wmtersections with Carmel Valley Road and Morse Drive, and the adoption of updated General
. Plan/Master Plan policies relaring to Level of Service an, Carmel Va]ley Road ‘Residential subdivision

applications submitted before October 19, 1999 may proceed, 50 that they may be addressed on their
merits with regard to potential traffic generation and all other impacts. Applications for subdivision of
any property which has been designated as a Comprehensive Planned Use area for which a
Comprehensive Development Plan has been accepted by the Board of Supervisors on or before October
13, 1999 may proceed, so that they may be addréssed on their merits with regard to potential traffic
generation and all other impacts,

2. To allow for the planning and implementation of improvements to Carmel Valley Road
and State Highway 1, and to allow for the development and consideration of new General Plan
approaches to link growth with infrastructure, this policy is intended to remain in place until adoption
of an updated General Plan for Monterey County, or such other period as may be extended by fumre
Board action.

3. This Resolution extends and augments the existing policy of the Board of Supervisors as
set forth in Resolutions 99-379 and 01-133, As a legislative act relating to the rejection or disapproval
of projects, adoption of this Resolution is statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080(b)(5) and section 15270(a) of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations (CEQA. Guidelines).

On motion of Supervisor __Pennycogk. _, seconded by Supervisor
Potter » the foregoing resolution is adopted thos 22nd day of January 2002,
by the following vote: ' ' |
[
AYES: Supervisor(s) Armenta, Pemnycook; Calcagno, Johnsen and Porter
NOES: Nomne ‘l

. ABSENT: None

I, SALLY R. REED, Clerk of the Board of Supervisers of the Connty of Monterey, State of California, hereby certify
that the foregoing is a true copy of an originel resolution of said Board of Supervisors duly made and entered in the minutes
thereof at page_ XXXXXXof Minute Book _ 71 ,on _January 22,2002

SALLY, R. REED, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors,

Countyjof Monterey, Staie of | j ifornia ,(‘
, s

Dated: January 29, 2002
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