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1.0 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION 

The County of Monterey, acting as the lead agency, determined that the proposed Paraiso 

Springs Resort (hereinafter “proposed project”) may result in significant adverse environmental 

effects as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 

15064. Therefore, the County of Monterey had a draft environmental impact report (DEIR) 

prepared to evaluate the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts of the project. 

The DEIR was circulated for public comment between July 15, 2013 and October 4, 2013. 

Monterey County received 29 comment letters. After the close of the public comment period, 

Monterey County staff determined it was necessary to add significant new information to the 

DEIR, specifically to the aesthetics and visual resources, biological resources, cultural and 

historic resources, hydrology and water quality, and noise sections of the DEIR, as well as to 

evaluate additional alternatives to the proposed project.  In addition, staff determined that new 

sections on climate change and energy would also be added.  

A recirculated draft EIR was prepared for the proposed Paraiso Springs Resort Development, 

circulated for public review between Wednesday, February 28, 2018 and Thursday, April 26, 

2018, and public comment was received. In response to comments received on the 2018 

recirculated draft EIR (2018 RDEIR), the County, as Lead Agency, recirculated portions of the 

draft EIR (2019 RDEIR). The 2019 RDEIR included significant new information related to 

aesthetics and visual resources (revised chapter), hazards and hazardous materials (revised 

sections), a new project alternative, miscellaneous edits to the 2018 RDEIR, and appendices 

(2019 RDEIR Section 1, Introduction). The 2019 RDEIR was circulated for public review 

between June 7, 2019 and July 9, 2019, and public comment was received. A shortened review 

period was granted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15105(d) after the Clearinghouse 

determined the 2019 RDEIR met the requirements of CEQA Appendix K. CEQA Guidelines 

section 15200 indicates that the purposes of the public review process include sharing expertise, 

disclosing agency analysis, checking for accuracy, detecting omissions, discovering public 

concerns, and soliciting counter proposals.    

This final environmental impact report (FEIR) has been prepared to address comments received 

during the 2018 and 2019 public review periods and, together with the 2018 RDEIR, as 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

amended by the 2019 RDEIR, constitutes the complete Paraiso Springs Resort EIR. The final 

environmental impact report dated March 14, 2019 is superseded by this final environmental 

impact report. The County is responding to public comments submitted on the recirculated draft 

EIRs pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(f)(1). This FEIR is organized into the 

following sections: 

 Section 1 contains an introduction to the FEIR.

 Section 2 contains written comments on the RDEIR, as well as the responses to those

comments.

 Section 3 contains a revised summary of the RDEIR, identifying the changes in the

impacts and mitigation measures resulting from comments on the RDEIR. One mitigation

measure (MM 3.8-9) was added to the summary; the text had been included in the

RDEIR, but inadvertently left out of the RDEIR summary.

 Section 4 contains the revisions to the text of the 2018 RDEIR, as amended by the 2019

RDEIR, resulting from comments on the 2018 and 2019 RDEIRs.

 Section 5 contains the mitigation monitoring and reporting program.

 Section 6 is an appendix that contains additional technical information.
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Paraiso Springs Resort Final EIR 

County of Monterey 

2.0 
Comments on the Draft EIR 

2.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
CEQA Guidelines section 15132(c) requires that the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) 
contain a list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that have commented on the draft 
EIR. A list of the correspondence received during the public review period is presented below. 

CEQA Guidelines sections 15132(b) and 15132(d) require that the FEIR contain the comments that 
raise significant environmental points in the review and consultation process, and written 
response to those comments be provided. A copy of each comment letter or other form of 
correspondence received during the public review period is provided. The number of each letter 
is included at the top of the first page of each letter. Numbers inserted along the margin of each 
comment letter identify individual comments for which a response is provided. Responses 
corresponding to the numbered comments are presented immediately following each letter. 

Where required, revisions have been made to the text or graphics of the Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR). Comments that trigger changes to the RDEIR are so noted 
as part of the response. Revisions to the RDEIR are included in Section 4.0, Changes to the 
Recirculated Draft EIR. 

2.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE RDEIR AND RESPONSES 
TO COMMENTS 

The following written correspondence that included comments on the 2018 RDEIR was received 
during the public review period on the 2018 RDEIR, and responses are provided: 

1. Louise Miranda Ramirez, Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation (April 12, 2018)

2. Carlene Bell, the Soledad Mission Board (April 16, 2018)

3. Charles DeWeese (April 18, 2018)

4. Graig Stephens, Soledad Historical Society (April 18, 2018)

5. Judy & Frank Berti and Joe & Misty Panziera (April 24, 2018)

6. Judy Berti (April 25, 2018)

7. Lois Panziera (April 25, 2018)

8. Cynthia Pura (April 25, 2018)
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9. Yvette & Dennis Blomquist (April 25, 2018)

10. John Farrow on behalf of LandWatch Monterey County (April 25, 2018)

11. Victor & Shayna Selby (April 25, 2018)

12. Alex J Lorca, Fenton & Keller (April 26, 2018)

13. Darren McBain, LAFCO (April 26, 2018)

14. James McCord, Alliance of Monterey Area Preservationists (April 26, 2018)

15. Hanna Muegge, Monterey Bay Air Resources District (April 26, 2018)

16. Donna Galletti, Monterey County Sheriff’s Office (April 30, 2018)

17. City of Soledad (May 17, 2018)

Submitted substantially past the 2018 RDEIR public circulation period

18. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (undated, but received on February
6, 2019)

Comments submitted for June 2019 Recirculated Portions of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report: 

19. Alex Lorca, Fenton & Keller (July 5, 2019)

20. Michael DeLapa, LandWatch Monterey County (July 5, 2019)

21. Lois Panziera (July 9, 2019)

22. California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (July 8, 2019)

23. California Department of Justice (July 9, 2019)

24. California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (July 9, 2019)

Please note that response information related to Paraiso Springs Road right-of-way is found after 
the Master Responses.  

Also note that references to the RDEIR generally refer to the 2018 document and the County 
generally tried to distinguish specific references to the 2019 RDEIR, which only recirculated 
portions of the EIR. However, the County may not have accurately captured all those occurrences. 
In addition, the 2018 RDEIR and 2019 RDEIR are commonly referred to as the RDEIR or the EIR. 

Please also note that additional response information is found after the Responses to Letter 10. 

1) Todd Groundwater, the applicant’s hydrogeologist, provided a set of responses and
technical information dated August 7, 2018. The County and Monterey County Water
Resources Agency have independently reviewed the information contained in these Todd
Groundwater responses and concur with the conclusions. County responses to comments
will, where applicable, include reference to the information in those responses, which are
identified by assigning BHgl and the corresponding number, such as BHgl-2, to the
comment and response by Todd Groundwater. Those responses are included as part of the
County’s response to that comment and reflect the County’s independent judgment and
analysis. Responses provided by Todd Groundwater numbered BHgl-31, -34, -35 and -36
have been modified by County staff expert in the field.9 of 1030
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Michael Baker International, under contract to the County, provided technical information related 
to potential lighting impacts. This information is included in 2019 RDEIR Appendix 3, is 
incorporated by reference as part of the County’s response to comments, and reflects the County’s 
independent judgment and analysis. 
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Master Responses 

 
Master Response 1: Comment Related to Non-CEQA Concerns 
Eighteen comment letters were submitted to the County during (or after) the public comment 
period pertaining to the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR). Many 
comments within the letters do not provide a comment on the RDEIR, but on the project itself. All 
letters will be provided to the decision-making body, which will consider those comments as part 
of their deliberations on the project, including whether required findings can be made in light of 
such comments.   
  
Direct and indirect impacts of the project on the environment, as well as potential cumulative and 
growth-inducing impacts on the physical environment have been analyzed as part of the 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, and this Final EIR responds to the environmental 
issues raised by the comments. 
 

Master Response 2: Historic Structure - Demolition Penalty 
The RDEIR addresses the potential effects on cultural resources primarily in RDEIR Chapters 3.5 
and 4.0. A discussion on the site’s history is included in section 3.5.2. RDEIR Table 3.5-1 
describes a “significance conclusion” for each of the structures extant on the property in 2003. 
RDEIR section 3.5.3 discusses the regulatory background for cultural resources and section 3.5.4 
describes the significance thresholds and an analysis of potential impacts. Mitigation Measures 3.5-
1a through 3.5-1d will ensure that the history of the removed historic structures, and the site’s 
history, is documented and provide interpretive opportunities into the future. 

The impact on historic resources has been determined significant and unavoidable as the 
unpermitted removal of nine historic structures cannot meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and cannot be mitigated to a less than significant 
level. Mitigation Measures have been incorporated to ensure that impacts to cultural resources will 
be mitigated to the extent feasible. As noted in technical reports associated with this project, the 
project site was not an eligible historic district or an intact cultural or historic landscape for 
purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (Response to Peer Reviews and Mitigation 
Measures Proposed in the Paraiso Hot Springs RDEIR, Painter Preservation, June 15, 2018, pages 
2 - 3, citing other technical reports prepared for this project and for environmental review; RDEIR 
section 3.5.4, pages 3-155 and 3-156). As stated in Painter 2018, “the intrusion of non-historic 
buildings, structures and landscape features undermined the ability of the property as a whole to 
convey this character,” referring to the historic landscape. 

Some commenters requested that a significant financial penalty be imposed as a deterrent to other 
property owners in the County. It is not the purpose of CEQA to act as a deterrent to the future 
possible destruction of historic structures, or to be punitive; CEQA’s purpose is to provide a means 
of disclosure of potential environmental impacts from an agency’s action and to provide mitigation 
measures, to the extent feasible, for physical environmental effects from projects affecting historic 
structures or property. Current penalties related to this project application have been imposed 
through a doubling of permit application fees, as required by the County Zoning Ordinance to clear 
a zoning violation. The County Code only provides penalties for code enforcement activities and 
does not impose any specific fines for the demolition of historic resources (Monterey County Code 
section 21.84.140, Fees for Retroactive Permit Application, Zoning Ordinance; Monterey County 
Code Chapter 18.25, Preservation of Historic Resources).   
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The demolition of the historic structures is the reason that an Environmental Impact Report was 
required, as no other topic areas were determined to result in significant impacts with mitigation 
(CEQA Guidelines sections 15060, 15063, 15064.5, and 15081 requiring an EIR for significant 
effects on the environment). The County included the removed historic structures in the baseline 
for purposes of determining impacts to historic resources, so that analysis of the project’s potential 
impacts took into consideration the historic structures as if they were extant on the property 
(RDEIR section 3.5.1, page 3-133). For other properties with a historic resource, the potential that 
they would have to prepare an Environmental Impact Report could be a significant deterrent.  

Master Response 3: Historic Structure - Reconstruction  
The RDEIR addresses the potential effects on cultural resources primarily in RDEIR Chapters 3.5 
and 4.0. See discussion in Master Response 2. The impact on historic resources has been 
determined significant and unavoidable, as the unpermitted removal of nine historic structures 
cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. Mitigation Measures have been incorporated to 
ensure that impacts to cultural resources will be mitigated to the extent feasible. 

Reconstruction, even pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior standards, if possible, would not 
reduce the impact on the environment. Once a historic structure is removed, the impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
Reconstruction may not be feasible, even if it were to provide additional mitigation for the impact. 
There is not sufficient information that “documentary and physical evidence to permit accurate 
reconstruction with minimal conjecture,” as required by the Secretary of the Interior for 
reconstruction (Painter Preservation, 2018, page 5). The Secretary of the Interior describes 
reconstruction as the least used of the four treatment standards: 

“Reconstruction has the most limited application because so few resources that are no longer 
extant can be documented to the degree necessary to accurately recreate the property in a 
manner that conveys its appearance at a particular point in history.” (The Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
2017, page 3 at https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/treatment-guidelines-2017.pdf)  

In addition, the cultural or historic landscape from the period of significance does not exist on the 
site, so reconstructing some or all of the historic structures on site would no longer provide the 
historic context or setting (Response to Peer Reviews and Mitigation Measures Proposed in the 
Paraiso Hot Springs RDEIR, Painter Preservation, June 15, 2018).  

See the detailed response in Painter Preservation, 2018, pages 4 through 7, related to their expert 
opinion that reconstruction would not provide additional mitigation for this site. County staff 
concur with the conclusions explained in this document. The Monterey County Historic Resources 
Review Board made the following determinations, as outlined in a Memorandum from County 
Staff (Mike Novo, Management Specialist) to the Historic Resources Review Board for the June 7, 
2018 public hearing: 

Reconstruction, even pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior standards, would not reduce the 
impact on the environment. Once a historic structure is removed, the impact is considered 
significant and unavoidable under the California Environmental Quality Act. Reconstruction, 
if required, would not provide any additional mitigation to the impact of the removal of the 
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nine historic cottages. The package of mitigation measures recommended by staff is sufficient 
to document the resort’s historic importance. 
  
Reconstruction has not been part of a staff recommendation for this site and has not been a 
direction requested by the Historic Resources Review Board at any of the past public 
hearings. (Historic Resources Review Board Resolution No. PLN040183, dated August 2, 
2018; see response to Letter 19, Number 2). 
  
If reconstruction were to be recommended, the project’s historian has determined that 
“documentary and physical evidence to permit accurate reconstruction with minimal 
conjecture” is not available, as required by the Secretary of the Interior. County staff concur 
with this conclusion. 
 

The package of mitigation measures found in Chapter 3.5 is sufficient to document the resort’s 
historic importance and would allow for the historic interpretation of the site. At the August 2, 
2018 Historic Resources Review Board (HRRB) meeting, the HRRB recommended additional 
measures be taken to address the removal of historic resources, which will be provided to the 
decision-making body for consideration and may be adopted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15092: 

1. That the mitigation measures from Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(2018) are included in the project resolution. 

2. Mitigation measures be added to the Final EIR as follows: 
a. A Context Statement for Recreation/Leisure and Tourism Resources shall be 

prepared pursuant to the Office of Historic Preservation standards prior to 
issuance of construction permits. 

b. An interpretive trail plan shall be prepared incorporating a physical presentation of 
digital historic interpretive brochure. 

c. The interpretive trail shall be constructed in one of the public areas of the resort 
and include construction of three representative Jacks Cabins, including 
interpretation of the history of the site for all four periods of significance. 
Representative Cabins include: Evergreen, Julia Morgan, Spreckels and Buena 
Vista cabins. 

3. Mitigation Measure 3.5-1a – d from the DEIR and the Context Statement 
(recommended for inclusion as a mitigation or condition in 2.a, above) shall be 
completed prior to issuance of construction permits for the first phase. 

4. Should the resort project not be approved or constructed, the portions of Mitigation 
Measures 3.5-1a through 3.5-1d that do not involve actual construction, and 
preparation of the Context Statement, shall be required for the demolition permit. 

5. The Context Statement, trail plan, and cabin reconstruction plans are subject to 
review by the HRRB, with approval by the RMA-Director of Planning. 

 
Master Response 4:  Historic Resources - Fund Off Site Historic Uses  
The request to collect fees to provide funding for preservation of off-site historical structures may 
be considered by the decision-making body; however, it would not reduce impacts identified to the 
nine historic structures on the Paraiso property beyond the level achieved by the mitigation 
measures already identified in the RDEIR. The mitigation measures identified in the RDEIR 
(Chapter 3.5, Mitigation Measures 3.5-1a through 3.5-1d, pages 3-157 through 3-159) directly 
relate to the loss of historic resources on the Paraiso Springs property. Funding to fund preservation 
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of off-site historic uses would not provide mitigation for the loss of the historic structures at 
Paraiso Springs (Response to Peer Reviews and Mitigation Measures Proposed in the Paraiso Hot 
Springs RDEIR, Painter Preservation, June 15, 2018, page 4; CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5). 

 
Master Response 5: Traffic  
Several comments were received expressing concern about project traffic and the traffic analysis. 
Some comments questioned the existing traffic volumes, and some comments stated the increased 
traffic caused by the project would be significant.  Some comments question the assumptions used 
for day use trips. Some comments expressed concern about the safety of the existing roadway, 
including sight distance, blind curves, and adding more traffic; the adequacy of the road width for 
emergency vehicles at the project site entrance; and accessing the road from adjacent 
driveways/roadways. These comments are addressed below in this Master Response. 

There are other comments and questions about traffic and the traffic analysis that are addressed 
individually and are not included in this master response. 

Existing Traffic Volumes  

As presented in Appendix K (Exhibit 3) of the RDEIR, the sources of existing traffic volumes on 
study area roadways include: 1) 2009 and 2015 Monterey County Traffic Counts, which were 
conducted by the County; 2) estimates from peak hour manual counts, which were conducted by 
Hatch Mott MacDonald on February 24, 2016; and 3) 2009 and 2014 Ramp Volumes on the 
California State Freeway System by Caltrans District 5.  

The counts include all vehicles, including individual vehicles, buses transporting farm workers, and 
trucks and agricultural vehicles. These counts represent the best available information on existing 
traffic volumes from multiple sources.  

The counts reflect the current and recent (after 2003) uses of the project site, which include an 
existing caretaker, a second single family dwelling and a few miscellaneous trips for private use of 
the property. The counts do not reflect the historic use of the project site as an active public resort. 
According to the Historic Resource Report1, the land was used as a resort open to the public as late 
as 2003. Using traffic counts from the existing use of the project site as the existing condition is 
what CEQA requires and provides for a more conservative analysis than comparing to traffic from 
historic use of the site, because it shows a greater increase in traffic attributable to the project in 
comparison to the existing baseline.  

As described in RDEIR Section 3.12.2, Environmental Setting under Existing Traffic to Project 
Site, as well as in Appendix K (Exhibits 3 and 6A-6D), there is an average of approximately 22 
vehicles per day traveling to the project site on Paraiso Springs Road, based on manual traffic 
counts taken in 2015. For comparison, the historic traffic volume to the project site when it was an 

 

 

1 Historic Resource Report – Paraiso Hot Springs, Monterey County, California. February 2008. Prepared for Thompson 
Holdings, Horsham, Pennsylvania. Prepared by Painter Preservation & Planning, Petaluma, California, with Terra Cognita 
Design & Consulting, Petaluma, California.  
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active public resort is estimated at approximately 399 vehicles per day at full occupancy with day 
guests, as shown in Exhibit 6A-6D. Thus, the increased traffic resulting from the proposed project 
is in comparison to 22 trips, not the estimated 399 trips. 

The estimated historic traffic volume of 399 vehicles per day is based on a calculation using trip 
generation numbers based on the historic 61-unit resort facility and appurtenant uses with 100 
percent occupancy. 

Significance of Increased Traffic Impact  

As described in Section 3.12.5, Impact Analysis (under Project Traffic, Distribution and 
Assignment and shown in Table 3.12-1), the net trip generation at project buildout would be 406 
trips (after subtracting the trips eliminated due to employee and guest shuttles). 

After subtracting the approximately 22 vehicles per day traveling to the project site on Paraiso 
Springs Road, there would be approximately 262 additional trips assuming 70% resort occupancy 
and 384 additional trips assuming 100% resort occupancy at Phase 4 Project Buildout, as shown in 
Table 3.12-2. 

The increased traffic, from existing conditions to project development and operation at 100% 
occupancy, is 384 additional trips or 17.5 times more trips compared to existing conditions. 
Although this is a substantial change, it does not represent a significant environmental impact 
under CEQA, as demonstrated in the RDEIR.  

As described in Section 3.12.4, Methodology and Thresholds of Significance, in accordance with 
the State CEQA Guidelines (including Appendix G) and agency and professional standards, 
increased traffic volumes would be considered a “significant” impact if it exceeds the capacity of 
the existing circulation system, based on an applicable measure of effectiveness.  

Performance of the County’s roads (or circulation system) is evaluated based on level of service 
(LOS) calculations, which is a common measure of effectiveness used by most jurisdictions. There 
are six levels of service representing varying roadway conditions ranging from LOS A, which 
represents free flow uncongested traffic conditions, to LOS F, which represents highly congested 
traffic conditions with unacceptable delays.  

As articulated in Appendix K, Traffic Analysis Report under Introduction, a significant impact on a 
study roadway segment is defined to occur under the following conditions: 

• The addition of project traffic causes a roadway segment operating at LOS A through LOS 
E to degrade to a lower level of service D, E or F, or 

• The addition of one project trip is added to a segment already operating at LOS F. 

As described in Section 3.12.5, Impact Analysis (under Project Traffic, Distribution and 
Assignment at the end), the increase in traffic would not change the LOS of study intersections and 
roadways segments as all roadway segments would operate at an acceptable LOS A, with the 
exception of Arroyo Seco Road between Fort Romie Road and Highway 101, which would operate 
at LOS B. The Paraiso Springs Road/Clark Road intersection would also remain at the same LOS 
as under existing conditions. 

Harvest season for agricultural land uses near the project site would increase traffic volume by 
approximately 5% (about eight trips per day on Paraiso Springs Road) during a one- or two-week 
period in late summer and would not result in a change in LOS.  
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Therefore, the project would result in a “less than significant” impact to study intersections and 
roadway segments.  

There is no potentially significant impact because the traffic analysis determined that, with the 
estimated project net trip generation of 406 daily trips at buildout, all roadway segments would 
operate at an acceptable level of service, as described above. However, although not required, the 
County would monitor the traffic to maintain an average of 406 vehicles per day or less over a 
year-long period (406 = 22 existing trips + 384 additional trips attributable to the project based on 
100% resort occupancy at Phase 4 Project Buildout). The County would monitor by requiring the 
installation of a counting system at the project gates, such as a buried loop. The County would 
require an annual report be submitted to the County, which would calculate the actual number of 
trips created by resort operations and ensure compliance. If an exceedance were to occur, the 
County would require that the operations be adjusted to meet the limitation imposed by the County 
through conditions of approval on the Use Permit. 

Roadway Safety and Proposed Offsite Road Improvements 

The Traffic Analysis Report prepared for the project (located in Appendix K of the RDEIR) 
includes a Safety Impact Analysis in Section 6.  Although not required, the Applicant proposed 
Roadway Improvements on Paraiso Springs Road as part of the project.  These improvements are 
discussed in Section 7 of the traffic report and would serve to improve driver safety. 

As described in Section 2.4 under Overview and Circulation Improvements of the RDEIR, the 
proposed project includes the following offsite improvements to Paraiso Springs Road, which 
would be constructed with the four project phases as follows. The referenced roadway sections A-E 
are shown in Appendix K (Exhibit 13 and Appendix O) of the RDEIR. Exhibit 13 and Appendix O 
provide the existing roadway widths. 

• Phase 1. Installation of all advance curve warning and advisory speed signs. 
• Phase 2. Widen roadway sections E and F to 18 and 20 feet, respectively, where feasible (as 

determined by County RMA- Public Works), including associated striping. 
• Phase 3. Widen roadway sections C and D to 20 feet where feasible (including associated 

striping).  
• Phase 4. Widen roadway sections A and B to 20 feet where feasible (including associated 

striping). 

Details regarding pavement widening and striping, and advanced warning signs are provided in 
Section 7 of Appendix K. 

RDEIR Figure 2-10, Paraiso Springs Road Improvement Area, has been revised to also show the 
planned roadway improvements. An analysis of potential environmental effects relating to these 
offsite improvements are addressed in RDEIR Section 3.12.5 under Roadway Hazards, Impact 
3.12-2.  

Adequacy of Road Width at Project Site Entrance and Emergency Access 

As described in Section 3.12.2 under County Roads of the RDEIR, Paraiso Springs Road is a two-
lane County road with a pavement width that varies from less than 16 feet immediately east of the 
project site where the entrance is located to 20-22 feet near Clark Road. The project site entrance is 
part of roadway section E, which is proposed to be widened to 18 feet during Phase 2, as described 
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above. Fire requirements for roadway widths and turn-arounds are found in Monterey County Code 
Chapter 18.09, Appendix O2, and the minimum width required pursuant to Section O102.2 is 18 
feet all-weather roadway surface. In addition, the County RMA-Public Works will place a 
condition of approval for the construction of on-site and off-site road improvements.  

There would be adequate room at the project site entrance for lost truck drivers to turn-around. 

The emergency access issue to be addressed, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Appendix 
G, is whether or not the project would result in inadequate emergency access. As described in 
Section 3.12.5, Impact Analysis under Emergency Access, the public roads leading to the project 
site are of adequate width and grade to provide access to emergency service vehicles without 
limitation. Based on review by registered professional engineers3 and Monterey County fire 
requirements, the onsite circulation has been designed to provide emergency vehicle access close to 
all buildings with adequate turn-around facilities. Although the project will not result in significant 
increase in hazards on Paraiso Springs Road and is not required to provide off-site mitigation on 
the basis of safety, the proposed improvements would improve emergency access for fire 
protection and law enforcement, and will be required through conditions of approval. 

Law enforcement patrols, including CHP and County Sheriffs, may increase on public roads in the 
project vicinity as a result of additional development in the area, including the proposed project if 
approved. This would be determined by respective law enforcement agencies and is not considered 
to be a physical effect of project development. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and 
the standards used by the County of Monterey (refer to Section 3.11.4 of the RDEIR), “a project 
may result in a significant environmental impact related to public services if it would result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities (e.g., construction of a new or addition to a police station), the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental impacts”. As described in Section 3.11.5 under 
Physical Impacts on Fire Protection and Law Enforcement Services of the RDEIR, the project 
would not warrant construction of new or expanded facilities in order to maintain service ratios, 
response times or other objectives for the Monterey County Sheriff’s Department; thus, the impact 
would be less than significant.   

Safety Accessing Road from Adjacent Driveways/Roadways 

As described above and in Section 3.12.5, Impact Analysis under Roadway Hazards and Impact 
3.12-2, the proposed project includes offsite improvements on Paraiso Springs Road that would 
minimize potential hazard impacts associated with the increased traffic on the existing roadway, as 
determined by the aforementioned professional traffic engineers. These improvements include 
pavement widening, centerline striping, edge line striping, post-mounted delineators, advance 
curve warning signs, and “road narrows” warning signs.   

With respect to transportation/traffic hazards and safety, Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
provides that a project would have a significant effect if the project would “substantially increase 
hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible 

 

 

2 Appendix O is applicable to residential construction. The Mission-Soledad Rural Fire District Fire Chief will utilize the 
California Fire Code to determine minimum requirements for this commercial operation, which are expected to be at least 
as stringent as those identified in Monterey County Code Chapter 18.09, Appendix O. 
3 Registered professional engineers who analyzed the project and offsite roadways include: Keith Higgins (No. 30489 Civil, 
No. 1385 Traffic), Keith Higgins Traffic Engineer and formerly Hatch Mott MacDonald; and Leopoldo Trujillo (No. 
63950 Civil, No. 2458 Traffic), Hatch Mott MacDonald. 17 of 1030
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uses.” The proposed project does not include hazardous design features, but it does include 
improvements to upgrade the current road design. 

The discussion for Impact 3.12-2, Roadway Hazards, includes the following information with 
respect to accident frequency calculations.  

Paraiso Springs Road will experience an increase in traffic from the existing 90 vehicles per day to 
approximately 352 vehicles per day under an average occupancy and 406 vehicles per day under 
100 percent occupancy. On an average day, Paraiso Springs Road would continue to be a relatively 
low volume road. To put the anticipated average daily traffic into perspective, Paraiso Springs 
Road is approximately 1.3 miles long between the existing project site gate and Clark Road. At 
approximately 35 miles per hour, it would take approximately two minutes to traverse this length 
of roadway. Only about one vehicle would be experienced in each direction every four minutes on 
Paraiso Springs Road. During the peak hour, only one or two vehicles would be encountered.  

Paraiso Springs Road experienced an accident rate of 0.51 accidents per million vehicle miles 
traveled from 1991 to 2015. This is less than half the average rate for two lane highways across 
California. This historic accident rate indicates that the existing Paraiso Spring Road does not 
constitute a hazardous condition. 

Paraiso Springs Road is a low volume road with low travel speeds, which minimizes the potential 
for vehicular conflicts. The existing roadway is sufficient to accommodate the existing plus project 
traffic volumes. 

Although the roadway improvements are not required based on the safety impact analysis, the 
project applicant has proposed to incorporate various roadway improvements…to benefit project 
safety. 

Implementation of these improvements would further lower the expected accident rates along 
Paraiso Springs Road at project buildout. The roadway widening would provide additional 
pavement width for passing vehicles. Centerline and edge line striping would further improve the 
ability for vehicles to pass each other and improve nighttime driving. The edge lines and 
delineations would minimize vehicle travel off of the roadway. The advance warning signs would 
also provide advance warning of unexpected roadway geometric issues. 

The project will not result in significant increases in hazards on Paraiso Springs Road. However, 
with implementation of the roadway improvements, it would further minimize the risk of motor 
vehicle accidents on Paraiso Springs Road. Therefore, the proposed project with the roadway 
improvements would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible 
uses and the impact is less than significant.   

  

Master Response 6: Road Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and 
Compensation 
Some commenters claim private ownership of part of Paraiso Road, inquire about compensation for 
increased traffic and safety issues associated with increased traffic and possible car accidents on 
their property, and state alternative access must be found. Some commenters ask if the road would 
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be maintained and if the County would pay for damage to privately owned vehicles if it were not 
maintained. 

Paraiso Springs Road is a public road under County jurisdiction and thus can be used for the 
proposed project and associated improvements and increased use. See attached memorandum 
prepared by County staff (Michael Goetz, County Surveyor, Resource Management Agency, 
Paraiso Springs Road, August 7, 2018), which is attached to the end of the Master Responses 
section addressing private ownership of the road.  

The County of Monterey Resource Management Agency, Public Works & Facilities, is responsible 
for management, operation, and maintenance of public roads within the unincorporated areas of 
Monterey County. The County currently maintains the public roads in the project vicinity and 
would continue to do so if the proposed project is approved and implemented.  

Private property owners located adjacent to the roadway would not be entitled to monetary 
compensation for increased traffic or accidents on the roadway. However, if accidents were to 
occur on private property, it is anticipated that compensation would be provided from insurance 
companies where appropriate.  

Similarly, if privately-owned vehicles incur damage due to deferred maintenance on County roads, 
it is not County practice nor legal obligation to provide compensation for the damage. It is 
anticipated that compensation would be provided from insurance companies where appropriate.  

 

Master Response 7: CEQA Compliance and Adequacy of EIR 
Some commenters made broad general statements questioning the general adequacy of the RDEIR, 
in addition to offering specific criticisms on specific portions of the document. Although 
the County appreciates all of the input it has received on the RDEIR, and although 
the County has addressed the environmental issues raised and made modifications and additions to 
the RDEIR for clarification in response to such input, the County does not agree with general 
statements claiming that the RDEIR is legally deficient under CEQA. The County expended great 
effort to fully comply with CEQA in preparing and issuing the RDEIR, and continues to believe 
that the document is legally adequate under CEQA.  
  

The general principles relating to EIR adequacy are explained in section 15151 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, which states:   
  

“[a]n EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision 
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes 
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a 
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in 
the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR 
inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the 
experts. The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a 
good faith effort at full disclosure.”   
  

CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a) adds:  
“the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of 
factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental 
impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
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conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or 
demanded by commenters.”   

As the California Supreme Court stated in Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 415, “[a] project opponent … can always imagine 
some additional study or analysis that might provide helpful information. It is not for them to 
design the EIR. That further study … might be helpful does not make it necessary.”   

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a), a lead agency is required to recirculate an 
EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after a draft EIR is circulated for 
public review. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a 
disclosure showing that:  

1. A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

2. A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3. A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but
the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

4. The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that a meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), recirculation is not required where the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications 
in an adequate EIR, as is the case with respect to the additional information provided with 
respect to AASHTO standards.  

Although the contentions raised by commenters reflect sincere concerns that the County has 
carefully considered, the contentions do not demonstrate that the RDEIR has failed to comply 
with any of the express legal requirements found in the CEQA statutes, the CEQA Guidelines, or 
CEQA case law. In addition, see response to Letter 19, Number 4. 

Master Response 8: The County’s Wildfire Protection Ordinance & SRA Fire 
Safe Regulations   

The County received comments on the 2018 and 2019 Recirculated Draft EIRs’ analysis of the 
Project’s potential to expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk 
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires (CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, § IX(g)). For 
the reasons explained in the RDEIR, County staff determined that, with mitigation, the Project 
would not result in significant environmental effects nor a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires under CEQA significance criteria.  

On August 6, 2019, the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District (MSRFPD), acting as the 
review and inspection authority, approved the 2019 Fire Protection Plan prepared by Dudek, 
which was included in the 2019 RDEIR as Appendix 2. The majority of the development area on 
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the property lies within the MSRFPD boundaries and the remaining area of the property is 
proposed to be annexed into the District as part of the project approvals. 

Comments were received, including from Cal Fire and the State Attorney General’s office, 
stating that the proposed Project must demonstrate compliance with the State Responsibility 
Area (SRA) Fire State Regulations found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 
Section 1270.01 et seq. (SRA regulations), including regulations governing road width and dead-
end roads, among others. “State responsibility areas” means areas of the state in which the 
financial responsibility of preventing and suppressing fires has been determined by the Board of 
Forestry to be primarily the state’s responsibility (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 4102, 4125). 

Although the comments largely raise regulatory code compliance and interpretation issues that 
are outside the scope of the EIR’s environmental analysis required by CEQA, the County 
provides this master response to address the concerns of the commenters with respect to the 
applicability of the SRA regulations. 

The Proposed Project 

As explained in the EIR, access to the Project site would remain from the County’s existing 
Paraiso Springs Road, a public road that has existed since the late 1800’s when the first lots on 
the property were created (see memorandum at end of these Master Responses and Master 
Response 6). Paraiso Springs Road was first created to serve the resort area, including the five 
lots of record which are now encompassed within the proposed Project site (See letter to 
Monterey County planner Taven Kinison Brown from Lombardo & Gilles (June 12, 2006), with 
enclosures).  

The County determined that a portion of the development envelope of the proposed Project site 
is currently located outside of the MSRFPD boundaries and within the SRA (see 
https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-programs/state-responsibility-area-viewer/). The Project is 
also currently located in, assessed, and pays fees for fire protection and emergency services for 
the developed portion of the property to the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District 
(MSRFPD), which has served as the Reviewing and Inspection Authority. The Local Agency 
Formation Commission of Monterey County (LAFCO) requests and the applicant intends that, if 
the Project is approved by the County, the remaining portion of the property currently outside the 
MSRFPD would be annexed into the District boundaries, thereby relieving the state of the 
financial responsibility of preventing and suppressing fires on the property.  It should also be 
noted that the portion of the site proposed for most or all structural development is in a High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone, not a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Property within a Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zones is subject to additional regulations pursuant to Government Code 
sections 51175 through 51189. 

The applicant has proposed to improve the County’s Paraiso Springs Road to be 20 feet wide 
from Clark Road to the project site, except for that portion of the road (approximately 150 feet) 
that may only be improved to 18 feet due to the location of an existing utility pole.  SRA 
standards for onsite fire prevention measures have also been incorporated into the Project as 
reflected in the RDEIR and project plans. Whether the County requires road improvements as 
proposed, or requires the full 20-foot width along its entire length from Clark Road, or an 
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exception is granted if required, the 2018 and 2019 RDEIR (together, the EIR) has analyzed the 
potential impacts of such actions and provided mitigation measures for the widening activities. 

The County deemed the application for the proposed Project complete pursuant to Government 
Code section 65493 as of August 28, 2005. Government Code section 66474.2 (Approval of 
tentative map; ordinance, policies and standards applicable), provides that, with limited 
exception, when considering “whether to approve or disapprove an application for a tentative 
map, the local agency shall apply only those ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the 
date the local agency has determined that the application is complete . . .” (subd. (a).)  

The County’s Certified Ordinance Establishing Wildfire Protection Standards in State 
Responsibility Areas (SRAs) 

In 1992, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors adopted Ordinance No. 36001, enacting 
Chapter 18.56 of the Monterey County Code, to implement Public Resources Code sections 
41172 and 4290.3  The purpose of the ordinance is to establish wildfire protection standards in 
conjunction with building, construction, and development in SRAs “located within the 
boundaries of the County and under the direct fire protection authority of the California 
Department of Forestry.”  (Chapter 18.56, sec. 18.56.010.A.)  These standards require that future 
design and construction of development in SRAs provide for emergency access and perimeter 
wildfire protection measures. Chapter 18.56 was added to Title 18 of the Monterey County Code 
where it has remained since 1992. In 1992, the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (the Board 
of Forestry) certified the Ordinance. 

In 1993 and 2009, the County adopted two ordinances amending Chapter 18.56 (See Ordinance 
No. 3659 [deleting severability clause] and Ordinance No. 5135 [name changes to staff and 
department titles to reflect creation of the Resource Management Agency of Monterey County]). 

1 The County Code version on the County website does not match Ordinance 3600 as adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors and certified by the Board of Forestry. References in this chapter relate 
to the code section as found in Ordinance 3600 as amended. Ordinance 3600 and its amending 
ordinances are found in Final EIR Appendix 6.3. 
2 Public Resources Code section 4117 provides, “Any county, city, or district may adopt 
ordinances, rules, or regulations to provide fire prevention restrictions or regulations that are 
necessary to meet local conditions of weather, vegetation, or other fire hazards. Such 
ordinances, rules, or regulations may be more restrictive than state statutes in order to meet 
local fire hazard conditions.” 
3  Public Resources Code section 4290 requires the Board of Forestry to adopt regulations 
implementing minimum fire safety standards related to defensible space that are applicable to 
SRA lands under the authority of the department, and to lands classified and designated as “very 
high fire hazard severity zones.” The Legislature required the regulations to include, among 
others, road standards for fire equipment access. Subdivision (c) expressly states that the 
regulations “do not supersede local regulations which equal or exceed minimum regulations 
adopted by the state.”  
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When the County drafted the 2019 RDEIR, it was the County’s understanding that the dead-end 
road and road-width requirements were not applicable to the offsite County-maintained Paraiso 
Springs Road, as the road had been in place for many years (see Master Response 6, response to 
Letter 5, Numbers 2 and 4, to Letter 10, Number 27, and to Letter 12, Numbers 49 and 56), 
which predated the code requirements (effective in February 1991 by the State). Monterey 
County Code section 18.56.020.B.2 (see original Ordinance #3600) states the following: 

“2. Regulations contained in this chapter do not apply to the following building, construction 
or development activities requiring ministerial or discretionary permits; 

a. Existing structures, roads, streets and private lanes or facilities.”

The County reads this ordinance language to mean that the dead-end road and road-width 
standards do not apply to the existing road that serves this project site. All proposed onsite roads 
are designed to comply with County Code and State regulations for dead-end road length and for 
road width. 

The County has since received comments from the California Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection that the regulations are to be interpreted only by the local Cal Fire Chief and raised a 
question whether the County’s ordinance is currently certified. The Cal Fire letter also states, 
“exceptions to these standards may be allowed by the inspection entity listed in 14 CCR section 
1270.05, where the exceptions provide the same overall practical effect as these regulations.” 
The applicant has not applied for an exception, as it was understood that one was not needed. Cal 
Fire originally deemed the Preliminary Fire Protection Plan “complete,” pursuant to Government 
Code section 65943, at the time the applicant filed its application. Prior to engaging an 
environmental consultant to prepare the Draft Environment Impact Report for the project, the 
County again reached out to Cal Fire for any comments related to the project. The Cal Fire 
representative replied in an email back to the County “The Paraiso Springs General Development 
Plan and accompanying Appendix D-Fire Protection Plan are acceptable to the fire authority.  
Please record FIRE as being COMPLETE for this application.”  As stated above, MSRFPD, 
acting as the Reviewing Authority, approved the 2019 Fire Protection Plan and has not requested 
the applicant file for any exceptions nor did Cal Fire at the time the application was deemed 
complete. Due to the above comments, the County sought an opinion from the Board of Forestry 
in late 2019. As of this writing, no determination has been made by the Board of Forestry. 

The County is restricted to applying the policies and standards for development in effect at the 
time the proposed Project application was deemed complete. (Gov. Code, § 66474.2.)  If the 
County Ordinance remains in effect, for roads that are not exempt, Monterey County Code 
section 18.56.060 (Emergency access) states: “[a]ll roads shall be constructed to provide a 
minimum of two nine-foot traffic lanes providing two-way traffic flow unless other standards are 
provided in this article, or additional requirements are mandated by local jurisdictions or local 
subdivision requirements.” (subd. (3).) Requirements for dead-end roads are also included, 
among other standards. (See subd. (11).) For projects unable to meet the standards, an exception 
process for one or more alternative standard(s) is available as outlined in section 18.56.050 
(Exceptions and regulations).  
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If the County Ordinance is not controlling, state law provides procedures for considering an 
exception if one is necessary. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1270.06.) The exception process 
requires a request for an exception made in writing to the inspection entity listed in 14 CCR 
1270.5. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1270.05, subd. (a).) An application for exceptions may be 
allowed for a project “where the exceptions provide the same practical effect as [the SRA] 
regulations towards providing defensible space.” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1270.06, subd. (a).)  

Under both the County Code and state law, the process includes the ability to appeal for an 
exception, as explained in the applicable regulations.  If an exception is not granted, the applicant 
may appeal that decision ultimately to the Monterey County Board of Supervisors.  

The question whether the Project complies with the regulatory standards is not relevant under 
CEQA, which examines reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the physical 
environment. Whether Paraiso Springs Road is subject to the County Code, or to State 
requirements, the RDEIR has analyzed the potential impacts of the project on the physical 
environment and identified mitigation measures, where needed, for the off-site road 
improvements. 

Government agencies that must make decisions related to the project do not act on documents 
individually until the EIR, in this case, has been certified (CEQA Guidelines section 15004(a) 
and (b), section 15050, and section 15352). 

Analysis Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

The questions in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G are not required to be used in an environmental 
analysis. The County chose to use the new (2019) Appendix G Wildfire questions to analyze the 
potential impacts of the project on the environment in the 2019 Recirculated Draft EIR. The 
County determined that the older CEQA Checklist section IX(g) question relates to the 
environment’s potential impact on the project, not the project’s impact on the environment and 
that we adequately and fully analyzed the same topic by utilizing the new Appendix G questions 
in section XX (2019 CEQA Guidelines).  

All of the proposed physical improvements and their potential environmental impacts have been 
considered in the RDEIR. They were included as part of the Project Description (2018 RDEIR 
Chapter 2) and potential environmental impacts were analyzed as amended by the 2019 RDEIR. 
All impacts were determined less than significant with mitigation other than impacts to historic 
resources. None of the proposed fire-safety related improvements have potential impacts on 
historic resources. 

The RDEIR’s 2019 Fire Protection Plan (Dudek) lays out the general principles of the approach 
for fire safety for the project. An environmental document needs to look at the reasonably 
foreseeable and potentially significant adverse effects of a project on the physical environment. 
The County has analyzed the physical aspects of the application, including the proposed 
approach to fire operations (2019 RDEIR, including Appendix 2; Final EIR Appendices 6.1 and 
6.2). The proposed infrastructure, fuel management areas, and the potential for an on-site fire 
station have all been considered and the conclusions supported by substantial evidence. The off-
site improvements to Paraiso Springs Road were also analyzed for potential environmental 
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impacts. Mitigation measures have been crafted and identify that all potential environmental 
impacts will be less than significant after mitigation. For CEQA purposes, the RDEIR adequately 
describes the potential increase in environmental risks posed by the project (2018 RDEIR, 
section 3.7.5, Potential for Wildfire Hazards at the Project Site, as amended by 2019 RDEIR) 
and proposes mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental impacts to a less than 
significant level (2019 RDEIR, Impacts 3.7-6 through 3.7-9). 
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
Carl P. Holm, AICP, Director 

 

  LAND USE & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT | PUBLIC WORKS & FACILITIES | PARKS 
1441 Schilling Place, South 2nd Floor 
Salinas, California  93901-4527   

(831)755-4800 
www.co.monterey.ca.us/rma 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 

	
Date: August 7, 2018 

  
To: Mike Novo and Wendy Strimling

  
From: Michael K. Goetz, County Surveyor

  
Subject: Paraiso Springs Road 

 
 
Mike and Wendy, 
 
I have reviewed the memo from Mr. Derric G. Oliver, dated April 26, 2018, which alleges Paraiso Springs 
Road (“the Road”) is “a “public road” by implied dedication (i.e., a public easement)”.  As such, he 
opines that the proposed development and expansion of Paraiso Springs Resort is unlawful and would 
specifically harm the Pura Ranch. I would like to provide a brief history of the portion of the Road from 
the Paraiso Springs Resort property to the intersection of Foothill Road. 
 
ROAD HISTORY: 

A road to the vicinity of Paraiso Springs dates back to the Mission Period (1791-1845).  The vineyard of 
Mission Soledad was located just east of the future resort. The Road was shown on the following maps: 

 1869 - Official Plat of Township 18 South, Range 6 East, M.D.M.  
 1876 - Updated Official Plat of Township 18 South, Range 6 East, M.D.M.  This updated plat 

notes the existence of a “Cottage at Paraiso Springs.” 
 1877 - “Map of the County of Monterey” by St. John Cox, dated February 1877.  This map notes 

the location of “Paraiso Hot Springs.” 
 1879 - Petition, containing 28 signatures, was made to the County Board of Supervisors “for a 

road and public highway Sixty (60) feet in width… going from Paraiso Springs to Soledad Road.” 
The petition stated that the road “has been travelled and used as a public highway and road by the 
travelling public for many years.”  In January 1879, the route of the road was surveyed by John H. 
Garber and established by Board Order, dated February 5, 1879 and contained in Board Minute 
Book “C”, at Page 233. 

Therefore, at this point in history there was an established County Road, 60 feet in width, running from 
the boundary of the Paraiso Springs property to what is now Foothill Road. 
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A careful analysis of the courses of Garber’s 1879 survey indicates that it contains significant directional 
and distance errors.  In 1895, an apparent original portion of the Road was being considered for 
abandonment.  This portion was surveyed in 1895 by Lou G. Hare, County Surveyor (See LGH Fieldbook 
#2, Pg. 26. See also SN34031).  Hare’s field notes describe a route that follows the current road 
alignment, so it can be concluded that this 1895 abandonment was never effected. 
In 1912, Hare surveyed a new route from the south boundary of the Rancho Los Coches to the Paraiso 
Springs property (See LGH Fieldbook #176, Pg. 25. See also SN13425).  This 1912 route conforms to the 
current road alignment.  It appears that at least a portion of this route followed Garber’s original route, 
specifically within the easterly one quarter mile of Section 30 and through the majority of Section 20.  
Although the original route was established as 60 feet wide, the 1912 realigned route has consistently 
been shown as being 40 feet in width.  There has been no evidence found of an abandonment of the 
superseded portion of Garber’s route, or an acceptance of Hare’s 1912 route.  However, nearly all the 
1912 route change occurred in within the Olsen property.  The Olsens would have observed and likely 
participated in the new road construction and the obliteration of the old road across their ranch.  
Therefore, the County’s interest in the existing alignment of this portion of Paraiso Springs Road has 
strong basis. 
Mr. Oliver’s memo is specific to impacts to the Pura property.  The only portion of the Pura ranch 
property that Paraiso Springs Road traverses is the Northeast 1/4 of Section 30 (APN 418-381-019).  He 
asserts there is only an “implied dedication” of Paraiso Springs Road across this property.  However, a 
careful analysis of the field notes and mapping of 1879 Garber’s survey, along with evidence on the 
ground, indicates that there were no changes made to this portion of the road during Hare’s 1912 
realignment.  Consequently, the portion of the Road through the Pura property was fully accepted and 
established by the Board Order contained in in Board Minute Book “C”, at Page 233 referred to above.  
As such, this portion of the Road is 60 feet in width. 
 
SUMMARY: 
Paraiso Springs Road is not merely a “public” road by implied dedication, as alleged by Mr. Oliver.  
Rather, it is an officially established County Road based on the Board’s action in 1879.  Although there 
has been some realignment to portions of the Road within the lands under the same ownership (Olsen), it 
is my opinion that this would not change the “Established” status of the Road.  Based on this status, there 
should not be any limitation of the use of the road by the public. 
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Letter #1 – Louise Miranda Ramirez, Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation 
(April 12, 2018) 
1 /6 pages 
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Response to Letter #1 - Louise Miranda Ramirez, Ohlone/Costanoan-
Esselen Nation (April 12, 2018) 
 

1. The comment asks for all archaeological information related to the project, respect for tribal 
resources, that the tribe be included in mitigation, monitoring and recovery, and that information be 
obtained from state resource centers. 

The RDEIR addresses the potential effects on cultural resources primarily in RDEIR Chapters 3.5 
and 4.0. Mitigation Measures have been incorporated to ensure that impacts to archaeological and 
tribal cultural resources will be less than significant. 

While the project is not subject to the requirements of CEQA section 21080.3.1 (Tribal Cultural 
Resources; RDEIR page 3-129), the County has consulted with the Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen 
Nation Tribe on separate occasions as described in RDEIR section 3.5.3 on page 3-149. Mitigation 
measures included in Chapter 3.5 incorporate most of the measures identified through the 
consultation process (see RDEIR pages 3-160 through 3-168). The analysis considered the issues 
raised in the comment letter, provides mitigation for potentially significant impacts related to 
archaeological resources on the project site (Impact 3.5-2), archaeological resources related to off-
site road improvements (Impact 3.5-3), and undiscovered human remains (Impact 3.5-4). 
Mitigation measures have been provided for each of these impact areas, with a conclusion that 
potential impacts related to these three impact areas would be reduced to a less than significant 
level. 
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Letter #2 – Carlene Bell, Soledad Mission Board (April 16, 2018) 
1 /1 pages 
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Response to Letter #2 - Carlene Bell, Soledad Mission Board (April 16, 
2018) 
 
1. This comment is that the project is too large. See Master Response 1. 

2. The commenter states that the traffic analysis may have underestimated the number of 
vehicles used to bring farm workers to the fields on the same two-lane roads that would be used to 
access the project site because buses are rarely used now. The commenter also states that the curve 
at the project site entrance would not allow two large vehicles to pass each other, resulting in a 
bottle neck.  

Refer to the discussions under Existing Traffic Volumes and Adequacy of Road Width at Project 
Site Entrance in Master Response 5: Traffic.  

3. This comment relates to protecting the site’s mineral water. See Master Response 1. 

4. This comment suggests the use of the Los Coches Adobe site for employee parking and 
shuttle. The RDEIR addresses the potential effects on cultural resources primarily in RDEIR 
Chapters 3.5 and 4.0. Mitigation Measures have been incorporated to ensure that impacts to historic 
resources will be reduced to the extent feasible, but will remain significant and unavoidable. See 
Master Responses 2 and 3 for a full discussion responding to comments raised related to mitigation 
measures proposed in the RDEIR related to historic impacts. In addition, at this time, no parking 
for shuttle use is proposed at the Los Coches adobe; the site is owned by the City of Soledad, has 
been vacant for many years, and is not currently developed for any type of use. 
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Letter #3 – Charles DeWeese (April 18, 2018) 
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Response to Letter #3 - Charles DeWeese (April 18, 2018) 
1. This comment letter asks that the resort be rebuilt as an eco-tourism destination, or a resort 
that fits the history and respect for the site. See Master Response 1.  

Also, Mr. DeWeese is included in the list for notification of hearings. 

Comments related to the destruction of historic resources are addressed in Master Responses 2 and 
3. 
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Response to Letter #4 - Graig Stephens, Soledad Historical Society (April 
18, 2018) 
 

1. This comment states that the proposed mitigation measures are not adequate. See Master 
Responses 2 and 3. The RDEIR addresses the potential effects on cultural resources primarily in 
RDEIR Chapters 3.5 and 4.0. Mitigation Measures have been incorporated to ensure that impacts to 
historic resources will be reduced to the extent feasible. However, impacts to historic resources will 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

2. This comment suggests that mitigation measures be substantial to send a message to those 
that may demolish historic resources without permits and that mitigation fees be utilized at the 
Richardson Adobe (Los Coches) site. See Master Responses 1, 2 and 4.  
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Response to Letter #5 - Judy and Frank Berti; Joe and Misty Panziera 
(April 24, 2018) 
 

1. The commenter is concerned about increased traffic, getting out of their driveway safely, 
and accidents occurring if no safety improvements are made. 

Refer to the discussion of Roadway Safety and Proposed Offsite Road Improvements in Master 
Response 5: Traffic.   

2.  The commenter states that Paraiso Springs Road is not standard (less than 18 feet wide), has 
limited sight distance and blind curves, and the project would add 20-50 times more traffic. They 
also state that they own half the roadway adjacent to their property and ask if road owners will be 
paid per vehicle for vehicles exceeding the predictions. 
 
The commenter is correct that the pavement width of Paraiso Springs Road varies from less than 16 
feet immediately east of the project site where the entrance is located to 20-22 feet near Clark 
Road. The existing conditions, safety issues, roadway improvements to address these issues, and 
additional traffic are addressed in the Section 3.12 and Appendix K, Traffic Analysis Report 
(Sections 6 and 7) of the RDEIR. Also refer to the discussion of Roadway Safety and Proposed 
Offsite Road Improvements in Master Response 5: Traffic. 
 
Regarding road ownership and compensation for traffic exceeding predictions, refer to Master 
Response 6: Road Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation. 
 
3.  This comment demonstrates a concern with impacts to the commenter’s well and 
neighbor’s wells. The RDEIR describes the environmental setting related to groundwater and water 
use in sections 2.2 and 3.8.2. The RDEIR describes the proposed use of water for the property in 
Chapter 3.8, and specifically addresses groundwater use and drawdown effects on wells and 
springs serving neighboring property (see note in response to Letter 12, Number 1) in Section 
3.8.4, specifically in the discussions related to Impacts 3.8-4, 3.8-5, 3.8-6, and 3.8-7, as well as in 
section 3.11.5 related to Impact 3.11-2. Thresholds of significance related to hydrology and 
groundwater are identified in section 3.8.4. At buildout, net consumptive water use for the 
proposed project is estimated to amount to 15.5 to 17.8 acre-feet/year, whereas average annual 
groundwater inflow to the Paraiso Springs Valley Basin is estimated to be between 700 and 750 
acre-feet/year (Todd Groundwater, 2018, Page 40). Potential environmental effects on Salinas 
Valley groundwater levels, wells, and springs in the area are described in Impacts 3.8-5, 3.8-6 and 
3.8-7, respectively (RDEIR pages 3-248 through 3-252). Each of those was determined to have a 
less than significant environmental effect. 

The RDEIR addresses potential cumulative effects on groundwater and hydrology in RDEIR 
Chapter 4.0. Potential impacts to hydrology have been identified as potentially significant (Short-
term Erosion and Water Quality - Impact 3.8-1, Long-term Surface Water Runoff - Impact 3.8-2, 
and Long-term Surface Water Quality – Impact 3.8-2), so mitigation measures have been 
incorporated that reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. Potential impacts to 
groundwater and hydrology topics of Long-term Water Supply (Impact 3.8-4), Effect on Salinas 
Valley Groundwater Levels (Impact 3.8-5), Well Interference (Impact 3.8-6), Potential Spring 
Impact (Impact 3.8-7), and Groundwater Water Quality (Impact 3.8-8) were found to be less than 
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significant. Impact analysis and conclusions related directly to this comment are addressed in these 
discussions found in the RDEIR.  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1, -4 through -10, -12, -20, -21, -
22, -23, -25, -26, -30, -32, -33, -34, -38, and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the 
end of the responses to Letter 10. 

Panziera 

4. The commenter states that they own to the middle of the road and that only one car has 
come and gone each day since they lived there. They also ask if they will be compensated for the 
excess traffic from the resort, and how adding 399+ cars is not a significant change. 
 
Regarding existing traffic conditions and the significance of increasing traffic volume, refer to the 
discussions of Existing Traffic Volumes and Significance of Increased Traffic Impact in Master 
Response 5: Traffic. 
 
Regarding road ownership and compensation for excess traffic, refer to Master Response 6: Road 
Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation. 
 

5. This comment relates to wells running dry or water quality issues from project use. See 
Response to this Letter, Number 3, above.  

The RDEIR describes the technical studies that have been prepared, which determined that project 
water use would not cause wells to run dry (RDEIR Impact 3.8-6, Well Interference, pages 3-249 
through 3-251; RDEIR Appendix H, and errata to RDEIR Appendix H found at 
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=62723). The technical reports prepared for 
the project use sampling and modeling techniques to predict off-site effects of project water use. 
The technical study explains, as does the RDEIR on pages 3-250 and 3-251, that potential effects 
on off-site wells were calculated using model simulations. The model was calibrated using site-
specific soil borings and modeling conservatively calculated any drawdown, as it overstated the 
pumping by more than six times the actual pumping rate needed to supply the project (RDEIR page 
3-250, second paragraph). The analysis indicates the potential for impacts to nearby wells from a 
decline in standing water level is not potentially significant.  Therefore, no mitigation is necessary. 

6. This comment states that their house is closer to the road than cited in the RDEIR.  

The project traffic study calculates that daily trips would be 406; the County will require that the 
project, if approved, be limited to 406 trips per day, averaged annually. The analysis of that level of 
traffic on neighboring property has been addressed in Chapters 3.9 (Land Use), 3.10 (Noise), 3.12 
(Transportation and Traffic), and Section 4.5 (Cumulative Impacts). 

Impact 3.10-1 analyzes the potential impact of the project on groundborne vibration and 
determined that the effect would be less than significant. Reducing the distance from the road for 
this residence from 30 feet to 26 feet would result in a vibration level below the threshold of 0.25 
in/sec PPV identified in the discussion on RDEIR pages 3-296 and 3-297. The groundborne 
vibration identified for the heaviest vehicles at 25 miles per hour is 0.014 in/sec PPV at five feet 
from the edge of the travelled roadway (RDEIR Appendix I, Illingworth and Rodkin, 2016, page 
17). The text will be modified in the Final EIR to reflect the 26 foot distance; however, the 
conclusion related to the potential impact being less than significant does not change.  
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Errata 

Modify the first sentence of the first full paragraph on 2018 RDEIR page 3-297 to read as follows: 

Homes on Paraiso Springs Road are situated as close as 30 26 feet from the edge of the 
roadway.  

Add the following after the second sentence of the first full paragraph on 2018 RDEIR page 3-297: 

The groundborne vibration identified for the heaviest vehicles at 25 miles per hour is 0.014 
in/sec PPV at five feet from the edge of the travelled roadway (RDEIR Appendix I, Illingworth 
and Rodkin, 2016, page 17). 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

7.  This comment is concerned with their well being affected by the project. Increased 
groundwater use is not expected to increase fluoride concentrations in the groundwater. 
Groundwater pumped for project use will have the same concentration of fluoride as the 
groundwater. That pumped water will be treated, but any wastewater from fluoride treatment will 
be hauled off site or blended back into the recycled water storage reservoir for use in landscape 
irrigation. From a quality standpoint, this blending would simply return fluoride that was originally 
in the groundwater basin. This would not change the groundwater quality that remains in the 
aquifer. Therefore, no changes in groundwater fluoride concentration would occur as a result of 
project operations. See Responses to Letter 5, Number 3; Letter 7, Numbers 35, 41, and 42; and 
Letter 8, Number 6. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-6 through -10, -15, -16, -21, -24, -
25, -26, -27, -29, -30, -31, -32, -33, -34, -36, -38, and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found 
at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

8a. This comment relates to an increased risk of accidents from traffic increases.  

See Master Response 1. Traffic safety is not an environmental impact. If a lack of safety were to be 
found by the County, road improvements could be required. Those improvements would be subject 
to environmental review. In this case, the County has identified no additional safety improvements 
beyond those proposed as part of the application. All project-proposed road improvements have 
been analyzed in the RDEIR and mitigation measures have been added to ensure that no significant 
environmental effects would occur from that construction (RDEIR Chapters 3.2, 3.3, 3.5, and 
3.12). 

8b. This comment asks why a subdivision is needed. See Master Response 1. Subdivision of 
commercial property is typically done for financing purposes. Timeshare units also have legal 
descriptions prepared, typically using a condominium map, which is a subdivision (Government 
Code Section 66424). The inclusion of a subdivision for this project, which is included in the 
project description in Section 2.4, has been analyzed as part of the project.  

8c. The commenter asks if they will be compensated when cars crash into their yard, and if they 
are willing to put up safer fencing around their property. 
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Regarding compensation for car accidents in their yard, refer to Master Response 6: Road 
Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation 
 
The commenters’ request for safer fencing around the property is noted and will be forwarded to 
decision makers (see Master Response 1). However, it is the County’s standard practice to monitor 
road safety and accidents. If the County were to find a safety issue from traffic in the area, 
additional safety improvements, could be warranted. 
 
8d. This comment asks how noise problems will be addressed. Noise related to project 
construction, operation, and off-site impacts was analyzed in RDEIR Chapter 3.10. Mitigation 
measures for Non-Transportation Operational-Related Noise (MM 3.10-3) and for Short-term 
Construction Noise (MM 3.10-4) were identified to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 
This chapter was based on the September 8, 2016 Paraiso Springs Resort Environmental Noise 
Assessment report prepared by Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc. (RDEIR Appendix I), which is part of 
the consultant team hired by the County of Monterey for environmental review.  

8e. This comment asks whether the project would be open to the public and how people will 
know its status before they get to the site. The resort will be open to the public after reconstruction. 
Many of the resort amenities will be accessible only to those staying overnight, but other portions 
will be open to the public, as described in the General Development Plan filed with the application 
(Thompson Holdings, LLC, Paraiso Springs General Development Plan, 2005; in project file 
PLN040183 at Monterey County RMA-Planning). 

9. This comment is concerned with increased risk, evacuation, and compensation if a fire 
occurs. Any cars traveling along the public road that start a fire would be liable, as traffic along any 
county road would be, and insurance would provide coverage for any losses. 

For on-site fire protection, the applicant and Cal Fire developed a Preliminary Fire Protection Plan 
(see RDEIR: Project Description, pages 2-55 through 2-56 and Figure 2-13). In addition to the 
infrastructure that was included in that preliminary plan, vegetation (fuel) management within and 
along the edges of the project have been included in the project description and analyzed as part of 
the project’s potential environmental impacts (2018 RDEIR pages 3-75, 3-76 through 3-77, 3-81 
through 3-85; Table 3.3-5, Additional Project Impacts to Vegetation Types due to Wildland Fuel 
Management Requirements; Figure 3.3-3, Defensible Space Vegetation Loss; Impact 3.7-6, 
Potential for Wildfire Hazards at the Project Site, 2019 RDEIR pages 60 through 62). Also see 
response to Letter 10, Number 2, and to Letter 18.  

An updated Fire Protection Plan, which also included an Evacuation Plan, was developed and 
analyzed in the 2019 Recirculated Draft EIR. Potential impacts were identified for the following 
topics: 

• Impact 3.7-6, Substantially Impair An Emergency Responses Plan/Emergency Evacuation 
Plan,  

• Impact 3.7-7, Exacerbate Wildfire Risks, Which May Then Expose Occupants to Pollutant 
Concentrations From A Wildfire or Uncontrolled Wildfire Spread,  

• Impact 3.7-8, Exacerbate Wildfire Risks Due To Infrastructure, and  
• Impact 3.7-9, Increased Risk Associated with Runoff, Post-Fire Slope Instability, or 

Drainage Changes. 

Mitigation Measures have been included that will reduce the potential impact for each of these 
topics to a less than significant level. The Mitigation Measures identified have been clarified and 
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amplified, in response to comments, as described in responses to Letter 20, Numbers 24 and 28, 
and to Letter 23, Number 5. While the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District has approved 
the Fire Protection Plan attached to the 2019 RDEIR, a final Fire Protection Plan will be required 
as part of the project approval process, in addition to any additional conditions of approval 
proposed from the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District prior to construction. The Fire 
Protection Plan addresses emergency ingress and egress. Also see Master Response 8. 

10.  This comment is concerned with flooding impacts from construction on the project 
property. A drainage plan is required as part of the project conditions of approval pursuant to 
county code requirements. All stormwater above the pre-development discharge level is proposed 
to be captured and detained on site through the use of low impact development (LID) methods 
and/or a detention basin, as described on RDEIR page 2-54. If any flood activities occur off site, it 
may be a result of a failure or a storm event beyond the county-required design criteria to limit the 
100-year post-development runoff rate to the 10-year pre-development rate. Any compensation 
would be a result of insurance claims, if covered by the applicable insurance policy. See Responses 
to Letter 8, Number 7, and Letter 12, Number 24.  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-33, -34, -35 and -36, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10.  

11.  This comment asks if they will be compensated if their well is contaminated and if water 
information will be sent to them regularly. The recycled water system will require ongoing 
monitoring and reporting in accordance with a site-specific individual Waste Discharge 
Requirements for the production of the recycled water issued by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board in coordination with the State Water Resources Control Board – Division of 
Drinking Water, as well as with State Water Resource Control Board Order WQ 2016-0068-DWQ, 
Water Reclamation Requirements for Recycled Water Use and the results could be obtained from 
that agency.  Regarding compensation, see Master Response 1. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-6 through -10, -24, -25, -27, -29, -
30, -31, -33, -36, -38, and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses 
to Letter 10. 

12.  The comment requests the location of well information and questions the significance of a 
lowering of the water table at their and their neighbor’s wells. The RDEIR discusses the basis for 
the 0.5 feet drawdown conservatively predicted for the nearest well, located 0.7 mi from the project 
wells.  The estimate is based on a groundwater flow model calibrated using data from on-site 
boreholes as well as water levels measured at the main project well. Even accounting for the 0.5 
feet of predicted drawdown, pumping water levels are expected to remain above the well screen 
(Todd Groundwater, 2018, page 31; RDEIR pages 3-250 and 3-251).  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1, -7, -10, -12, -13, -14, -16, -17, 
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-20, -21, -22, -28, -33, and -34, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

13.  This comment questions why the creek is dry, and the RDEIR description of the location of 
their well. Tributary creeks to the Salinas River are typically ephemeral and may be dry most of the 
year, despite large quantities of groundwater in storage. This is the case in the Paraiso Springs 
Valley, as discussed by Todd Groundwater, 2018, page 9. See Master Response 1. 
 
Below the hot spring (known also as “Soda Spring” and “Paraiso Spring”) the flow rate is 
estimated to be 0.07 cfs, an amount that may not be apparent without close inspection. See RDEIR, 
Section 3.8, page 3-245 as well as in Todd Groundwater, 2018, page 9. RDEIR page 3-220 
specifically includes the following statement: “flow from the hot springs percolates entirely into the 
creek bed within the project site.” Therefore, downstream of the site, the stream flow becomes 
groundwater unless the stream has excess flow from recent precipitation. 
 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff have reviewed the information provided by 
the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response BHgl-8 found in the 
Todd Groundwater document at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 
 
In regard to well distances from the resort, well distances are measured from the project pumping 
well to the off-site well and not from the edge or middle of the resort. 
 
14a. This comment asks if tow trucks will be on site and alludes to inevitable accidents. See 
Master Response 1. Tow trucks will not be located on site. Accident frequency, analyzed in the 
RDEIR on pages 3-339 through 3-341, and in Table 3.12-4, show that expected accident frequency 
on Paraiso Springs Road, Clark Road, and at two nearby intersections at project build out would be 
less than the statewide average accident frequency rate and that road safety improvements beyond 
those proposed are not needed. Potential environmental impacts related to all proposed 
improvements are determined to be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation 
(RDEIR Impact 3.2-1, Impact 3.3-1, Impact 3.3-2, Impact 3.3-3, Impact 3.3-5, Impact 3.5-3, 
Impact 3.5-4, Impact 3.6-5, Impact 3.7-1, Impact 3.7-2, Impact 3.8-1, Impact 3.8-2, Impact 3.8-3, 
Impact 3.10-1, Impact 3.10-2, Impact 3.10-4, Impact 3.11-4, Impact 3.12-2, and section 4.5). 
Proposed roadway improvements are expected to further lower the accident frequency rate than the 
predicted data presented in Table 3.12-4, as explained on RDEIR page 3-341. 

14b. This comment questions how they can propose development on ridges and slopes. See 
Master Response 1. The County has a permit process to develop on ridgelines and steeper slopes 
with many permits issued every year. See full discussion in Chapter 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources, particularly in sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4, and analysis for Impact 3.1-1 (pages 3-9 through 
3-24). Also see discussion in Chapter 3.9, including policy discussions in Table 3.9-1 on pages 3-
263 and 3-264. 

14c. This comment questions how the employees will be screened to exclude pedophiles and 
criminals. See Master Response 1. 

14d. This comment is concerned with criminal activity increasing in the area. See Master 
Response 1. The Sheriff has identified that no new sheriff facilities are needed to provide law 
enforcement support to, or as a result of, the project (RDEIR section 3.11.5, Comment Letter 16, 
and responses to Comment Letter 16). Mutual aid requests are also handled from nearby cities 
when needed. 
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15. This comment asks how wildlife will be handled during construction. Potential impacts to 
wildlife species are identified in Chapter 3.3. Mitigation measures have been included in the 
RDEIR to address potential impacts to wildlife species. All potential impacts have been found to be 
less than significant with the inclusion of the identified mitigation measures (pages 3-80 through 3-
104; Mitigation Measures 3.3-2a through 3.3-2e, Mitigation Measure 3.3-3, Mitigation Measures 
3.3-4a and b, and Mitigation Measures 3.3-6a through c). 

16a. This comment asks how dust will be controlled during construction and operation. Dust 
impacts are analyzed in Chapter 3.2, Air Quality. In particular, the Impact Analysis for this chapter 
addresses construction and operational emissions, including dust generation, on pages 3-41 through 
3-49. Mitigation Measure 3.2-1, related to short-term construction emissions, has been included in 
this chapter to address dust impacts that could create significant impacts. The mitigation measure 
includes standard best management practices provided by the Monterey Bay Air Resources District 
to ensure that dust is sufficiently suppressed to meet air quality standards, which are established to 
protect the public health (MBARD, 2017, 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan, page 6).  

16b. This comment questions where the EIR is for construction and road improvements. The 
RDEIR analyzes the potential environmental impacts from construction and road improvements, on 
site and off site (see RDEIR Impact 3.2-1, Impact 3.2-2, Impact 3.2-3, Impact 3.2-6, Impact 3.4-1, 
Impact 3.12-2, and section 4.5). 

16c. This comment asks if a water truck will be used. Yes, or a soil treatment equally effective at 
dust suppression (RDEIR page 3-43). Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 requires watering active 
disturbance areas. 

17. This comment asks if neighbors would be compensated if they miss work due to road 
construction or traffic. See Master Response 1. The County will require that traffic be 
accommodated while road construction occurs, as is done throughout the County for any road 
construction project. Some delays may occur, but notice of upcoming construction would be 
provided along Paraiso Springs Road; the road will not be blocked for long periods. Roads will not 
be blocked by project operations, as described in RDEIR Section 3.12.5. 

18. This comment asks how nighttime views and wildlife would be affected by project lighting. 
The facility will have interior and exterior lighting that will increase lighting in the area. The 
County will be requiring a lighting plan, prior to issuance of permits, that meet California Code of 
Regulations Title 24 requirements and that shield light sources from public viewing areas, such as 
Paraiso Springs Road, Clark Road, Arroyo Seco Road, and Highway 101 (RDEIR pages 3-24 and 
3-25). Lighting effects on neighbors will depend on the neighbor’s location and topography or the 
amount of vegetation between the facility and the neighbor’s location. Lighting is required to be 
directed or shielded to only illuminate the intended area, so off-site light effects would be based on 
indirect lighting from interior lighting or diffused light from outdoor light fixtures. Diffused light is 
“a soft light with neither the intensity nor the glare of direct light. It is scattered and comes from all 
directions. Thus, it seems to wrap around objects. It is softer and does not cast harsh shadows.” 
(https://sciencing.com/diffused-light-5470956.html). No change is made to the conclusion found in 
Impact 3.1-2, Increase in Light and Glare—less than significant with standard condition of 
approval. See also Responses to Letter 7, Numbers 1 through 5, Letter 8, Number 1, and Letter 10, 
Number 5. 
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Response to Letter #6 – Judy Berti (April 25, 2018) 
 

1. This comment letter provides a request to attach this information to letter 5, Berti. See 
Responses to Letter 5, Numbers 1 and 2. 
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Response to Letter #7 - Lois Panziera (April 25, 2018) 
 

1. The comment is correct that the 2018 RDEIR identifies, on page 3-24, that the “nearest 
residential units are located to the east approximately one mile from the project site.” However, the 
2019 RDEIR corrected the text that the nearest residential unit is located within a quarter mile.  

The 2018 RDEIR, in the same chapter (Aesthetics and Visual Resources) describes the location of 
residences “located below and to the east of the project site…” (pages 3-4 and 3-18). The 2019 
RDEIR corrects an error in the section (Impact 3.1-2) discussing potential light and glare impacts. 
The distance of a quarter mile does not change the conclusion of this section that potential 
environmental impacts from light and glare, with the standard condition imposed by the County 
along with California Code of Regulations Title 24 requirements, would be less than significant. 
Potential environmental effects related to lighting are established by thresholds identified in 2019 
RDEIR Section 3.1.4, page 30. These thresholds establish levels that protect the environment when 
the project meets the threshold. Specific discussion related to lighting is found in 2019 RDEIR 
Impact 3.1-2. The project will maintain existing vegetation near its eastern border, which, along 
with topography, would screen nearby residences from the site. The standard condition and Title 24 
requirements would ensure that project lighting only illuminates the intended area while keeping 
lighting from shining toward the sky, thereby protecting nighttime views. See also Response in 
Letter 10, number 5. 

For the second paragraph of this comment, see Master Responses 1 and 5.  

2.  This comment asks the number of nighttime traffic trips and how the headlights will affect 
the nighttime sky.  

Headlights that shine on people viewing the night sky would cause a temporary reduction in 
viewing ability for those viewers. If the headlights do not illuminate the area of the viewers, little to 
no effect would occur. Car trips during the evening peak hour would pass any single location on 
average about once or twice per minute (up to two vehicles encountered on a road that takes two 
minutes to traverse—Hatch Mott MacDonald, 2017, page 14). Peak Hour for the afternoon is 
defined as 4 to 6 p.m. (Hatch Mott MacDonald, 2017, page 8, number 7). The sky grows dark 
around 5 p.m. on the shortest day of the year (December 21), so more vehicles would pass by 
anyone viewing the night sky during the winter time than in summer, when the sky darkens around 
9 p.m. on the longest day of the year. When the sky grows dark after 6 p.m. (February 1 through 
October 31 for this area), non-peak hour traffic will pass by resulting in relatively fewer trips 
passing anyone viewing the night sky. Any headlights passing by people viewing the night sky 
would be transitory and not considered to be a significant impact on the environment.  

3. This comment asks how the loss of the viewshed will be mitigated due to such a large 
increase in traffic. The project will increase traffic by up to 406 vehicle trips per day on Paraiso 
Springs Road at buildout. The RDEIR does not identify a significant environmental impact related 
to a loss of scenic qualities related to increased traffic. The County does not consider traffic that is 
well within the capacity on public roadways as being a significant change to the public viewshed.  

4. This comment suggests that wildlife will be affected by resort lighting and questions the 
amount of lighting for the amphitheater and other event areas. See Response to Letter 5, Number 
18, and Letter 7, Numbers 1 and 2. The outdoor lighting for the amphitheater and any other outdoor 
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activity areas would be subject to the same requirements of illuminating only the intended area and 
eliminating the visibility of the light source from sensitive areas (aesthetic or biological). See 
discussion in RDEIR Impact 3.1-2, pages 3-24 and 3-25). 

5. This comment asks who will monitor lighting for the project. Monitoring of lighting will be 
done by the County, initially through approval of a lighting plan. The lighting plan will need to 
comply with state regulations for the specified lighting zone designated for this site, as well as the 
County standard condition of approval referenced in the RDEIR on pages 3-24 and 3-25.  Fixtures 
will need to direct light to illuminate only the intended area. Any subsequent changes to exterior 
light fixtures would require approval by the County. See Response to Letters 5, Number 18 and 
Letter 7, Numbers 1 and 2. 

6. This comment asks about traffic generating hazardous carbon monoxide emissions. Carbon 
monoxide “hot spots” are discussed on RDEIR pages 3-30, 3-36, 3-46 and Impact 3.2-4, page 3-47. 
As stated in the RDEIR, under certain meteorological conditions, carbon monoxide concentrations 
close to a congested roadway or intersection may reach unhealthy levels, affecting local sensitive 
receptors. Congested intersections with high volumes of traffic could cause carbon monoxide hot 
spots, where localized high concentrations of carbon monoxide occur.  
Several factors combine to make substantial concentrations of carbon monoxide at the curve at 
34352 Paraiso Springs Road, or at any other road segments along Paraiso Springs Road, highly 
unlikely. Existing physical constraints such as high density, high profile buildings or other 
obstructions that could prevent dispersion of carbon monoxide are absent. Predominant weather 
conditions in the area include air movement that would help facilitate carbon monoxide dispersion. 
Congested traffic conditions that otherwise could result in concentration of carbon monoxide 
would rarely occur, or be of short duration (RDEIR Impact 3.12-1, pages 3-334 through 3-338; 
Table 3.12-3). Further, under existing state regulatory and legislative mandates, emissions volumes 
from all classes of vehicles in the vehicle fleet will continue to decline. Given these factors, 
substantial concentrations of carbon monoxide are not expected at, or along, the roadway. There is 
no need for mitigation to reduce vehicle emissions on the roadway to address carbon hot spots. 
7. This comment asks questions about project construction and phasing, and construction 
impacts on air quality. Short-term construction emission impacts are evaluated on pages 3-41 
through 3-44 of the RDEIR. Emissions produced during grading and construction activities are 
“short-term” because they occur only during construction. Construction emissions would include 
the generation of fugitive dust, on-site generation of construction equipment exhaust emissions, 
and the off-site generation of mobile source emissions related to construction traffic. Mitigation 
measure 3.2-1 (RDEIR pages 3-43 through 3-44) will address potential health impacts by ensuring 
that the proposed project does not exceed the air district’s thresholds of significance for short-term 
construction emissions.   
The project’s anticipated operational date (all four phases) is 2028. Periods of construction, and 
periods in between construction phases, will be dependent on the needs of the project related to the 
public demand. 
There will be no need to monitor for potential hot spots for carbon monoxide, as no hazardous 
concentrations of such emissions will occur (RDEIR page 3-47, Impact 3.2.4, Localized Carbon 
Monoxide Emissions). 
The effect of construction activities on the value of homes is not an environmental issue subject to 
evaluation in a CEQA document. 
8.  This comment asks about air quality mitigation due to longer vehicle trips. The RDEIR 
(page 4-7) discusses regional emissions and emission forecasts. The discussion includes the 
following: “The AQMP [Air Quality Management Plan] includes current air quality data, revises 
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the emission inventory and emission forecasts, provides an analysis of emission reductions needed 
to meet and maintain State ozone standards, and includes adoption of five stationary source 
controls to achieve emission reductions. In developing the emission forecasts, the AQMP accounts 
for population growth for cities and counties located within the basin based on the population 
projections of the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). These forecasts are 
then accommodated within the AQMP.” The proposed project is consistent with the regional 
forecasts and the AQMP and, therefore, would not result in a cumulative regional air quality 
impact. Mitigation is not required. 
9. This comment asks how oaks will be protected from increased traffic on the roads. The 
RDEIR (pages 3-101 to 3-102) identifies indirect impacts to the protected oaks due to vehicular 
traffic near/compaction of root zones. The compaction from road construction is the greatest 
concern.  Vehicle traffic would not significantly impact the trees. Mitigation measure 3.3-6b 
(RDEIR pages 3-103 to 3-104) states “the project applicant shall implement the following tree 
protection best management practices during construction activities within the project site and 
include these measures on construction contracts for the proposed project, subject to review and 
approval by the County of Monterey Resource Management Agency-Planning.”  The measure then 
includes nine specific methods to protect all retained regulated oak trees from indirect adverse 
construction impacts. 
10. This comment asks how large animals will be affected by the project. Project impacts to 
large native animals are addressed in the wildlife movement discussion in the RDEIR (pages 3-99 
to 3-100). There is no need to or plans to catch, relocate, or destroy native wildlife.  
See Response to Letter 5, Number 15 regarding the RDEIR analysis of potential impacts on 
wildlife. If mountain lions were determined to be a public safety threat, they would be killed by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, or local law enforcement. Mountain lions are not listed 
as a Special Status species. The passage of the California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990 
(Proposition 117) by California voters established that mountain lions are a specially protected 
mammal in California, and that it is unlawful to possess, transport, import or sell any mountain lion 
or part or product thereof (including taxidermy mounts) 
(https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/mammals/mountain-lion/). 

11. This comment wondered why certain buildings were excluded from bat surveys. Special-
status bats are evaluated in the RDEIR (page 3-86 through 3-87).  
As discussed on RDEIR page 3-86, Central Coast Bat Research Group surveyed all the structures 
on the property and recommended which would need to be surveyed prior to certain demolition or 
construction activities. As stated on page 3-86, "All structures within the project site shall be 
surveyed with the exception of the house trailers, fire equipment room, and the main pump house." 
They specifically recommended that the house trailers, fire equipment room, and main pump house 
would not require surveys (RDEIR page 3-86, Mitigation Measures 3.3-2b) as the earlier surveys 
showed no sign (house trailers and fire equipment room) or minimal night roost activity (main 
pump house) of bat use in these structures (RDEIR Appendix E, Interim Report for the Bat 
Assessment Survey for Paraiso Springs Resort, March 25th, 2008, Central Coast Bat Research 
Group, page 6). 

12. This comment asked how bat complaints would be handled. There are no plans to catch, 
relocate, or destroy bats, except through passive exclusion techniques as described in Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-2b. Bats are protected by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and 
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appropriate permits would be required. Some species of bats found on the site are considered 
CDFW Species of Special Concern while others are considered California Special Animals, as 
explained in RDEIR Table 3.3-3, pages 3-71 and 3-72. Regulatory requirements are described in 
RDEIR section 3.3.3. Potential impacts to special status animals, including bats, is described in the 
discussion related to Impact 3.3-2; bats are more specifically addressed on pages 3-85 through 3-87 
of that section. The discussion includes the regulations related to non-listed bat species, as well 
(page 3-86). If the resort has complaints or problems associated with bats, they should contact 
CDFW for guidance. 

13. This comment questioned how wild pigs would be handled. There are no plans to catch, 
relocate, or destroy wild pigs. Wild pigs are not a protected species. The resort may choose to fence 
areas susceptible to damage or to trap or hunt wild pigs. A hunting license and wild pig tag are 
generally required to take wild pig in California, with no limits on the number of wild pigs hunted. 
Hunting season for wild pig is open all year (https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Hunting/Wild-Pig). If the 
resort has complaints or problems associated with wild pigs, they should contact CDFW for 
guidance. See Master Response 1. 
 
14. This comment questioned the past disposal of hazardous waste from the site. The disposal 
of construction debris and appliances occurred with demolition activities in 2003; these materials 
were removed from the property. The condition of the property, with the materials removed, is 
considered the baseline condition (existing setting) for purposes of analyzing potential 
environmental impacts.  
15. This comment questioned the use of burning wood in barbecues and fireplaces. Wood 
burning fireplaces or barbecues will not be permitted with the county’s required condition of 
approval (see Response to Letter 10, Number 8). The hauling of firewood to the resort for 
fireplaces associated with facilities is not relevant, as wood-burning fireplaces would be prohibited 
per the condition of approval identified above. 
16. This comment cites sections of the RDEIR. See Master Response 1. 

17. This comment asks why the nine removed historic cabins are not being rebuilt and 
questions some of the proposed mitigation. See Master Responses 2 and 3. A visitor’s center is 
proposed. Digital information and displays regarding the site’s history are required by Mitigation 
Measures 3.5-1a and 3.5-1d; the information shall be available on the property at areas where the 
public and most customers can view it. The information will also be made available to others as 
described in the mitigation measures, along with other information distribution as required by 
Mitigation Measures 3.5-1b and 3.5-1c. 

18. This comment asks the location of the visitor’s center and the accessibility of the historic 
mitigation display to the public. The visitors’ center’s proposed location, near the project entrance, 
is identified on RDEIR Figure 2-6 as number 14 (page 2-21), included in the narrative on page 2-
27 (Other Amenities), and included in the list of uses in RDEIR Table 2.2 (page 2-28).  

Information demonstrating the site’s history would be located on the web and in on-site locations 
that are accessible to the majority of guests, and offered to historic locations, visitor’s centers and 
museums, as described in Mitigation Measure 3.5-1a. Mitigation Measure 3.5-1d requires that a 
second digital display be provided in a publicly accessible area of the resort.  

19. This comment is concerned with the number of people at the site. The number of people on 
the resort property would be dependent on the occupancy of the different uses of the site, including 
day uses. The RDEIR analyzed potential impacts to the environment based on average occupancy 
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for many impacts, and peak impact for topics such as potential transportation, aesthetic, noise, 
water and wastewater impacts. 

In response to the question regarding lowest density, Commercial zoning districts as established 
under the applicable 1982 General Plan, and as described for this site in RDEIR Sections 3.9.2 and 
3.9.3, do not have minimum density requirements. While not subject to the 2010 General Plan, the 
site is designated as a Special Treatment Area in 2010 General Plan policy CSV-1.1, which allows 
redevelopment of the site with specified uses. This policy also does not have a minimum density 
requirement. 

20. The commenter asks how the project traffic and varying roadway widths affect the response 
times of emergency vehicles, and what the fire department’s standards are for roadway width and 
turn-arounds. 

The potential impacts on emergency response is addressed in Section 3.11, Public Services and 
Utilities, of the RDEIR. As described in Section 3.11.5, Impact Analysis, the project would not 
require the provision of new or physically altered facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, to maintain acceptable response times or other performance 
objectives for fire and police protection. Additionally, as described in Section 3.12, Transportation 
and Traffic, of the RDEIR and Master Response 5: Traffic above, the project would not generate 
traffic that would change the level of service on project roadways, and the project includes 
roadway improvements to address roadway width and safety concerns. Also, see responses to 
Letter 18.   
 
Fire requirements for roadway width are found in Monterey County Code Chapter 18.09, Appendix 
O, section O102.2. A minimum 18 foot all-weather roadway surface width is required. Turnaround 
requirements are included in Appendix O, sections O102.3 and O103.1. Roadway improvements 
are proposed as part of the project and potential environmental impacts of these improvements 
have been analyzed in the RDEIR. The proposed improvements will be required through conditions 
of approval. See Master Response 1. 

21. This comment is concerned with erosion and mudslides caused by resort vegetation clearing 
and emergency evacuation plans.  

Erosion control regulations and requirements are analyzed in RDEIR Chapters 3.6 and 3.8. Within 
Chapter 6, Geology and Soils, landsliding, slope stability and erosion are specifically addressed for 
on site development on pages 3-181 through 3-187. The applicable regulatory background is found 
in section 3.6.3. Significance Threshold Criteria are described on page 3-192. The potential 
environmental impacts of the project on the environment are described in section 3.6.5, with 
mitigation measures identified for seismic groundshaking, liquefaction, landslides, and short-term 
and long-term erosion. Feasible mitigation measures have been identified for each of these 
categories, with each potential impact reduced to a less than significant level (pages 3-193 through 
3-202). 

Within Chapter 8, Hydrology and Water Quality, drainage and surface water quality (erosion) is 
specifically addressed for on site development on pages 3-219 and 3-220. The applicable 
regulatory background is found in section 3.8.3, with specific discussions on drainage and erosion 
control found on pages 3-233 and 3-234. Significance Threshold Criteria are described on pages 3-
235 and 3-236. The potential environmental impacts of the project on the environment are 
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described on pages 3-236 through 3-241 for these topic areas, with mitigation measures identified 
for Short-term Erosion and Water quality, Long Term Surface Water Runoff, and Long-Term 
Surface Water Quality. Feasible mitigation measures have been identified for each of these 
categories, with each potential impact reduced to a less than significant level (pages 3-236 through 
3-241). 

Related to resort evacuation and issues identified in this comment, see Responses to Letter 5, 
number 9, Letter 8, Number 5, Letter 18, and Master Response 1. For the reference to the comment 
about a new fire substation being built on site, this possibility was analyzed on RDEIR pages 3-304 
through 3-308 and in section 3.11.5. The analysis included a description of potential impacts from 
constructing a fire station on the property, finding that no additional environmental impacts would 
occur from on-site construction of a fire station. As described in the RDEIR, an on-site fire station 
is not proposed. 

22. This comment asks questions about security personnel; see Master Response 1. No special 
events are proposed as part of the project. 

23. This comment asks how the project would affect Sheriff operations. See discussion in 
RDEIR section 3.11-2 (particularly page 3-309), applicable policies on page 3-315, and analysis on 
pages 3-317 through 3-319. Also see response to Letter 16, Number 1, including an errata provided 
by the Sheriff’s Office. No potential environmental impacts have been identified. Also, see Master 
Response 1. 

Response time to the site is varied depending on the location of deputies in the area. If none are in 
the area, and an immediate response is needed, the County has mutual aid agreements with cities in 
the area. Response time from Soledad would be between 10 and 15 minutes. 

24. This comment suggests that the resort have an on-site doctor. See Master Response 1. 

25. This comment presents information on previous mudslides and flooding in the area. 
Culverts that have caused localized flooding in the past are proposed to be removed (RDEIR page 
2-54) and replaced with bridges. Drainage plans will be required to be submitted for review and 
approval to the County for any improvements. Drainage is proposed (and required) to be fully 
controlled on site (RDEIR page 2-54). Any off-site monitoring for drainage issues would be the 
responsibility of the affected property owner or the County, in the case of the public roads and their 
drainage infrastructure. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-30, -33, and -34, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. 

26.  This comment relates to monitoring of drainage facilities and general comments about 
drainage. The resort operator, who will be managing the whole facility including the timeshare 
units, will be responsible for maintenance of on-site drainage facilities. The resort operator would 
hire a licensed professional engineer to provide the monitoring and maintenance oversight. The 
project, if approved, would not be allowed to sell units as permanent residences. A condition of 
approval will limit the uses allowed for the entire resort to those uses proposed under the 
application, which is described in RDEIR Chapter 2.  

For drainage comments, see Response to Letter 7, Number 21. Drainage facilities will collect all 
on-site runoff and release any flows off-site by metering the runoff at no more than the 10-year pre-
development level when storm flows are greater than the 10-year storm intensity.  
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The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-25, -30 through -36, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. Also, see Master Response 1. 

27. This comment relates to construction on slopes.  
 
See Response to Letter 5, Number 14b. For the comment related to geology, technical reports were 
submitted as part of the project application packet. The Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility 
Report for Paraiso Hot Springs Spa Resort, prepared by Landset Engineers, Inc., dated December 
2004 (RDEIR Appendix F), includes an overview of the relative geologic hazards for the areas of 
proposed site development.  The report identifies potential measures to address the potential risk 
for faulting, liquefaction, debris flow, and landsliding.  The report identifies geologic and soil 
constraints that will assist in the project design, and will be revisited when site specific 
improvements are designed.  Prior to issuance of any related grading or building permits, a site-
specific investigation will be submitted to provide design level construction recommendations. 
This investigation will be reviewed by County staff to ensure adequate safety is included in project 
design. 
 
The potential environmental impacts related to grading, construction techniques to assure structure 
protection, and seismic shaking were evaluated in RDEIR Chapter 3.6, Geology and Soils. The 
requirements of the state codes were discussed (section 3.6.3), as were recommendations from the 
technical experts described in section 3.6.1. Significance Threshold Criteria were identified in 
section 3.6.4. An analysis of potential impacts was provided in section 3.6.5. In particular, see 
Impact 3.6-4, Landslides, found on pages 3-196 through 3-200. However, many geologic topics 
discussed in section 3.6.5 can directly or indirectly relate to debris flows. 

28. This comment relates to hauling of waste and potential spills from the wastewater treatment 
plant. See Master Response 1. Routine hauling of liquid waste is not proposed with the project.  
Biosolids removed during the treatment process will be bagged and removed from the site by the 
franchise waste hauler.  In the event access to the site is limited, the bags of biosolids can be 
managed on the site until access is restored. 

If a roadway blocked the resort access to the point where the sewer system was to overflow, the 
resort would be shut down prior to, or as a result of, such an occurrence. The shutdown would be 
important for other reasons of public safety, as well. If a tanker truck could not access the site, 
neither could first responders. At that point, evacuation activities would occur to the point where 
the sewer system would not be taxed to the point of overflowing.  

29.  The commenter asks about the size of the tanker that would be used to transport effluent to 
the regional plant if required and if it could safely pass other cars or large vehicles.  

The tanker would be sized appropriately for the roadway, and the County would require a 
Transportation permit for an oversized vehicle. Therefore, the tanker could be accommodated on 
the two-lane roadway accessing the proposed resort without impeding vehicles traveling in the 
opposite direction.   Also see Response 7-20 and Master Response 5: Traffic.  

30.   This comment relates to how the activated alumina process could affect other water 
sources. 2018 RDEIR Section 3.7.5, Impact Analysis, and Impact 3.8-8, Groundwater Water 
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Quality, addresses the potential environmental impacts from resort operations, including the use of 
the wastewater treatment system.  

The comment also sought to understand how much water is wasted in the alumina process. The 
water is not wasted, but is a byproduct of the process. The April 30, 2012 Field Pilot Test Report 
by AdEdge for well #2 indicates that waste generation is approximately 14%.  For every 1000 
gallons of treated water produced, 140 gallons of wastewater is also produced.  However, it can be 
noted that this wastewater from the treatment process can be blended into the treated wastewater 
and used for irrigation, thereby not increasing water use for the site. The Activated Alumina 
cartridges will be hauled off-site to be backflushed at an approved wastewater facility.  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-10, -14, and -19, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. As explained in BHgl-10, a five percent treatment loss is considered conservative and 
was used in the water balance calculations (Todd Groundwater, 2018, Table 4). The treatment 
waste for well #1 was 2 percent (Todd Groundwater, 2018, section 8.2.2). Five percent was used in 
the water balance analysis for the following reasons:  1) the water system may blend water from 
Wells #1 and #2 used on site, 2) the pilot test showed a two percent treatment loss for Well 
Number 1, and 3) Well number 1 would be cheaper to operate so is more likely to be the main well 
utilized for project operations.  

It is important to note that a non-community water system, which is the category for the water 
system for this project, may combine multiple sources to demonstrate that maximum day demand 
(MDD) is available. The combined capacity of Wells No. 1 and No. 2 meet and exceed the source 
capacity requirement necessary to meet maximum day demand, even if treatment loss is 14% and 
system loss is 7% (industry-accepted standard). Pursuant to California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
Title 22, Section 64554, all public water systems shall determine Maximum Day Demand and Peak 
Hourly Demand.  Storage may be considered in accordance with CCR Section 64554.a2: (2) For 
systems with less than 1,000 service connections, the system shall have storage capacity equal to or 
greater than MDD, unless the system can demonstrate that it has an additional source of supply or 
has an emergency source connection that can meet the MDD requirement (personal 
communication, Nicole Fowler and Roger Van Horn, Monterey County Environmental Health 
Bureau, December 27, 2018). 

The comment related to the cost for the activated alumina process is not related to the CEQA 
document. The applicant has proposed this treatment system as part of the project description 
(RDEIR Chapter 2). 

One comment suggests that a well is required to be drilled that provides potable water without 
treatment. However, public water systems may utilize a treatment system that is considered a Best 
Available Technology by the State Water Resource Control Board - Division of Drinking Water 
(Chapter 15 of Title 22 of the CA Code of Regulations). 

31.  The commenter asks if neighbors and guests would be warned when hazardous materials 
are being transported and how the transport would increase the dangerousness of the roadway. 
As described in 2018 RDEIR Section 3.7.5 of the Hazards and Hazardous Materials Chapter, the 
storage, handling and transport of hazardous materials would adhere to Monterey County Health 
Department, Environmental Health Bureau and other applicable state and federal regulations 
described in Section 3.7.3 of the RDEIR for the storage, handling, transport and disposal of 
hazardous materials and waste. There is no law requiring resort guests and neighbors be notified 
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when materials are being transported; however, there are reporting requirements that could be 
made available to the public upon request.  
 
Additionally, as described in Section 3.12.5 of the Transportation and Traffic section under 
Roadway Hazards (Impact 3.12-2) and in Master Response 5: Traffic, the proposed roadway 
improvements would improve the safety for all vehicles traveling on the roadway, and there would 
be no significant environmental impact related to roadway safety. 
 
32. This comment asks about availability of first responders and response time. In an 
emergency, first responders would likely be from the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire District. The 
status of this responding agency is described in RDEIR section 3.11-2 on pages 3-304 through 3-
308. Response time to the resort is described at 15 minutes in this section, but response time would 
depend on the location of a spill. The Fire District is on call 24 hours per day. The Fire District 
personnel on site would assess whether additional response personnel would be needed depending 
on the incident. The Sheriff would also respond to an incident and would assist as needed; mutual 
aid agreements may mean that law enforcement response is from the California Highway Patrol or 
local police department staff either in lieu of or in addition to the County Sheriff deputies. Also see 
responses to Letter 18. 

33.  This comment is concerned with how hazardous materials are safeguarded during 
transportation. State and federal laws regulate the storage, handling and transportation of hazardous 
materials.  The facility will be required to maintain a hazardous materials permit from Monterey 
County to confirm the safe storage and management of materials on the site (Monterey County 
Code Chapter 10.65; Chapter 6.95 of Division 20, commencing with Section 25500 of the Health 
and Safety Code).  No additional safeguards are required. Also see discussion in 2018 RDEIR 
Chapter 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

34. This comment questions why water has been diverted from the creek fed by previous 
overflow from the pools and spas, and the impacts of such a diversion.  

The water has not been diverted. The cited Todd Groundwater comment (more fully described in 
Todd Groundwater, 2018, section 4.3) describes the creek as ephemeral, with the exception of the 
perennial flow below the hot springs.  Below the hot springs the flow is estimated to be 0.07 cfs, an 
amount that may not be apparent without close inspection. See Todd Groundwater, 2018, page 9, 
for full discussion as well as Response to Letter 5, Number 13. Water from the springs is either 
surface flow or infiltrates into the ground depending on the season. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response 
BHgl-8, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

Regarding the question of missing pages, all pages are in the document (RDEIR, Appendix J 
[Appendix page 1113], Paraiso Springs Resort – Estimated Potable Water Demand and Potable 
Water Source, CH2MHILL, August 3, 2010). In Table 1 (5 pages), the order of pages 4 and 5 were 
apparently reversed when scanned. Also, the numbering used for Table 1 (pages 1 of 5 through 5 of 
5) is imbedded within the overall page numbering. The last page of Table 1 is page 7 of the 
document. Page 8 is the correct number for the next page, which includes Table 2. 
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35.  This comment asks what other treatment systems are required, whether water will be hauled 
to the site, whether eminent domain would be used, the layout for the water system, the percentage 
of water consumption by the resort guests that does not have to be treated, the service life of wells 
proposed to provide potable water, and the availability of water quality data and the distance of 
neighbors wells and springs from the project wells 

The County Environmental Health Bureau prepared a memorandum dated August 22, 2016 that 
indicates a disinfection system is required for Well No. 1; there is no water loss or treatment waste 
with a chlorine disinfection system, so no new potential environmental impacts would occur from 
this disinfection system. Water would not be hauled to the site. If the wells were to no longer meet 
standards for production or water quality, with or without treatment, the public water system would 
be required to obtain a new source of supply that meets drinking water standards (with or without 
treatment) (Bacteriological Quality - CA Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15, 
Article 3, Sections 64421-64427; Primary Inorganic Chemicals - CA Code of Regulations, Title 22, 
Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 4, Section 64431; Radioactivity - CA Code of Regulations, Title 22, 
Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 5, Section 64442; Organic Chemicals - CA Code of Regulations, 
Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 5.5, Section 64444; Secondary Drinking Water Standards - 
CA Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 16, Section 64449; CA Code of 
Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 16, Section 64554, New and Existing Source 
Capacity, (a) At all times, a public water system's water source(s) shall have the capacity to meet 
the system's maximum day demand (MDD).  
 
Eminent domain would not be required, as all water would be provided by on-site wells. A 
schematic of the treatment system components is available in the Potable Water Source section (pg. 
8-9) of the CH2MHill January 27, 2009 memo (CH2MHill_2010a_Estimated Potable Water 
Demand). The general location is indicated on Attachment 2 of the document. The service life of 
the wells are not known; the potential environmental impacts of pumping groundwater from 
beneath the project site have been analyzed throughout the RDEIR, in particular in Chapters 3.3, 
3.7, 3.8, 3.11, and 4. If an alternative well location were needed, a future well construction permit 
would be applied for and evaluated for conformance with Monterey County Code, Chapter 15.08. 
Water quality analysis information for the Paraiso Hot Springs water system is publicly available at 
https://sdwis.waterboards.ca.gov/PDWW/.  

All water directly consumed by resort guests will be treated. The RDEIR assumes that all project 
water use would be treated. 

In response to the comment regarding well locations, the RDEIR section related to the location of 
other wells appears to be correct. The third paragraph on RDEIR page 3-250 states, “five 
residences are served by wells within 1.2 miles of the project wells,” which is consistent with the 
comment. The comment points to language in the second paragraph on RDEIR page 3-250, which 
is consistent with that language. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-6 through -12, -21, -25, -27, -29, and -33, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the 
end of the responses to Letter 10. 

36.  This comment questions the statement that the Forebay Aquifer has had surpluses in the 
past. See Todd Groundwater’s description and discussion of inflows to the Paraiso Springs Valley 
groundwater basin, RDEIR, Appendix H, section 8.1.1.  Additionally, the Forebay Aquifer 
Subbasin, within which the project’s wells are located, is recharged by groundwater flow from the 
Upper Valley Aquifer Subbasin, Salinas River flows, and the Arroyo Seco River, a major, un-
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dammed tributary to the Salinas River that drains the Santa Lucia mountains to the west.  
Groundwater level data spanning the period 1944-2017 show fluctuating water levels in the 
Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, including water levels that have recovered to near 1944 levels and in 
some cases exceeded them (Brown and Caldwell, 2015, Figure ES-5; RDEIR page 3-226). 

Not all wells in the basin will have access to the full depth of the aquifer. The Todd Groundwater 
report, 2018, describes the groundwater setting for the wells proposed to be utilized for this project 
and prepared a water balance demonstrating adequate water supply for the project (see also RDEIR 
Impact 3.8-4 discussion) based on aquifers found under the project site. The Todd Groundwater 
report also described, and analyzed project impacts to, the regional aquifer (Forebay) and the 
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. RDEIR Chapter 3.8 analyzed project impacts related to each of 
these aquifers as well as cumulative groundwater issues in RDEIR section 4.5. The water quality of 
the project’s wells was analyzed and the water quality does not exceed standards for boron, only 
fluoride, which will be treated for domestic use (RDEIR page 3-243 and RDEIR pages 3-323 
through 3-325).   

37.  The comment questions how wastewater treatment will meet nitrate standards and who 
would monitor. The wastewater facility will be required to submit quarterly nitrate monitoring 
reports to the County Environmental Health Bureau, as required by Monterey County Code, 
Chapter 15.23.  The facility will be required to make adjustments and/or modify the treatment 
system as needed to meet effluent discharge requirements (6 mg/L nitrate-nitrogen); additional 
treatment would not result in new or increased environmental impacts as any modified system 
components would be located on the treatment facility footprint (personal communication, Nicole 
Fowler and Roger Van Horn, Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau, December 27, 
2018).  

For comments related to well water needing treatment and well capacity, see Responses to this 
letter, numbers 30 and 35, above. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-10, -25, -27, -29, -38, and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

38. This comment questions the right of an owner to reduce water levels.  

Water rights, in the context of a CEQA document, are important to understand so that the water 
supply being proposed and analyzed is certain for the project. If a project site does not have clear 
rights to a proposed water supply, other potential water sources would also need to be analyzed. In 
this case, the project site overlies an aquifer that is proposed to provide water from pumping of 
groundwater.  

According to the State of California “[a] water right is a legal entitlement authorizing water to be 
diverted from a specified source and put to beneficial, nonwasteful use. Water rights are property 
rights, but their holders do not own the water itself. They possess the right to use it. The exercise of 
some water rights requires a permit or license from the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Water Board), whose objective is to ensure that the State’s waters are put to the best possible use, 
and that the public interest is served.” 
(https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/board_info/water_rights_process.html)  
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Article X, Section 2 of the California Constitution requires that all use of water be “reasonable and 
beneficial.” Under that provision, water may not be wasted 
(http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=CONS&article=X).  

Percolating groundwater is often defined as water moving through the soil by gravity along the 
path of least resistance. In California, the term covers all groundwater that is not flowing in a 
known and defined channel. With few exceptions, the rules applicable to overlying rights are 
similar to those applied to riparian rights. Correlative rights, while acknowledging that shortages 
may occur, only require that all property owners share equally in the resource until it is exhausted. 
Overuse of any water resource that would destroy its future utility is generally deemed to be an 
“unreasonable” use and therefore is forbidden by state law 
https://www.watereducation.org/aquapedia-background/groundwater-law.  

Also according to the State of California, “[i]n most areas of California, overlying land owners may 
extract percolating ground water and put it to beneficial use without approval from the State Board 
or a court. California does not have a permit process for regulation of ground water use. In several 
basins, however, groundwater use is subject to regulation in accordance with court decrees 
adjudicating the ground water rights within the basins. 

The California Supreme Court decided in the 1903 case Katz v. Walkinshaw that the “reasonable 
use” provision that governs other types of water rights also applies to ground water. Prior to this 
time, the English system of unregulated ground water pumping had dominated but proved to be 
inappropriate to California’s semiarid climate. The Supreme Court case established the concept of 
overlying rights, in which the rights of others with land overlying the aquifer must be taken into 
account. Later court decisions established that ground water may be appropriated for use outside 
the basin, although appropriator’s rights are subordinate to those with overlying rights.”  
(https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/waterrights/board_info/water_rights_process.html#rights)   

In the instance for this project, no adjudication of water rights has occurred in the geographic area 
of this project. The Seaside Area (described on RDEIR page 3-220), a portion of the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin, is an adjudicated basin, but over 25 miles (direct line; miles farther as the 
water flows) away from the project site. The Carmel Valley Aquifer is under a Cease and Desist 
Order, but is not a part of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Groundwater pumped from the 
groundwater basin and used for the project will be recycled and reused on site for landscape 
irrigation. For these reasons, the amount of groundwater use proposed is reasonable, beneficial, and 
not wasteful. The potential environmental effects of pumping groundwater were analyzed (Todd 
Groundwater, 2018) and disclosed in the RDEIR in Chapter 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
Section 4.5, Cumulative Impacts. No significant effects, with mitigation measures identified, result 
from using this groundwater for the project, as proposed. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-22 and -23, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

39.  Regarding the comment related to lowering of static water levels, see response to Letter 5, 
Number 5.  

The population of the project is not relevant to the potential water demand of a project. For 
example, agricultural land without a residence would use far more water (on average, 
approximately 3.6 acre-feet per acre of irrigated crop land (this example for vegetables) or 
approximately 1.4 acre-feet per acre of vineyard - 2015 Groundwater Extraction Summary Report, 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency, April 2017, Figure 18: 2015 Acre-Feet/Acre by Crop 
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Type and Subarea, found at the Monterey County Water Resources Agency website at 
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=24160). As discussed on RDEIR pages 3-
248 through 3-251 of the RDEIR, the estimated project net consumptive water use of 15.5 to 17.8 
acre-feet/year will be lost from the regional Forebay Aquifer Subbasin and will be used within the 
local (Paraiso Spring Valley) basin resulting in a water level diminishment of 0.5 feet or less at 
nearby neighboring wells. The amount of water consumption calculated for the project would, 
therefore, be equivalent to irrigation of 4.94 acres of vegetables or 12.7 acres of vineyard (17.8 
acre-feet per year divided by 3.6 and 1.4, respectively). Also see Master Response 1 related to the 
comment on Zone 2C assessments. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-1, -4, -10, -12, -13, -14, -16, -22, -23, -33, -34, and -37, in the Todd Groundwater document 
found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

40.  This comment questions how long until resort wells are affected by Sulfur, as found in 
wells at Sycamore Flats in the Arroyo Seco area.  

Sycamore Flats is not in the Forebay aquifer area (Monterey County Water Resources Agency, 
2006, Figure 1-2; Monterey County General Plan, Figure LU-4, Central Salinas Valley Land Use 
Plan; Monterey County Geographic Information System, location 
http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Ge
ocortex/Essentials/external/REST/sites/PBI_Viewer_External2/viewers/BaseMapViewer/virtualdir
ectory/Resources/Config/Default; RDEIR Figure 3.8-1). Wells in that area are drilled into hard 
rock areas and in a different watershed (Arroyo Seco River watershed) than that underlying the 
Paraiso Springs property. The wells proposed to be used for this project pump from a local aquifer 
found under the resort; this small aquifer is miles from the Arroyo Seco River and perched much 
higher in elevation (RDEIR Chapter 2; Figure 2-6, Project Site Plan, page 2-21; page 3-3; Figure 
3.8-1, Regional Hydrology; page 3-242). Sulfur was not identified as a constituent at levels 
requiring treatment in the wells proposed to provide potable water for the project (CH2MHill 
2010a). 

41.  This comment questions groundwater effects, including water levels and water quality.  See 
RDEIR, pages 3-241 through 3-252, which describes potential environmental impacts on long-term 
water supply, groundwater levels, well interference, and potential spring impact. At buildout, net 
consumptive water use for the proposed project is estimated to amount to 15.5 to 17.8 acre-
feet/year, whereas average annual groundwater inflow to the Paraiso Springs Valley Basin is 
estimated to be between 700 and 750 acre-feet/year (Todd Groundwater, 2018, page 40).  Project 
water usage will not prevent recharge of rainfall to aquifers providing water for existing wells and 
springs. The water balance efforts included rainfall, recharge and project water use inputs as well 
as analyzing the potential effect on “local wetland habitats, neighboring groundwater users, and 
water resources of the overall Salinas Valley” (RDEIR page 3-241). For the comment on water 
softeners, see Mitigation Measure 3.8-8, which will reduce the potential impact to a less than 
significant level and will be made a condition of approval as part of the adoption of the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan. See responses to Letter 5, number 5, to Letter 5, number 12, to 
Letter 7, number 44 and to Letter 10, number 18. 
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The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-5, -12, -16, -17, -37, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

42.  This comment relates to water quality testing off site and the effect of off site groundwater 
quality.  

These issues were analyzed in RDEIR Chapter 3.8, specifically in Section 3.8.4: Impact 3.8-1, 
Short-term Erosion and Water Quality, Impact 3.8-2, Long Term Surface Water Runoff, Impact 
3.8-3, Long Term Surface Water Quality, Impact 3.8-4, Long Term Water Supply, Impact 3.8-6, 
Well Interference, Impact 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact, and Impact 3.8-8, Groundwater Water 
Quality. Mitigation Measure 3.6-5 would reduce Impact 3.8-1 to a less than significant impact by 
requiring preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to protect 
surface water quality. Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 would reduce Impact 3.8-2 to a less than 
significant impact by requiring preparation and implementation of a drainage plan that controls 
runoff and requires the use of low impact development (LID) features and best management 
practices (BMPs) to clean storm water prior to release to the environment. Mitigation Measure 3.8-
3 enhances the requirements of Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 by requiring additional active and passive 
stormwater cleansing techniques and how cleaned stormwater may be discharged to the 
environment. Mitigation Measure 3.8-8 controls the type of water softening equipment that can be 
used, to protect groundwater quality. The RDEIR concluded that the impacts to groundwater 
quality would be less than significant with the identified mitigation measures. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-10, -14, -25, -27, -29, -30, -31, -32, -33, -34, -36, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater 
document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

43. This comment has questions related to the underground wastewater storage tank and the 
water balance information. The dimension of the underground wet-season storage reservoir is 250 
feet x 115 feet x 20.4 feet deep (CH2MHill 2010b). See responses to Numbers 44 and 45, below, 
regarding potential impacts to nearby wells and the spring serving neighboring properties. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-24, -25, -27, -28, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. 

For the comment related to reducing the size and scope of the project, see Master Response 1. In 
addition, the potential impacts of the proposed project on the environment have been disclosed in 
the RDEIR. A range of reasonable project alternatives has been analyzed that are smaller in size; 
the potential environmental impacts of those alternatives were disclosed in the document (RDEIR 
Chapter 5). 

44.  This set of comments relates to well interference. 

The RDEIR (Impact 3.8-6) discusses potential well interference and describes the basis for the 0.5 
feet drawdown, conservatively predicted for the nearest well, located 0.7 miles from the project 
wells and not from the resort’s entrance.  The estimate is based on a groundwater flow model 
calibrated using data from onsite boreholes as well as water levels measured at the main project 
well. Figure 8, Simulated Long-Term Drawdown from Net Project Pumping, of the Todd 
Groundwater (2018) report (RDEIR Appendix H) shows all neighboring wells and the simulated 
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groundwater drawdown in feet. All off-site wells were calculated to have a drawdown of less than 
0.5 feet. See response to Letter 7, Number 41, above, as well as the responses cited in that 
response. One comment states that this project’s water use would confiscate half of a neighbor’s 
well’s water. Since the drawdown would be less than a half foot at any off-site well, that implies 
the neighbor’s well has a foot of water. A well with only a foot of water would not operate, as it 
would dry up as soon as the pump is turned on (personal communication, Nichole Fowler and 
Roger Van Horn, Environmental Health Bureau, December 27, 2018). In addition, no water users 
in the area stated that they observed any effects on their water sources during well pump testing on 
the project site. The pump tests required much greater amounts of water to be pumped than will be 
utilized by the project (see Todd Groundwater response BHgl-4, Responses to Bierman 
Hydrogeological (BHgl) Comments and LandWatch Hydro Comment D, August 7, 2018, at end of 
responses to Letter 10). 

For the comments relating to water rights, please see Response to Letter 7, Number 38, above. 

The amount of water found on site from wells has been described in Chapter 3.8 on pages 3-242 
through 3-245 and in Chapter 3.11 on pages 3-310 and 3-311 and on pages 3-322 and 3-323. The 
amount of information provided by bore holes and well tests was sufficient to demonstrate an 
adequate water supply for the project to the County.  

One comment questioned how many water sources have gone dry in the last 50 years. The 
number is unknown, but is unrelated to the potential impacts of the project, as any such 
occurrence was in the past. See Master Response 1. Also see Responses to Letter 7, Number 30 
and to Letter 12, Number 7. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-1, -6 through -10, -12, -13, -14, -16, -20, -21, -28, -31, -33, and -34, in the Todd 
Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

45.  This set of comments relates to potential spring impacts. See Master Response 1 and 
Response to Letter 7, Number 38, above. Also see Responses to Letter 7, Number 30 and to 
Letter 12, Numbers 7, 26, 28, 35, 41, and 57. 
 
Spring flow for the spring where water is collected for the neighboring properties, whether it varies 
over time, would be a natural occurrence and is not a CEQA issue. The RDEIR has a responsibility 
to analyze potential impacts of the proposed project on the environment and has provided that 
information. The RDEIR analyzes potential environmental impacts from the project on the spring 
utilized by neighboring property, in particular, on pages 3-251 through 3-254. Potential 
environmental impacts on wells were analyzed on pages 3-241 through 3-251, with a particular 
emphasis on well production in the discussion for Impact 3.8-6 (pages 3-249 through 3-251). 

Relating to the question of spring origination, springs flow from aquifers or rock fractures 
wherever they break through the surface. The origins of springs are from aquifers or fractured rock 
containing water. See the following excerpt from the federal government on spring sources: 

 “A spring is a water resource formed when the side of a hill, a valley bottom or other 
excavation intersects a flowing body of groundwater at or below the local water table, below 
which the subsurface material is saturated with water. A spring is the result of an aquifer being 
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filled to the point that the water overflows onto the land surface. They range in size from 
intermittent seeps, which flow only after much rain, to huge pools flowing hundreds of millions 
of gallons daily” (https://water.usgs.gov/edu/watercyclesprings.html).  

 
The source of water flowing from the Paraiso Springs is percolating rainfall in the Paraiso Valley 
watershed above the springs. See Todd Groundwater’s (2018) discussion of the Spring response 
during well pump tests, which extracted groundwater at a rate an order of magnitude greater than 
the maximum buildout demand of the proposed project.  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-4, -5, -12, -13, -14, -20, -22, -23, 
-25, -26, -27, -28, -30, -32, -33, -34, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the 
end of the responses to Letter 10.
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While the underground treated wastewater storage tank may encounter portions of an aquifer, 
foundations for structures would not be placed in aquifers. Even if that were to occur, any water 
encountered would be drained around a structure through an underground drainage system to 
protect the foundation’s integrity and, therefore, remain in the aquifer. The underground treated 
wastewater storage tank, if it encounters groundwater, may divert any flow through that area, but 
the water would remain in the aquifer. The aquifers in the area of the proposed tank are sufficiently 
thick and wide that the tank would not block all flow (Landset Engineers, 2004, pages 13 and 14, 
and Appendix A (RDEIR Appendix F); Todd Groundwater, 2018, section 6.2). Tank dimensions 
are described in response to Number 43, above. The average width of the aquifer (525 feet—Todd 
Groundwater, 2018) is more than twice the width of the tank (250 feet—CH2MHill, 2010b), even 
if it was oriented with the longest axis across the aquifer. The area where the tank would be located 
is much wider, being in the area where the aquifer is the widest (CH2MHill, 2010b, Appendix 1, 
Attachments 1 and 4). The alluvial aquifer is approximately 55 acres in size; the area affected by 
the tank is approximately 0.66 acres (28,750 square feet). Data related to the top of the aquifer 
below ground level in this area is found in Landset Engineers, 2004. Boring locations B-1, B-3, B-
6 and B-10 are in the general vicinity of the proposed location for the treated wastewater storage 
tank. Boring location B-1 found groundwater at 18 feet below ground level (6.5 feet after 30 
minutes) and appears to be saturated through depth of 34 feet. Boring location B-3 found 
groundwater at 15 feet below ground level (19 feet after 30 minutes) and appears to be saturated 
through a depth of 30 feet. The other two borings did not encounter groundwater at boring depths 
of 21.5 feet below ground surface for Boring B-6 and a depth of 10.5 feet below ground surface for 
Boring B-10 (Landset Engineers, 2004). The underground reservoir would also be constructed on a 
bed of gravel to ensure that groundwater is not impeded. In the event that the water table on the 
upgradient side of the reservoir rises above the bottom of the reservoir, the high permeability of the 
gravel envelope, and the width of the aquifer in proportion to the tank’s width, will ensure that 
groundwater continues to flow to the downgradient side as fast as it would without any obstructing 
effect of the reservoir. 

46.  The comments relate to the proximity of the wastewater treatment facility to other water 
sources. The setback requirements are 100 feet in accordance with State Water Resource Control 
Board Order No. 2014-0153 DWQ, Table 3 (Specified for Impoundment of disinfected tertiary 
recycled water) and either Domestic Well or Flowing Stream; setbacks are the same for both of 
these with no specific setback for springs. However, see Response to Letter 12, Number 36 for 
setback exceptions. 

The nearest part of the wastewater treatment building would be about 58 feet from the spring. The 
setback requirements listed in State Water Resource Control Board Order No. 2014-0153 DWQ, 
Table 3, will be applied to the project during review of construction plans, as determined by the 
County Health Bureau. Any required relocation of the facilities can be accommodated within the 
project footprint (Nicole Fowler, personal communication, August 2, 2018). 

There is no sewer pond proposed in the project (RDEIR Chapter 2; CH2MHill 2010b-Paraiso 
Springs Resort – Estimated Wastewater Production and Proposed Treatment, Irrigation, and 
Storage). 

The comment also suggests the possibility that the spring or neighboring wells could be 
contaminated if liquid holding tanks at the treatment plant leaked. This possibility is negligibly 
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small for several reasons. First, wastewater would be treated by a membrane bioreactor and 
disinfection, which would reduce nitrogen and pathogen concentrations to meet drinking water 
standards. A leak of treated water would not cause any contamination to surface or ground water. 
Second, the tanks will be engineered structures designed not to leak. Third, the tanks in the 
wastewater treatment plant will be above ground and rest on concrete slabs. Any leakage would be 
immediately visible and rapidly repaired.  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-25 through -28, -35, and -36, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end 
of the responses to Letter 10. 

47. This comment questions water use from cumulative growth in the area. See analysis in 
Chapter 3.8 and section 4.5.2 (cumulative impacts analysis). Each of the examples cited in these 
comments is subsumed in the analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the project, 
individually and cumulatively. On-site vineyard water use is included as part of the project’s 
landscaping, which will be irrigated with treated wastewater. The project description in Chapter 2 
of the RDEIR includes the landscaping and water treatment system.  Analysis of the related water 
usage impacts is described in RDEIR Section 3.8. 

48. This set of comments asks about property size, earlier requests for rezoning the property, 
the proposed subdivision of the property, and the number of units in the proposal. See Master 
Response 1.  

The property boundaries have changed over the time since the Spanish period when the Mission 
was constructed, but is the same property as it was when the most recent resort was operating from 
the late 1800s through the late 1900s. The proposed resort will have a larger overall footprint, but 
the property is the same size. Potential environmental impacts of the proposed project have been 
analyzed, irrespective of the historic use or size of the site. 

The request to change the zoning was part of a General Plan update for the whole county and was 
not adopted. The land use designation for this site has not changed from the 1982 General Plan 
designation to the 2010 General Plan designation. Instead, a specific policy was added to the 2010 
General Plan providing a Special Treatment designation for this site. However, the project is being 
processed pursuant to the 1982 General Plan, as explained on RDEIR page 2-1, so the 2010 
General Plan Special Treatment policy is not applicable. No rezoning or general plan amendments 
have been requested and none are required to construct this project. 

A subdivision has been included in the request, including condominium maps for the conveyance 
of timeshare units. No residential uses are proposed or will be approved as part of the proposed 
project (see RDEIR Chapter 2, section 2.4, in particular sections B.3 and B.4). 

49. This comment relates to the urbanization of the area and questions whether residential uses 
will be allowed. See Master Response 1 regarding the first two comment paragraphs.  

For the remaining comments, see response to Number 48, above. 

50. This comment suggests that the project will physically divide the community, asks how the 
project will support the winery corridor, and questioned the visitor serving aspects of the proposed 
project. See Master Response 1. Potential environmental impacts related to transportation were 
analyzed in RDEIR Chapter 3.12. All potential environmental impacts from construction and 
operation of the proposed project were found to be less than significant (RDEIR section 3.12.5, 
pages 3-334 through 3-343). 
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Prior to construction of the Visitor’s Center, other public portions of the resort will be open. See 
RDEIR Chapter 2, including a discussion on the Hamlet area on page 2-20 and in Table 2.2, page 
2-28. Guests staying at the resort are expected to take advantage of day trips, including for 
wineries (RDEIR page 2-45). The use of shuttles for local day trips by guests is described in the 
project’s traffic study (Appendix K) and in RDEIR sections 3.12.4 and 3.12.5. 

51. This comment relates to traffic speed and its resulting noise. Exposure to increased 
transportation-related noise is evaluated in RDEIR Impact 3.10-2 (page 3-297).   
As identified on page 3-297, residences along this roadway are currently exposed to noise levels of 
less than 60 dBA (Ldn). The project would result either in no change or an increase of up to 3 dBA 
in the existing noise environment at the homes along Paraiso Springs Road due to transportation-
related noise. This change is considered to be less than significant.  
The determination was based on the noise report prepared by Illingworth & Rodkin and the traffic 
analysis report prepared for the project by Hatch Mott MacDonald. The noise report assumed an 
average vehicle speed of 35 mph passing the homes on the section of Paraiso Springs Road nearest 
the project (RDEIR Appendix I, Illingworth & Rodkin, Paraiso Springs Resort Environmental 
Noise Assessment, September 8, 2016, page 19). Noise levels are reduced at lower speeds (RDEIR 
Appendix I, Illingworth & Rodkin, Paraiso Springs Resort Environmental Noise Assessment, 
September 8, 2016, page 4 of Appendix A). Therefore, the evaluation of traffic noise would be 
conservative if a majority of vehicles reduce their speed to 15-25 mph around the curve in front of 
the residence at 34352 Paraiso Springs Road. 
52. This comment has a number of questions related to operations and resulting noise effects.  
Recreation facilities, including basketball and racquetball courts were analyzed as part of the noise 
study prepared for the project. Those activity courts are in the middle of the project, not near the 
eastern property boundary, which would be closer to off-site residences. The resort is planned to 
provide a quiet environment for guests, which would necessarily require that noise levels within 
the project site be at a lower level. The County would investigate any noise complaints. Also see 
Master Response 1. 
53. This comment questions whether a noise ordinance will be established. See Master 
Response 1 and response to Number 52, above. The comments do not address environmental 
issues. These comments will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 
54. This comment questions how the increase in traffic will affect noise levels. The traffic 
report determined that an average of 22 vehicle trips currently utilize the site per day. At build-out 
of the proposed project and assuming full occupancy, traffic volume would increase to a total of 
406 trips per day (RDEIR Table 3.12-1, page 3-336). The noise report concluded that the project 
traffic above the baseline level would be expected to result either in no change or an increase of up 
to 3 dBA in the existing noise environment at the homes along Paraiso Springs Road (page 3-297). 
See also response to comment 39 above. 
55. This comment questioned why the noise study did not find that noise levels reduce more at 
night and the length of the noise study. To evaluate the existing noise environment on the project 
site and at representative residential uses in the area, Illingworth & Rodkin conducted three, long-
term noise measurements. The first long-term sound level measurement (LT-1) was on the project 
site on an existing flagpole at approximate position of the project amphitheater lawn. The second 
long-term sound level measurement (LT-2) was conducted on a utility pole on the opposite side of 
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Paraiso Springs Road from the closest residence to the project site. The third long-term sound level 
measurement (LT-3) was conducted on a utility pole at approximately 25 feet from the centerline 
of Arroyo Seco Road on a residential property line frontage north of Clark Road. 
The average noise levels did not decrease significantly in the evening at any of the three locations. 
As described in the noise report (pages 8-10), this was due to either evening truck passbys (at the 
Arroyo Seco Road location), or natural evening noise sources (at the project site and at Paraiso 
Springs Road). 
Specifically, as described in the noise report (Appendix I, page 9), a review of the measured noise 
level chart for the Paraiso Springs Road location (LT-2) shows a fairly constant noise source 
between about 9 pm and 5 am. This source, which measures between about 40 dBA and about 35 
dBA, is judged to be a result of insect, frog, or other natural noise sources based on experience 
with similar wooded and rural sites. 
In conducting a long-term noise analysis, Illingworth and Rodkin evaluated not only average day 
and night noise levels, but also average hourly and day/night levels. When a distinctive reading is 
identified in the noise measurements, an attempt is made to identify the source, and to determine if 
it is a “typical” noise event that accurately describes the average noise environment or if it is an 
anomaly and should be discarded.  In the case of the long-term noise measurement at the Paraiso 
Springs Road location, the nighttime readings were similar to typical wooded and rural sites and 
deemed to be an accurate representation of typical evening noise levels at that location (RDEIR 
Appendix I, Illingworth & Rodkin, Paraiso Springs Resort Environmental Noise Assessment, 
September 8, 2016, pages 8 and 9).  
56. This comment wondered how noise from the amphitheater would be monitored.  
Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 includes the requirement that “Resort Staff shall be informed of, and 
trained in, these limitations and Resort Management shall be responsible to address any noise 
complaints. Resort Staff shall ensure that all activities and bookings follow the limitations and that 
those booking at the resort for activities that could create noise are provided information regarding 
these limitations. Timeshare owners shall be informed of these restrictions prior to purchasing their 
units as part of the real estate transaction paperwork.” The RDEIR determined that with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-3, the significant operation-related noise impacts 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
57. This comment questions the term “short term” in relation to construction periods.  
A “short-term” noise impact is considered to be “a substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project” (State CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G; RDEIR page 3-294). A “long-term” noise impact is considered to be “a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project” (State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G; RDEIR p 3-294). Construction noise is 
considered to be a “short-term” impact because it does not result in a substantial permanent 
increase in noise levels. The RDEIR found that construction noise would be less than significant 
with mitigation (pages 3-300 through 3-302). 
58. This comment questions the statement that no increase in traffic will occur. The RDEIR 
determined that there would be an increase in traffic (page 3-336). The thresholds of significance 
for noise are described on RDEIR page 3-294. Long-term noise impacts can result from increased 
vehicle traffic. However, the noise report concluded that the increased project traffic would be 
expected to result either in no change or an increase of up to 3 dBA in the existing noise 
environment at the homes along Paraiso Springs Road (RDEIR Impact 3.10-2, page 3-297). 
Therefore, the noise impact from increased traffic is less than significant. See also response to 
comment Number 42 above. 
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59. The comment identifies the location of a long-term noise measurement used in the noise 
report. No response is necessary.  
60.  The comment questions noise levels at a residence in the area. The noise report identified 
that the four homes on Paraiso Springs Road between the project entrance and Clark Road, 
including the home at 34352 Paraiso Springs Road, are situated between 50 and 60 feet from 
centerline of the roadway (page 19).  Considering an average vehicle speed of 35 mph (per the 
traffic report), highest average noise levels due to automobile and light vehicles passing the four 
homes on this section of Paraiso Springs Road would be 64 to 65 dBA.  The corresponding Ldn 
(day/night average) noise levels produced by project traffic at the homes would be 43 to 52 dBA.  
Long-term exposure to unacceptable noise levels from increased transportation-related noise was 
evaluated on page 3-297 of the RDEIR. Resulting noise levels from increased traffic would be 
within County noise standards for single-family residential uses (RDEIR Impact 3.10-2, page 3-
297). Therefore, this is considered a less than significant impact. 
61.  The comment cites a portion of the Monterey County Code and also a citation from page 3-
296 of the RDEIR. See Master Response 1. 
62.  The comment cites portions of the RDEIR. See Master Response 1. 
63.  The comments are questions related to on-site events. See Master Response 1. 
64.  The comment asks what mitigation will be provided for noise impacts to nearby residences 
and asks who will monitor noise levels. The nearest residence may be exposed to noise levels 
above 60 dBA Leq during the construction of roads, buildings, and other features located within the 
northeastern to eastern area of the project site (RDEIR page 301). Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.10-4 is required to reduce noise effects on noise sensitive receptors located within the 
project vicinity from noise-generating construction activities during the more noise-sensitive 
daytime hours. The mitigation addresses permitted hours of construction, maintaining distance 
between noise generating construction equipment and sensitive noise receptors, and requires a 
noise monitor to ensure implementation of the construction noise limitations.  
65. The comment cites that other areas are allowing pot growing facilities and wonders about 
this project. The proposal does not include any application for marijuana growing; see RDEIR 
Chapter 2 for a complete project description. 

66. This comment asks about the need for new power poles and whether the facilities will need 
to be placed underground. 

The proposal does not require additional power poles, power lines, or facilities, other than those 
that will be located on site to provide the power needs (see RDEIR Chapter 2 for a complete 
project description). Total power use of 2,212,999kWh per year was determined for this project 
(RDEIR section 3.13.4, page 3-349). Existing distribution lines provide power through the area to 
the project site. PG&E has stated that the project will be able to be supplied by power using the 
existing off-site power poles, or perhaps upgraded poles in the same easement location. However, 
new off-site infrastructure such as a new substation would not be needed. On site power will be 
undergrounded from the local distribution lines that arrive at the project site to provide service to 
the individual structures. 

The quantity of energy use for the project is described in RDEIR Chapter 3.13. Electricity demand 
is specifically disclosed on RDEIR pages 3-348 and 3-349. 
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67.  The commenter states that the width of Paraiso Springs Road is not consistent and asks 
several questions about the road width, condition of asphalt, stability of soil alongside, and how 
vehicles will pass each other going the opposite direction. 

The existing condition of Paraiso Springs Road is presented in the RDEIR in Section 3.12.2 under 
Existing Roadway System and in Appendix K, Traffic Analysis Report (in Section 7 and Exhibit 
13). Information on existing soils is provided in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils (refer to Figure 
3.6-5 and the descriptions under Soils).  

As described in RDEIR Section 3.12.5 of the Transportation and Traffic section under Roadway 
Hazards (Impact 3.12-2) and in Master Response 5: Traffic, the proposed roadway improvements 
would improve the safety for all vehicles traveling on the roadway, and there would be no 
significant impact related to roadway safety. Thus, vehicles would be able to pass each other going 
the opposite direction. 

68. The commenter is concerned about traffic generated by visitors who are not registered 
guests and lost truck drivers who need a turn-around. The commenter questions the historic, 
existing use, and projected traffic volumes, as well as parking. The commenter asks if all guests 
and employees will be mandated to take shuttles with a monitoring program to reduce traffic 
congestion, noise, and other disruptions; who will monitor the program; if a curfew will be placed 
on guests; and why the shuttles and traffic reducing methods won’t be instituted until the second 
phase of the project.  

The questions and concerns related to the traffic volumes, shuttle use, and safety are addressed in 
Master Response 5: Traffic and Responses to Letter 10, Numbers 22, 23, 24, and 26.  

There would be adequate parking provided onsite, as described in RDEIR Section 3.12.5 under 
Parking Capacity, based on the proposed project features and Monterey County Zoning Ordinance 
parking requirements (Section 21). The number of parking places at the former resort is irrelevant. 

The project phasing for shuttle use and traffic improvements is based on the proposed phased 
development of the project, as described in Section 2.4 and Table 2.3 of the RDEIR, and the 
estimated traffic volumes associated with each phase, which is detailed throughout Appendix K, 
Traffic Analysis Report. The shuttle may be deferred to the later phase as long as daily trips 
remain below the 406 vehicle trip limit, which will be required by County conditions of approval. 

69. This comment asks how the project will affect climate change. The climate change analysis 
is found in RDEIR Chapter 3.4, with potential impacts analyzed in section 3.4-1. The project 
proposes to fully offset greenhouse gas emissions through applicant-proposed on-site and off-site 
mitigation as described on RDEIR pages 3-128 through 3-131.  

70. The commenter asks several questions about the shuttle program and the assumptions used, 
including what happens if the Park and Ride lots in Soledad and Greenfield become too full, will 
employees be paid for time on the shuttle, will the shuttles run if half empty, will the County 
implement a monitoring program for the shuttle and other trip reduction measures. The commenter 
is also concerned about accessing the road from driveways near dangerous curves. The commenter 
asks several questions about the trip estimates, the assumptions used, enforcing shuttle use and 
controlling trips. 

Most of these questions are addressed by information provided in Master Response 5: Traffic and 
Responses to Letter 10, Numbers 22, 23, 24, and 26. When responding to comments and questions, 
the lead agency need only respond to significant environmental issues and does not need to provide 
all information requested by reviewers (CEQA Guidelines sec 15204[a]). The overall approach by 
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the County is that the project will be required to not exceed 406 trips per day (annual average), 
which will be monitored through a verifiable method, such as a buried loop detector system. 

71. The commenter asks how people will walk or ride bikes safely on Paraiso Springs Road, 
what the increase in fatalities will be, and how it might increase hazards for vehicles.  

As described in RDEIR Section 3.12.2 under Pedestrian Facilities and Bicycle Facilities, there is 
not a significant amount of foot-traffic in the vicinity of the proposed project, and therefore 
sidewalks are not provided along Paraiso Spring Road or other roadways in the project vicinity. 
According to the Transportation Agency for Monterey County’s (TAMC’s) 2011 Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Master Plan, there are no existing or proposed bicycle facilities provided in the vicinity 
of the project site. River Road and Arroyo Seco Road are identified as “Cross County Bike 
Routes” in the 2016 Monterey County Bike Map by TAMC.  

Bicycle and pedestrian use along Paraiso Springs Road is not expected to increase substantially 
with project development because of the remote nature of the proposed resort, and because of the 
many amenities and activities that would be provided onsite and the shuttle service provided to 
destinations offsite. As described in RDEIR Section 2.4, proposed amenities onsite include 
pedestrian pathways, gardens, walking trails with scenic lookouts, and hiking trails through natural 
areas. Other planned activities are listed (e.g., swimming, spa, art, putting greens, basketball, 
racquetball, tennis, croquet, bocce), but there is no mention of bike riding or bicycle rentals. 
However, it is possible that guests may bring bicycles and travel offsite for bike riding or ride 
along Paraiso Springs Road and other public roads in the vicinity.   

As stated in the traffic analysis (Section 3.12.4, Methodology and Thresholds of Significance), a 
project impact may be considered significant if the proposed project would exceed the capacity of 
the existing circulation system, taking into account all relevant components of the circulation 
system, including pedestrian and bicycle paths. As mentioned, Paraiso Springs Road is a two-lane 
rural road with no sidewalks or bicycle lanes or paths. As noted by the commenter, bicycles and 
pedestrians have shared the roadway and would be expected to continue sharing the roadway. As 
described in Section 3.12.5 under Impact 3.12-1, although traffic would increase, the level of 
service on Paraiso Springs Road would continue to operate at LOS A. The level of service on 
Arroyo Seco Road, which is identified as “Cross County Bike Routes” in the 2016 Monterey 
County Bike Map, could drop from LOS A to LOS B under cumulative conditions, which is still 
considered acceptable. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact on the 
circulation system for purposes of analysis in compliance with CEQA without quantifying the 
potential increase in bike and pedestrian accidents and increased hazards for vehicles. Bicycle and 
pedestrian use of public roads in this area is expected to remain similar to existing conditions 
because bicycle and pedestrian use along these roadways is not expected to increase substantially 
from this project. 

72.  The commenter states that the timeshare condominium units could have guests of guests 
who leave multiple times causing spurious calculations of the total trips, and questions the need for 
and amount of parking in the overflow parking area shown in Figure 2-6. 

Regarding the assumptions used to estimate total trips, refer to Master Response 5: Traffic and 
Responses to Letter 10, Numbers 22, 23, 24, and 26.  
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Regarding parking, there would be adequate parking provided onsite in the planned parking areas 
(not including the “13 Parking Meadow – Overflow Parking” area shown in Figure 2-6), as 
described in RDEIR Section 3.12.5 under Parking Capacity, based on the proposed project 
features and Monterey County Zoning Ordinance parking requirements (Section 21). The number 
of parking spaces in the overflow parking area was not identified because it is not anticipated to be 
needed and thus was not included in the calculations.  

73. The commenter is concerned about safety, including a narrow roadway and blind curves, 
and asks a series of questions such as: can the roadway structure handle the weight of vehicles, 
how will speeders and reckless drivers be ticketed and accidents reported if the area isn’t patrolled 
often, will cameras and guard rails be used, and how will speeding shuttle drivers increase the 
accident rate. The commenter also asks why the resort owners would contribute their fair share to 
the regional traffic impact fee if traffic won’t increase. 

Most of these questions are addressed by information provided in Master Response 5: Traffic.  

Regarding the regional traffic impact, the 2010 Monterey County General Plan Final EIR identifies 
that traffic increases from buildout are a significant and unavoidable impact, as discussed in 
RDEIR Section 4.5, Cumulative Impacts. A cumulative impact is that of the project combined with 
other past, current and reasonably foreseeable projects. Therefore, although the proposed project 
would not result in a significant traffic increase impact by itself, it would contribute to the 
identified cumulative impact; and the project applicant would be required to contribute their fair 
share towards the regional traffic impact fee to help fund regional transportation improvements.  

When responding to comments and questions, the lead agency need only respond to significant 
environmental issues and does not need to provide all information requested by reviewers (CEQA 
Guidelines sec 15204[a]). 

74.  The commenter asks for the existing roadway widths, the fire department standards, and 
how traffic increase would affect emergency response time. 

Refer to Master Response 5: Traffic. Also see responses to Letter 18. 

The project includes a proposal to widen and provide signage along Paraiso Springs Road, as 
described on RDEIR pages 2-19 and 2-45, Figure 2.10, and Appendix O of the Traffic Analysis 
Report (RDEIR Appendix K). An analysis of potential environmental effects relating to these off-
site improvements are included in a number of locations, and specifically addressed in RDEIR 
Chapter 3.12 on pages 3-339 through 3-341. 

75. This comment relates to fire safety and increased fire risk. 

Discussions and analysis of potential impacts related to fire safety is included in several sections of 
the RDEIR (references are to the 2018 RDEIR unless otherwise stated): 

• Section 2.2, Project Description Environmental Setting (page 2-15) 
• Section 2.4, Project Description (pages 2-55 and 2-56; Figure 2-13, Fire Protection Plan) 
• Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources (pages 3-75; 3-76 through 3-77; section 3.3.5, Impact 

3.3-1, pages 3-80 through 3-85, including Figure 3.3-3, Defensible Space Vegetation Loss) 
• Chapter 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials (page 3-204 through 3-205; Figure 3.7-1; 

pages 3-208 and 3-209; Impacts 3.7-6 through 3.7-9, 2019 RDEIR pages 60 through 72) 
• Chapter 3.9, Land Use and Planning (pages 3-270 through 3-271; pages 3-278 through 3-

279) 
• Chapter 3.11, Public Services and Utilities (pages 3-304 through 3-308; Figure 3.11-1;   
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• Section 4.5, Cumulative Impacts (page 4-16) 
 
The requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act are to disclose the potential 
environmental impacts of the project on the environment. As such, the RDEIR looked at what 
physical environmental effects could result from the project relating to wildfires and fire protection 
services. The analysis in RDEIR section 3.11.2 describes that the Fire District staffing levels and 
the fire station are sufficient to serve the existing population and the proposed project, that a 
portion of the project site will need to be annexed into the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection 
District, discusses earlier correspondence from the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District 
relating to this proposed project, discusses concerns by the Fire District relating to response time to 
the site and their request for a fire station on site to reduce the response time, and describes the 
potential environmental impacts of constructing a fire station on site. As a result of the District’s 
concern relating to response time, an analysis of potential environmental impacts relating to 
constructing a fire station on site, or within the area, was disclosed in section 3.11.2 on pages 3-
307 through 3-208.  

See Master Responses 1 and 8, and responses to Letter 18. 

76. This set of comments relates to growth inducing impacts. 

Growth inducing impacts were analyzed in RDEIR section 4.3. The impacts of constructing and 
operating the project, including its occupants and employees, was analyzed by the RDEIR. The 
project would not directly cause the construction of residences, schools, fire stations, police 
station, or the widening of roads (other than that proposed and included in the project description, 
RDEIR Chapter 2), or the construction of other infrastructure that could allow other growth to 
occur as a result of solving an existing constraint. Other potential growth inducing impacts were 
discussed on pages 4-2 through 4-3 and determined that “little to no growth-inducement” would 
result from the project (page 4-3).  

See Response to Letter 7, Number 48 regarding converting timeshare units to residential units. 
Creation of a sewer system, which would only provide capacity for on-site resort uses, would not 
cause growth-inducing impacts to this agricultural area. The zoning districts for land surrounding 
the project site includes designations that establish densities of at least 40 acres per parcel 
(http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/G
eocortex/Essentials/external/REST/sites/PBI_Viewer_External2/viewers/BaseMapViewer/virtualdi
rectory/Resources/Config/Default). 

77. This comment asks what will happen if the wells cannot provide sufficient water for the 
project. See Master Response 1 and responses to Letter 5, Number 5, Letter 5, Number 12, Letter 
7, Number 41, Letter 7, Number 44 and to Letter 10, Number 18. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-1, -4, -6, -7, -8, -10, -11, -12, -13, -14, -15, -16, -20, -33, and -34, in the Todd 
Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

78. This set of comments is concerned about impacts related to public services. See Master 
Response 1 and Responses to Letter 7, Numbers 23 and 32.  
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79. The commenter is concerned that increased traffic, limited road shoulders and congestion at 
dangerous curves would limit the ability of highway patrolmen to ticket speeders and reckless 
drivers. Refer to Master Response X: Traffic. 

80. This comment is concerned that the timeshares will be used as residences. See Master 
Response 1.  

81. This comment relates to concern that the project will be in a rural area without adequate 
public services and infrastructure. See Master Response 1. The potential environmental impacts of 
the project, related to the issues raised in this comment, have been analyzed in the RDEIR, as 
explained in the Responses provided in response to comments from this letter. 

82.   The commenter asks why the resort owners would pay the regional traffic impact fee if the 
project won’t increase traffic. As described in the traffic analysis (Section 3.12.5 of the RDEIR), 
the project would result in an increase in traffic, but not to the point of causing a significant 
environmental impact. Also refer to Master Response 5: Traffic. Although the project would not 
result in a significant traffic increase impact, the project applicant is required to pay the regional 
traffic impact fee to compensate for the project’s contribution to a regional traffic impact identified 
in the 2010 Monterey County General Plan Final EIR and by the Transportation Agency of 
Monterey County. Also refer to Response to Letter 7, Number 73.  
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Response to Letter #8 – Cynthia Pura (April 25, 2018) 
1. This comment relates to vehicle headlights and noise affecting residences in the area.  

The County does not regulate light from vehicles using public roads. No potential significant 
environmental impacts were identified from vehicle headlights (see RDEIR Chapter 3.1). Lights 
on roadways are common and expected but transitory and occasional. While increased traffic 
would increase the frequency of headlights on local roads, the frequency of those trips would be 
less than one per minute (RDEIR, Appendix K, Hatch Mott McDonald, 2017, page 12). With the 
transitory nature of headlights, the potential physical environmental impacts from the lighting on 
wildlife would occur from vehicular accidents with animals. Day and night traffic was included as 
part of the project description, and therefore part of the analysis of potential impacts, including 
RDEIR Impact 3.3-5, pages 3-99 and 3-100, related to biological resources. See Master Response 
1. 

Noise and vibration from traffic on the public road was analyzed in RDEIR Chapter 3.10. See 
analysis relating to potential environmental impacts from traffic driving on Paraiso Springs Road, 
and other county roads, in section 3.10-5, Impact Analysis, Impacts 3.10-1, Exposure to 
Groundborne Vibration, and 3.10-2, Long-Term Exposure to Unacceptable Noise Levels from 
Increased Transportation-Related Noise. Each of these potential environmental impacts were found 
to be less than significant with no mitigation required (pages 3-296 through 3-297). 

2. This comment asks about electric vehicle use and why the project is not considered a 
population increase.  

The project will use a mix of electric and gas powered vehicles and equipment. See RDEIR 
Chapter 2, Project Description. See, in particular the following discussions in that chapter:  

• Section 2.3, Project Objectives, 12th and 13th bullets, (pages 2-16 and 2-17) 
• Section 2.4, Project Description, Internal Circulation and Parking (page 2-45) 
• Section 2.4, Project Description, Energy Conservation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Reductions, 4th, 5th and 8th bullets (pages 2-54 and 2-55) 
 
As identified in all these sections, some electric vehicles and equipment will be utilized.  

In addition, RDEIR Chapter 3.4, Climate Change, and Chapter 3.13, Energy, describe the project’s 
efforts to reduce carbon emissions (see in particular pages 3-125 through 3-131; pages 3-348 
through 3-350). The conclusion of these chapters is that the project, with the imposition of the 
applicant-proposed mitigation measures, would have a less than significant impact on climate 
change and would not result in inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary energy consumption.  

The Monterey Bay Air Resources District monitors air quality in the region; no specific on-site 
monitoring will be done as a component of this project (see RDEIR Chapter 3.2, Air Quality).  

See Response to Letter 7, Numbers 23 and 32, which explain that the project does not include a 
residential component, so population will not be affected. 

3. This comment asks if any further development is proposed on the project site.  

The sentence cited refers to the fact that the neighboring properties can construct residences 
anywhere within their property, including near the resort property line in the future. It does not 
refer to any specific plans for off-site future development in the area. The potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project were analyzed in the RDEIR, including potential impacts to the 
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spring in Chapter 3.8. Detailed discussions relating to springs are included throughout the chapter, 
with specific discussions in Impact 3.8-7 and Impact 3.8-8 (pages 3-251 through 3-254). 

See Master Response 1. 

4. The commenter has several questions and seeks clarification on the estimated trips per day, 
the effects on air quality, use and monitoring of the shuttle service, and safety issues associated 
with increased traffic, blind curves, farm vehicles, and law enforcement. The questions related to 
safety and law enforcement are addressed in Master Response 5: Traffic. The estimated traffic trips 
and shuttle service are also addressed in Master Response 5: Traffic with additional detail provided 
in Responses to Letter 10, Numbers 22, 23, and 24.  

Regarding the estimated 384 trips per day versus 406 vehicles per day at 100% occupancy, the 
estimated traffic increase is 384 trips, plus the 22 existing trips equals 406 trips. Although shuttle 
use would not be monitored, the total traffic trips would be monitored to ensure the total remains 
within the 406 trips per day (annualized) limitation.   

The air quality impacts from the increased traffic are evaluated in RDEIR Section 3.2, Air Quality, 
and were determined less than significant. The method for determining the impacts and analysis 
are discussed in RDEIR Sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 (under Long-Term Operational Emissions, Impact 
3.2-3). As stated in Section 3.2.1, Introduction, the air quality modeling that was used in the 
analysis included trip generation identified in the traffic analysis, and the modeling is included in 
RDEIR Appendix D.  

Traffic from growth is accommodated in the Air Quality Management Plans adopted by the 
Monterey Bay Air Resources District every three years, as long as the growth is consistent with the 
current General Plan of the jurisdiction (http://mbard.org/pdf/CEQA_full%20(1).pdf). This project 
is consistent with the Monterey County General Plan growth projections as it will not generate new 
population growth (refer to Section 4.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts) and the project site is identified 
as a Special Treatment Area for redevelopment of the resort in the 2010 Monterey County General 
Plan. 

Law enforcement patrols may increase on public roads in the area as a result of additional 
development being found in the area. That would be a decision of the law enforcement agencies 
and is not considered to be a physical environmental impact of the project. Potential environmental 
impacts on law enforcement were discussed in the RDEIR, as described in Response to Letter 5, 
Number 14d, Letter 7, Number 23 and Letter 16.   

5. This set of comments relate to fire safety and emergency response. See Master Response 1.  

Wildland management of flammable vegetation is evaluated in the RDEIR (pages 3-81 and 3-82). 
Page 3-81 states “given the very high fire hazard level of the project area, the proposed 
development would also require wildland management of flammable vegetation surrounding all 
structures in 0 to 30-foot and 30 to 100-foot buffer zones surrounding proposed structures per state 
law, and California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) and Monterey County 
Fire Code fire clearance/fuel modification requirements for defensible spaces.” The project would 
comply with all required fire prevention measures.  
 
If a fire station is required to be constructed on site, the potential physical environmental impacts 
were discussed on RDEIR pages 3-307 and 3-308. 
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Response times and fire protection issues are discussed in the RDEIR in the following sections: 

• Section 3.7.2, Fire Hazards, 2019 RDEIR pages 49 through 55 
• Section 3.7.3, Regulatory Background, as amended by 2019 RDEIR pages 55 through 59 
• Section 3.7.4, Analytical Methodology and Significance Threshold Criteria, as amended 

by 2019 RDEIR pages 59 and 60 
• Section 3.7.5, Impact Analysis, Impacts 3.7-6 through 3.7-9, 2019 RDEIR pages 60 

through 72 
• Table 3.9-1 on pages 3-270 and 3-271 
• Section 3.11.2 on pages 3-304 through 3-308.  
• Section 3.11.5, Impact Analysis, Physical Impacts on Fire Protection and Law 

Enforcement Services, pages 3-318 and 3-319 
 
The roads to the site will allow two-way travel as first responders travel to the site from any fire 
station (RDEIR Chapter 2; Response to Letter 7, Number 20). Detailed evacuation plans, 
depending on the type or location of incident, were included in 2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, and will 
be included in the final fire protection plan (see 2018 RDEIR page 3-307 and 2019 RDEIR 
discussion and mitigation relating to Impacts 3.7-6 and 3.7-7). 

Also see Master Response 8 and responses to Letter 5, Number 9, to Letter 7, Numbers 21 and 63, 
to Letter 18, to Letter 20, Number 24, to Letter 23, Number 5, and to Letter 24. 

6. This comment asks about the project’s effects on wells and springs. 

The potential effects on neighboring wells and springs are addressed in RDEIR Chapter 3.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality. Section 3.8.2 provides the environmental setting for these topics, 
specifically identifying groundwater and water quality on pages 3-219 through 3-230. The 
potential environmental impacts on wells and springs is addressed in section 3.8.4, with detailed 
discussions found in Impact 3.8-4, Long-term Water Supply (pages 3-241 through 3-248), Impact 
3.8-6, Well Interference (pages 3-249 through 3-251), and Impact 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact 
(pages 3-251 and 3-252). Water quality that could potentially affect wells and springs is addressed 
in many areas, with a specific discussion in Impact 3.8-8, Groundwater Water Quality (pages 3-
253 and 3-254). 

Cumulative impacts related to groundwater are addressed in RDEIR section 4.5; a discussion on 
cumulative hydrology and water quality is found on RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-14. The RDEIR 
found that the project’s contribution to a cumulative impact is less than cumulatively considerable 
and thus is not significant (RDEIR page 4-14). 

The RDEIR uses substantial evidence to identify potential environmental impacts to the physical 
environment. Based on the evidence presented, mitigation measures were not identified to monitor 
groundwater levels at the site, as no significant impacts were identified to groundwater levels. 
RDEIR Impacts 3.8-4, Long-Term Water Supply, 3.8-5, Effect on Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Levels, 3.8-6, Well Interference, 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact, and 3.8-8, Groundwater Water 
Quality, were all determined less than significant, with the exception of a potential increase to 
calcium carbonate in the groundwater. Mitigation Measure 3.8-8 requires limitations on the type of 
water softening equipment that can be used at the project to protect groundwater quality.  

No monitoring of groundwater levels is required through the Environmental Impact Report for this 
project. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency monitors groundwater continuously on a 
regional basis. Monitoring of groundwater is not required of a water system permit and is not 
needed as a mitigation measure to ensure that the project has a less than significant impact on the 
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environment. See Master Response 1 and Response to Letter 7, Number 38, above (regarding 
water rights).  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-1 through -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

7. This comment relates to removal of oak trees, allowing development on slopes, and 
drainage impacts. 

The removal of oak trees would not lead to mudsliding as the area would be developed with 
structures, infrastructure, and landscaping. Monterey County Code requires that sufficient erosion 
control and long-term techniques be installed to prevent erosion (Monterey County Code Chapter 
16.08, Grading, Chapter 16.12, Erosion Control, Chapter 18.11, Green Building Standards, and 
Chapter 18.16, Grading). See response to Letter 5, Number 14b related to building on slopes 
greater than 30 percent. 

Regarding the drainage comments, “low impact development” methods will be scattered 
throughout the property to control drainage within the project site (Landset Engineers, 2004, 
Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report for Paraiso Hot Springs Spa Resort, Monterey 
County, California; CH2MHill, October 28, 2008, Paraiso Springs Resort – Response to 
Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis and Erosion Control Measures Review Comments; CH2MHill, 
May 2, 2012, Paraiso Springs Resort – Drainage Analysis and Drainage Plan Comments). A 
detention pond would be provided only if needed to meet requirements beyond the level provided 
by the proposed low impact development methods. Low impact development, also known as 
stormwater best management practices, refers to systems and practices that use or mimic natural 
processes that result in the infiltration, evapotranspiration or use of stormwater in order to protect 
water quality and associated aquatic habitat (https://www.epa.gov/nps/urban-runoff-low-impact-
development). 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-31 through -36, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

8. The commenter states that people using timeshares would want their cars with them, 
resulting in more trips and pollution, and the County should concentrate commercial development 
in designated centers more easily served by public transit. The commenter also questions the 
applicant’s request for changing the zoning.  
 
Regarding the estimated traffic trips, refer to Master Response 5: Traffic with additional detail 
provided in Responses to Letter 10, Numbers 22, 23, and 24. As noted in these responses, the 
traffic analysis estimated traffic trips for the timeshare condominiums and villas, conservatively, 
with a trip generation number similar to a Recreational Home (as identified in Institute of Traffic 
Engineers, 2008, Land Use Code 260—Appendix K, Exhibit 6A, Footnote 3) and a single family 
residence, respectively (as identified in Institute of Traffic Engineers, 2008, Land Use Code 210—
Appendix K, Exhibit 6A; and in the RDEIR Table 3.12-1, Project Trip Generation and Trip 
Reduction Summary [Project Buildout]). Also refer to the RDEIR Sections 3.12.4, Methodology 
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and Thresholds of Significance, and 3.12.5, Impact Analysis, which includes a discussion of 
project trip generation.  
 
Regarding increased pollution from increased traffic, the potential air quality impacts are 
addressed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the RDEIR. Also refer to Response to Letter 8, Number 7 
above. The RDEIR addresses potential environmental impacts related to climate change in Section 
3.4, Climate Change, and energy usage was analyzed in Section 3.13, Energy, with trip generation 
calculations included as one of the variables in those analyses. 

No change in zoning has been proposed with this application. Also refer to Response to Letter 7, 
Number 48. 

9. This comment relates to noise impacts to neighboring residences. See Master Response 1.  

Noise impacts, including noise from the amphitheater area, were analyzed in Chapter 3.10. 
Operational noise was specifically analyzed in Impact 3.10-3, Long-term Exposure to Non-
Transportation Operational-Related Noise. Non-transportation operational-related noise, including 
operation of the amphitheater, is evaluated on pages 3-298 through 3-300 of the RDEIR.  The 
analysis is based on a noise report prepared by Illingworth and Rodkin. The noise report took into 
account the specific sound attenuation characteristics for the Paraiso Springs Resort site and 
vicinity, as well as noise generated by use of the amphitheater.  

Mitigation Measure 3.10-3 requires that the project be subject to recently adopted regulations for 
noise control. The project is not otherwise subject to those regulations, as explained on page ES-1, 
Background, second paragraph; therefore, the mitigation measure requires that nighttime noise be 
controlled as required by the current Monterey County Code. The mitigation measure requires that 
no greater than 45 decibels result at the property line between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. the next day. 
County code enforcement staff would investigate complaints. County Environmental Health is also 
charged with monitoring noise levels in the event of any complaints and will work with code 
enforcement staff to achieve compliance if a violation of county code is determined. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-3, which applies the 2014 County noise 
ordinance requirements to this project, all on-site uses, including the amphitheater, would have to 
meet noise standards at the property lines of the resort. This mitigation measure would reduce any 
potential impact to a less than significant level.   
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Response to Letter #9 – Yvette and Dennis Blomquist (April 25, 2018) 
1.  This comment asks if leachfields are proposed as part of the wastewater treatment system. 
The proposed treatment plant is a tertiary wastewater treatment plant with 100 percent of the 
effluent used for on-site irrigation. No leachfields, which are used for wastewater disposal 
underground, are proposed (RDEIR Chapter 2; CH2MHill 2010b-Paraiso Springs Resort – 
Estimated Wastewater Production and Proposed Treatment, Irrigation, and Storage). On site 
excavation is not expected to intrude into, alter, or impact the groundwater basin. Liquefaction 
potential will be addressed as part of the requirements for Mitigation Measure 3.6-3a, which 
requires preparation of a site-specific supplemental liquefaction investigation pursuant to 
California Department of Mines and Geology Special Publication 117 (RDEIR page 3-195). 

2.  This comment is concerned about a leak or failure of the wastewater treatment system 
contaminating surface or groundwater. Potential environmental impacts from leaks from the 
wastewater storage tank were discussed in Impact 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact, and found to be 
less than significant (RDEIR page 3-252). Any leaks from the treatment plant would be above 
ground and identification and response by the system operator would be immediate to avoid 
environmental damage and resulting fines. See responses to Letter 7, Numbers 45 and 46. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-24, -25, and -27, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

3. This set of comments relates to fire protection for the site. See Master Response 1 and 
responses to Letter 5, Number 9, to Letter 8, Number 5, and to Letter 18. 

4.  With respect to Impact 3.12-2 concerning roadway hazards, the commenter is concerned 
about increased traffic volumes exceeding the capacity of the proposed circulation system and 
conflicting with the congestion management program, and that the project would introduce drivers 
who are unfamiliar with the terrain/roadway and are unlikely to use the shuttles. 

Refer to Master Response 5: Traffic, which addresses the impacts of increased traffic volumes, 
safety issues, and monitoring future traffic volumes. 

5.  This comment states that fluoride treatment is needed. The County concurs and the 
applicant has proposed a treatment system. The potential environmental impacts of the treatment 
were analyzed in the RDEIR (Sections 3.6.5, 3.7.5, and 3.8.4). Trucks carrying materials to or 
from the site would be subject to weight limitations for all roads utilized by the project operations. 
Traffic trips would be limited to an average of 406 trips per day, including hauling of any materials 
used for fluoride treatment. 

6. This is a statement of past water quality sampling and does not include any comments on 
the RDEIR. No response is necessary. See Response to number 5, above.  

7.  The commenter asks if the County would maintain Paraiso Spring Road and pay for 
damage to personal property if the road is not maintained. 

As described in the RDEIR and in Master Response 5: Traffic, the project includes several 
roadway improvements including road widening and associated paving and striping. 

The County is responsible for maintenance of all County roads in unincorporated areas, including 
Paraiso Springs Road. Regarding compensation for private property damaged on public roadways, 
refer to Master Response 6: Road Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation. 
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8. This comment relates to fire department response and safety of guests. See Master 
Response 1. 
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REFERENCES 1 THROUGH 30 ARE SAVED ON A “USB” DRIVE 
LOCATED IN THE MANILA ENVELOPE ATTACHED TO THE 
4/25/18 LETTER FROM JOHN FARROW OF M R WOLFE & 

ASSOCIATES PC 
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Response to Letter #10 – John Farrow, LandWatch Monterey County (April 
26, 2018) 
Prelude 

See Master Response 1.  

The commenter, on the bottom of page 1, requests that the County evaluate an alternative that is no 
larger than the historic use and that avoids any development on steep hillsides.  

Two of the project alternatives, Alternative #3, titled Valley Floor Alternative Two, and 
Alternative #5, titled Timeshare Relocation Alternative, reduce the amount of development on 
steeper slopes (see 2018 RDEIR pages 5-19 through 5-29 and 2019 RDEIR pages 75 through 83). 
Alternative 4, Phases 1 and 2 Project, also could eliminate much development on steeper slopes. 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to 
the project. This section describes that the range of alternatives should be governed by the “rule of 
reason” (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(f)) and should analyze only those alternatives “that 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project” on the environment 
and that the lead agency “need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines 
could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project” (emphasis added). The only 
significant effect on the environment remaining, after mitigation identified, relates to the 
demolition of historic structures. All other significant effects have mitigation measures identified 
that would reduce their impact to a less than significant level, and would be imposed where 
applicable to the project alternatives, as described in RDEIR Chapter 5.0. The County has 
established basic project objectives (RDEIR page 2-17). One of the County’s basic objectives is to 
maximize the use of this historic resort site to reduce pressure to convert agricultural land to visitor 
supporting uses in the Agricultural and Wine Corridor. In addition to the site being previously used 
for resort purposes with large areas converted from open space to commercial use in the past, it 
also has a unique developed hot springs resource found nowhere else in the Salinas Valley and 
Agricultural and Wine Corridor area. 

1. The comment suggests that improper staking and flagging of the site was done and makes 
other comments related to development on slopes and that the visual simulations are an inadequate 
substitution for staking and flagging. The comment relates to the Staking and/or Flagging Criteria 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors by Resolution 09-360 on July 21, 2009, claiming that the 
County was required to conduct flagging and staking rather than the visual simulations utilized in 
analyzing visual impacts.  

California Government Code section 66474.2, subdivision (a), provides that “in determining 
whether to approve or disapprove an application for a tentative map, the local agency shall apply 
only those ordinances, policies, and standards in effect” on the date the agency determined the 
application is complete pursuant to Government Code section 65943. Here, the County Board of 
Supervisors adopted Resolution 09-360 on July 23, 2009 – almost 4 years after it deemed the 
applicant’s application complete on August 28, 2005. Accordingly, as correctly held by the trial 
court in its decision filed August 3, 2017 in the matter of the Highway 68 Coalition; Landwatch 
Monterey County v. County of Monterey (Superior Court of California, County of Monterey Case 
No. M130660) (i.e. Ferrini Ranch), and incorporated herein by reference for inclusion in the 
record, Resolution 09-360 does not apply to the Project. In the County’s determination, the 
flagging and staking criteria adopted via Resolution 09-360 constitute policies or standards 
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encompassed by Government Code section 66474.2(a). Although under different reasoning, the 
Court of Appeal upheld the trial court’s decision (See Highway 68 Coalition; Landwatch Monterey 
County v. County of Monterey (Court of Appeal, Sixth Appellate District) (Case No. H045253) 
(July 26, 2019)), and incorporated herein by reference for inclusion in the record.  

If, as it argued in the Ferrini Ranch litigation, the commenter claims in the alternative that even if 
Resolution 09-360 is found not to apply, its predecessor, the 1994 flagging-and-staking policy, 
applied and required flagging and staking, the commenter would be mistaken. The 1994 version of 
the resolution gave County staff discretion whether to require flagging and staking. The 
commenter has failed to show staff abused its discretion in not requiring flagging and staking here. 

The commenter’s reference to “an adopted visual sensitivity map (Toro Area Plan, Monterey 
Peninsula Area Plan, North County Area Plan),” as described in the Board Resolution, does not 
relate to this project site, which is located in the Central Salinas Valley Area Plan area. The 
parenthetical list is not a set of examples, but are the list of plans subject to the category. The 
Central Salinas Valley Area Plan and the Cachagua Area Plan both contain visual sensitivity maps 
but are not included in this category. As referenced in the 2019 RDEIR on page 26, the project is 
subject to Policy 26.1.6.1 of the Central Salinas Valley Area Plan, which requires “appropriate 
review where it is permitted in sensitive or highly sensitive areas as shown on the Scenic 
Highways and Visual Sensitivity Map.” 

Even if the project were subject to the category where the project is located within “an adopted 
visual sensitivity map,” County staff determined that photo simulations would better allow an 
analysis of potential impacts for the purpose of application review and for preparation of the 
environmental document, as allowed by the adopted criteria. Staking and/or Flagging Criteria 
section 1, Delineation, states that “[d]elineation may be accomplished using one (emphasis added) 
of the following.”  Method number 4 allows photo simulation as one of the four methods of 
delineation. The other three methods are string with colored flag, continuous orange netting, or 
multiple staking and/or flagging. Due to the distance from the site to the common public viewing 
areas, as explained in more detail below, planning staff determined that a photo simulation would 
better meet the purpose as outlined in the Board of Supervisors adopted Staking and/or Flagging 
Criteria (Board Resolution 09-360, Attachment 1, first paragraph) even if, as the commenter 
claims, such flagging and staking were actually required. That paragraph states: 

 “The purpose of staking and/or flagging is to provide visualization and analysis of projects in 
relation to County policies and regulations. Staking and/or flagging is intended to help planners 
and the public visualize the mass and form of a proposed project, or to assist in visualizing 
road cuts in areas of visual sensitivity.”  

There is no mandate under the CEQA statute or the CEQA guidelines requiring flagging and 
staking.  

As stated in the Board Resolution, it is the discretion of county staff to determine the appropriate 
manner of delineation. The comment generally provides only the commenter’s opinion regarding 
the alleged inadequacy of the EIR’s analysis under CEQA, which is distinctly different than the 
applicability of the County’s requirements for staking and flagging/visual delineation. 

With respect to the commenter’s concern regarding the aesthetic impacts of the referenced 
timeshare condominium units, the Inland Zoning Ordinance provides regulations and definitions 
for determining ridgeline development. The definition of ridgeline development is found in MCC 
section 21.06.950: 
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"Ridgeline development" means development on the crest of a hill which has the potential to 
create a silhouette or other substantially adverse impact when viewed from a common public 
viewing area. 

 
Common public viewing areas are the locations from which potential visual impacts are analyzed. 
The definition of common public viewing area is found in MCC section 21.06.195:  

"Common public viewing area" means a public area such as a public street, road, designated 
vista point, or public park from which the general public ordinarily views the surrounding 
viewshed. 

 
The definition of substantial adverse visual impact is found in MCC section 21.06.1275: 

"Substantial adverse visual impact" means a visual impact which, considering the condition 
of the existing viewshed, the proximity and duration of view when observed with normal 
unaided vision, causes an existing visual experience to be materially degraded.” 

No additional regulations or definitions are included in the County Code for analyzing visually 
sensitive areas identified in the General Plan; county practice is to analyze the project’s visibility 
from the locations identified as common public viewing area, as defined by the County Code, for 
the analysis of visually sensitive areas.  

County staff determined Arroyo Seco Road and Highway 101, depicted in the HKS visual 
viewshed report as vantage points 2 and 1, respectively, as common public viewing areas. These 
common public viewing areas are between 2.5 to 4.5 miles away from the site. At this distance, 
physical staking and flagging pursuant to the Board of Supervisors resolution would not have been 
visible with normal, unaided vision, as required by the definition for “substantial adverse visual 
impact,” even if it were an applicable requirement, which it is not as explained above. Due to 
staff’s determination that there would be a lack of visibility using the staking and flagging method, 
County staff requested a 5 x 5 foot orange sign to identify the project’s location (2019 RDEIR 
page 29) for the purpose of preparing a visual analysis. The site’s visibility was then documented 
by driving the roads in the area to identify areas from where the proposed project would and would 
not likely be visible, with the aid of the requested sign as a reference point to prepare the visual 
analysis.  As a result, county staff requested that photo simulations be used to convey the visual 
impact information to the public and to provide the basis for staff’s analysis of visibility of the 
proposed project, and of potential visual impacts from common public viewing areas.  

County staff’s determination for this project is that it would not constitute ridgeline development, 
which is a policy issue, not a CEQA significance threshold. The standard for review with respect 
to visual impacts is not whether the project is visible from a common public viewing area, but 
whether there is a 'substantial adverse visual impact.’  The RDEIR reviewed the project from the 
perspective of the degree to which project elements might be visible including distance from the 
viewing point, interruptions in the landscape that would naturally screen project elements and 
timeframe during which a project element might be seen. Referring back to the HKS visual 
simulations for vantage points 1 and 2, which are the common public viewing areas designated by 
county staff, the commenter can see that the site is barely discernable if at all from those points.  
Also, staff took into account that the general public potentially viewing the site would be travelling 
at speeds of 55 to 65 miles per hour on Arroyo Seco Road and Highway 101 thus giving the 
general public a short viewing period into the project’s location. 
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The commenter quotes the Staking and/or Flagging Criteria as stating that the determination of 
potential ridgeline development is “determined by the project planner,” which was done in this 
case. County staff concur that a silhouette against the sky (county’s pattern and practice for 30 
years) is not determinative, with the inclusion of the language “other substantially adverse impact” 
in the definition for ridgeline development (MCC section 21.06.950). The ultimate finding on 
whether a project constitutes ridgeline development is a determination from the decision making 
body (MCC sections 21.66.010.C and D). The analysis for ridgeline development is a two part test: 
1) that the development is on the crest of a hill and 2) the development would create a silhouette or 
other substantially adverse impact. The requirements for this analysis will be included in the staff 
report and findings submitted to the decision-making body. 

The RDEIR describes the potential physical environmental impacts related to aesthetics in Chapter 
3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources. The potential environmental impacts were analyzed in the 
RDEIR against the significance thresholds identified in section 3.1.4, Analytical Methodology and 
Significance Threshold Criteria, page 3-13. The analysis of potential environmental impacts is 
found on pages 3-14 through 3-25. The visual analysis prepared by the County and found in 
RDEIR Appendix C, and summarized on RDEIR pages 3-11 through 3-13, determined that the site 
would be visible from several locations, from near, mid-range, and long-range locations. RDEIR 
section 3.1.4, Impact Analysis, provides an assessment and determination, based on the County’s 
visual analysis, on pages 3-14 through 3-25. Viewshed impacts were reduced to a less than 
significant level through the imposition of Mitigation Measure 3.1-1, which require techniques to 
break up the mass of the project from mid- and long-range views (page 3-20). In addition, as 
identified in the RDEIR, standard conditions of approval related to putting steeper slopes in a 
conservation and scenic easement, as well as the standard condition of approval related to 
controlling lighting within visually sensitive areas will be required for the project. The 
conservation and scenic easement, which is granted to the county, would limit what activities and 
structures may be allowed within the easement. Structures substantially visible from common 
public viewing areas would not be allowed and only open space uses as listed in the easement deed 
would be allowed. Installation and maintenance of fencing and underground utilities would be 
allowed in the easement area.  

Although the commenter seems to imply that oak trees cannot be planted as part of the landscaping 
plan (page 3), oaks can be included as part of a landscape plan that takes into account fuel 
modification zones and maintains vegetation consistent with fuel modification best management 
practices, such as removing dead vegetation and keeping trees properly limbed off the ground to 
prevent fire “ladders.” The commenter refers to Figure 2-6 as being inconsistent with the visual 
mitigation requirements.  Figure 2-6 is an artistic rendering meant to show the site plan 
components and is not indicative of the final landscaping plan with fuel modification zones. 
Mitigation measures, such as those identified for potential visual impacts (Mitigation Measure 3.1-
1), are applied to the project description to avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental 
impacts. Therefore, there is no expectation that the project description chapter would include 
mitigation built into the figures.  Also, it is important to remember that the hill where some of the 
timeshares are proposed to be located is already maintained as a fire break and ranch road so 
vegetation there is already limited. 

See Master Response 1. 

2. This set of comments suggests that the County underestimated visual impacts because it did 
not consider vegetation removal. 
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Vegetation will not be entirely cleared for fuel management areas, but will be either mowed, 
shortened, trimmed, or removed and replaced with a fire resistant landscape, depending on the 
material. Vegetation and trees will also be removed for structural development as analyzed in the 
RDEIR. Some vegetation and trees around buildings are allowed in fire control zones; native 
vegetation may have to be cleared depending on the type of vegetation but it would be replaced 
with a fire resistant landscape.  The visual simulations showed structures in areas where vegetation 
is currently located, so they accurately depict vegetation removal for structural development.  

Fuel management areas adjacent to structural areas will not be cleared of vegetation as the 
commenter suggests, but maintained or replaced as stated above. Vegetation will be managed 
through proper best management practices and finished landscaping will include native vegetation 
where appropriate, and fire resistant plantings where appropriate. For those reasons, as well as the 
distance from common public viewing areas, the site, as viewed from common public viewing 
areas, is expected to be as depicted in the visual simulations provided.  

The common public viewing areas are quite a distance away, primarily Arroyo Seco Road, Clark 
Road, and Highway 101 and vegetation types will not be distinguishable from those distances. 
This is further supported by the commenter’s last sentence of their comment section 3 where they 
state that you cannot distinguish the palm trees “at all” from view study location 1. The fact that 
vegetation will not be fully grown during the early years of the resort is not a county standard 
requirement. With existing vegetation on the property and off-site, with the even rise of the alluvial 
slopes in this area (which makes near views of the project less visible due to dense vegetation at 
the eastern portion of the site that will remain and existing vegetation off-site), with low hills 
surrounding the canyons where much of the development is proposed, only certain areas of the 
project would be visible from off-site common public viewing areas. As the commenter notes, 
those visible areas are where development is proposed on the slopes between the valley floors. 
Vegetative screening does not need to be planted close to structures, but in locations that help to 
break up the mass. In addition to trees, shrubs will also be used, some of which may be faster 
growing, to provide screening of building masses. There is no requirement for the development to 
be invisible from common public viewing areas, as opposed to County requirements for 
development to be indiscernible from Highway 1 and designated areas, in the Critical Viewshed, in 
Big Sur. The RDEIR adequately analyzes the potential environmental impact related to aesthetics, 
as described in RDEIR Chapter 3.1. See also response to Number 1, above, and to Letter 5, 
Number 9. 

3. This comment suggests that the photo simulations are inadequate and that the simulations 
are not consistent with RDEIR statements.  

See Response to Letter 10, Numbers 1 and 2. The fact that the photo simulations do not show the 
proposed mitigation ignores the analysis found in Impact 3.1-1, which, as a result of the analysis of 
the photo simulations, requires the techniques identified in Mitigation Measure 3.1-1. This 
mitigation measure requires different techniques to help break up visual massing, not just the use 
of existing vegetation and landscaping, as described on page RDEIR 3-20. 

In response to the comment that the County “may not delegate its duty to gather information to the 
applicant,” the applicant submitted the simulations but they were independently reviewed, and 
ultimately accepted, by County staff. The simulations were accepted based on the County staff’s 
knowledge of the site and field visit in which they drove the main roads in the project area.  At that 
point, County staff prepared the Visual Analysis found in Appendix C and wrote the EIR section. 
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The County has not delegated its duty and has provided its independent judgment and analysis, as 
required by CEQA Guidelines section 15084(e), in preparing the RDEIR analysis. We concur that 
portions of the project will be visible; see Response to Letter 10, Number 2. That visibility has 
been disclosed in the RDEIR and feasible mitigation measures have been proposed in accordance 
with the County’s analysis of that impact (Impact 3.1-1), with a result of a less than significant 
environmental impact. 

Related to the comment in the third paragraph on page 7, the text cited on RDEIR page 3-17 
regarding the visual impact from location 5 is presented in relation to locations 6 and 7, with less 
visibility at location 5 than at locations 6 and 7. In addition, the photo simulations for location 5 
show the visibility of the hillside condominiums on Lot 20, which are not being relocated as part 
of the relocation (in one of the Alternatives) that the commenter cites. The condominiums on Lot 
20 are along the front of the hill facing the Salinas Valley and are visible from location 5. The 
condominiums on Lots 21 and 22 are on the south side of the hill and not visible, or barely visible, 
from location 5 (RDEIR Figure 2-8, page 2-25). The condominiums on Lots 21, 22, and 23 are 
most visible from location 7 (page 29 of visual simulations). From location 6, the condominiums 
on Lots 21, 22 and 23 add slightly to the visibility of the project. This is best demonstrated by 
comparing the visual simulations on page 25 versus page 26, where the alternative (Valley Floor 
Alternative Two, RDEIR page 5-21) relocates the hillside condominiums from Lots 21, 22 and 23. 
The text in the RDEIR is correct as it relates to the visibility of the site from location 5. 

The comments in the last two paragraphs of comment number 3 (page 7), relating to views from 
locations 1 and 2, ignore Mitigation Measure 3.1-1 identified in the RDEIR. The mitigation 
measure is designed to reduce a potentially significant impact to less than significant. As noted 
above, that does not mean that the development will not be visible from these locations but are 
intended to “occasionally break up the mass…and to use color and vegetation to break up the 
visual massing from mid-range and long-range views. This can be achieved by using topography, 
landscape plantings, and a variety of colors to create variety in the mass” (RDEIR page 3-20). This 
results in a less than significant impact on aesthetics. 

4. This comment relates to visual impacts from Arroyo Seco Road. See Response to Letter 10, 
Numbers 1 through 3, above. The County never obtained an official scenic road designation for 
Arroyo Seco Road. This General Plan policy is no longer in effect, as the County adopted a new 
General Plan in 2010, which does not include the policy 
(https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=45822 showing the Central Salinas 
Valley Area Plan supplemental General Plan policies). The commenter suggests that the buildings 
will be highly visible from Arroyo Seco Road, which is not what was stated in the RDEIR. The 
RDEIR specifically states on page 3-19, “Some of the project’s buildings may become highly 
visible traveling from (emphasis added) the intersection of Arroyo Seco Road and Clark Road, and 
along Clark Road approaching the Paraiso Springs Road intersection.” This observation that the 
project could be visible in passing does not equate to a significant adverse aesthetic impact under 
CEQA. 

5. This set of comments relates to light pollution and the description of the environmental 
setting. The County hired Michael Baker International to provide expert analysis relating to 
lighting, in addition to staff’s response provided in this section. The Michael Baker International 
memorandum, which provides expert technical information related to lighting impacts on the 
environment, assists the County in responding to the comments related to potential lighting 
impacts, and is included as Appendix 3 to the 2019 RDEIR.  
 
The following discussion amplifies the information found in the 2019 RDEIR in section 3.1.2, 
Environmental Setting, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, section 3.1.4, Impact Analysis, 
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Aesthetics and Visual Resources, and in section 4.5.2, Cumulative Impacts Assumptions and 
Analysis (2019 RDEIR page 15).  
 
The RDEIR addresses the potential effects of project lighting primarily in RDEIR Chapters 3.1 and 
3.9, as described below. The environmental setting for the project, related to aesthetics, is found in 
2019 RDEIR Section 3.1.2 (pages 16 through 24); the discussion related specifically to light and 
glare (defined below for this response) is found on 2019 RDEIR pages 41 through 46. The general 
visual setting for the project is described in Section 3.1.2. The threshold of significance related 
directly to light and glare is found on 2019 RDEIR page 30: 
 

Create a new source of substantial light and glare, which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. 
 

Cumulative impacts related to aesthetics were discussed in section 4.5.2, Aesthetics, which 
describes the geographic area for cumulative aesthetic impacts and provides an explanation that 
includes an analysis related to potential light and glare impacts. This section reads as updated and 
found in the 2019 RDEIR (page 15).  
 
A resort facility found in a commercial zoning district requires outdoor lighting for safety purposes 
and may include lighting for aesthetics.  RDEIR Pages 2-54 and 2-55 describe Energy 
Conservation components of the project description, including use of energy efficient outdoor 
lighting. The County does not require development project applications to submit final lighting 
plans prior to approval of a residential or commercial development, as technology changes and 
code requirements change on a regular basis.  
 
The property is subject to the lighting requirements for controlling effects of light pollution, glare, 
sky glow and light trespass imposed by California Code of Regulations, Title 24, parts 6 and 11 for 
a rural designation under a designated Lighting Zone 2 classification, as well as the County applied 
standard conditions to implement policy or regulations related to protecting resources, including 
biological and aesthetic resource protection from lighting impacts. Application of these mandatory 
standard conditions as a result of a project’s approval allows the final design, in this case for 
lighting, to reflect the latest in regulations and technology. The primary controls related to lighting 
of this property are explained in this response. 
 
Existing Conditions 
As described in the RDEIR, the Project site is located approximately 130 miles south of San 
Francisco in the unincorporated central part of Monterey County in the western foothills of the 
Central Salinas Valley, approximately seven miles west of the City of Greenfield and the City of 
Soledad at the western terminus of Paraiso Springs Road.  The project consists of about 50 acres 
of development area on a 235 acre property with development mostly located in the Paraiso 
Springs Valley and Indian Valley.  The site is bordered to the east by grazing and farmland and to 
the north, south and west by the Santa Lucia Mountains.  Land uses surrounding the Project site 
include single-family residences and agricultural operations to the east of the project on Paraiso 
Springs Road, with wineries and tasting rooms within a few miles of the site.  
 
The current nighttime illumination levels on the project site are consistent with rural residential 
use. Sources of nighttime lighting on the Project site include interior and exterior lighting from one 
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mobile home occupied by the on-site property manager and one pole mounted light fixture about 
20 feet high located near the occupied mobile home. Ancillary buildings on the property are only 
lighted during the rare times when in use in the evening. Vehicles arriving at and departing the 
property at night represent an additional source of light and, potentially, glare and is generally 
limited to ingress and egress of the caretaker’s family (2018 RDEIR page 2-2 and 2019 RDEIR 
pages 15, 16, 22, and 23). Because of the site's location within a steep-sided valley and the general 
location of the mobile home near the center of the site, light on the site is currently only visible 
from certain vantages within the site itself and not able to be seen from any roadway offsite.  
 
The residences east of the Project site on Paraiso Springs Road exhibit low nighttime light levels 
consistent with the mobile home occupied by the on-site manager.  No street lighting exists along 
local roadways. 
 
As stated in the 2019 RDEIR in section 3.1.2, the project vicinity is primarily rural residential and 
agricultural; therefore, there are very limited sources of light and glare. The highest nighttime 
illumination levels are found approximately seven miles east of the Project site in the urban 
settings of Greenfield and Soledad, with the highest light pollution levels emanating from the two 
state prisons (“Correctional Facilities”) in Soledad (https://cires.colorado.edu/Artificial-light).   
Portions of the city of Greenfield can be seen from the project site at night. Major fixed light 
sources associated with these cities are streetlights, residential, commercial and industrial 
developments, and schools and athletic facilities, which include parking lot lights, interior lights 
and decorative outdoor lights. Highway 101, east of the project site, is a major highway with two 
travel lanes in each direction and runs north and south.  Headlights from traffic traveling the 
highway at night can be seen from portions of the project site at night. 
 
Monterey County Standard Conditions of Approval for Lighting Control  
The County has been controlling the off-site effects of lighting since at least 1982, when the 
County General Plan included the following policy: 
 

Policy 26.1.20: All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive and constructed or located so that 
only the intended area is illuminated, long range visibility is reduced, and off-site glare is fully 
controlled. (2019 RDEIR pages 15 and 26, section 3.1.5, and 2018 RDEIR pages 3-264 and 4-
6) 
 

To implement this policy, the County applies standard conditions to control the type, intensity and 
location of lighting to ensure that fixtures illuminate only the intended area and to control lighting 
in a manner that off-site property and the night sky are not adversely affected by a project. In 
visually sensitive areas, a more restrictive standard condition is imposed that requires that the 
lighting source (bulb) is not visible from the area being protected from light pollution. Screening 
of the light source substantially reduces intrusion of any lighting effects on areas on and off the site 
(2019 RDEIR pages 41 through 46). 
 
The County’s extensive experience over more than 35 years includes areas of Big Sur, where the 
County requires that development cannot be seen from Highway 1 and other specified areas. The 
County developed and applies a more restrictive standard condition for visually sensitive areas, 
such as Big Sur. Because the Paraiso Springs Resort property is identified as being within a 
visually sensitive area (2019 RDEIR Section 3.1.2), the 2019 RDEIR identifies (pages 41 through 
46) that this more restrictive condition of approval would be applied for this project. The visual 
sensitivity standards of this area, as opposed to County requirements in Big Sur, allow 
development to be seen from common public viewing areas. However, lighting would be strictly 
controlled through the condition of approval to illuminate only the intended area and control the 
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visibility of the light source, which would minimize off-site impacts of project lighting. The resort 
is allowed to, and will, be seen from offsite according to County regulations and policies. 
 
CEQA Considerations and Project Impacts  
As explained in the RDEIR the proposed project would introduce new sources of nighttime 
lighting within the project site. Most of the new buildings would be located on the valley floor 
except for some of the timeshare condominiums along a hillside (RDEIR Chapter 2, Figure 2-6, 
Figure 2-8, Figure 2-12).  These timeshare units would be two story structures.  These uses would 
operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week and would be illuminated at night when occupied; 
however, nighttime interior lighting of guest units/timeshares and guest areas would be turned off, 
or automatically turned off by required sensors, when unoccupied.  
 
The remainder of the Project site would be undeveloped and not be lighted at night, Sources of 
lighting would include visible interior building illumination, exterior building security and 
decorative facade lighting, lighted pedestrian walkways and common areas such as courtyards and 
swimming pools, and lighting along internal driveways and roadways and at Project site entrances.  
 
Light levels for proposed on-site development would be required to comply with the County 
standard condition for visually sensitive areas  as well as with state law (2019 RDEIR pages 41 
through 46), Title 24, which incorporates the following Illuminating Engineering Society of North 
America recommendations:  
 

• Select luminaires emitting little to no light above the plane of the horizon; 
• Avoid excessively bright spots on ground or surfaces; 
• Limit the use of non-cutoff luminaires; 
• Turn off non-critical lighting late at night; and 
• Use internal or external shielding, such as louvers, hoods, or other screening devices, to 

minimize up light and resulting sky glow when luminaires need to be tilted or aimed. 
 
Proposed development on the Project site would use building materials with low-reflectivity 
properties and would not introduce large expanses of glass or light-colored surfaces that could 
generate glare perceptible from off-site locations (see discussion above related to architectural 
style). The project is setback from surrounding roadways and surrounded by 3 sides of 
mountains, and large mature oak trees along with the incorporation of landscaping into the site 
design to further reduce the potential for Project glare generation. Portions of the project would 
be visible from mid-range and long-range visibility views (RDEIR section 3.1.4). Any glare that 
may occur from on site structures would be visible for a very short time as the common public 
viewing areas are high speed county roads and Highway 101 at distances of two to seven miles 
(2019 RDEIR pages 35 and 36). 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
A cumulative light and glare impact would occur if the proposed project, together with other 
projects located within the proposed project's area, would contribute to a cumulative increase in 
ambient nighttime light levels or glare generation in that area, as defined in RDEIR section 4.5.2 
related to Aesthetics (2018 RDEIR page 4-6, as amended by 2019 RDEIR page 15).  
 
The project area includes lighting from residential and agricultural facilities (including wineries). 
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The area does not include substantial lighting from these uses and only one currently proposed 
project, a residential care facility located within the Las Palmas Ranch project, and one approved 
project (Ferrini Ranch subdivision) is included in the area subject to the cumulative analysis. The 
Las Palmas community, which contains approximately 1000 residential units near Spreckels, is 
18 miles north of the project site. Due to the distance, light emitting from this project near 
Soledad would not add cumulatively to light emissions from either area.  Also, the Las Palmas 
Ranch project would also have to comply with the lighting standards controlling light pollution 
set forth in Title 24. The Ferrini Ranch project is even further away and is primarily located along 
the Highway 68 corridor (2019 RDEIR page 15), on the north and west side of the Sierra de 
Salinas mountain range. Very little of that project is visible within the Sierra de Salinas foothills 
area. 
 
Summary: 
To summarize, the effects of interior and exterior lighting were analyzed in the RDEIR. The 
determination is that, with the requirements of state law (Title 24) and the imposition of the 
County’s standard condition requiring a lighting plan for visually sensitive areas, the effects of 
project lighting would be less than significant when analyzed against the threshold of significance 
described above. As discussed in 2019 RDEIR chapter 3.1, the project setting among a vegetated 
canyon, the proposed Mission Revival architectural style, its distance to significant public viewing 
areas, the requirements of California Code of Regulations Title 24, Parts 6 and 11, which took 
effect January of 2017, and the requirements from the County’s standard conditions of approval 
related to design, landscaping and lighting controls would result in a less than significant effect on 
the environment and no additional mitigation is required. 
 
6. This set of comments relates to the proposed development on slopes and required findings 
to allow such development. 

General Plan Policy 3.2.3 does not relate to development on slopes over 30 percent; however, there 
is no strict prohibition on developing on slopes over 30 percent. Policy 26.1.10 establishes a 
process where development may be allowed on slopes over 30 percent if certain findings can be 
made. The implementing ordinance for this policy is found in MCC section 21.64.230, which 
allows development over 30 percent slopes subject to obtaining a Use Permit and making the 
specified findings. Policy 3.2.4(CSV) relates to residential development and is not applicable to 
this project. 

The required findings for allowing development to occur on slopes greater than 30 percent will be 
considered by the decision making body for the permits. The potential physical environmental 
impacts of the development on steeper slopes, as proposed, was analyzed in the RDEIR, including 
in Chapter 3.1 – Aesthetics (2019 RDEIR), Chapter 3.2 - Air Quality, Chapter 3.3 - Biological 
Resources, Chapter 3.6 - Geology and Soils, Chapter 3.7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials (as 
amended by 2019 RDEIR), Chapter 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality, Chapter 3.9 – Land Use 
Planning, Chapter 4 – CEQA Considerations (as amended by 2019 RDEIR), and Chapter 5 – 
Alternatives (as amended by 2019 RDEIR). Also see Response to Letter 5, Number 14b and 
Response to this comment letter, Number 1, above. 

7.  This comment relates to determining project consistency with the air quality plan, the 
season for estimating emissions, and questioning the project’s consistency with general plan 
policies.  
 
The Air District has stated that if “there is no residential component (to a project), a consistency 
determination is not necessary” (MBUAPCD 2011; email from Bob Nunes, Air Quality Planner, 
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MBUAPCD to Richard James, EMC Planning Group, on November 21, 2016). Note: MBUAPCD 
is now known as the Monterey Bay Air Resources District. 
 
Emissions of criteria pollutants are typically greater during the winter months in the air basin; 
therefore, only winter emissions were reported in the RDEIR assessment. However, the difference 
between winter and summer emissions volumes is usually small. CalEEMod produces both 
summer and winter operational emissions projections.  The modeling conducted for this project 
indicated that most criteria pollutant emissions would be at their highest during the winter months. 
The exception is Reactive Organic Gases (ROG). Emission of ROG in summer is identified as 
22.49 pounds per day as opposed to 22.36 pounds per day in winter. The long-term unmitigated 
operational emissions of ROG for both winter and summer are significantly below the air district 
threshold of 137 pounds per day. This information does not change the conclusions of the analysis.  
 
Consistency with County General Plan policies 20.1.2 and 20.1.4 are addressed in the RDEIR on 
page 3-265.  The project was determined to be consistent with both policies. 
 
8.  The comment relates to prohibiting wood burning stoves and fireplaces. The County 
acknowledges the comment. To ensure that wood-burning stoves/fireplaces are prohibited, a 
condition of approval will be required which prohibits wood-burning stoves/fireplaces. A 
condition of approval is being used as the enforcement tool, as long-term stationary and vehicular 
emissions impacts are less than significant and do not require mitigation (see RDEIR Impact 3.2-3 
on page 3-45). The condition of approval would be as follows: 
 

 Solid fuel heating appliances (i.e., wood-burning fireplaces; wood stoves; barbecues, etc.) 
shall be prohibited.  

This prohibition shall be included as a condition of approval of the Combined Development Permit 
and reflected on the Use Permit for creation of 77 timeshare units, the Vesting Tentative 
Subdivision Map, all Final Maps, and on all building permits. 

Errata 
  
An addition to the text at the end of Impact 3.2-3 has been made to clearly identify this condition of 
approval.  

To ensure that wood-burning stoves/fireplaces/barbecues are prohibited, a condition of 
approval will be required that prohibits wood-burning stoves/fireplaces/barbecues. A condition 
of approval is being used as the enforcement tool, as long-term stationary and vehicular 
emissions impacts are less than significant and do not require mitigation. The condition of 
approval is as follows: 

Solid fuel heating appliances (i.e., wood-burning fireplaces; wood stoves; barbecues, etc.) 
shall be prohibited.  

This prohibition shall be included as a condition of approval of the Combined Development 
Permit and reflected on the Use Permit for creation of 77 timeshare units, the Vesting 
Tentative Subdivision Map, all Final Maps, and on all building permits. 
 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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9.  This comment states that traffic trip generation is understated. Please refer to the responses 
to Letter 5, Number 6, and Letter 8, Number 4. The County will include a condition of project 
approval that limits trip generation to an annual average of 406 trips per day. This is the same 
volume assumed in the RDEIR. Therefore, there would be no change in GHG emissions volume 
from mobile sources, and no need to re-run CalEEMod.  
 
10.  This comment questions the certainty of purchasing carbon offsets.  
 
The commenter states “mitigation by offsets is relatively new and unproven.” In addition to the on-
site measures proposed by the applicant, off-site carbon credits are proposed to bring the project to 
a zero net emission level for greenhouse gases. Mitigation using offsets has been discussed as an 
option for several years. The approach was most recently validated by the California Air Resources 
Board in its 2017 Scoping Plan, which states in part, “…it may be appropriate and feasible to 
mitigate project emissions through purchasing and retiring carbon credits issued by a recognized 
and reputable accredited carbon registry” (2017 Scoping Plan, p. 136).  
 
The cost of voluntary certified GHG reduction credits generally ranges from about $2.00 to $6.00 
per metric ton. With the requirement in RDEIR mitigation measure 3.4-1b that the applicant 
purchase 2,239.63 metric tons of GHG emission reduction credits to reduce GHG emissions to 
zero, the approximate cost of the reductions could range from approximately $4,500 to $13,439.  
 
The commenter provides no evidence that this mitigation approach is unproven. Services provided 
by the Climate Action Registry, a program of the Climate Action Reserve, serve as an example of 
the availability of certified GHG offset credits (http://www.climateactionreserve.org/about-
us/california-climate-action-registry/). The Climate Action Reserve is one of the most well 
respected GHG emissions reduction credit certification and clearinghouse bodies in the U.S. As of 
June 26, 2018, the Climate Action Reserve showed an inventory of approximately 20,000,000 
metric tons of GHG offset credits available for purchase as CEQA mitigation. The offset demand 
for the proposed project represents approximately 0.01 percent of the credits available as listed by 
the Climate Action Reserve. The Climate Action Reserve is one of several GHG emission 
reduction certification bodies in the United States; additional offsets are available through other 
certification bodies. The project demand is miniscule relative to the pool of certified voluntary 
GHG emissions reduction credits available. In the fall of 2018, the Climate Action Reserve will 
launch its CEQA GHG Mitigation Registry. This new registry is designed to specifically serve 
CEQA compliance needs in California (versus broader demand from many types of offset credit 
buyers). 
 
A condition of approval to require purchase of the offsets identified in Mitigation Measure 3.4-1b 
is not necessary. The mitigation measure itself will be a condition of approval, as is standard 
practice with the County, and a mitigation monitoring or reporting program will be adopted as part 
of the decision, as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15097(a) and also as required by CEQA 
Guidelines section 15091(d).  
 
11.  This comment suggests a list of methods that can reduce greenhouse gas emissions if 
purchasing of carbon offsets is not feasible. Please refer to the response in comment 10 above. 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-1b requires the applicant to purchase permanent GHG offsets that are 
retired once purchased. There is no need for additional mitigation. The applicant has stated that 
they will likely implement some of the carbon reduction strategies identified in the commenters list 
to reduce the cost of purchasing carbon credits. 
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12.  This comment points out an error in the air quality modeling.  
 
As stated on page 8 of the CalEEMod Assessment Memo, “Based on information provided in the 
RDEIR Table 3.3-4, Existing Vegetation Types and Proposed Impacts within the Project Site, a 
loss of sequestration potential was modeled for the conversion of approximately 37.3 acres of 
natural communities (grassland, scrub, eucalyptus, hardwood forest, oak woodland, and riparian).” 
The CalEEMod Assessment Memo incorrectly identifies the acreage used in the modeled estimate 
of the loss in sequestration potential from conversion of natural plant communities.  The 
conversion of approximately 38.3 acres was modeled, not the 37.3 acres reported in the 
memorandum (refer to 2018 RDEIR Appendix D, Assessment Memo, Attachment b, Table 11.1). 
This error does not change the conclusions of the analysis. As explained in the Assessment Memo 
(page 8), only the conversion of natural communities was included in the modeling, which is why 
there is a difference between the 41.8 acres identified in RDEIR Table 3.3-4 and the 38.3 acres 
modeled. 
 
According to CAL FIRE, for fuel management activities conducted pursuant to Public Resources 
Code section 4291 (defensible space8 requirements), mandatory clearing is not necessary and does 
not involve vegetation removal or soil disturbances as long as they do not form a means of rapidly 
transmitting fire from the native growth to any building or structure and, therefore, would not 
result in the loss of vegetation. This section of state law also does not apply to single specimens of 
trees, ornamental shrubbery, or similar plants that are used as ground cover.  Only hazardous fuels 
are removed and most “clearing activities” consist of pruning and mowing thin dead brush or other 
plant matter from the understory and overstory to reduce fuel loads and remove ladder fuels that 
create a pathway from ground fire to tree canopies. The defensible space area in this project will 
remain vegetated and maintained and/or replanted with fire resistant vegetation. Including this 
acreage in the CalEEMod estimates of the loss in sequestration potential would overestimate the 
potential loss of sequestration.   
 
13.  This comment suggests audits of the project’s emissions every five years. 
 
Mitigation Measures 3.4-1a and 3.4-1b require the applicant to implement specific actions to 
reduce GHG emissions. The applicant has also proposed specific GHG reduction measures for 
incorporation into the project as described in the RDEIR (page 2-54). The GHG reductions from 
these measures have been modeled based on validated data using CalEEMod, the most widely 
accepted methodology for modeling GHG emissions from land use projects in California. Thus, 
the RDEIR meets the standard to disclose the GHG effects of the project based on the best 
currently available information. While the County is obligated to ensure that the GHG mitigation 

 

 

8 Defensible space is defined as: “The area within the perimeter of a parcel, development, neighborhood or community 
where basic wildland fire protection practices and measures are implemented, providing the key point of defense from 
an approaching wildfire or defense against encroaching wildfires or escaping structure fires. The perimeter as used in 
this regulation is the area encompassing the parcel or parcels proposed for construction and/or development, excluding 
the physical structure itself. The area is characterized by the establishment and maintenance of emergency vehicle 
access, emergency water reserves, street names and building identification, and fuel modification measures.” 
(California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 1271.00.) 
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measures and applicant proposed measures are implemented, the County is not obligated to audit 
the project after the point that the applicant has complied with the mitigation measures.  
 
14.  This comment introduces a series of questions related to water supply impacts and 
groundwater.  

See Master Response 1. Responses related to groundwater comments are included in the following 
responses. 

15.  This set of comments relates to CEQA requirements for cumulative analysis. 

The County of Monterey concurs with the commenter related to the two-step process for analyzing 
cumulative impacts and prepared such an analysis related to water supply in RDEIR section 4.5. 
As explained on RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-14, the County determined that cumulative impacts 
to groundwater levels are “an existing significant effect” (RDEIR page 4-13). The RDEIR, in this 
section, goes on to state that “…however, the Paraiso Springs project’s incremental contribution to 
that effect is less than cumulatively considerable” as described in the discussion in that section. It 
is important to remember, as well, that the cumulative analysis discusses the potential 
environmental effects related to the project and other probable (emphasis added) future projects 
(CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a)(1)), while taking into account the existing baseline condition 
(past projects). The County conservatively used General Plan buildout, which will not occur, as 
part of the cumulative analysis related to groundwater (RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-13) for step 
one. This is conservative when compared against the list approach that would only look at past, 
present and probable future projects. That typically involves looking at the existing baseline 
conditions and adding project applications approved and not constructed or those being processed. 
The General Plan buildout used in the analysis for this project is substantially more conservative in 
that it anticipates that every potential future project would be built. It is not probable that the 
General Plan would fully build out for an unincorporated area of over 3300 square miles. 

For step two, as pointed out in the comment, “the agency must then separately consider whether 
the project’s contribution to that effect is itself considerable.” The RDEIR describes the projects 
that the Monterey County Water Resources Agency has worked on for over 70 years, including 
water conservation and groundwater management, to attempt to solve groundwater overdraft 
conditions in the Salinas Valley (RDEIR pages 4-12 through 4-14). The RDEIR describes the 
larger regional aquifer (SVGB) and the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, in which the project is located. 
The Forebay Aquifer Subbasin has, at times, seen surplus water compared to the 1944 baseline 
year (RDEIR page 3-222). The Forebay Aquifer Subbasin does not experience seawater intrusion 
(RDEIR pages 3-227 through 3-229; Brown and Caldwell, 2015; Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency 2017a; Monterey County Water Resources Agency 2017b). The RDEIR 
concludes that the project’s contribution is less than cumulatively considerable (RDEIR page 4-
13), resulting in a less than significant cumulative impact when analyzed against the threshold of 
significance (RDEIR pages 3-235 and 4-5): 

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. 

In addition, see responses to Number 16 and 17, below. 

16. This set of comments states that the County failed to provide an adequate analysis of 
cumulative impacts to the groundwater basin.  
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Cumulative impacts are addressed in an Environmental Impact Report pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15130. Some key provisions of this section, relating to the comments and the 
County’s responses are as follows: 

• 15130(b) “The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts 
and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is 
provided for the effects attributable to the project alone.” 

• 15130(b)(1)(B) Include “a summary of projections contained in an adopted local…plan, or 
related planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the 
cumulative effect.” “A summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or 
certified prior environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be 
supplemented with additional information…” 

• 15130(c) “With some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may 
involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions 
on a project-by–project basis.” 

To summarize the above provisions of the CEQA Guidelines in relation to the County’s approach 
for analyzing cumulative impacts related to groundwater for this project, the RDEIR quantified the 
severity of the impacts, including the amount of groundwater in storage, the trends of groundwater 
use for the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, and the project’s specific contributions to that 
effect. Greater detail was provided in Chapter 3.8 for the effects attributable to the project 
(15130(b)). The cumulative analysis utilized General Plan buildout, which for an unincorporated 
County area would likely not occur, as a conservative assumption for the analysis related to the 
cumulative effects. The RDEIR cumulative discussion utilizes the General Plan Environmental 
Impact Report and the Salinas Valley Water Project Environmental Impact Report, but also 
additional subsequent information as described below in this response (15130(b)(1)(B)). The 
cumulative impact discussion describes that the property owner contributes to the Zone 2C 
assessment district, a mitigation program that funds groundwater management activities for a 
significant portion of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB), including the project site and 
the entire Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, within which the project site lies and would extract 
groundwater (15130(c)). See more detail following in this response related to this paragraph. 

The thresholds of significance raised by the commenter at the top of page 15 are paraphrased 
versions of the thresholds analyzed in the RDEIR for project and cumulative environmental 
impacts. The three thresholds cited, depletion of the SVGB, degradation of water quality, and 
secondary impacts caused by groundwater management projects, were analyzed in the RDEIR in 
Chapter 3.8 for potential project environmental impacts, and for potential cumulative 
environmental impacts in Chapter 4, section 4.5 (RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-14). This section of 
the RDEIR provides specific calculations on the impacts on groundwater levels from the project’s 
contribution to the significant cumulative effect (RDEIR pages 4-13 and 4-14).  

Thresholds must be analyzed in the context of significance, not absolutes. In the court case cited 
by the commenter, Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 
Cal.App.4th, the court did not establish a “zero molecule” threshold of significance. The County 
has determined, for this project, that the project’s contribution to a cumulative impact is “less than 
significant,” not “no impact.” It is up to the Lead Agency to make that determination based on 
substantial evidence. Substantial evidence was presented in the RDEIR based on site specific and 
regional information related to the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, the area of potential 
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cumulative impact (information used - RDEIR pages 3-217 and 3-218; area of impact - RDEIR 
page 4-11). The County, which is the Lead Agency, has stated that the potential cumulative effect 
is less than significant for this project’s contribution to the cumulative impact, which is consistent 
with the findings for other projects’ contribution to cumulative effects (e.g., Ferrini Ranch 
Subdivision Draft EIR, August 2012, page S-38). That project also proposes to use water from the 
Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. 

One comment (page 15, first paragraph) asserts that the RDEIR “relies on the analysis in the 
Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) EIR and the 2010 Monterey County General Plan EIR…” 
The comment points to RDEIR page 3-246, but appears to miss the discussion in Chapter 4.5, 
Cumulative Impacts, related to groundwater (pages 4-11 through 4-14). The last paragraph on 
RDEIR page 4-12 specifically contradicts the comment and explains the information utilized in 
determining the significance of the cumulative impacts for hydrology and water quality. Updated 
groundwater and groundwater basin information cited in this section (Chapter 4.5, Cumulative 
Impacts) includes the following technical documents and presentations prepared since the SVWP 
EIR and 2010 Monterey County General Plan EIR were certified:  

• Addendum No. 1 to Final Environmental Impact Report #07-01, SCH#2007121001 
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Article 11, Section 15164; 
2010 Monterey County General Plan, Planning File No. REF120078, Amendment of 
General Plan (Monterey County, 2013) 

• The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (State of California, 2014) 
• State of the Salinas River Groundwater Basin Report (Brown and Caldwell, January 26, 

2015) 
• California Groundwater, Bulletin 118, Interim Update 2016 (California Department of 

Water Resources, 2016) 
• Peter Kwiek, Hydrologist, Monterey County Water Resources Agency, personal 

communication, June 2, 2017 
• Board Report, Monterey County Water Resources Agency, Legistar File Number: WRAG 

17-167, July 11, 2017 (Monterey County Water Resources Agency, 2017a) 
• Board Report, Monterey County Water Resources Agency, Legistar File Number: 17-0712, 

July 11, 2017 (Monterey County Water Resources Agency, 2017b) 
• Comprehensive Hydrogeologic Report, Paraiso Hot Springs Resort (Todd Groundwater, 

January 16, 2018) 

The above documents provided substantial evidence used in developing Section 4.5 of the RDEIR 
related to potential cumulative impacts from groundwater use. This section discusses 1) the 
assessment district (Zone 2C) that provides funding to construct and operate facilities and methods 
that manage groundwater resources in this area of the Salinas Valley (RDEIR pages 3-229 and 3-
230), 2) that the project is within Zone 2C and the property owner pays assessments to fund those 
operations, 3) references the suite of projects that help to manage groundwater resources (listed in 
RDEIR section 3.8), 4) describes the location of the project site within the Forebay Aquifer 
Subbasin and that this subbasin at times provides surplus groundwater (RDEIR page 3-222), and 5) 
summarizes the detailed information found in Chapter 3.8 related to these topics.  

As pointed out at the bottom of RDEIR page 3-246 and the top of page 3-247, a 2013 General Plan 
Amendment addressed the issue of long-term water supply in the Salinas Valley. The policy cited 
on these RDEIR pages provides a framework for monitoring and solving groundwater overdraft. 
Although we agree with the comments that “overdraft conditions persist” and that “seawater 
intrusion will not be adequately controlled by current groundwater management projects” 
(comment letter page 15), the question is whether the project’s contribution to a cumulative impact 
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is cumulatively considerable. Based on the substantial evidence found on RDEIR pages 4-11 
through 4-14, as well as the information disclosed in RDEIR Chapter 3.8, the County determined 
that the project’s impact on cumulative groundwater overdraft is less than significant (RDEIR page 
4-14).  See discussion related to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act and its 
requirements to bring the basin into balance on RDEIR pages 3-231 and 3-232. 

In response to the paragraph in the middle of comment letter page 15, the information about 
groundwater pumping assumptions used in earlier documents was not relied on for this RDEIR. 
This was explained in Chapter 3.8, pages 3-220 through 3-230. These pages describe the SVGB 
including the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin (a portion of the SVGB), the geologic makeup of the 
SVGB, the results of more recent information on the SVGB and Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, the 
variability of recharge in the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, and the results of 2017 reports on 
seawater intrusion. The Engineer’s Report of the Salinas Valley Water Project (Salinas Valley 
Water Project Engineer’s Report, RMC, 2003) based on 1995 Land Use (used for the SVWP EIR) 
found that the SVWP would improve the groundwater balance of the basin and halt seawater 
intrusion as defined in the report. However, this report also found that the SVWP would not meet 
water demands and balance the SVGB based on projected 2030 Land Use and that additional 
projects would be needed. Also see Monterey County General Plan, Final Environmental Impact 
Report, SCH#2007121001, March 2010, pages 2-49 through 2-74 and pages 2-92 through 2-94. 

The RDEIR discloses that the Monterey County Water Resources Agency continues to work on 
efforts, including future projects and continued studies, to achieve a balance in the SVGB (RDEIR 
pages 3-228 and 3-229).  The comment states that irrigated agricultural acreage is substantially 
increasing; however, the relevant factor is not acreage, but water use within the SVGB, which has 
been addressed throughout the RDEIR. 

In relation to the comment related to using demand and supply data in referenced documents, the 
County relied on the 2010 General Plan for the land use assumptions for buildout, not for water 
demand. For water demand and supply we relied on the project specific hydrogeologic report as 
well as the documents listed above in this response. 

As we stated earlier in this response, we agree with the comment at the bottom of page 15 of this 
comment letter that “additional groundwater management projects would be required to halt 
seawater intrusion.” The seawater intrusion is occurring in the Pressure 180/400 Foot Aquifer 
Subbasin, many miles distant from the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, from which this project pumps 
groundwater. The Forebay Aquifer Subbasin is not a critically overdrafted basin as identified in 
Bulletin 118 (see RDEIR pages 3-231 and 3-232); the Pressure 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin, 
where seawater intrusion is occurring, is classified as a critically overdrafted basin. The Forebay 
Aquifer Subbasin is classified as a Medium Priority Subbasin (RDEIR page 3-232; California 
Department of Water Resources 2016-California Groundwater, Bulletin 118, Interim Update 
2016). While increased extraction of groundwater in any of the hydrogeologically connected 
subbasins of the SVGB affects conditions within the Pressure 180/400 Foot Aquifer Subbasin, the 
effect of this project on seawater intrusion would be immeasurable. See discussion related to the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act and its requirements to bring the basin into balance on 
RDEIR pages 3-231 and 3-232. 

Contrary to the statement at the top of comment letter page 16, the County did not take the position 
of no impact based on the expectation of future projects that may bring the basin into balance and 
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halt seawater intrusion. We concluded that the project’s incremental contribution to the cumulative 
effect would be less than significant (RDEIR page 4-14). 

Regarding the comment that the RDEIR fails to analyze the environmental effects of “necessary 
projects,” it is not up to this project to solve the overdraft situation for the SVGB. Projects 
proposed by agencies to address groundwater overdraft are proposed by the Monterey County 
Water Resources Agency or other agencies. The project contributes to groundwater management 
efforts as explained in RDEIR pages 3-229 and 3-230 related to Monterey County Water 
Resources Agency Zone 2C; also see discussions on RDEIR pages 3-245 through 3-249, RDEIR 
pages 4-11 through 4-14, and Monterey County General Plan Final EIR pages 2-49 through 2-74. 
The RDEIR conclusion does not rely on any future groundwater projects for its determination of a 
less than significant cumulative impact. The RDEIR also recognizes the existence of the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 and its legislatively required mandates to bring 
the aquifer into balance (RDEIR pages 3-231 and 3-232).  

17. This set of comments states that the County failed to provide an adequate determination for 
the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to the groundwater basin.  

The initial paragraph in this comment states that the RDEIR fails to make an adequate 
determination whether the project would make a considerable contribution to a significant impact. 
For the reasons stated in this response and in response 16, above, we disagree with the statement. 

To address the ‘first’ comment on page 16 of the comment letter, the County disagrees that the 
RDEIR does not discuss the project’s pumping in the context of the severity of the cumulative 
impact. The RDEIR agrees that a net deficit “currently” exists in the Salinas Valley Groundwater 
Basin (RDEIR page 4-13, second full paragraph) and that buildout of the County General Plan 
would have a significant and unavoidable impact on groundwater levels beyond the year 2030 
(RDEIR page 4-13, first full paragraph). We disagree that the RDEIR fails to acknowledge that the 
pre-2030 (existing) situation is significant.  RDEIR Section 4.5.2 concludes that the long-term 
cumulative effect of development reducing groundwater levels in the Salinas Valley is an “existing 
significant effect” due to uncertainty of success of water supply programs and implementation of 
Monterey County General Plan (2010) policies. The Monterey County General Plan Final EIR 
identifies that, with mitigation, the impact would be less than significant (pages 2-62 through 2-
64). The statement about the “existing significant effect” is included in a sentence that also 
discusses the beyond 2030 time period as well, so we want to clarify that this RDEIR does 
recognize that impacts to the SVGB groundwater basin for the existing and post-2030 periods are 
significant and unavoidable until water supply projects or reduced groundwater use are 
demonstrated effective in providing a more balanced aquifer and halting seawater intrusion in the 
SVGB. The first sentence of the last paragraph on RDEIR page 4-13 acknowledges “a current 
deficit currently exists in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin…” In addition, the RDEIR clearly 
describes the continuing overdraft in the SVGB (RDEIR pages 3-222, 3-225, 3-228, and 4-13). 

Discussion of the volume of groundwater in the aquifer was provided for the cumulative analysis 
on RDEIR page 4-14 (in addition to more detailed discussions in Chapter 3.8: pages 3-220 through 
3-230; pages 3-245 through 3-249). RDEIR section 4.5 further states that the project’s incremental 
contribution to this cumulative effect is less than significant as described on RDEIR pages 4-11 
through 4-14, and as summarized on RDEIR pages 4-13 and 4-14.  

Related to the comment on page 16 where the paragraph starts with “Second,” we provide the 
following response. The determination of an assured water supply will be made ultimately by the 
decision making body, utilizing all information available to them, including information disclosed 
in the EIR for the project. The comment that the “SVGB can be mined through overdrafting” is not 
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accurate for the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, based on its ability to recover during wetter periods, as 
described in the RDEIR and summarized in the next paragraph. 

The RDEIR discusses the effect of using water from the overdrafted SVGB aquifer. Historically, 
the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin has, at times, recovered fully, as discussed in the RDEIR (RDEIR 
page 3-222; Brown and Caldwell, 2015, page ES-9). This recovery is in the context of a 
comparison to groundwater levels in 1944, prior to construction of the San Antonio and 
Nacimiento Reservoirs. However, the RDEIR also describes that the recent trend has been a 
decline in storage (RDEIR page 3-222, last sentence of first paragraph). RDEIR Section 3.8.4, 
Analytical Methodology and Significance Threshold Criteria, addresses the project’s potential 
environmental impacts to water supply and on Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin groundwater 
levels (RDEIR pages 3-241 through 3-249). The project effects discussed in the RDEIR include 
the project’s water balance, local aquifer characteristics, regional aquifer characteristics, project 
water use, and the characteristics of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. To summarize key 
points about groundwater use in the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, the RDEIR states that the yield for 
the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin is 154,000 acre-feet per year (RDEIR page 3-225) and that the 
pumping demand had decreased in the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin to 148,000 acre-feet per year in 
2013 (RDEIR page 4-14), which was during the recent drought period. The RDEIR provides 
substantial evidence related to the fluctuations in the groundwater elevations in the aquifers and 
also calculations of the project’s water use, for analysis of project (summarized on RDEIR pages 
3-248 and 3-249) and cumulative impact (RDEIR pages 4-12 through 4-14). 

RDEIR project impacts on groundwater levels are disclosed throughout RDEIR Chapter 3.8. 
RDEIR Section 3.8.2, Environmental Setting, describes the SVGB, its subbasins, the setting of the 
Forebay Aquifer Subbasin as part of the SVGB, the capacity and amount in storage of the Forebay 
Aquifer Subbasin, and storage trends in the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin (RDEIR pages 3-220 
through 3-230). This section describes recent studies and reports, including public hearings at the 
Board of Supervisors, prepared for the SVGB. It describes that the Salinas Valley Water Project 
went into operation in 2010 and that its effectiveness is not yet known. The current study 
underway will recommend additional measures if the results show that more changes in supply or 
demand are needed to stop declining groundwater levels or halt seawater intrusion.  

The cumulative effect related to this project was described in RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-14, as 
described in this response and the response to comment Number 16 to this letter, above.  

The comment further states that the impact that should be analyzed is that of using pumping 
capacity. The potential impact of a substantial lowering of regional groundwater levels, including 
drilling of deeper wells, water quality impacts (i.e., seawater intrusion), increased energy use, and 
the need for, and construction of, projects to try to alleviate the overdrafting. The RDEIR discusses 
the projects that have been constructed to address overdraft. The project’s contribution is less than 
significant.  

The comment about the threshold of significance found in the paragraph on pages 16 and 17 states 
that we should not have used the same threshold for the project as we used for the cumulative 
analysis. While similar, the threshold is not the same. The RDEIR analyzes the project against a 
threshold of significance related to the local aquifer (RDEIR page 3-235, Section 3.8.4, 
Significance Threshold Criteria, second bullet). The cumulative analysis reviewed the project’s 
contribution to impacts to the much larger Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (RDEIR page 4-13). 
The potential cumulative impact from a lowering of water levels in the SVGB is an appropriate 
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threshold of significance to be analyzed and disclosed in the RDEIR as both direct and indirect 
effects could result. 

In response to the first full paragraph on page 17, the RDEIR does not seek “to trivialize the 
project’s…water use.” The RDEIR was very specific in addressing the project’s water use and in 
analyzing and disclosing the potential environmental impacts. The amount of water to be used was 
fully disclosed, including 1) water use by project phase (RDEIR pages 3-242 and 3-243), 2) 
potential additional water demand needed for mitigation (RDEIR pages 3-243, 3-244, and pages 3-
254 through 3-256), and also 3) water demand for the possibility of constructing an on-site fire 
station (RDEIR page 3-308) (Note: the fire station is not proposed as part of the project, but a 
request for such a station has been included in earlier comment letters, so the possibility was 
analyzed in the RDEIR). While we concur that the Lead Agency may not “dismiss the significance 
of an impact simply because it is a small percentage of the overall problem,” the County has not 
done so. We have determined, based on the specific facts related to the project’s water demand and 
its potential impact to the overdrafted SVGB, that the project has a less than significant 
contribution to the cumulative impact. The commenter may disagree with our conclusion, but we 
have based our conclusion on two factors: consistency with findings adopted by the county on 
other projects that use water from the SVGB, and the specific information provided in technical 
studies summarized in this RDEIR and the fact that the project is located and drawing water from 
the Forebay Aquifer Subbasin, which is an area that does not have seawater intrusion and has 
recovered fully in past wetter periods (see responses above, including in response to this comment 
and in response to this letter, Number 16). Substantial evidence has been provided to support the 
environmental setting, the calculations used in the analysis of impacts, and the conclusions found 
in the RDEIR. Full disclosure of information to the public, and needed by the decision-making 
body (Lead Agency), has been provided, all based on substantial evidence, even if the commenter 
disagrees with the conclusions.  

The next paragraph from the commenter states that the RDEIR “fails to compare the project 
pumping to the environmental problem.” They state that the project’s pumping should be 
compared to the amount of pumping in excess of sustainable yield. For additional disclosure to the 
public and the County’s decision-making body, we provide those calculations here. The amount of 
annual pumping that needs to be reduced, or provided by supply projects, to achieve a balance and 
theoretically halt seawater intrusion is 17,000 to 24,000 acre-feet per year (Brown and Caldwell, 
2015, page ES-12). The amount of project pumping (15.5 to 17.8 acre-feet per year) would be 
approximately 0.1% of that annual amount utilizing the more conservative 17,000 acre-foot deficit. 
Those numbers are for the entire SVGB. If you compare the quantities for just the Forebay Aquifer 
Subbasin, the project would have no significant effect as that subbasin has fully recovered during 
wetter periods in the past. As pointed out in the project specific hydrogeologic report, the net loss 
to the larger SVGB is actually closer to the level of approximately nine acre-feet per year (RDEIR 
page 3-249, citing Todd Groundwater, 2018, sections 10.2 and 12), so 0.1% overstates the 
potential contribution to the cumulative effect (would be approximately 0.05%; 9/17,000). The 
commenter does not provide any specific evidence why this would be considered a significant 
cumulative effect.  

Related to the last paragraph in this comment, the County did not take the position that the 
assessments for Zone 2C will pay for future projects, or that existing projects fully mitigate the 
water supply impacts. That was not the basis for our conclusion of a less than significant 
contribution from this project to a cumulatively significant impact on groundwater supply. We 
concur that future projects that may be used to fully offset groundwater use in the SVGB have not 
been reviewed or funded, and that they cannot be relied upon in making a determination on the 
project’s contribution to a cumulative impact. That is the reason we found the cumulative impact 
potentially significant, as opposed to the General Plan Final EIR finding that the impact was less 260 of 1030
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than significant (Monterey County General Plan Final EIR, March 2010, pages 2-62 through 2-64). 
Agencies, as pointed out in the RDEIR, have more work to do to bring the SVGB into balance and 
to halt seawater intrusion (RDEIR pages 3-220 through 3-230; RDEIR pages 3-231 and 3-232; 
RDEIR pages 3-245 through 3-249; RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-14). That information has been 
disclosed to the public and to the decision making body. Zone 2C projects have instituted water 
projects that provide benefits to the SVGB by funding dam operations and other facilities and 
operations (e.g., Salinas Valley Water Project) that supply additional groundwater to benefit users 
of the groundwater. See discussion related to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act and 
its requirements to bring the basin into balance on RDEIR pages 3-231 and 3-232. 

In summary, the RDEIR does not find that the project has no contribution to a cumulative impact, 
but a less than significant contribution to an existing and future cumulative impact. It is not the 
obligation of this individual project to solve the groundwater situation, which continues to be 
addressed on a basin wide level. The project is within the assessment district that has been, and is, 
funding solutions toward the goal of achieving a balanced basin and halt seawater intrusion 
(RDEIR page 3-229 and 3-230).  The RDEIR presents all the relevant information for the public to 
understand the potential effects of the project on the environment, and provides substantial 
evidence for the decision-making body to make a determination on significance for cumulative 
impacts related to water supply. 

18.  This comment states that evidence has not been presented about well impacts being less 
than significant. The RDEIR (Page 3-250) discusses the basis for the 0.5 feet drawdown, 
conservatively predicted for the nearest well, located 0.7 mi from the project wells.  The estimate 
is based on a groundwater flow model calibrated using data from onsite boreholes as well as water 
levels measured at the main project well. 
 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-1, -6 through -17, -20, -21, -31, -33, -34, and -37, in the Todd Groundwater 
document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 
 
19.  This comment states that no definitive statement about impacts to a spring were included in 
the RDEIR. See Todd Groundwater’s discussion of the spring response during well pump tests, 
which extracted groundwater at a rate and order of magnitude greater than the maximum buildout 
demand of the proposed project (Todd Groundwater, 2018, section 10.1; Todd Groundwater, 
BHgl-5 found at the end of the responses to this Letter). See also the discussion in RDEIR Impact 
3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact, which discloses the potential environmental impacts related to the 
spring and finds the potential impact as less than significant. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1, -4, -5, -20, -22, -23, -25, -26, -
27, -28, -30, -32, -33, -34, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to this Letter.  

In the partial paragraph at the top of page 19 of the LandWatch letter, last sentence, the commenter 
cites a proposed mitigation. There is no proposed mitigation, so we assume they are referencing 
their argument of a potential significant environmental effect related to what is being discussed in 
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this paragraph of this comment. Todd Groundwater, in responses to comments on the RDEIR 
(attached at the end of responses to Letter 10), notes that, any changes in spring flow would not be 
environmental impacts, but rather impacts to water users “since spring discharge is presently 
conveyed away from the spring in a pipe” (“Responses to Bierman Hydrogeological (BHgl) 
Comments and Landwatch Hydro Comment D, 8/17/2018,” BHgl-22). To state this another way, 
the entire flow from the spring is collected and not dispersed to the physical environment, so no 
impacts on the environment are determined for water flow from this spring. Also, see section B in 
the Todd Groundwater responses found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

Also see Responses to Letter 7, Number 30 and to Letter 12, Number 7. 
 

20. This comment relates to salt loading and its effects on the spring providing water for the 
neighbors’ properties. It is unclear why the commenter requests that the County determine if off-
site users currently treat the spring water. The RDEIR does rely on substantial evidence of existing 
groundwater water quality for the project site (Todd Groundwater, 2018), and identifies mitigation 
measures to ensure that groundwater water quality is not adversely affected by the project 
operations (including Mitigation Measure 3.8-8, specifically related to salt loading in 
groundwater). 
 
The County does not monitor single-connection water distribution systems (like a spring); 
however, in this case the water quality of this spring was analyzed and determined to not be 
potable.  However, if a development permit application was submitted for a new dwelling to be 
served by a single-connection water source (well, spring, etc.) that did not meet drinking water 
standards, the County Environmental Health Bureau would require a treatment system be installed 
so that drinking water standards would be met (CA Plumbing Code, Section 601.2). 
 
With reference to the comment on whether the neighbor already treats the spring water for salts 
and whether treatment would increase irrigation demand for a given amount of vegetation see 
Todd Groundwater responses listed below in this response.   While the RDEIR stated that a “slight 
increase” in irrigation would be required to maintain soil salinity within vegetation tolerance 
ranges, Todd Groundwater states that a slight salinity increase would actually not affect vegetation 
tolerances.  See section B in the Todd Groundwater responses found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. Therefore, additional irrigation would likely not be necessary and would not limit water 
for other normal residential uses by the neighbors using spring water piped from the project site. 
 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-25, -27, -38, and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10.  
 
21. This comment requests alterations to mitigation measures for biological resource impacts 
from vegetation modification activities for fire protection.  
 
The RDEIR includes mitigation measures to protect special-status wildlife species in highly 
suitable habitat areas where they are now expected to occur. These mitigation measures would be 
implemented during the initial vegetation removal/reduction, as that is when the habitat areas are 
likely to contain these species/individuals. On-going/future fuel modification is not expected to 
significantly impact special-status wildlife species, because in the future, the habitat would have 
been altered by the initial vegetation removal/reduction and no longer provide highly suitable 
habitat to special-status wildlife species. It is not proposed that these mitigation measures would be 
implemented in perpetuity. However, nesting birds may occur in the fuel modification areas even 
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after the initial vegetation removal/reduction; nesting birds are protected at all times by state and 
federal laws as addressed in RDEIR Section 3.3.3, Regulatory Background. 
 
22.  The commenter states that the traffic analysis understates day use trips and makes six 
points, which are summarized below as a-f.  

a. The traffic analysis understates day use trips, and there is no basis for assuming the site’s 
remoteness would limit day trip use to 50 persons.  

b. There is no basis for assuming day use will be through organized tours in vehicles holding 
5-9 passengers (as implied by the assumption that 50 persons would generate 6-10 trips);  

c. The contention that day use would be limited to 6-10 trips is inconsistent with the 
assumptions made to calculate parking demand.  

d. The traffic report states that when the smaller resort was in operation, it generated 25 
average daily trips from day guests. It’s not reasonable to assume that day use would 
decline substantially, compared to when the smaller resort was in operation. 

e. Provide evidence that the ITE trip rates for Resort Hotels includes trips for day uses, and 
explain why the traffic analysis adds 25 trips for day guests for the previous use.  

f. It would be incorrect to apply the guest vehicle trip reduction credits if the day uses are 
included in the ITE trip rates for Resort Hotels and the previous use traffic analysis is 
overstated. 

 
22a. The trip generation rates used in the traffic analysis are based on those provided in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (all editions) for Resort 
Hotels.  
 
The ITE Trip Generation Manual 9th Edition (page 677) and 10th Edition, Volume 2 (page 144), 
provide the following definition of a Resort Hotel (Land Use 330). 
 

A resort hotel is similar to a hotel (Land Use 310) in that it provides sleeping 
accommodations, restaurants, cocktail lounges, retail shops, and guest services. The 
primary difference is that a resort hotel caters to the tourist and vacation industry, often 
providing a wide variety of recreational facilities/programs (golf courses, tennis courts, 
beach access, or other amenities) rather than convention and meeting business.  

 
The trip generation rates for Resort Hotels include all traffic entering and exiting a project site 
including overnight guests, day users, employees, deliveries, ancillary uses, and people making U-
turns in the parking lot. To determine the trip generation rate, the total number of trips entering and 
exiting the site is divided by the independent variable, whether number of rooms, number of 
occupied rooms, square feet or employees. When trip reduction strategies (e.g., use of shuttles) are 
used to reduce a trip component, they are deducted from the gross trip generation estimate. This 
was done for the proposed project, as shown in Table 3.12-1. 
 
It is important to note that the definition of Resort Hotel includes multiple restaurants, cocktail 
lounges and retail shops (which would include wine tasting). All of these uses are included in the 
characteristics of and overall trip generation rate for a resort hotel, as described in the Traffic 
Analysis Report (Appendix K, under 3.1 Project Traffic Generation). 
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Additionally, the ITE trip generation rate for Resort Hotels includes day use guests, which includes 
those visitors who are not overnight guests at the resort but using resort facilities for the day. 
While the ITE trip generation rates to do not break down the day use trips (i.e., distinguish 
between overnight guests leaving the resort for a day trip and offsite guests visiting the resort for 
the day), the project would be conditioned to limit trips to the 406 daily trips, as described in 
Master Response 5: Traffic under Significance of Increased Traffic Impact.   
 
The traffic consultant also reviewed the day trip assumption with the applicant. The applicant, as a 
proxy for day trip use, asked the neighboring wine tasting room for the number of average visitors 
to visit their tasting facility daily to back test the assumption. That facility averaged in 2017 about 
69 visitors per the four days per week that it was open. This average was then calculated to about 
17 visitors per day. The assumption of 50-day trip users per day seemed very conservative based 
on the traffic to the neighboring facility. It is anticipated that wine tasting, restaurant and day spa 
use would be packaged to provide a complete experience. 
 
22b.  The RDEIR does not state nor did the traffic analysis assume that all of the day use trips 
would be through organized tours.   
 
As part of the project applicant’s business plan, it is intended that the resort would operate day trip 
shuttles for resort guests (originating on site); and for day guests wishing to visit the resort and/or 
coordinate these types of trips with other tour operators or hotels. This would also reduce 
individual traffic trips to and from the site.  
 
Further, as stated above in response 22a, day trip users are included in the standard trip generation 
rate for Resort Hotels. It is the intent of the project applicant to capture some of the day trip users 
similar to what is done with shuttle services in the Napa Valley, Paso Robles, Santa Barbara, 
Sonoma, Temecula and other wine regions.  
 
22c. In accordance with standard County practice, the parking supply needed onsite is based on 
the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance, not project trip generation rates. The Monterey County 
Zoning Ordinance provisions require parking supply for employees, restaurants and other ancillary 
uses while applying some reasonable credits for overlap of project specific components. Based on 
this approach, the Traffic Analysis Report (Appendix K) recommends 140 parking spaces for the 
Paraiso Hot Springs Resort not inclusive of the timeshare components of the project, which 
generate their own parking demand. 
 
For comparison and back testing to the 140 spaces recommended using the Monterey County 
Zoning Ordinance approach, 133 parking spaces would be required using the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual and Parking Generation (4th Edition, 2010). As described above, the trip generation 
estimate for a Resort Hotel (Land Use 330) includes trips generated by employees, restaurants, 
retail spaces and other ancillary facilities. The ITE Parking Generation indicates that the average 
peak parking demand for a Resort Hotel (Land Use 330) is 1.29 vehicles per occupied room. Using 
this rate for the 103 units at Paraiso Hot Springs Resort, 133 parking spaces would be required.  
 
The ITE description for Resort Hotel (Land Use 330) states, “A unique characteristic of resort 
hotels is the hourly variation in parking demand. One of the peak periods for parking demand is in 
the early afternoon (between 2:00 and 3:00 pm). This time frame corresponds with people 
checking out and checking in (for example, people tend to stay at the resort to the end of the 
checkout time and arrive at the beginning to maximize their stay and use of amenities). The pattern 
is unlike other hotels and motels that tend to report peak parking demand during the overnight and 
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lunchtime.”  In other words, the parking facility must handle the parking demand from the overlap 
of arriving and departing guests.   
 
As described in RDEIR Section 2.4 Project Description under Internal Circulation and Parking, 
the proposed project includes six surface parking lots that would be constructed in various 
locations to provide a total of 310 parking spaces for overnight guests, time share visitors, shuttle 
use, day users, and employees. The proposed project includes 310 parking spaces to meet the 
calculated parking requirement of 269 listed in table 3.12-5 on RDEIR page 3-343, which is to 
ensure the project meets all requirements of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance provisions 
and provides an ample buffer for overlap of arriving and departing guests. As subsequent phases of 
the project are implemented and parking demand becomes clearer, it is likely there would be less 
demand for parking and the amount of parking could be scaled back to reflect actual use patterns.   
 
22d. The historical trip generation (25 average daily trips from day guests) is provided in 
Exhibits 6A-6D of the Traffic Analysis Report (Appendix K of the RDEIR) as a point of reference 
only, to remind the reviewers that the project site was previously a resort destination.  The 
historical trip generation was not used in any of the calculations, including those shown in Exhibit 
6, and no credit is given for the historical trip generation at the site.  
 
Day use with the project is not assumed to decline substantially compared to historical use. As 
stated in response 22a above, the ITE trip generation rate for Resort Hotel (Land Use 330) is 
inclusive of all day trips.  Further, as stated in response 22b above, it is part of the applicant’s 
business plan to also operate day trip shuttles for day guests wishing to visit the resort and/or 
coordinate these types of trips with other tour operators. 
 
22e. Refer to Responses 22a and 22d above. 
 
22f. The historical trip generation is for reference only and the ITE trip rate for resort hotels 
does include day trips.  The 25 trips for day guests for the site’s historic use can be eliminated and 
has no bearing on the environmental analysis; it is not part of the baseline for traffic trips.  
 
The guest vehicle trip reduction credit, as shown in Section B of Exhibit 6D in the Traffic Analysis 
Report (Appendix K of the RDEIR), refers to overnight guests that would make an offsite trip. As 
stated in footnote 6 of Exhibit 6D and in RDEIR Section 3.12.5 Impact Analysis under Project 
Trip Generation of the RDEIR, the analysis assumes a credit for 20% of these overnight guest day 
trips (9 round trips total) because the resort would provide a shuttle for their overnight guests for 
these day trips. This credit has nothing to do with the day users who do not stay at the resort. As 
described in Response 22b, above, it is intended the resort would operate day trip shuttles for day 
guests (originating offsite) wishing to visit the resort and/or coordinate these types of shuttle trips 
to the site with other tour operators, which would be included in the 406 daily trip limitation. 
 
23.  The commenter makes several statements about employee trip generation, which are 
summarized below as a-d.  

a. The commenter asks if the ITE 330 trip generation rate for Resort Hotel (which is 6.13 
average daily trips) includes employee trips and seeks clarification on peak hour employee 
trips. 
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b. There is no indication that ITE 210 and 260 trip generation rates for Residential and 
Recreational Homes, respectively, include resort employee trips.   

c. The villas and condominium units may require more employees per unit than a hotel room 
because they will accommodate more guests. 

d. It appears the trip generation doesn’t include gross trips by employees, yet takes a trip 
reduction credit for shuttle use, which understates the total trips. 

 
23a.  As stated in response 22a and indicated in the Traffic Impact Analysis (Exhibits 6A-6D, 
footnote 2), the trip generation rates for Resort Hotels (Land Use 330) include all traffic entering 
and exiting a project site including employees.  The employee trip generation is not broken out in 
the gross trip generation rate for Resort Hotels (Land Use 330); however, employees are a 
substantial contributor to resort hotel traffic.  With that said, for peak employee travel, the traffic 
engineer used ITE Land Use Code 140, Manufacturing, which is primarily employee trip 
generation, as a reasonable surrogate to obtain that number.  Please See Page 8, point number 10 of 
the traffic report.   Once again, the employee trips are included in the gross project trip generation 
estimate. 
 
23b. The ITE 210 (Residential) and ITE 260 (Residential/Recreational Homes) trip generation 
rates were used for the Timeshare Villas and Timeshare Condos, respectively, and include resort 
employee trips. However, the Residential single-family home rate likely overestimates the traffic 
generated by that component of the project. This is because the standard single-family home 
includes multiple drivers going to and from work, school, shopping, deliveries, visitors, home 
repairs, and the like which would not all occur at a resort hotel site. The Recreational Home rate 
also likely overestimates the traffic because it is not anticipated that visitors would travel in and 
out on a daily basis, given the relatively remote location. However, with all things considered in 
the trip generation estimates, including anticipated trip reduction from shuttle service, the trip 
generation estimates are considered reasonable and would be limited to 406 trips per day (annual 
average) through the County’s conditions of approval.     
 
23c. The number of employees assumed for villas and condominiums is the same as that for the 
hotel units to provide for a conservative estimate and analysis of employee trip rates. Although 
they may accommodate more guests than hotel units, condominiums and villas include kitchens 
and cleaning/laundry facilities. Therefore, typically, housekeeping is not anticipated to be as 
frequent compared to hotel units. Further, the analysis is conservative because it anticipates full 
occupancy.  
 
23d. As stated in response 23b, the ITE 210 (Residential) and ITE 260 (Residential/Recreational 
Homes) trip generation rates used for the Timeshare Villas and Timeshare Condos, respectively, 
include employee trips. To ensure the employee trips are not underestimated, the traffic engineer 
removed the Employee Shuttle Trip Reduction credits for the Timeshare Condos. The traffic 
engineer did not add them back for the Timeshare Villas because the traffic generated by that 
component of the project and represented by ITE 210 (Residential) was already conservative, even 
when applying the employee shuttle reduction (refer to response 23b, above).  
 
None of these increases would change the level of service on the road, which would be maintained 
at LOS A, nor would it change the safety analysis presented in the report. Further, employee trips 
are included in the ITE 260 (Residential/Recreational Homes) source trip number, which provides 
for a conservative analysis. 
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24.  The commenter makes several statements about the overall trip generation, which are 
summarized below as a-e.  

a. The commenter states that it does not make sense the number of guest units would triple 
but daily trips would decline, and asks if the ITE trip generation rates for Resort Hotels 
discusses the use of shuttles and how the traffic analysis determined the estimates for 
shuttle use.  

b. The commenter asks if the County would monitor and enforce shuttle use by guests, and 
traffic would be revisited if assumed shuttle use is not realized. 

c. The commenter asks if employee shuttle use would be mandatory and how it would be 
enforced.  

d. The commenter asks if employees would be compensated for the time on the shuttle. 
e. The commenter would like to know how many trips were attributable to employees at the 

Paraiso resort when it was last in operation.   
 
24a. The lower net trip generation associated with the project is due to an aggressive traffic 
management program, which includes shuttle service. Employees would not be able to park in the 
nearby neighborhood and walk to and from the project site because road Right-Of-Way would not 
allow parking; vehicles would block the roadway; all the property surrounding the resort site is 
private property and generally fenced, there is no parking available on the road, and there would be 
a security gate at the entrance to enforce employee use of the employee shuttle.  
 
The ITE manual with the rate assumptions does not provide information on the amount of shuttle 
and tour bus use by guests that is included in the ITE database for Resort Hotel. The facilities 
included in the database are located throughout the United States.  Based on observations of resort 
hotels, visitors can arrive via taxi, other ridesharing services, private automobile and shuttle 
service.  To be conservative, shuttle trips are assumed to not be included in the ITE trip rates and 
are added separately in this analysis.  The assumptions used in the analysis result in a reduction of 
40 daily trips with one in the AM peak hour, two in the PM peak hour and 10 (5 in and 5 out) in 
the Saturday project peak hour. Exhibit 6D of Appendix K references the assumption for the 
reduction of 40 daily trips on pages 9 and 13; page 10, items 14 and 15 provided narrative on the 
assumptions. This is a very modest assumption that has no quantitative effect on the project 
impact, particularly given that all roads and the intersection in the study area currently operate at 
LOS A and would continue to operate at LOS A through the long-term cumulative scenario (Phase 
4 Buildout). Further, as noted in Master Response 5: Traffic, the County would condition the 
project to limit road usage to the 406 trips per day net trip generation. 
 
24b. Refer to response 24a, above, regarding assumptions for guest shuttle use. The County does 
not plan to monitor shuttle use by guests, but will monitor total trips to and from the site. However, 
to ensure the traffic remains free flowing (i.e., within level of service A at Phase 4 project 
buildout), the County would condition the project to limit road usage to the 406 trips per day net 
trip generation. This is described further in Master Response 5: Traffic. 
 
24c. The condition of approval will require compliance to the analyzed average 406 trips per 
day number.  The applicant will be responsible for managing how they would comply with this 
limitation. As described in Master Response 5: Traffic, the County would monitor traffic volumes 
to maintain an average of 406 vehicles per day or less.  
 

267 of 1030



24d. The project applicant would be required to comply with all applicable labor laws, as well as 
all conditions of approval imposed by the County, and thus manage its transportation programs 
accordingly to ensure compliance.  
 
24e. Traffic volumes when the resort was last in use are provided in Appendix K, Traffic 
Analysis Report (e.g., Exhibits 3, 6A-6D, 18A-18D) for reference only and have no bearing on the 
environmental analysis. The ITE 330 trip generation rate for Resort Hotel was used in a simple 
calculation to provide an “apples to apples” comparison to the proposed project. However, the 
previous resort operation was much different than the proposed project. In 2003, there were 
approximately 25-30 full time residents at the resort. Using a similar ITE 210 trip generation rate 
for Residential of 9.57 trips per single family residence for these permanent residents, as was used 
in the project traffic analysis for the Timeshare Villas, alone could account for between 250-300 
daily trips. Keeping in mind that the property at that time had no food service and visitors and 
employees would often leave the property daily for breakfast, lunch and or dinner and adding in 
the remaining available cabins, yurt compound, camping and trailer hook ups along with day 
guests and 10 employees then the historical reference number seems very reasonable.     
 
25.  The commenter states that the safety analysis is based on reported accidents and should 
account for unreported accidents and other considerations (e.g., AASHTO roadway safety 
standards).  
 
It is standard procedure in traffic analyses to use reported accidents because unreported accidents, 
while acknowledged they occur, are speculative. Non-reporting is considered a constant that does 
not affect the relative rates when comparing collision rates at a specific location with statewide 
averages; those averages are also inclusive of unreported accidents. It is acknowledged that very 
low volume roads have volatile accident rates because a single accident can greatly increase the 
short-term accident rate, which is why 25 years of data was assembled in the traffic analysis. 
 
26.  The commenter makes several statements about the overall trip generation, which are 
summarized below as a-e.  
 

a. The commenter states that EIR should have more discussion regarding the project meeting 
applicable American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) standards, and the conclusion that the existing roadways are adequate doesn’t 
correlate with AASHTO discouraging unnecessary improvements. The commenter also 
asks if the AASHTO Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads 
should be used instead of the cited Geometric Design Guidelines for Low Volume Roads. 

b. The commenter states that if the existing roadways do not meet AASHTO’s standards for 
safe roadways, then the RDEIR should have disclosed this as a potentially significant 
impact. The commenter also states that relying exclusively on potentially equivocal 
accident data to determine significance is improper. 

c. The commenter states that the peer review of the traffic report for the 2013 draft EIR states 
the road should be required to meet the design standards of a Rural Recreational and Scenic 
Road, not the less stringent design standards for a Rural Minor Access Road. 

d. The commenter states that the RDEIR should be revised and recirculated to identify 
applicable AASHTO standards for each section of Paraiso Springs Road. 

 
26a. The commenter is correct regarding the cited handbook, and the RDEIR (Section 3.12.5, 
third paragraph under Roadway Hazards) has been revised to reference Guidelines for Geometric 
Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads.  
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Errata 
 

The 2018 RDEIR has been revised to correct the title name of a reference.  
 
Modify section 3.12.5, Page 3-339, third paragraph, first sentence under Roadways Hazards to 
read as follows: 

“The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Guidelines for 
Geometric Design Guidelines for Very Low-Volume Local Roads states…”  
 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
The fact that the existing road does not meet recommended AASHTO geometric standards does 
not indicate that the existing road is not safe, or that the impact of the project would create an 
unsafe road, which is why the safety analysis was performed as part of the traffic analysis for the 
project. The applicant’s traffic engineers also reviewed proposed project roadway improvements 
and opined that these improvements would further lower the expected accident rates along Paraiso 
Springs Road.  Refer to Appendix K, Traffic Analysis Report, Sections 6 and 7, of the RDEIR. The 
County’s traffic engineers concur with this conclusion. 
 
To provide additional detail as it pertains to the guidelines for AASHTO road standards, a review 
of the standards for the Rural Recreational and Scenic Road and the Rural Minor Access Road 
classifications indicate that 20 feet of pavement width should be provided for both classifications 
along the tangent (straight) sections of a roadway. A width of 18 feet is allowed for both 
classifications for speeds of 35 miles per hour or lower. Widths of less than the minimums may be 
appropriate in mountainous terrain as indicated on page 19 of the guidelines. Based on the 
guidelines clear zones are not mandatory. Also refer to response 26c, below. 
 
RDEIR Appendix K, Traffic Analysis Report (Appendix O), provides four sheets with the current 
and proposed roadway pavement widths for each section of Paraiso Springs Road measured at 50-
foot increments. Source: Atlas Land Surveys, Inc., Aug. 18, 2008 
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=62650 
Information from these sheets and additional information regarding roadway widths is provided 
below. Mountainous areas are not indicated on any of the sheets, but are indicated in the discussion 
below.  
 
Sheet 1 of 4 (top half): Beginning at the Paraiso Gate, this section represents approximately 1,150 
lineal feet of the road and is in a mountainous area with steep terrain. The current road pavement 
widths range from 14’ 3” to 20’ 2”, with approximately 87% of the road below 18 feet wide. The 
road pavement is proposed to be widened to 18 feet where feasible in Phase 2 of project buildout. 
All areas in this section seem feasible to achieve the 18 foot width.   
 
Sheet 1 of 4 (bottom section): This section represents approximately 850 lineal feet of the road and 
is in a mountainous area with steep terrain. The current road pavement widths range from 14’ 2” to 
18’, with approximately 95% of the road below 18 feet. The road pavement is proposed to be 
widened to 20 feet where feasible in Phase 3 of project buildout. There is a 25-foot section of the 
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road, which curves in the mountainous area between stations 14+00 and 15+00, that is currently 
17’ 4” and could be widened to just under 20 feet. Minimally, the entire section will be 18ft. 
 
Sheet 2 (top section): This section represents approximately 1,125 lineal feet of the road and is in a 
mountainous area with steep terrain. The current road pavement widths range from 15’ 9” to 18’ 
5”, with approximately 83% of the road below 18 feet. The road pavement is proposed to be 
widened to 20 feet where feasible in Phase 3 of project buildout. There is a 200-foot section of the 
road, in the mountainous area between markers 21+00 and 23+00, that currently ranges from 15’ 
9” to 17’ 4” and may be constrained from widening up to 20 feet but will minimally achieve 18ft 
and above for this entire section 
 
Sheet 2 (bottom section): This section represents approximately 1,125 lineal feet of the road and is 
relatively straight. The current pavement widths range from 15’ 3” to 18’ 9”, with approximately 
57% of the road below 18 feet. Almost all portions of the road pavement are proposed to be 
widened to 20 feet in Phase 3 of the project buildout and will achieve the 18ft minimum. 
 
Sheet 3 (top section): This section represents approximately 1,110 lineal feet of the road and is 
relatively straight. The current road pavement widths range from 16’ 8” to 20’ with approximately 
43% of the road below 18 feet. All portions of the road pavement are proposed to be widened to 
approximately 20 feet in Phase 4 of the project buildout. 
 
Sheet 3 (bottom section): This section represents approximately 1,150 lineal feet of the road and is 
relatively straight. Pavement widths range from 16’ 5” to 19’ 4”, with approximately 43% of the 
road below 18 feet. All portions of the road pavement are proposed to be widened to 20 feet in 
Phase 4 of the project buildout.  
 
Sheet 4: This section represents approximately 1,000 lineal feet of the road. Pavement widths range 
from 15’ 9” to 25’, with approximately 30% of the road below 18 feet and 35% below 20 feet. All 
portions of the road pavement are proposed to be widened to approximately 20 feet in Phase 4 of 
the project buildout. The portion of the road pavement that is currently 25 feet (around the curve 
near Clark Road) would remain 25 feet wide.  
 
These improvements were developed by the traffic engineers at Hatch Mott McDonald in 
coordination with Monterey County RMA-Public Works. The final improvement design would be 
refined based on detailed field topographic survey data and subject to approval by Monterey 
County. Also, additional pavement striping, delineation and signing would be provided to further 
enhance road safety. Also refer to Master Response 5: Traffic.  
 
26b. CEQA does not require that an EIR identify impacts from existing conditions. The purpose 
of an EIR is to assess the impact of a proposed project on the environment by comparing potential 
changes caused by the project with existing conditions. In CEQA terminology existing conditions 
are referred to as the “baseline,” and typically represents the “physical environmental conditions in 
the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published” [CEQA 
Guidelines §15125(a)]. 
 
The accident data used in the analysis is not “equivocal”. It is based on 25 years of County data 
and is the basis for the County managing County roads. Also refer to response 25, above. 
 
The fact that the existing road does not meet recommended AASHTO geometric standards does 
not indicate that the existing road is not safe. AASHTO’s Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very 
Low-Volume Local Roads (page xxi) states: 270 of 1030
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The fact that new design values are presented herein does not imply that existing streets 
and highways are unsafe, nor does it mandate the initiation of improvement projects. A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 6th Edition, AASHTO, 2011 states 
that specific site investigations and crash history often indicate that the existing design 
features are performing in a satisfactory manner. This is especially true for very low-
volume roads, which experience substantially fewer crashes than higher volume roads. 
These guidelines recommend an approach to geometric design for very low-volume roads, 
including both new construction and projects on existing roads, that is based on research 
concerning safety cost-effectiveness of geometric elements and on reviews of site-specific 
safety conditions. 

 
26c. The County acknowledges that it is a prudent recommendation to use Rural Recreational 
and Scenic Road standards where feasible. Both the Rural Recreational and Scenic Road and 
Rural Minor Access Road standards indicate that 20 feet of pavement width should be provided 
along the tangent (straight) sections of a roadway, a width of 18 feet is allowed for speeds of 35 
miles per hours or lower, and widths of less than the minimums may be appropriate in 
mountainous terrain as indicated on page 19 of the guidelines.  This potential reduction in width 
would apply where the road has horizontal curves and or steep terrain. 
 
The AASHTO Guidelines for Geometric Design of Very Low-Volume Local Roads are just that, 
“guidelines”. As stated on page 19 of the Guidelines: “Where minimum roadway widths are used 
for a selected functional subclass, the designer should consider providing a wider roadway at sharp 
horizontal curves. By contrast, widths less than the minimums shown in Exhibit 1 may be 
appropriate adjacent to historic structures or in mountainous terrain. In determining appropriate 
roadway widths, the designer should refer to the discussion of design flexibility in Chapter 3… 
Designers should be afforded great discretion in the use of Exhibit 1, even for new construction. 
Small differences in the existing and proposed dimensions from those shown in Exhibit 1 may be 
completely acceptable.” 
 
With respect to the clear zone width, page 48 of the Guidelines states, “the risk assessment 
discussed in Section 3 of this guide found that it is not generally cost-effective to provide clear 
zones, also known as clear recovery areas, on very low-volume local roads. Nevertheless, a clear 
zone of any width should provide some contribution to safety.” 
 
26d. Information regarding AASHTO standards is presented in response to number 26a, above, 
and the RDEIR has been revised to include this information as described in the response to 26a, 
above.  
 
This provides additional detail and clarification as part of this Final EIR, and the RDEIR does not 
need to be recirculated. Also refer to Master Response 7: CEQA Compliance and Adequacy of 
EIR. 
 
27.  The commenter asks why the roadway has been determined to be publicly owned and, if 
private permission would be required to widen it, what legal agreements exist to permit 
improvements.  
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Refer to Master Response 6: Road Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation. 
 
28. This set of comments relates to another property, adjacent to the proposed development 
parcels, that is included in the Special Treatment designation in the 2010 General Plan. 

See Master Response 1. The property the commenter cites is not part of the application, as they 
point out. The property owner does not need to include all their property in an application. The 
adjacent property, only adjacent at a point, is Assessor’s Parcel Number 418-361-009. While we 
agree foreseeable development related to this project would need to be analyzed in the RDEIR, this 
parcel is not amenable to any development related to the resort operation, or perhaps any uses 
other than open space and a single family dwelling. The parcel is steep, mountainous terrain 
covered in chaparral habitat. Due to the topography and vegetation, it is not foreseeable that it 
would be developed for any uses other than open space uses. It is not identified as suitable for 
agriculture, including grazing (California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program, Monterey County Important Farmlands 2016, Other Land found at 
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/FMMP/pdf/2016/mnt16_so.pdf and 
http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Ge
ocortex/Essentials/external/REST/sites/PBI_Viewer_External2/viewers/BaseMapViewer/virtualdir
ectory/Resources/Config/Default). Slopes on the property are almost entirely over 25 percent, with 
a steep, narrow canyon bisecting the property. (County geographic information system layers 
including Special Treatment Areas (Planning), Slope > 25% (Potential Hazards), and aerial photos 
(2014 NAIP Imagery), found at 
http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Ge
ocortex/Essentials/external/REST/sites/PBI_Viewer_External2/viewers/BaseMapViewer/virtualdir
ectory/Resources/Config/Default). 

It is true that a project description must address planned future expansion or later phases of a 
project that would foreseeably result from project approval (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at p. 
396).  A project description need not address possible future expansion or other action related to a 
project that is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of that project (see Paulek v. California 
Department of Water Resources (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 35, 46). Here, development is neither 
presently proposed upon the adjacent parcel nor planned for the future. CEQA does not require an 
EIR to analyze an entirely speculative environmental impact (Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of 
Community Investment and Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 160, 186). Moreover, even if 
development were reasonably foreseeable, CEQA review would not be triggered until meaningful 
analysis became possible (Friends of Sierra RR v. Tuolumne Park and Recreation Dist. (2007) 147 
Cal.App.4th 643, 657). Commenter does not elucidate what project it believes the applicant would 
(or could) develop upon the adjacent parcel other than to state that it would be developed with 
“recreational and visitor serving uses;” an EIR need not analyze the potential environmental 
impacts of an unknown project (See Mission Bay Alliance, supra, 6 Cal.App.5th at p. 186). 
 
29. This set of comments states a concern of converting timeshare units to residential uses. 

See Master Response 1. The project will be limited to the uses proposed, and the assumptions 
included in the project description to analyze potential environmental impacts in the RDEIR, 
through conditions of approval. Residential uses would be precluded by the conditions of approval. 
Any proposed future conversion to residential use would require notice to the public, amendments 
to the permits, subsequent environmental review, and public hearings. 

30. This set of comments asserts that mitigation for historic resource impacts is inadequate. 
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See Master Responses 1, 2, 3 and 4. Mitigation Measures 3.5-1a through 3.5-1d require certain 
steps to 1) create a digital catalog of historic archives and photographs (MM 3.5-1a), 2) design, 
create and provide informational displays both on site and for off-site museums, visitor centers, or 
other public areas (MM 3.5-1a and MM 3.5-1d), 3) funding for work by the Monterey County 
Historical Society (MM 3.5-1b), and 4) preparation of a brochure that can be used in museums and 
visitors’ centers in the region (MM 3.5-1c). The commenter’s reference to Mitigation Measure 
“3.5-1” seems to refer to Mitigation Measure 3.5-1a, which spells out the required steps and does 
not improperly defer mitigation. The mitigation measure does not intend to “recreate the lost 
resources.” To the contrary, no reference to the design of the future resort is included in the 
mitigation measure. The project description states that the applicant is proposing a Mission 
Revival style (RDEIR page 2-20); however, this is not identified as a technique that reduces 
impacts to historical resources (RDEIR Chapter 3.5). Mitigation Measure 3.5-1a requires the 
collection of information to create a digital catalog, describes the content of the digital catalog, 
describes the catalog locations, and to which venues the catalog shall be offered. The mitigation 
measure further identifies the digital interpretive display, including the requirement that the display 
include multiple periods of significance for the site’s history, and how the information shall be 
conveyed (photos, graphics, timelines, and narratives). The mitigation further describes that the 
format for the digital display shall be submitted to the County’s Historic Resources Review Board 
for consideration, with final approval on the format by the County. The mitigation measure goes 
on to describe locations of the digital presentation and describes the timing for the different steps 
outlined in the mitigation measure. 

The County Historic Resources Review Board has determined that the site is not considered a 
cultural landscape (Monterey County Historic Resources Review Board Memorandum dated 
March 25, 2016 for April 7, 2016 hearing). With the determination that the site is not a cultural 
landscape, construction in a former historic design, reconstruction and landscaping are not relevant 
for the site to avoid or substantially lessen potential physical environmental impacts (CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15126.4(b)(1) and 15126.4(b)(2); RDEIR Chapter 3.5; Painter Preservation, 
2018). See Master Responses cited earlier in this response for detail related to historic resource 
mitigation. 

31. This comment requests that the County analyze an alternative of restoring the resort to the 
historic size of 61 units.  

See Master Response 1. A project of the scale of the historic resort (approximately 1/3 of the 
proposed project size) would not meet primary objectives of the County for this site (2018 RDEIR 
pages ES-4 and 2-17). Also see discussion in 2019 RDEIR section 5.1.3, pages 73 and 74. See 
2018 RDEIR section 5.1.2 for the screening process utilized for determining a range of reasonable 
alternatives. In addition to not meeting primary project objectives of the County, a proposal of that 
size would not avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects on the environment, in this case 
the loss of historic resources, one of the factors considered in eliminating alternatives from detailed 
consideration (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6; RDEIR page 5-2, last sentence). 
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Supplemental Expert Information 
 
The County provides two documents that provide expert testimony to assist in responding to 
comments:  
 

• Todd Groundwater (August 2018) response to hydrogeological questions (in this section) 
• Michael Baker International (February 13, 2019) response to lighting questions (2019 

RDEIR Appendix 3) 
 
Todd Groundwater 
The Applicant’s hydrogeologic consultants (Todd Groundwater) have prepared responses to 
Bierman Hydrogeologic’s comments (April 25, 2018) provided as part of the comment letter 
provided by Fenton and Keller dated April 26, 2018 (Letter 12). The Todd Groundwater responses 
are inserted here, with edits provided by County staff to Responses BHgl-31, -34, -35 and -36. The 
County’s response to comments includes references to these responses provided by Todd 
Groundwater, as identified in each applicable response. 
 
Although the following Bierman Hydrogeologic comment letter was submitted with Letter 12, it is 
provided here, with annotations from Todd Groundwater to correspond to the Todd Groundwater 
response numbering system. 
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Responses to Bierman Hydrogeological (BHgl) Comments and Land Watch Hydro Comment D 

8/7/18 

A. Bierman Hydrogeologic Comment Responses 

BHgl-1. The comment does not explain how “interaction between the alluvial and hardrock aquifer and 
associated springs” is material to the evaluation of project water supply and impacts. If the comment is 
referring to the fact that one of the supply wells is screened in the alluvium whereas the other is 
screened in the underlying Tierra Redonda Sandstone, then the interaction was implicit during the 2007 
pumping test, when both wells were pumped concurrently. In other words, the test reflected the 
maximum possible impact of the wells on each other and of flow between the aquifers. 

Potential impacts of the project on that spring were discussed extensively in the RDEIR and additionally 
in the responses to comments BHgl-4, -20, -22, -23, -25, -26 and -30. The possibility for impacts of 
pumping from the supply wells on the spring were evaluated by modeling and other methods and were 
found to be less than significant, as stated in the RDEIR on page 3-251: 

This spring could be affected by a lowering of the water table from either project water 
well pumping or by inhibiting the flow from the installation of the underground treated 
wastewater storage reservoir. Lowering of the water levels in the spring area could be 
approximately 0.5 feet (Todd Groundwater 2016a, Todd Groundwater, 2018). However, 
Todd Groundwater (2018) points out that “… even if drawdown occurred in the general 
vicinity of the spring, the spring discharge might not be affected” as spring discharge 
may not be affected by decreased water levels. In addition, spring discharge could 
change out of proportion to changes in groundwater levels through natural events such 
as drought (Todd Groundwater, 2018, section 10.1).” 

The values of aquifer transmissivity and storativity have little bearing on the calculations to evaluate 
impacts and demonstrate water supply adequacy. See the responses to comments BHgl-12, BHgl-15 and 
BHgl-16 for details. 

BHgl-2 regarding precipitation. See the response to comment BHgl-17. 

BHgl-3 regarding transmissivity, storativity and precipitation. See the responses to comments BHgl-12, 
BHgl-15 and BHgl-16 regarding transmissivity and storativity, comment BHgl-17 regarding precipitation 
and comment BHgl-17, BHgl-19 and BHgl-20 regarding water balance. 

BHgl-4 regarding impacts to the Paraiso spring used by the Pura Ranch. See responses to comments 
BHgl-20, -22, -23, -25, -26 and -30. In addition to the modeling analysis presented in the RDEIR, it should 
be noted that no interruption in the Pura Spring flow was reported during the 10-day pump test, during 
which pumping was at much higher rates than would occur during project operation. For example, the 
project is projected to pump 29 gallons per minute (gpm) of water per day at high occupancy rates.  The 
pumping rates during the 10 day pump test were 58.5 gpm for well number 1 and 334.8 gpm for well 
number 2 for a total of 393.3 gpm or 566,352 gallons per day verses a projected need for the project of 
34,400 gallons per day with average occupancy. The pump test pumped in 10 days approximately 164 
days of the daily need or approximately 16.5 times the projected daily use. This test stressed the aquifer 
more than normal operations of the project would ever do. During the pump test, Pura did not notice a 
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reduction in spring flow. More recently, Pura representatives testified that the spring has consistently 
provided 1 gpm ever since they can remember. 

Also, as stated on page 3-252 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report as it pertains to the 
Environmental Analysis and impact to the Pura Spring: 

“In summary, the potential reduction of flow from the spring from additional groundwater 
pumping on the project site does not cause a potentially significant environmental effect. 
The easement to divert water from the spring allows the neighboring property owner to 
utilize as much water as could flow through a one-inch pipe but limited to normal 
residential use on two parcels and watering of livestock on one parcel. However, the 
terms of the easement between the properties control this issue and no potentially 
significant environmental impacts are identified. Any reduction in water flow to the 
spring that is caused by the project pumping may or may not result in additional pumping 
of a project well. Assuming a worst-case scenario where the spring has a reduction in 
flow or does not provide any water at times due to project pumping, and a successful legal 
claim was filed based on the terms of the easement, and the project owner was required to 
make up for the decreased flow up to the one gallon per minute, it would not    change the 
environmental analysis. There would not be any change to overall groundwater use, as 
any water to replace or supplement the spring would have been accounted for in the 
baseline condition and would be extracted from the same water source. In other words, 
the same amount of water would be utilized from the same local groundwater basin 
whether it comes from the spring or from a replacement or supplemental source from the 
project site to provide that same quantity of water.” 

BHgl-5 regarding response of Pura Spring to precipitation events. The response of Pura Spring to 
precipitation events is immaterial to the water supply and impact analysis. The critical period for water 
supply is the end of the dry season in dry years, when by definition there has been no recent rainfall. At 
that time, groundwater discharge to Pura Spring and groundwater available to the project depend on 
storage and flow of groundwater derived from previous winters in the alluvial basin and tributary 
watershed and from irrigation return flow. Rainfall and stream recharge are episodic, but it is the 
cumulative integration of those episodes that matters for dry season water supply, not the responses to 
individual episodes during the wet season. 

Also, Ms. Pura’s ranch manager, Dennis Blomquist in his January 18th, 2018 deposition testified that the 
spring produces on average about 1 gallon per minute as has done so for some time and that the 1 gpm 
provided all the water the two Pura parcels needed. 

BHgl-6 regarding the condition of Well #1. Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau outlined in its 
August 22, 2016 memorandum its conditions for the use of Well No. 1 and stated that they are 
comfortable with the sanitary seal.  It is at the discretion of the applicant to decide whether he wishes to 
replace the well or comply with the recommendations of the MCEHB in order to use the existing well, 
which included disinfection and routine coliform monitoring. The well is already routinely monitored for 
any contamination, and that program is planned to continue. 

BHgl-7 regarding the condition of Well #2. The discrepancy in reported well depth does not alter the 
measured pumping rate, the simulated impacts or reliability of the well. If MCEHB had been concerned 
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about the designation of this well as an irrigation well versus a potable supply well, it could have re- 
designated it, given that its construction meets the requirements for potable supply wells. 

BHgl-8 regarding Well No. 3 the Soda Springs Well (shown on vesting tentative map sheet CT-4).  The 
well is in use daily, 24 hours a day and used solely to provide hot water to the pools.  The Spring 
discharges continuously at a low, constant rate and was unaffected by the test pumping. This well will 
only be used in its current capacity and is not critical to the long term water supply or the availability of 
potable water.  If there were a flow interruption for any reason, the pools would simply receive less hot 
water or recirculate water like any other normal pool. 

BHgl-9 regarding Well No. 4. (labeled ”New Well“ on Tentative Vesting Map sheet CT-2) This test well at 
the lower end of the property is not planned to be used in the project as it would require further 
development. 

BHgl-10 regarding system losses, treatment losses and Maximum-Day and Peak Hourly Demands. 
System losses refer to leaks from the water distribution system. Leakage percolates down to the water 
table (up to a few tens of feet below the ground surface) and thus returns to the groundwater supply. 
There is no net loss of supply due to pipe leaks, so they were not included in the water balance 
calculations. Also, the resort infrastructure will be newly constructed, and pipe leakage is expected to 
be minimal. 

Treatment losses can affect the groundwater balance and the required well pumping capacity. With 
respect to the groundwater balance, treatment losses were explicitly included in the water demand 
calculations. They are listed as a line item in Table 4 (1.9 AFY) and discussed on page 25 of the 
Comprehensive Hydrogeological Report (CHR). However, those calculations conservatively assumed that 
all backflush water would be hauled by truck for off-site disposal. The planned operation is to blend the 
backflush water into the recycled water storage reservoir, where it would become part of the irrigation 
supply. Note that from a water quality standpoint, this blending would simply return fluoride that was 
originally in the groundwater. With this mode of operation, net consumptive use of groundwater for the 
project would be smaller by 1.9 AFY than the amount estimated in the Comprehensive Hydrogeological 
Report and RDEIR. 

With respect to well capacity, Well No. 2 would require more treatment and have a higher treatment 
loss than Well No. 1, as that well has lower fluoride concentrations. However, Well No. 2 also has a 
much higher pumping capacity and would have plenty of capacity to supply the higher loss rate.  The 
pilot test of the fluoride treatment process found that the treatment loss could be as high as 14% for 
Well No. 2 but closer to 2% for Well No. 1. The water balance calculations for the RDEIR assumed a 
50/50 blend of the two sources, for which the backflush requirement would be 5% of the pumped 
water. If Well No. 2 were the sole source of supply, it would need to produce 9% more water than 
assumed in the water balance calculations. The maximum demand for potable supply for the project is 
on the order of 30 gpm, and a 9% increase would bring that to about 33 gpm. Well No. 2 has a rated 
capacity of 167 gpm, which still far exceeds the required pumping rate. It is most likely that the project 
would use Well No. 1 for its potable water source, as the treatment loss would be closer to 2% and be 
the most economical to treat. This would make the 5 percent treatment loss assumption conservative. 

The project water system will be classified as a non-transient non-community system. The comment 
incorrectly suggests that a typical Maximum Day Demand factor for single-source urban water systems 

294 of 1030



be applied to this project. Paraiso Springs Resort will be a dual-source system that uses groundwater for 
potable supply and recycled water for irrigation. In California, maximum monthly and daily demands 
typically stem from high irrigation demand in summer. Indoor water use is relatively constant 
throughout the year. Paraiso Springs Resort will also differ from typical urban development because it 
will not be continuously occupied. The maximum day potable demand will occur during periods of 
exceptionally high occupancy, regardless of the month or day of week. CHR Appendix Table A-4 shows 
monthly potable water demand at buildout assuming 85-100-100 occupancy (85 percent of hotel rooms 
occupied and all condominiums and other resort facilities in full use). This is considered a reasonable 
maximum occupancy assumption by the Monterey County Planning Department for the purpose of 
estimating well pumping and water treatment capacity. The Maximum Daily Demand at that occupancy 
level equals the maximum summer monthly demand for indoor uses, water treatment, and supplement 
water for wetlands and ornamental ponds, which is 4.6 AF. This is equivalent to 49,964 gallons per day, 
or a continuous pumping rate of 34.7 gpm. If 100 percent of the hotel rooms were occupied, the 
demand would increase to 36.0 gpm. The Monterey County Planning Department concurs that the 
credited yield for Well No. 1 should be 58.6 gpm which was the measured sustained pumping rate 
because this well is actually an alluvial well (Nicole Fowler, personal communication, August 2, 2018). In 
the original capacity study the credited yield was mistakenly reduced by 50% to 29.3 gpm as if it were a 
non-alluvial well.  Adding well No. 2’s credited pre-recovery yield of 167 gpm or post-recovery yield of 
160 gpm (See BHgl 12 response below) into the equation, then the combined and individual well 
capacities exceed the maximum day demand requirements for the project. 

Pursuant to the August 22, 2016 MCEHB letter, it is also important to note that non-community water 
systems may combine multiple sources to demonstrate maximum day demand. 

Peak Hourly Demands will be met by storage fluctuations in the 500,000-gallon potable supply storage 
tank. This amount of storage equals approximately ten times the maximum day demand. Therefore, it 
would be capable of accommodating any degree of short-term fluctuation in water use during the 
maximum use day. 

BHgl-11 regarding water system capacity. See response to comment BHgl-10. Also, the proposed water 
system for the project will not be considered a Community Water System and will be considered a non- 
transient non-community water system. 

BHgl-12 regarding water-level recovery following well pumping test. The comment consists of three 
issues: 

1. Were recovery data presented? Measurements of water-level recovery after pumping of the 
wells was completed were discussed on page 4 and plotted in Figure 3 of the aquifer test 
technical memorandum (CH2M HILL, February 26, 2008). 

2. Did the water level recovery meet Monterey County Source Capacity Credit requirements 
established in the Monterey County Source Capacity Testing Procedures? 

Well l#1 had only about 3 feet of drawdown at the end of the 10-day pumping period (after 
pumping was decreased to 58 gpm at the start of day 2). Water levels recovered completely 
within 1 day. Well # 1 is in the alluvial formation and is now credited with the 58 gpm pumping 
rate because it is an alluvial well and the recovery met the source capacity credit guidelines. 
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Well #2 had approximately 7 feet of residual drawdown 10 days after the cessation of pumping 
(9 percent of maximum drawdown at the end of the pumping period). Because Well No. 2 
recovered to 91% of its initial static water level within ten days after the pump test 
ended, County test procedures require an additional 4% (95% - 91%) reduction in source 
yield, which results in a final post-recovery water source credit of 160 gpm for this well. 
This is lower than the originally credited pre-recovery source capacity credit of 167 gpm. 
MCEHB deemed these results acceptable. 

3. Were transmissivity and storativity calculated from recovery data rather than drawdown data? 
The comment asserts that recovery data are preferable to drawdown data for calculating aquifer 
characteristics. Recovery data are sometimes slightly smoother than drawdown data,              
but the choice is basically a matter of preference. Drawdown data was used to estimate 
transmissivity from pumping early in the test period—which Todd did in response to the Balance 
Hydrologics peer review. 

BHgl-13 regarding analysis of data during later stages of the pumping test. Bierman Hydrogeological and 
Balance Hydrologics both questioned the validity of drawdown data during later stages of the pumping 
test due to speculative influence of infiltrated discharge water on drawdown. It is unclear why this 
comment is requesting analysis of data the reviewer has already rejected as questionable. In the 
response to the Balance Hydrologics peer review, Todd recalculated transmissivity from early-stage 
drawdown data and demonstrated that the resulting value did not alter conclusions regarding impacts 
on neighboring wells or adequacy of the water supply. 

As it relates to the pure speculation of recharge, the Monterey County Source Capacity Testing 
Procedures under Procedure 1C. requires “Discharge water shall be managed to prevent recharge of the 
well during testing/recovery period and shall not be allowed to pond percolate “within 200 feet of the 
well”. The original discharge hose started at 200 feet which means the water discharge was already 
being discharged beyond the 200 feet limit and not “within” the 200 feet. The test was also carried out 
under the supervision of MCEHB personnel to their satisfaction. 

BHgl-14 regarding treatment and system losses and Maximum Day Demand. See response to comment 
BHgl-10.  Briefly, system losses (pipe leaks) will likely be much less than the industry standard of 7% 
because all of the piping will be new construction. Furthermore, pipe leaks percolate to the water table 
and thus return to the water supply. Treatment losses will probably be negligible because backflush 
water will be sent to the recycled water reservoir and used for irrigation, offsetting groundwater 
demand. In addition, the high rate of treatment loss implied in the comment (14%) applies only to the 
backup well (Well No. 2), which has many-fold greater capacity than needed to meet the treatment loss. 
The Maximum Day Demand calculations in the response to comment BHgl-10 show that the credited 
pumping capacities of Well No. 1 (58 gpm) and Well No. 2 (160 gpm) each exceed the Maximum Day 
Demand. 

BHgl-15 requesting additional aquifer tests. Given the sensitivity test Todd completed by recalculating 
transmissivity using early-stage drawdown data, the comment fails to demonstrate that additional 
testing would produce results materially different from the original test or outside the range 
encompassed by the Todd sensitivity test. As stated above the discharge line was within Source 
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Capacity Procedures and supervised by Monterey County personnel. Any notion of recharge due to the 
length of the discharge line is purely speculative and unsupported. 

BHgl-16 regarding the 2016 well tests.  The pumping tests in 2016 were requested by MCEHB simply to 
make sure that the wells were in good working order and to check the static water level in each well. 
The comment asserts that the tests did not conform to Monterey County standards. However, the tests 
were requested by Monterey County, performed under County direction and to the County’s 
satisfaction. The County was free to request a longer test duration if had deemed it necessary. 

The comment also asserts (again) that accurate transmissivity and storativity values are “essential 
components to the long-term water supply analysis for the RDEIR”. In fact, those variables play only a 
minor role in the analysis, which is primarily a question of water balance. Transmissivity was used in one 
of the two estimates of average annual recharge and also in the groundwater flow model that estimated 
drawdown at off-site wells. In the response to the Balance Hydrologics peer review, Todd demonstrated 
that even an unrealistically low estimate of transmissivity would correspond to an adequate water 
supply. Substituting a smaller value into the groundwater model would decrease the estimated 
drawdown at neighboring wells. Storativity values from aquifer tests lasting a few days commonly 
underestimate the storage response of a groundwater system over periods of months to years. This is 
because of delayed drainage and slow vertical flow within layered alluvial basins. Accordingly, the 
evaluation of groundwater storage available during a drought was based on a specific yield of 0.15, 
which is typical of the types of geologic materials found in the basin. 

BHgl-17 regarding average annual precipitation. The USGS isohyetal map (Rantz, 1972) shows Paraiso 
Hot Springs, and rainfall contours at that location indicate an average annual rainfall of 15 in/yr. Balance 
Hydrologics had also suggested that the original estimate of rainfall in the CHR (17-18 in/yr.) might be 
too high although we believe it was proper. Recharge is not a linear function of rainfall. The effect of 
decreasing annual rainfall from 17 in/yr. to 15 in/yr. was tested with the soil-moisture-balance simulator 
that was used to estimate recharge for the CHR. This spreadsheet program simulates one-dimensional 
rainfall, runoff, infiltration, soil moisture, evapotranspiration and deep percolation on a daily basis for 30 
years of rainfall and reference evapotranspiration data (water years 1994-2013 were used in this study). 
For the three largest vegetation groups (annual grassland, oak trees, and upper watershed shrubs and 
trees), decreasing annual rainfall by 2 in/yr. decreased average annual simulated recharge by 1.1-1.4 
in/yr. Applying the high end of this range over the entire 1.6-square-mile watershed would decrease the 
estimate of average annual recharge by 119 AFY, or from 797 to 678 AFY. This is still more than 16 times 
the annual groundwater pumping rate to supply the project at buildout with average occupancy. We 
think 15-18 is the right range, but even if it were 13 in/yr. then average groundwater recharge would 
still be many times greater than the project’s groundwater demand. Thus, differences among sources of 
rainfall data do not lead to different conclusions regarding the adequacy of the groundwater supply to 
support the project. 

BHgl-18 requesting additional aquifer tests. See response to comment BHgl-15. 

BHgl-19 regarding system losses, treatment losses and Maximum Day Demand. See response to 
comment BHgl-10 and BHgl 14. 

BHgl-20 regarding accounting for Pura Spring discharge in the water balance. Discharge from the Paraiso 
spring used by the Pura Ranch is included in the item labeled “groundwater outflow” in the water 
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balance presented in the CHR (Table 5). The amount of water as testified by Pura and her ranch manager 
being produced by the spring on average is 1 gpm and has been that for some time. They also testified 
that the 1 gpm provided all the water that the two Pura parcels needed. The statement in the comment 
that use of the diverted water is “limited” to normal residential use for the two parcels and watering of 
livestock is correct. 

BHgl-21 regarding less-than-significant simulated drawdown at neighbors’ wells. The comment concurs 
with the CHR and RDEIR analysis. 

BHgl-22 regarding impacts to Pura Spring. The comment makes several points. It notes that some 
springs are simply the intersection of a shallow water table with the ground surface, in which case a 
small amount of drawdown in the water table elevation could cause a substantial decrease in flow. This 
could be the case at the Paraiso Spring used by the Pura Ranch. However, all of the spring discharge is 
presently conveyed away from the spring in a pipe. Under that condition, changes in spring flow are no 
longer environmental impacts, but rather impacts to water users. 

The comment incorrectly refers to Pura Ranch use of the spring discharge as “Pura Ranch diversion 
rights”. Pura Ranch has no water rights associated with the spring. Use of the spring water is governed 
by a contract. Therefore, the effects of changes in spring discharge due to natural or artificial causes are 
as dictated by the terms of the contract. As stated above, there was no reported reduction in the spring 
discharge during the 10 day pump test by Pura or her ranch manager which stressed the aquifer far in 
excess of normal operations. 

BHgl-23 regarding the Paraiso spring used by the Pura Ranch. This comment references documents from 
2014 and 2016 that are not part of or referenced by the RDEIR or the final CHR. Comments on those 
documents do not pertain to CEQA review of the RDEIR.  As stated above, the spring used by the Pura’s 
produces on average about 1 gpm. That has been confirmed by Pura and her ranch manager. There is 
no provision in the easement to pump the spring but even if the water was pumped into the 1 inch pipe 
the spring would dewater until it recovered. The limitations in the easement agreement are also clear 
as to the rights to take water from the spring for “normal residential usage and the watering of 
livestock”. Pura and her ranch manager testified that the 1 gpm flow met the needs of both Pura 
parcels. The existing pipe is sufficiently large to convey all of the spring discharge. Thus, its diameter is 
immaterial. A larger pipe would not increase flow from the spring or entitle the Pura parcels to more 
water. 

BHgl-24 regarding the on-site wastewater treatment system (OWWTS). The preamble to this set of 
comments mentions “many faults and seismic hazards in the area”. None of the subsequent specific 
comments document local faults, estimate their credible earthquake magnitudes or demonstrate that 
the proposed underground recycled water reservoir design would fail in an earthquake. The proposed 
design was developed by registered engineers and meets applicable code standards. 

BHgl-25 regarding impacts on flow and quality of the Paraiso spring used by the Pura Ranch. Regarding 
impacts on spring flow, see response to comment BHgl-22. The nearest point of the recycled water 
reservoir excavation would be 254 feet from the spring used by Pura. The nearest part of the wastewater 
treatment building would be about 58 feet from the spring. Based on a review of setback requirements 
listed in State Water Resource Control Board Order No. 2014-0153 DWQ, Table 3, Monterey            
County Planning Department staff concluded that the applicable setback from the wastewater 
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treatment plant building to the Pura spring would be 50 feet, which the present site plan meets (Nicole 
Fowler, personal communication, August 2, 2018). 

Both facilities would require some site grading, which would be done by standard earthmoving 
equipment such as backhoes and bulldozers. Fine soil material potentially suspended in groundwater at 
the constructions sites would be filtered out by passing through the aquifer materials before reaching 
the spring. It is very unlikely that fine particles would be suspended in groundwater at the spring itself 
because earth vibrations would attenuate over the intervening distance. If that did occur, the filtration 
system presently used by Pura (reverse osmosis) would easily remove any turbidity. 

During normal operation, no liquids would be percolated into the ground at the wastewater treatment 
building or the recycled water storage reservoir. The comment suggests the possibility that the spring 
could be contaminated if liquid holding tanks at the treatment plant leaked. This possibility is negligibly 
small for several reasons. First, the tanks will be engineered structures designed not to leak. Any leakage 
would involve much smaller flows than occur from septic systems and many community wastewater 
treatment plants where large volumes of wastewater are intentionally percolated. The small leakage 
would furthermore be diluted by mixing with ambient groundwater flow before reaching the spring. 
Second, the tanks in the wastewater treatment plant will be above ground and rest on concrete slabs. 
Any leakage would be immediately visible and rapidly repaired. Finally, wastewater would be treated by 
a membrane bioreactor and disinfection, which would reduce nitrogen and pathogen concentrations to 
meet drinking water standards. This is in sharp contrast to septic system leachate at rural residences, 
which introduce untreated wastewater into the groundwater system. Any liquid leakage from a 
wastewater tank would not be great enough to noticeably increase salinity at the spring, given the small 
rate of leakage relative to the ambient flow of groundwater. As noted in the groundwater quality impact 
discussion in the RDEIR (p. 3-254), the spring water must already be treated to bring salinity down to 
below the drinking water standard, and a small increase in groundwater salinity would not require any 
alteration of the existing treatment equipment. 

BHgl-26 regarding setbacks of wastewater facilities from the Paraiso spring used by the Pura Ranch. See 
response to BHgl-25. 

BHgl-27 regarding water table in contact with recycled water storage reservoir. Whether the water table 
is below or above the bottom of the underground reservoir is immaterial. The issue is whether the 
reservoir might leak at all, because leaked water would enter the aquifer in either case. The reservoir 
will be constructed of non-corrodible material, so groundwater in contact with the external surface of 
the reservoir would not increase the likelihood of leaking. As stated in the response to comment BHgl- 
25, any leakage flow would be small relative to ambient groundwater flow, so dilution would be 
substantial. Furthermore, the treated wastewater would meet drinking water standards for nitrate and 
pathogens. The slightly higher salinity in wastewater relative to ambient groundwater would have a 
negligible effect because of dilution and because the salinity of water at the spring used by Pura already 
exceeds drinking water standards and the existing reverse osmosis treatment unit used by Pura would 
accommodate small increases in salinity without modification. 

 
BHgl-28 regarding recycled water storage reservoir impeding groundwater flow. The underground 
reservoir will be constructed on a bed of gravel to ensure that groundwater is not impeded. In the event 
that the water table on the upgradient side of the reservoir rises above the bottom of the reservoir, the 
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high permeability of the gravel envelope will ensure that groundwater continues to flow to the 
downgradient side at least as fast as it would without the obstructing effect of the reservoir. 

 
BHgl-29 regarding hypothetical failure of membrane bioreactor to remove nitrogen. The discharge 
permit will require routine monitoring of system operation and performance. Any “failure” would be 
rapidly repaired to restore the system to compliance because you cannot legally operate the plant if it 
does not meet the discharge standard. If for unforeseen reasons the membrane bioreactor temporarily 
failed to decrease nitrogen to the target concentration of 6 mg/L, the excess would be consumed by the 
vegetation irrigated with recycled water. For example, at 6 mg/L of nitrogen concentration, the 36.7 
acre-feet per year of recycled water applied would deliver 25 pounds of nitrogen per acre per year to 
the 23.8 irrigated acres. This is much smaller than the nutrient uptake rates of the vegetation. For 
example, the recommended nitrogen application rate for cool and warm season grasses in California is 
174-261 pounds per acre per year (University of California "Guide to Healthy Lawns” at  
http://ipm.ucanr.edu/TOOLS/TURF/MAINTAIN/fertamt.html ). Thus, even if the recycled water crept 
substantially above 6 mg/L before being detected, it would not contribute to nitrate contamination of 
the groundwater system. 

 
BHgl-30 regarding monitoring of spring flow and turbidity during construction.   Ms. Pura has previously 
filed a complaint to have all monitoring equipment removed from the spring diversion pipe. The 
applicant has voluntarily complied with her wishes and removed the flow meter from the diversion pipe. 
We are assuming, based on the complaint filed, that she is not in agreement with the comment’s 
suggestion for monitoring the spring flow. Potential turbidity impacts were addressed in the response to 
comment BHgl-25 and would not require monitoring. 

 
BHgl-31 regarding SWPPP and climate change. As stated in the RDEIR “Implementation of mitigation 
measure MM 3.6-5 (section 3.6, Geology and Soils) in the RDEIR would require that the project applicant 
prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), in accordance with the NPDES Construction 
Activities general permit, which would include an erosion control plan in accordance with Chapter 16.12 
of Monterey County Code and construction-phase housekeeping measures for control of contaminants. 
The plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer or approved erosion control specialist, and 
submitted for approval prior to permit issuance for building, grading, or land clearing, or as part of 
submittal of Subdivision Improvement Plans, whichever occurs first. The erosion and sediment control 
plan shall demonstrate how the proposed project would effectively minimize soil erosion and 
sedimentation from the project site and must also provide for the control of runoff from the site. The 
SWPPP will also set forth the best management practices monitoring and maintenance schedule and 
responsible entities during the construction and post-construction phases. Implementation 
of mitigation measure MM 3.6-5 would reduce short-term erosion and impacts to surface water quality 
to a less than significant level. These types of best management measures are typical for projects 
involving construction and have a proven track record. 

 
A key purpose of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans is in fact to avoid polluting surface waters with 
sediment, particularly during construction activities as well as to specifically prevent erosion and 
flooding. Thus, the comment’s assertion that the SWPPP might fail to prevent erosion and flooding is 
illogical. Runoff from impervious areas on the project site will drain to dispersed infiltration areas using 
Low-Impact Development (LID) designs. Stormwater erosion is most commonly associated with 
concentrated runoff from impervious areas that is funneled into channels at high rates—the opposite of 
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LID infiltration. Specific predictions regarding the effects of climate change on future rainfall intensity 
are not available. Even if rainfall intensity tends to increase, the LID infrastructure will be better able to 
avoid erosion than conventional infrastructure that concentrates runoff. Furthermore, the reduction in 
peak runoff rates (the existing 10-year runoff flow will become a 100-year event per County stormwater 
retention design requirements) will decrease erosion in the creek channel even if future storms tend to 
be slightly more intense than existing storms. 

 
BHgl-32 regarding potential construction impacts on spring flow or quality. Impacts of construction 
activities upgradient of the spring used by the Pura Ranch are addressed in the response to comment 
BHgl-25. The quality of the water in the spring used by Pura is not potable and the treatment already 
required to reduce salinity would also remove turbidity.  Impacts on water quality are addressed in the 
responses to comments BHgl-25, -26 and-27. 

 
BHgl-33 regarding impacts of impervious surfaces on groundwater recharge and quality. The comment 
incorrectly suggests that impervious surfaces would decrease groundwater recharge. With LID 
stormwater management methods, recharge would increase because impervious runoff would be 
infiltrated with negligible losses to plant evapotranspiration. The areas that will be covered with 
buildings and pavement are presently vegetated, and the plants intercept and transpire most of the 
rainfall. Runoff from impervious areas is not typically a source of groundwater contamination. Metals 
such a zinc in galvanized roof flashing could be present in very low concentrations in rainfall runoff, but 
the dissolved metal ions adsorb to clays in the soil and are immobilized (Pitt and others, 1996). The only 
likely sources of organic compounds from impervious surfaces would be drops of motor oil or 
breakdown products of roofing tar and asphalt. These sources would be exposed to the air for long 
periods between rain events, during which time volatile organic constituents would mostly evaporate. 
Less volatile organic compounds with high molecular weight are typically relatively insoluble and 
immobile once they enter the soil (Pitt and others, 1996). 

 
BHgl-34 regarding culvert removal and creek channel modification. The 229-foot-long culvert that will be 
removed from the creek channel is located about 1,500 ft upgradient of the Paraiso spring used by the 
Pura Ranch. Over that distance, the aquifer would filter out any fine particulates that might become 
suspended in groundwater near the culvert removal site. Removing the culvert and restoring vegetation 
along the channel would increase percolation opportunity (groundwater recharge) and provide greater 
opportunity to filter out natural or project-related suspended sediment in creek water. These changes 
would tend to improve groundwater flow and quality in downgradient areas. The spring used to divert 
water by Pura is down gradient and would likely benefit from the culvert removal. Overall, the drainage 
pattern closer to the spring used by Pura would is expected to remain unchanged. 

 
BHgl-35 regarding stormwater retention basin setback. MC Code 16.16.050K establishes standards of 
construction for all Special Flood Hazard Areas. “Special Flood Hazard Areas” are defined under MC 
16.16.020 – Definitions as an area subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given 
year (colloquially known as the 100-year floodplain). It is shown on the Federal Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) as Zone A, AO, AE, AR, A99, AH, VE, or V. This property is located in Zone X on the FIRM map. 
Zone X areas are outside of the 0.2 percent annual chance flood plain and therefore MC Code section 
16.16.050K does not apply. However, using GIS we have measured the edge of the proposed basin to 
the center line of the creek at 94 feet, and approximately 56 feet to the top of bank which appears to 
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still meet the setback requirement for a Special Flood Hazard Area although that does not apply to this 
property.  Also, this detention basin will only be implemented if detention objectives cannot be met 
through the use of low impact development features (LID) and best management practices (BMP). 

 
BHgl-36 regarding depth to water table at stormwater retention basin. This detention basin will only be 
implemented if detention objectives cannot be met through the use of low impact development features 
(LID) and best management practices (BMP). Should there be a need for the storm water detention 
basin, the depth is designed to be above the anticipated ground water level and planned to be 
approximately 10 feet deep which is above the groundwater levels indicated by the referenced Landset 
Boring Log B-1.  It is also not imperative that the bottom of the stormwater retention basin remain above 
the water table because stormwater retention basins can intentionally be designed as “wet retention 
ponds” to improve water quality. Final design could also include standard engineered methodologies    
or treatments to restrict or limit ground water incursion. 

 
BHgl-37 regarding the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). SGMA is a relatively new 
California regulatory program that requires groundwater basins to be managed sustainably. 
Sustainability is defined as avoiding the six undesirable results listed in the comment. SGMA applies at 
the basin scale and is not intended to be applied at local site scales or individual projects. Nevertheless, 
the CHR and RDEIR demonstrate that the project will not cause undesirable results in the local 
groundwater system. With respect to long-term groundwater levels and storage, the water balance 
analysis represents average annual conditions for an indefinite future period (including 20 years or 50 
years as the comment requested). It demonstrated that project water use is a small fraction of recharge, 
that net consumptive water use is a small fraction of basin outflow and would not impact nearby 
groundwater users, and that basin storage is sufficiently large to sustain the project through drought 
cycles. The CHR did consider impacts on groundwater quality and requires monitoring and mitigation for 
salinity impacts. Subsidence is extremely unlikely given the relatively coarse texture of basin sediments 
and relatively small amounts of water level fluctuation (a few tens of feet versus upwards of 100 feet in 
regions where subsidence has historically occurred in California). Potential impacts on groundwater 
dependent ecosystems are recognized in the CHR and addressed by monitoring and contingent 
mitigation. 

 
BHgl-38 regarding monitoring programs. The CHR and RDEIR require monitoring of groundwater levels 
and salinity near wetland areas for a minimum of 10 years. It is not necessary to monitor short-term 
spring flow response to precipitation events because those have no bearing on groundwater availability 
during dry periods (see response to comment BHgl-5). 

 
BHgl-39 regarding groundwater quality monitoring. The CHR and RDEIR require monitoring of 
groundwater salinity near wetland areas. Increased salinity is the most likely impact of the project on 
groundwater quality because of evaporative concentration of minerals in the irrigation water. Because 
the irrigation water derives from local groundwater, the effect of irrigation is to increase the 
concentrations of all solutes with little change in their relative proportions. Therefore, sampling for 
major ions and plotting Stiff diagrams is not necessary. 
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B.   Response to Land Watch Hydro Comment D 

 
Ms. Pura testified that the residences served by the spring use a reverse-osmosis unit to treat the water 
for potable uses. Because the easement agreement for the spring limits use of the water to “normal 
residential use” and watering livestock on parcel 1, it is assumed that any Pura irrigation is for 
residential landscaping. Regarding use of spring water for irrigation, an increase in irrigation water 
salinity from 1,090 mg/L of total dissolved solids (the current salinity of spring water) to perhaps 1,150 
or 1,200 mg/L would not adversely impact the growth of Pura landscape vegetation. If irrigation is for 
turf, for example, there is no decrease in plant growth up to an irrigation water salinity of about 1,800 
mg/L for fescue grasses and about 3,500 mg/L for bermuda grass (Ayers and Westcot, 1994). 
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Note: County staff agrees with the majority of the responses provided by Todd Groundwater, but 
provides the following responses for BHgl-31, -34, -35, and -36. 
 
BHgl-31 regarding SWPPP and climate change. As stated in the RDEIR “Implementation of mitigation 
measure MM 3.6-5 (section 3.6, Geology and Soils) in the RDEIR would require that the project applicant 
prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), in accordance with the NPDES Construction 
Activities general permit, which would include an erosion control plan in accordance with Chapter 16.12 of 
Monterey County Code and construction-phase housekeeping measures for control of contaminants. The 
plan shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer or approved erosion control specialist, and submitted 
for approval prior to permit issuance for building, grading, or land clearing, or as part of submittal of 
Subdivision Improvement Plans, whichever occurs first. The erosion and sediment control plan shall 
demonstrate how the proposed project would effectively minimize soil erosion and sedimentation from 
the project site and must also provide for the control of runoff from the site. The SWPPP will also set forth 
the best management practices monitoring and maintenance schedule and responsible entities during the 
construction and post-construction phases. Implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.6-5 would 
reduce short-term erosion and impacts to surface water quality to a less than significant level. These types 
of best management measures are typical for projects involving construction and have a proven track 
record.  
 
A key purpose of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans is in fact to avoid polluting surface waters with 
sediment, particularly during construction activities as well as to specifically prevent erosion and flooding. 
Thus, the comment’s assertion that the SWPPP might fail to prevent erosion and flooding is illogical. 
Runoff from impervious areas on the project site will drain to dispersed infiltration areas using Low-Impact 
Development (LID) designs. Stormwater erosion is most commonly associated with concentrated runoff 
from impervious areas that is funneled into channels at high rates—the opposite of LID infiltration. 
Specific predictions regarding the effects of climate change on future rainfall intensity are not available. 
Even if rainfall intensity tends to increase, the LID infrastructure will be better able to avoid erosion than 
conventional infrastructure that concentrates runoff. Furthermore, the reduction in peak runoff rates 
(stormwater detention facilities will limit the 100-year post-development runoff rate to the 10-year pre-
development rate) will decrease erosion in the creek channel even if future storms tend to be slightly 
more intense than existing storms.  
 
BHgl-34 regarding culvert removal and creek channel modification. The 229-foot-long culvert that will be 
removed from the creek channel is located about 1,500 ft upgradient of the Paraiso spring used by the 
Pura Ranch. Over that distance, the aquifer would filter out any fine particulates that might become 
suspended in groundwater near the culvert removal site. Removing the culvert and restoring vegetation 
along the channel would increase percolation opportunity (groundwater recharge) and provide greater 
opportunity to filter out natural or project-related suspended sediment in creek water. These changes 
would tend to improve groundwater flow and quality in downgradient areas. The spring used to divert 
water by Pura is down gradient and would likely benefit from the culvert removal. Overall, the drainage 
pattern closer to the spring used by Pura is expected to remain unchanged.  
 
BHgl-35 Using GIS we have measured the edge of the proposed basin to the center line of the creek at 94 
feet, and approximately 56 feet to the top of bank which appears to meet the top of bank setback 
requirement in MC Code 16.16.050K. Also, this detention basin will only be implemented if detention 
objectives cannot be met through the use of low impact development features (LID) and best 
management practices (BMP).  
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BHgl-36 regarding depth to water table at stormwater retention basin. This detention basin will only be 
implemented if detention objectives cannot be met through the use of low impact development features 
(LID) and best management practices (BMP). Should there be a need for the storm water detention basin, 
the depth is designed to be above the anticipated ground water level and planned to be approximately 10 
feet deep, which is above the groundwater levels indicated by the referenced Landset Boring Log B-1. It is 
also not imperative that the bottom of the stormwater detention basin remain above the water table 
because stormwater retention basins can intentionally be designed as “wet retention ponds” to improve 
water quality. Final design could also include standard engineered methodologies or treatments to restrict 
or limit ground water incursion. 

 
Michael Baker International 
The County hired Michael Baker International to assist with comments related to potential lighting 
impacts related to Benya Burnett Consultancy’s comments (April 23, 2018) provided as part of the 
comment letter provided by M.R. Wolfe & Associates for LandWatch Monterey County dated 
April 25, 2018. The Michael Baker International information was attached to the 2019 RDEIR as 
Appendix 3. 
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Response to Letter #11 – Victor and Shayna Selby (April 26, 2018) 
 

1. The commenter claims the daily trip estimates for previous resort use in the traffic analysis 
are inaccurate and overestimated. The commenter also references a proposal for the owners to 
reconstruct the demolished cottages rather than a donation to the Historical Society, and states 
these concerns along with many environmental concerns are powerful arguments against the 
development.  
 
Regarding the daily trip estimates for historic use, refer to Master Response 5: Traffic (under 
Existing Traffic Volumes and Significance of Increased Traffic Impact).  
 
The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted and will be conveyed to the decision-
makers.  See Master Response 1.  
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Response to Letter #12 – Alex J. Lorca, Fenton & Keller (April 26, 2018) 
 
1. This comment states that final jurisdictional wetland delineations must be made before 
identifying mitigation measures.  
The County concurs that the wetland area associated with the spring used by Pura to divert water 
to their property is identified as freshwater marsh W8.   In January 2009, WRA, Inc. (WRA) 
wetland biologists conducted a wetland delineation within the Paraiso Springs Resort Study Area. 
The purpose of the wetland delineation was to describe the location and extent of waters, including 
wetlands, which may be considered jurisdictional waters of the U.S. by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Corps verified the extent of 
jurisdictional waters during a site verification visit on April 7, 2009. The delineation report was 
updated in July of 2016 (WRA Environmental Consultants, 2016; RDEIR page 3-52) to reflect the 
jurisdictional determination made by the Corps. The updated report describes the extent of waters 
determined to be subject to federal jurisdiction by the Corps under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act and potentially subject to state jurisdiction by the State Water Quality Resources Board 
(SWQRB) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under Section 401 of the Clean 
Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  The report is clear as to the 
jurisdictional determination of all wetlands on the site.  The report also identifies areas that are 
expected to be impacted by the project and that no construction impacts are expected in the area of 
the delineated W8 freshwater marsh associated with the spring used by Pura. 
Jurisdictional Waters and Wetland delineations were included in the RDEIR (see Figure 3.3-2 and 
pages 3-59 through 3-63). The analysis of potential impacts is included in Impact 3.3-4, Loss of 
Potentially Jurisdictional Wetlands/Waters and Riparian Habitat (pages 3-94 through 3-99). Final 
jurisdictional permitting and development of a final mitigation program in consultation with 
permitting agencies is required in RDEIR Mitigation Measures 3.3-4a and 3.3-4b (pages 3-98 
through 3-99).   

Note: the terms “Pura Spring” or “spring used by Pura” as used throughout this document 
refers to a spring located on the Project property that diverts surface water through a one-inch 
pipe to two neighboring properties for limited domestic and livestock uses. 
 

As stated above, such as in response to Letter 10, Number 19, the County does not identify any 
potential physical environmental impacts to the spring resulting from the potential change in water 
levels. 

 
2.  This comment states that the potential impact from groundwater use on wetlands needs to 
be included in the RDEIR. 
The RDEIR analyzed the potential impact of groundwater use on wetlands in Impact 3.8-9, 
Wetland and Riparian Habitat Impact, and in Impact 3.3-4, Loss of Potentially Jurisdictional 
Wetlands/Waters and Riparian Habitat. Mitigation Measures 3.3-4a, 3.3-4b, and 3.8-9 provide 
measures to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts to a less than significant 
level. Mitigation Measure 3.8-9, in particular, establishes a monitoring program and adaptive 
management to ensure that significant impacts to wetlands and riparian habitat are avoided. 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
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responses BHgl-1 through -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 
3. This comment relates to setbacks of project components from wetlands and springs. 
Appropriate avoidance buffers and setback will be as required through the regulatory agency 
permitting processes, including consultation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board.   
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-25, -26, -27, -30, -31, -32, -33, -34, -35, and -36, in the Todd Groundwater 
document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 
4. This comment relates to impacts on historic resources and suggests that reconstruction of 
historic cabins should be included in the mitigation measures. See Master Responses 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

5.  This comment asserts that treatment loss needs to be included in the analysis.  
 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response BHgl-10, in the Todd Groundwater 
document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10.  

 
Peak Hourly Demands will be met by storage fluctuations in the 500,000-gallon potable supply 
storage tank. This amount of storage equals approximately ten times the maximum day demand 
(Todd Groundwater, August 7, 2018, Responses to Bierman Hydrogeological (BHgl) Comments 
and LandWatch Hydro Comment D, response BHgl-10). Therefore, it would be capable of 
accommodating any degree of short-term fluctuation in water use during the maximum use day. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in 
responses BHgl-10, -14, -19, -25, and -27, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of 
the responses to Letter 10. 

Also see Responses to Letter 7, Number 30 and to this Letter, Number 7, below.
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6.  This comment states that the analysis did not include Maximum Day Demand and Peak 
Hourly Demand.  

Pursuant to CCR Title 22, Section §64554, New and Existing Source Capacity, paragraph b3 and 
b4, the specified peaking factors shall be applied when the average daily usage is used to estimate 
Maximum Day Demand and Peak Hourly Demand.  Todd Groundwater, January 2018 (Section 7) 
estimates the average daily water demand is 34,400 gpd.  Applying a peaking factor of 2.25, the 
per minute peak potable water demand is actually 53.75 gpm (noted as 33 gpm without the peaking 
factor on page 3-323 of the RDEIR).  Each well, alone, is capable of producing sufficient water to 
meet the peaking factor. Only one well is required to provide water supply for the project, but the 
project may use multiple sources to meet water demand (see discussion in Todd Groundwater, 
August 7, 2018, Responses to Bierman Hydrogeological (BHgl) Comments and LandWatch Hydro 
Comment D, response BHgl-10). 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-10, -14, -16, and -19, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. 

 
Also see Responses to Letter 7, Number 30 and to this Letter, Number 7, below.  

7.  This set of comments suggests the pump tests were not conducted in accordance with 
county standards.  

On day 4 of the 10-day source capacity test for Well 1, EHB staff directed an addition of piping to 
be installed to prevent any possibility of recharge.  However, it is important to note that the EHB 
has since determined, in consultation with WRA, that Well No. 1 is constructed in alluvial 
materials and should only have been subject to an 8-hour source capacity test (Duration of Alluvial 
Source Capacity Testing – CA Code of Regulations, Section 64554).  Therefore, the subsequent 
pumping from days 5-10 sufficiently demonstrates that adequate source capacity exists. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-13, BHgl-15, and BHgl-16 in the 
Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10.  

8.  This comment says an 8-hour test is required to determine impacts to groundwater levels. 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response BHgl-16, in the Todd Groundwater 
document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10.  

Also, see Responses to Letter 7, Number 30 and to this Letter, Number 7, above. 

9.  This comment seeks more study on the relationship of aquifers and springs. The RDEIR 
contains extensive discussion and analysis on these topics in Chapter 3.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, and in Chapter 4.5, Cumulative Impacts. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
staff and County staff have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist 
and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1 through -5, -12, -13, -15, -16 (paragraph 2), -
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17, -20, -22, -25, -28, -30, -33, -36, -38, and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the 
end of the responses to Letter 10. 

10.  This comment suggests more analysis of precipitation at the site. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response BHgl-17, in the Todd Groundwater 
document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10.
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11.  This comment states that pollutants introduced into groundwater must be studied. 

The hot springs water has flowed into the creek for well over a hundred years, and continues to 
flow into the creek. No new pollutants are expected to be introduced into the creek at the cited 
pond. The County is uncertain as to what pollutants are being referenced in the comment. RDEIR 
Impact 3.8-3, Long-term Surface Water Quality, analyzed potential pollutants from runoff and 
determined that the impact is less than significant with mitigation that filters runoff contaminants 
through active and passive treatments (RDEIR pages 3-239 through 3-241). 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-6, -10, -24, -25, -27, -29, -30, -31, -32, -33, -34, and -36, in the Todd Groundwater document 
found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

12.  This comment suggests that the EIR address changes in stream water temperature.  

Higher temperature water has historically been flowing into the streambed (RDEIR pages 2-46, 3-
220 and 3-244). Warm water flows from the spring into the pools and spas onsite and then exits 
into the streambed. This occurred during resort operations and also during the present time. When 
water is not fully pumped from the hot springs well to the pools and spas, the water flows out of the 
springs and directly into the creek and/or stays in the aquifer (RDEIR page 3-220; County staff site 
visit dated October 18, 2017; Todd Groundwater, 2018, pages 4 and 9). No change to that practice 
is proposed; the proposed in-stream pond will also function in a similar manner. Riparian 
vegetation, including the wetland areas, has adapted to the warmer water found flowing out of 
springs in this area (Todd Groundwater, 2018, pages 4 and 9; County staff site visit dated October 
18, 2017).  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-34, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

13.  This comment states the EIR did not analyze stream temperature changes from removing 
culverts and riparian vegetation.  

The removal of culverts and replacement with bridges would not affect stream flows or water 
temperature flowing from the hot springs. The amount of cold water flow during heavy rain events 
would mix with warm water coming from the hot springs and reduce surface water temperature. 
Natural variability in stream temperature has occurred historically on this site: warm water flows in 
the creek when only hot springs water is released (non-rainy season), and cold water mixes with the 
hot water from the springs during the rainy season when rain events cause the stream to run.  This 
has occurred on this site for as long as the hot springs have surfaced at this location. To summarize, 
no change from historic surface water temperatures would occur from replacing the culverts with 
bridges. The loss of riparian vegetation, three willow trees (RDEIR page 3-94) is analyzed in 
Impact 3.3-4 and identifies that permitting required by resource agencies would ensure protection 
of wetland and riparian habitats (US Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act Section 404 
Nationwide Permit, California Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification, and a California Department of Fish and Wildlife Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement – RDEIR page 3-99). Mitigation Measures 3.3-4a and 3.3-4b require measures that 
would ensure the impact to both wetland and riparian vegetation would be a less than significant 
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impact, including monitoring activities and adaptive management provisions in the final plan 
submitted for jurisdictional permitting requirements identified in these mitigation measures. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-34, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

14.  This comment asserts that preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan may not 
reduce impacts of erosion to a less than significant level and increased flooding from climate 
change.  

See Response to Letter 8, Number 7 related to drainage control methods and requirements. The 
potential impacts related to climate change’s effect on seasonal flooding at this site has not been 
determined. The commenter has presented no evidence that the area will have increased flooding. 
The project site is not located in a FEMA-designated special flood hazard area (RDEIR page 3-220 
describes the project site as outside the 0.2 percent annual chance floodplain area; Monterey 
County Geographic Information System—see response to Number 16, below). Any potential 
increase or decrease in rainfall events from climate change is not certain; on a larger geographic 
scale, some areas will be wetter, some drier, but no definitive determination has been made 
whether central Monterey County will be wetter or drier as a result of climate change. The project 
will be required to meet the current state standards for erosion and runoff control. 

15. This comment makes a statement that impervious surfaces will reduce water percolation to 
the aquifer. Runoff will be controlled on site, allowing percolation to occur. Contrary to the 
comment, percolation to the source aquifer is calculated to increase (Todd Groundwater, 2018, 
section 3.4, section 4.3, and particularly section 8.2.1-last paragraph on pages 24 and 25). 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response 
BHgl-33, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

16.  This comment alleges a setback violation is proposed.  

The section cited in the comment, Monterey County Code section 16.16.050.K is only applicable in 
Special Flood Hazard areas (MCC section 16.16.050.K, first sentence). The property is not located 
within such an area. Monterey County Code section 16.16.020.BBB states that Special flood 
hazard area “means an area subject to a one-percent or greater chance of flooding in any given 
year. It is shown on the FIRM as Zone A, AO, AE, AR, A99, AH, VE, or V.” The project site is 
located in FIRM (Flood Insurance Rate Map) Zone X (Monterey County Geographic Information 
System - 
http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://gis.co.monterey.ca.us/G
eocortex/Essentials/external/REST/sites/PBI_Viewer_External2/viewers/BaseMapViewer/virtual
directory/Resources/Config/Default). Even if the section were to be applicable, the section 
includes exceptions that can be met through proper design (Monterey County Code section 
16.16.050.K.1 and 2). In addition, assuming that it does encroach on a setback, the location could 
be moved slightly in its final design, as it would need to meet all County Code requirements. The 
County will apply the applicable rainfall rate and intensity for the area at the time of project 
design to ensure any in-stream infrastructure will not block required flows. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-35, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 
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17.  This comment states that climate change will affect large storm frequency and that the State 
Department of Fish and Wildlife must be consulted. 

As discussed further in the paragraph cited by the comment, on RDEIR page 3-108, “…the project 
site…is located near the top of the watershed and not within or near any identified floodplain, 
therefore no additional flood risk has been identified or expected.” Monterey County Code requires 
that proposed stream crossings not impede flow requirements for the channel (Monterey County 
Code section 16.16.040H). The California Department of Fish and Wildlife will require a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement, as listed on RDEIR page 2-61 (Table 2.4) and explained on 
RDEIR page 3-99, as well as above in Response to Number 13 for this Letter.  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-33, -34, and -35, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. 

18.  This comment states that storm water in a detention basin may be in direct contact with 
seasonal groundwater. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have 
reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text 
found in response BHgl-36, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. 

19.  This comment states that the RDEIR did not analyze water quality and quantity to a spring.  

The RDEIR analyzed these impacts in Chapter 3.8, section 3.8.4 (see discussion in many sections, 
including Impact 3.8-2, Long Term Surface Water Runoff; Impact 3.8-3, Long-Term Surface 
Water Quality; Impact 3.8-4, Long-Term Water Supply; Impact 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact; and 
Impact 3.8-8, Groundwater Water Quality). 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1, -4, -5, -20, -22, -23, -25, -26, -
27, -28, -30, -32, -33, -34, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10.  

20.  The comment suggests that the RDEIR ignored implementation of the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff 
from the Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided 
by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response BHgl-37, in the Todd 
Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10.  Also, see response to 
Number 22, below. 

21.  This comment states that the impact on groundwater is not fully mitigated. The conclusion 
in the RDEIR is that the amount of groundwater used causes a less than significant impact on the 
environment, both at the project level (RDEIR Chapter 3.8, pages 3-241 through 3-252, Impact 3.8-
4: Long-term Water Supply, Impact 3.8-5, Effect on Salinas Valley Groundwater Levels, Impact 
3.8-6, Well Interference, and Impact 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact, all determined to be less than 
significant) and cumulatively (RDEIR Section 4.5, pages 4-11 through 4-14, determined to be less 
than significant). 
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22.  The comment is that the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act cannot be relied on to 
state that the aquifers will be sustainable, and that implementation of that Act will have 
environmental impacts.  

The RDEIR analysis relating to groundwater and water supply does not assume the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) will solve any issues related to the project. The RDEIR 
relies on known (constructed or foreseeable) projects that assist in providing water to the Salinas 
Valley Groundwater Basin and analyzes the project’s direct and cumulative impacts related to the 
current groundwater setting and programs (Chapter 3.8 and Section 4.5.2). The RDEIR merely 
points out that additional factors in the future will affect groundwater within the basin, with the 
expectation that implementation of SGMA will be a factor in the future that should help the County 
achieve a sustainable groundwater system. Sustainable Groundwater Plans (SGP) are being 
prepared and no reasonably foreseeable SGMA implementation measures have been adopted to 
date. The area is not in a Critically Overdrafted Basin; it is located within a Medium Priority Basin 
as described on RDEIR page 3-232 (basin 3-4.04, Forebay Aquifer-https://water.ca.gov/sgma), 
which means that the SGP is not due to be approved until 2022 (https://svbgsa.org/about-us/sgma/). 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff have reviewed the information provided by 
the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in response BHgl-37, in the Todd 
Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

23.  The comment states that a new groundwater study is coming out in late 2019 and that 
approving this project ahead of that study will contribute to increased use of groundwater.  

The County prepared the RDEIR based on the latest information for the Salinas Valley 
Groundwater Basin, including a comprehensive report related to groundwater, the State of the 
Salinas River Groundwater Basin Report published in 2015 as well as technical reports published 
in 2016 through 2018 (see RDEIR page 3-217 and 3-218 for a list of the recent reports utilized in 
analyzing the potential impacts of this project). The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin is the area 
of potential impact for cumulative groundwater use (RDEIR section 4.5.2, pages 4-11 and 4-12, 
third full paragraph). Contrary to the comment (“the full impact of saltwater intrusion in the 
Forebay Aquifer Subbasin has not yet been determined”), no effects of seawater intrusion are found 
within the Forebay Aquifer (Brown and Caldwell, 2015). The Monterey County Water Resources 
Agency analyzed and updated saltwater intrusion locations in reports to the Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors in 2017 that supports that finding (Monterey County Water Resources 
Agency, 2017a through 2017d, as listed on RDEIR page 3-218). According to this 2017 report, 
saltwater intrusion is located over 30 miles away from the project site 
(http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=57394). 

24.  This comment claims that best management practices are not sufficient mitigation for 
lowering groundwater levels. 

The low impact development measures proposed, also known as best management practices, are 
part of the water balance calculations for the site and do not, alone, determine the amount of impact 
the project will have on groundwater levels in the aquifer. RDEIR Chapter 3.8 thoroughly 
examines the potential effects of water use on the site in relation to effects on the physical 
environment. The County has determined that, with mitigation measures identified in Chapter 3.8, 
the project will result in a less than significant effect on groundwater and surface water 
environmental effects. RDEIR Chapter 4.0 similarly determined that the project’s contribution to a 
cumulative impact on hydrology and water quality is less than cumulatively considerable and thus 
is not significant (RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-14). 
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The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-31 and -33, in the Todd 
Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

25.  This comment asserts that the project cannot be approved until a final drainage plan is 
prepared.  

Conceptual drainage plans and technical reports related to drainage have been submitted as part of 
the application materials (Landset Engineers, 2004, Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility 
Report for Paraiso Hot Springs Spa Resort, Monterey County, California; CH2MHill, October 28, 
2008, Paraiso Springs Resort – Response to Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis and Erosion 
Control Measures Review Comments; CH2MHill, May 2, 2012, Paraiso Springs Resort – 
Drainage Analysis and Drainage Plan Comments). Final drainage plans are a standard requirement 
based on final, detailed design plans prepared for project construction. The RDEIR analyzed 
potential impacts related to the technical plans and reports submitted with the application and is 
recommending mitigation measures, which will require modification of aspects of the proposed 
project. The final drainage plans will take all the modifications into consideration and will need to 
meet the standards applicable to all projects as imposed by the requirements of the Monterey 
County Code, state agencies, and the mitigation measures identified through the environmental 
review process. The potential environmental effects of the proposed project were analyzed and 
disclosed in the RDEIR; no impermissible deferral of mitigation measures has occurred. See 
Response to Letter 8, Number 7. 

26. This comment conflates discussions on two different water sources. If the Soda Springs 
well (aka Paraiso Spring), the spring that provides water to resort tubs and pools, were to run dry or 
lack sufficient water, for whatever reason, a replacement well would be developed out of the same 
warm water source. Alternatively, the pools and tubs could be filled only as needed and not 
recirculated with additional water from the Soda Springs well. Water samples taken while drilling 
soil borings around the site included taking water temperature samples, so warmer water 
sources/locations are already known (Landset Engineers, 2004: Table 1 and Appendix A). Drilling 
a replacement well on site requires permits from the County Environmental Health Department, 
whose analysis would include ensuring compliance with permits issued for this project. A 
replacement well would utilize water from the same water aquifer/source and would not require 
any additional operational pumping than that analyzed in the RDEIR. If a proposed replacement 
well were to be proposed in a location outside the development area, an amendment to the permit 
and supplemental environmental analysis may be required, depending on a County determination 
based on the proposed location and characteristics of any proposed replacement well. 

The discussion on RDEIR pages 3-251 and 3-252 referenced by the commenter is not related to the 
Soda Springs well, but the location where surface water is diverted by the Pura Ranch under an 
easement agreement, which is on the lower part of the Project’s property. The Soda Springs well is 
higher in elevation and more central in the developed area (RDEIR Figure 2-6, page 2-21, Well 
Location C for Soda Springs Well, Location D for the spring used by Pura Ranch). The 
underground treated wastewater storage reservoir is several hundred feet below the Soda Springs 
well location (RDEIR Figure 2-6, page 2-21: Well Location C for Soda Springs Well; underground 
treated wastewater area near Number 8) and would not have flow inhibited by the underground 
reservoir.  
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The “Pura Spring” provides very little water to off-site properties, as described in the RDEIR (page 
3-245, third paragraph identified as the “fourth water source”; Todd Groundwater, 2018, section 
10.1). The supplemental source described in the comment would be the project’s proposed potable 
water system.  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-1 through -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 
10. 

27. The comment states that overflow from spring water may encourage non-native vegetation. 
There is no new introduction of overflow from spring water.  The Soda Springs water used for the 
pools and tubs has always drained into the stream. Also, see Response to Letter 12, Number 12, 
above. 

28.  This comment states that the RDEIR needs to disclose pending litigation related to water 
rights for one of the springs on the site. No specific allegations of potential environmental impacts 
occurring from this litigation were presented in the comment. The litigation involves the use of the 
“Pura Spring,” which is discussed in responses to a few comments above. RDEIR Section 3.8.4, 
Impact 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact, analyzed the project’s potential physical environmental 
impacts and determined that the impact would be less than significant. Litigation may result in a 
settlement, but no foreseeable impact on the environment can be determined. The RDEIR, on page 
3-252, describes a scenario where the project applicant provided make up water to the off-site 
properties served by the spring’s diversion pipe. The conclusion is that there would be no change to 
overall groundwater use. No change in impact would occur.  See Master Response 1. 

29.  This comment claims that the spring serving neighboring properties has superior rights. No 
specific evidence is provided to support the claim of superior rights. See response to Number 28, 
above. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-22 and -23, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

30.  This comment asserts that the RDEIR does not adequately analyze environmental impacts 
to the spring serving neighboring properties. See Responses to Letter 7, Number 30 and to this 
Letter, Number 7, above. The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the 
Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the 
applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1, -4, -5, -20, -22, -23, 
-25, -26, -27, -28, -30, -32, -33, -34, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the 
end of the responses to Letter 10.  

31.  This comment states that the RDEIR should have analyzed full development of the spring. 
See Response to Letter 12, Numbers 28, 29 and 30, above. The spring is fully developed and 
produces on average about 1 gallon per minute. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-4, -5, -20, -22, -23, -32, and -34, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

32.   This comment states that the RDEIR did not analyze the relationship between rainfall and 
spring output. See Response to Letter 12, Number 30, above. 
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The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-1, -2, -4, -5, and -17, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. 

33. This comment states that the RDEIR did not analyze leakage from the wastewater treatment 
facility. 

The wastewater treatment system is a closed system.  The design, construction and operation are 
overseen by state and county agencies. Any leaks would be discovered and repaired, as with any 
mechanical system on the site. Any leaks occurring between the system and the storage, or from 
the storage tank itself, would contain treated water, which would meet water quality standards and 
would contain less pollutants than the water found in the aquifer, which has to be treated to meet 
water quality standards. The system will be designed based on a location-specific geotechnical 
investigation, which will take into account site characteristics, including soil, slope, liquefaction 
potential, fault location, seismic setting, etc. The proposed treatment system location (RDEIR 
Figure 2-6, page 2-21, Number 15) is not in an area where a fault is located (RDEIR pages 2-21, 3-
175, 3-176, Figure 3.6-3, Regional Faults, and Figure 3.6-4, Relative Geologic Hazards) or near a 
landslide area (RDEIR page 3-179, Figure 3.6-4, Relative Geologic Hazards; located in area 3L). 
The treatment system would have to be designed to meet all County Code and state requirements. 
 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-10, -14, -19, -24, -25, -27, and -29, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of 
the responses to Letter 10. 
 
34.  This comment states that the RDEIR did not address the potential failure of the wastewater 
treatment plant to meet standards. The wastewater facility will be required to submit quarterly 
nitrate monitoring reports to the Environmental Health Bureau, as required by Monterey County 
Code, Chapter 15.23.  The facility will be required to make adjustments and/or modify the 
treatment system as needed to meet effluent discharge requirements (6 mg/L nitrate-nitrogen). See 
also responses to Number 33, above, and to Letter 7, Numbers 28, 37, and 46, and to Letter 9, 
Number 2. 

35. This comment states that the RDEIR did not address effects to the spring serving 
neighboring properties, on the flow of groundwater, and the resulting effect on that spring. See 
responses to Letter 12, Number 33, to Letter 7, Numbers 43 and 45, and to Letter 12, Number 41. 
The wastewater treatment system will not intrude into an aquifer or block any water flow. The 
RDEIR discusses all the issues raised in the comment in Chapter 3.8, including specific discussion 
on potential impacts to the Pura Spring on pages 3-251 and 3-252 (Impact 3.8-7), with related 
discussions in Impacts 3.8-4, 3.8-6, and 3.8-8. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1, -4, -5, -20, -22, -23, -25, -26, -
27, -28, -30, -32, -33, -34, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10.  
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36.  This comment states that the wastewater treatment facility should be at least 100 feet from 
the spring serving neighboring properties. The minimum setback distance between the wastewater 
collection and recycled water conveyance lines will be specified in site-specific individual Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDR) for the production of the recycled water issued by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board in coordination with the State Water Resources Control Board – 
Division of Drinking Water.  Because individual WDR will not be issued until after discretionary 
approval of the project, EHB recommends referring to the Table 3 of State Water Resource Control 
Board Order No. 2014-0153 DWQ, General Waste Discharge Requirements for Small Domestic 
Wastewater Treatment Systems.  

Review of the tentative map indicates that the underground, treated water storage tank is situated 
about 200’ from the spring serving the neighboring properties on the site plan and the wastewater 
treatment building is located approximately 50’ from the spring serving the neighboring 
properties.  A sewage spill in the water treatment building will be contained in the building and is 
therefore not a potentially significant impact.  In the absence of an established setback between an 
indoor wastewater treatment facility (with impermeable floors) and a water source, if the County 
requires a relocation of the wastewater building to be set back 100’ from the spring, the relocation 
would not cause any additional environmental impacts. The wastewater building would be 
relocated to a proposed parking area.  

Also see responses to Letter 7, Number 46 and to Letter 12, Number 39. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-25, -26, -27, and -28, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to 
Letter 10. 

37.  This comment asserts that the RDEIR failed to address sewage spills on the spring. See 
responses to Letter 7, Numbers 28, 29, 37, and 46; Letter 9, Number 2; and Letter 12, Numbers 33, 
34, 35, 36, 39, and 41.  The information was included in the RDEIR and no recirculation is 
required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5).  

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-14, -19, -25, -26, -27, and -29, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

38.  This comment states that the RDEIR did not address effluent storage and transfer. The 
RDEIR addresses this type of storage on page 3-320, within Impact 3.11-1, Wastewater Generation 
and Treatment. Waste will be stored in a separate bin kept on site and transported to the Marina 
landfill through the waste hauler for the site. This type of waste is not disposed of as hazardous 
waste and is used as landfill cover at the Marina facility (personal communication, Nicole Fowler 
and Roger Van Horn, Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau, December 27, 2018). 
Traffic trips would be limited to an average of 406 trips per day, including hauling of any materials 
used for project operations. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-24, -25, -26, -27, -28, and -29, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

39.  This comment suggests that the RDEIR should address increased setbacks between the 
wastewater storage tank and the spring serving neighboring properties. See response to Number 36, 
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above. The tank is proposed to store, tertiary disinfected recycled water and will be designed to be 
watertight.  An established vertical setback distance between a treated water holding tank and 
seasonally high groundwater is not specified by State Water Resources Control Board, Order WQ 
2014-0153-DWQ, Table 3, which includes a Summary of Wastewater System Setbacks that will be 
applied to the project.  Per Table 3, the minimum horizontal setback between a well or flowing 
stream (springs are not listed) and a recycled water impoundment (i.e. underground storage tank) is 
100 feet. The setback will be required to be 100 feet. The treatment tank will contain tertiary 
treated wastewater so any accidental leak would not have an adverse effect on the spring or any 
adverse environmental effects. 
 
The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-25 and -26, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the responses to Letter 10. 

40.  This comment states that borings should be done during high groundwater conditions and 
should be analyzed in the RDEIR. State Water Resource Control Board Order No. 2014-0153 
DWQ does not specify a minimum vertical separation from a storage tank to seasonally high 
groundwater.  The tank will be designed to be watertight. See Response to Number 39, above. 

The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and County staff have reviewed the 
information provided by the applicant’s hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses 
BHgl-24, -25, -26, -27, and -28, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to Letter 10. 

41. This comment alleges that the RDEIR failed to analyze the construction and placement of 
the wastewater storage tank up gradient from the spring that serves neighboring properties.  

The RDEIR discusses the development of the wastewater storage tank. The project description 
chapter, on page 2-18, describes the reservoir being “set on a gravel bed of the tank to allow 
aquifer pass through” (7th bullet). Specific discussion on potential impacts to the “Pura Spring” are 
found on pages 3-251 and 3-252 (Impact 3.8-7, Potential Spring Impact), and on pages 3-319 
through 3-322 (Impact 3.11-1, Wastewater Generation and Treatment). Potential environmental 
impacts resulting from lower flows out of the “Pura Spring” are no different than baseline 
conditions, where the flow from the spring is already diverted into the water system for two 
neighboring properties (Todd Groundwater, 2018, section 10.1, page 31). See related Responses to 
Letter 5, Number 3, Letter 7, Number 45, Letter 8, Numbers 3 and 6, and to Letter 12, Numbers 4, 
12, 26, 35, and 40. 

42.  This comment states that the RDEIR should have analyzed the Local Agency Management 
Program for Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems. Monterey County Local Agency Management 
Program for Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (LAMP) was adopted by the Monterey County 
Supervisors on April 3, 2018 (Board of Supervisors Resolution No. 18-035) and subsequently 
adopted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region, on May 10, 2018 
(Resolution No. R3-2018-0004).  As specified in LAMP Section 1.5, the requirements and 
specifications of the LAMP became effective immediately the day following approval by the 
Central Coast Water Board on May 11, 2018. The Monterey County Local Agency Management 
Program applies only to domestic wastewater discharges of less than 10,000 gallons per day, so is 
not applicable to this project. 
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43. The comment questions the assumption of no new growth. 

The RDEIR discusses growth in several specific areas. In addition to the discussion cited in the 
comment (section 4.3.1, Growth-Inducing Impacts, Methodology), the discussion in RDEIR 
section 4.4, Population and Housing, provides more information related to population, housing and 
jobs in the Salinas Valley. Growth is included in the General Plans of jurisdictions in the Salinas 
Valley. The conclusion is found on RDEIR page 4-5. The RDEIR’s Cumulative Impacts 
discussion, section 4.5, addresses the potential impacts of the project in conjunction with other 
projects in the area and found no additional potential environmental impacts. The number of 
agricultural jobs, the primary employer in the Salinas Valley and where 78.5% of Monterey 
County’s agricultural employees are found, is variable, ranging from 73,429 to over 76,000 over 
the period of 2009 to 2015 (Economic Contributions of Monterey County Agriculture, 2011, found 
at https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/Home/ShowDocument?id=1489 and Monterey County Farm 
Bureau website, accessed 9/4/18, http://montereycfb.com/index.php?page=economic-
contributions).  

The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) studies population and 
employment for the three counties that make up their association: Monterey, San Benito, and Santa 
Cruz Counties. Hospitality jobs in the AMBAG region are greater than the state average (11% v 
10%) and growth is projected in this sector through 2040. The AMBAG region has a higher 
population to jobs ratio than the state or nation, causing commuting out of region to work. In the 
AMBAG region, 57,400 jobs are projected to be added between 2015 and 2040, 56% (32,300) 
within Monterey County; population growth projected to occur during this same period in 
Monterey County is 69,100 people, 57% of the AMBAG area population growth. (2018 Regional 
Growth Forecast 2018, Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments, June 13, 2018; 
https://ambag.org/sites/default/files/documents/2018_Regional_Growth_Forecast.pdf) 

Generally, the Salinas Valley cities see population growth projections greater than employment 
growth projections between 2015-2040. The Monterey Peninsula cities have an inverse 
relationship, with lower percentage population growth and higher percentage employment growth. 
Employment growth forecasted for years 2015-2040 is 16% for Soledad and 14% for Greenfield; 
population projections for these cities are 30% and 32%, respectively, over the same period. This 
demonstrates that job growth in this area of the Salinas Valley will continue at approximately half 
or less of the rate of population growth. This jobs/housing imbalance causes workers to commute 
from this area to find employment. (2018 Regional Growth Forecast 2018, Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments, June 13, 2018) 

44. This comment states that this project is almost certain to exceed population projections 
compared to what the area would experience without this project, but offers no evidence for this 
statement. 

See response to Letter 12, Number 43. Also, as the commenter notes, the RDEIR identifies a 
significant and unavoidable impact to “overdraft and seawater intrusion;” however, the project’s 
contribution to a cumulative impact is less than cumulatively considerable and thus is not 
significant” (page 4-14; section 4.5.2, Cumulative Impacts Assumptions and Analysis, Hydrology 
and Groundwater, RDEIR pages 4-11 through 4-14). The first reference in the comment to page 2-
246 in the comment should read page 3-246. The commenter’s own expert, Bierman 
Hydrogeologic Technical Memorandum page 11, number 3, at the bottom of the page, concurs that 
there would be a less than significant impact to seawater intrusion. 

45. This comment states that the 2010 General Plan is cited when convenient for the project 
applicant and that for cumulative purposes the 2010 General Plan must be considered. 
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The project is subject to the policies in the 1982 General Plan, as described on RDEIR page 2-1. 
The discussion on page 3-110 does not affect the project; it is merely a discussion describing the 
current environmental setting related to greenhouse gas emissions. The project proposes to fully 
offset GHG emissions (RDEIR pages 2-16 and 2-17, section 2.3, Project Objectives, 12th and 13th 
bullets; RDEIR Chapter 3.4, Climate Change) and RDEIR discussions analyze the project against 
that project description (RDEIR Chapter 3.4, Climate Change). The Cumulative Impacts analysis, 
found in section 4.5, includes growth and other development accommodated in the 2010 General 
Plan as applicable as substantial evidence related to development and buildout in the area and the 
County (see discussion on this general topic in section 4.5.2, RDEIR pages 4-5 and 4-6; specific 
discussions are found in topic discussions of section 4.5.2). 

46. The commenter states that the RDEIR ignores day trips generated by the Hamlet. Refer to 
Master Response 5: Traffic and Response 10-22.  

47.  The commenter states that the RDEIR assumes 90% of employees will use the shuttle, most 
employees will commute in their private car, and a travel demand management program is needed 
to achieve the 90% shuttle participation rate.  

As part of the proposed project and resort operation, 90% of the employees are proposed to use the 
shuttle, which is feasible and reasonable. A condition of approval for the project will limit road 
usage to the 406 annual average daily trips. However, the shuttle program may not be implemented 
for first phases. Resort operators would control and monitor total vehicle trips to the site and 
provide appropriate documentation to the County to ensure compliance. The County would monitor 
overall traffic volumes on Paraiso Springs Road. Refer to Master Response 5: Traffic and 
Responses to Letter 10, Numbers 23 and 24. 

48.  The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to identify potentially significant impacts to 
mass transit and the secondary impacts of project employees overburdening park and ride lots.  

The significance threshold for potential impacts to transit is based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix 
G, as described in RDEIR Section 3.12.4. There would be no significant impact to transit or 
alternative transportation programs because the project would not conflict with relevant adopted 
policies (as discussed in RDEIR Section 3.12.5 under Alternative Transportation), and because the 
project would not result in the need to alter existing or build new transportation facilities (e.g., park 
and ride lots) which could result in secondary environmental impacts. As stated in RDEIR Section 
3.12.5 under Project Trip Generation, satellite parking would likely occur at existing park and ride 
lots in the Salinas Valley, such as the one located on Front Street in downtown Soledad, although 
another parking area in the Salinas Valley may be used if that park and ride facility is unavailable.  

49.  The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to analyze the limited right of the public to 
travel on the portion of Paraiso Springs Road passing through property owned by Cynthia Pura and 
the Pura Trust, and alternative access must be found. Refer to Master Response 6: Road 
Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation. 

50.  The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to analyze the dominant land use surrounding 
the project (ranching and agriculture) and impact of machinery (e.g., tractors) entering/exiting 
fields from Paraiso Springs Road. 

The RDEIR analyzes land use in Section 3.9.5 in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, 
which focuses the analysis on whether the project would physically divide a community or conflict 
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with applicable land use plans and habitat conservation plans. Table 3.9-1, Consistency Analysis 
with the Monterey County General Plan and Central Salinas Valley Area Plan, includes policies 
associated with ranching and agriculture. 

The RDEIR acknowledges traffic from agricultural land uses in Section 3.12.2 under Traffic from 
Agricultural Land Use near Project Site, and traffic changes during harvest season in Section 
3.12.5 under Impact 3.12-1. As discussed under Impact 3.12-2, Paraiso Springs Road has an 
accident rate less than half the average rate for two lane highways across California. The applicant 
proposed roadway improvements (e.g., pavement widening, advance warning signs), which are not 
required to reduce impacts related to roadway hazards but nonetheless would be a condition of 
project approval to control timing of the proposed improvements, would further minimize the risk 
of motor vehicle accidents on Paraiso Springs Road. Therefore, the proposed project with the 
roadway improvements would not substantially increase hazards or incompatible uses, and the 
impact is less than significant.  

The vineyards along Paraiso Springs Road have internal frontage roads for agricultural equipment. 
If equipment and implements are 20 feet wide, they would not be able to travel on any public road 
without special permits and would need escort vehicles. Traffic volumes along Paraiso Springs 
Road would remain relatively low with project traffic (e.g., average of one vehicle every 1.5 
minutes during the peak hour and even lower outside peak hours, as described in page 14 of the 
traffic report). Therefore, the County and registered traffic engineers do not believe this constitutes 
a hazard or incompatible use and proposed traffic patterns can easily accommodate random 
agricultural vehicles. 

51.  This comment states an alternative reconstructing nine historic cabins should be included. 
See Master Response 3. 

52.  The commenter states the RDEIR fails to propose a project alternative that utilizes an 
alternative access road in light of the commenters claim that a portion of Paraiso Springs Road 
passes through the privately-owned Pura Ranch. 

According to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR shall describe and evaluate a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the 
project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen identified significant 
environmental impacts of the project. The project would not result in any potentially significant 
impacts with respect to use of Paraiso Springs Road that warrant identifying and evaluating an 
alternative access road. No alternative road location exists.  

Also refer to Master Response 6: Road Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and 
Compensation. 

53.  This comment states that the RDEIR fails to analyze an alternative that is farther from the 
spring that serves neighboring properties. As identified in RDEIR Impact 3.8-7 discussion (RDEIR 
pages 3-251 and 3-252), no potentially significant environmental impact will occur to the spring. 
As such, an alternative as requested in the comment would not provide a reduction in any 
“significant adverse effect,” as stated in the quote at the top of commenter’s page 15 introducing 
this comment. 

Relating to the comment on the future development of the spring used by the Pura Ranch, to our 
knowledge the spring is already fully developed and collecting the amount of water pursuant to the 
terms of the agreement between the parties. 
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The Monterey County Water Resources Agency staff and staff from the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau have reviewed the information provided by the applicant’s 
hydrogeologist and concur with the text found in responses BHgl-1, -4, -5, -20, -22, -23, -25, -26, -
27, -28, -30, -32, -33, -34, -38 and -39, in the Todd Groundwater document found at the end of the 
responses to this Letter.  

54.  This comment states that the RDEIR fails to analyze a project alternative that includes 
another parcel owned by the property owner.  

It is not clear why the comment suggests that the identified parcel “must be included” as an 
alternative. The site of this other parcel is steep as opposed to the development site, where valley 
floors are primarily being proposed for the development. Development of this property in a 
mountainous area, versus on the alluvial slopes, does not appear on its face to reduce any 
significant environmental effects and may cause new impacts related to slope stability, temporary 
air quality impacts (from significant grading necessary to utilize the area for a resort), drainage, fire 
hazard, and aesthetics. No technical reports were provided for this area as no development is 
proposed for this property. Most of the property is over thirty percent slopes, which is typically 
placed into a scenic easement, to limit or avoid development, as required by General Plan policy 
26.1.10 (RDEIR page 3-264). See Response to Letter 10, Number 28.  

55.  This comment states that more information should be included why the hotel only 
alternative was eliminated. 

A hotel only project would not meet all the project objectives, but most importantly did not meet 
one of the basic County objectives for this project (RDEIR page 2-17): 

Maximize development of this previously disturbed site to reduce pressure to convert 
agricultural land to visitor supporting uses related to the Agricultural and Wine Corridor, which 
is identified as an economic program in the 2010 Monterey County General Plan.”   

The CEQA Guidelines state that an Environmental Impact Report briefly explain the Lead 
Agency’s reasoning (15126.6(c)). As described on RDEIR page 5-3, the reasons were briefly 
presented in the RDEIR as to why the hotel only alternative was eliminated. As CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(c) further states, “[a]mong the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives 
from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objective, (ii) 
infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. As stated in this section, 
only one of the three factors have to be met to reject an alternative. In addition to not meeting most 
of the basic objectives, the hotel only alternative would not avoid the significant environmental 
impact related to historic resources, the only significant and unavoidable impact for this project. 
That Guidelines section also states that “[a]dditional information explaining the choice of 
alternatives may be included in the administrative record.” We will provide more information in 
the project resolution related to explaining the choice of alternatives identified in the RDEIR. 

56.   The commenter states the RDEIR fails to propose a project alternative that includes a 
density concomitant (i.e., naturally associated with) with using the portion of Paraiso Springs Road 
that crosses Pura Ranch.  

Also refer to Master Response 6: Road Ownership, Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation 
and to Response 52, above. See response to Letter 10, Number 31, which raised the same question. 
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57. The comment is a summary statement of previous comments and claims the RDEIR must 
be substantially revised and recirculated.  

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act is discussed in RDEIR Section 3.8.3 under 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (pages 3-231 and 3-232), and the potential 
environmental impacts related to the “Pura Spring” were discussed in Section 3.8.5 under Impact 
3.8-7. Also refer to Response to Number 41, above. 

Regarding the authority to use Paraiso Springs Road, refer to Master Response 6: Road Ownership, 
Right to Intensify Road Use, and Compensation.  

Regarding the County’s Local Agency Management Program for Onsite Wastewater Treatment, 
see response to number 42, above. 

Regarding the day trips generated by the Hamlet, refer to Master Response 5: Traffic and Response 
to Letter 10, Number 22. All traffic trips were accommodated in the traffic study, RDEIR analysis, 
and will be limited through project conditions of approval, as described in Response to Letter 5, 
Number 6; Letter 8, Number 4; and Letter 10, Number 9. 

Reconstruction of the demolished historic structures is addressed in RDEIR Section 3.5, Cultural 
Resources and Historic Resources. Refer to Master Responses 2, 3, and 4 and Response to Letter 
10, Number 30 regarding allegations of impermissible deferral of mitigation measures. 

Also refer to Master Response 7: CEQA Compliance and Adequacy of EIR. 
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Letter #13 – Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County (April 
26, 2018) 
1/3 page
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County of Monterey 2-139 

Response to Letter #13 – Local Agency Formation Commission of 
Monterey County (April 26, 2018) 
 

1.  This comment summarizes the project, states that the information appears to be 
inconsistent with statements by the Mission Soledad Rural Fire District, and suggests that 
the County include conditions of approval to address fire protection requirements. 

The County concurs with the comment related to including conditions of approval to 
address fire protection, and has worked with the Fire District to develop those conditions, 
which have been submitted for inclusion in the County’s resolution. The RDEIR provides 
sufficient analysis to accommodate the project’s potential effects on Public Services, 
including related to the Fire District’s desire to construct a fire station on the project site. 
See also Responses to Letter 7, Numbers 21 and 63, to Letter 8, Number 5, and to Letter 18.  

Conditions of approval that provide for fire protection measures will be included in the 
project resolution, which would be adopted by the County prior to action being taken by the 
Local Agency Formation Commission. Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a requires that the 
applicant gain approval of a final Fire Protection Plan prior to clearance of vegetation or 
issuance of any construction permits for the project site. See response to Letter 5, Number 9, 
to Letter 20, Number 24, and to Letter 23, Number 5 for errata regarding mitigation 
measures related to wildfire impacts. 

2. This comment suggests that the RDEIR include a discussion related to the potential for a 
fire station on the property. 

Water and wastewater use for an on-site fire station, if ultimately approved, was analyzed in 
the RDEIR on page 3-308. Any wastewater would be included in the wastewater treatment 
system and reused for landscape irrigation. This would result in an additional water use of 
up to 0.9 acre-feet per year for the project site. If the final decision on this project includes 
an on-site fire station, the project findings will detail the potential environmental effects 
resulting from adding the additional water use and related to potential environmental effects 
relating to other topics identified in the RDEIR. The RDEIR concludes that no new 
significant environmental impacts would occur as a result of constructing an on-site fire 
station (pages 3-304 through 3-308); however, the RDEIR also found that no new fire 
station was warranted from an environmental impact perspective (pages 3-215 and 3-216; 
page 3-318). 
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Letter #14 – James McCord, Alliance of Monterey Area 
Preservationists (April 26, 2018) 
1/2 pages  

507 of 1030



508 of 1030



509 of 1030

novom
Line

novom
Line

novom
Typewritten Text
14-1

novom
Typewritten Text
14-2

novom
Typewritten Text
14-3



  Paraiso Springs Resort Final EIR 

County of Monterey  

Response to Letter #14 – James McCord, Alliance of Monterey Area 
Preservationists (April 26, 2018) 
 

1. This comment suggests that the mitigation measures for loss of historic structures is 
inadequate. See Master Responses 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

2. This comment suggests providing mitigation at an off-site property owned by the 
City of Soledad (Los Coches Adobe). See Master Response 4.  

3. This comment states that mitigation measures are inadequate and not sufficient 
deterrents, which encourages developers to demolish historic properties. See Master 
Responses 1 and 2. 
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Letter #15 – Monterey Bay Air Resources District (April 26, 2018) 
1/2 pages  
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Response to Letter #15 – Monterey Bay Air Resources District (April 
27, 2018) 
 

1. This comment reflects the District’s name change and identifies potential permits 
required for the project. The comment is correct that the RDEIR may identify the Monterey 
Bay Air Resources District by its former name in some locations. To provide clarity for the 
District’s name, and to add possible additional permits, see Errata, below.  

Errata 

a. Modify all occurrences of the name Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District to the current name of Monterey Bay Air Resources District. Modify all 
occurrences of the acronym MBUAPCD to the correct acronym of MBARD. 

b. Modify Table 2.4 (page 2-61) to include two additional bullets: 

• Air District Permits may be required for engine generator sets and boilers 
• Air District Permits or registration may be required for portable construction 

equipment 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

2. This comment makes comments on the proposed project components. See Master 
Response 1. 

3. This comment relates to structure demolition requirements by the District. See 
Master Response 1. Conditions of approval will be included in the project resolution that 
describe these rules and will ensure that the applicant checks with the Air District for all 
applicable permits. 

4. This comment makes comments on the proposed project components and suggests 
including electric vehicle charging stations. See Master Response 1. The potential impacts 
on climate change were described in RDEIR Chapter 3.4. The applicant has proposed fully 
offsetting all GHG emissions as described in the RDEIR (see specifically Impact 3.4-1 
discussion). The applicant’s proposals will be included in the project conditions of approval. 
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Response to Letter #16 – Monterey County Sheriff’s Office (April 30, 
2018) 
 

1. The Sheriff’s Office has clarified information related to the staffing and shifts for 
deputies in this area of the County. See Master Response 1. The following errata is provided 
to clarify the information from the Sheriff’s Office:  

Errata 

For 2018 RDEIR page 3-309, third paragraph:  

Change the reference from “Beat #10” to “Beat 10A”  

Add the following text after the third paragraph on 2018 RDEIR page 3-309:    

There is a day shift (7 a.m. to 5 p.m.) with deputies that work out of the South County 
substation. There are 3-5 deputies working on a daily basis. One deputy would cover 
Beat 10A area during the day shift. During swing shift, which is from 3 p.m. to 1 a.m., 
there are two deputies assigned to work South County. These two deputies come out of 
the Central Station in Salinas Office. They are known as the 45 unit and cover all the 
beat areas of 10A/10B/11/12. Their briefing starts at 3 p.m. and they will drive down to 
South County and be in the area well before the day shift goes off duty at 5 p.m. The 
midnight shift works 9 p.m. to 7 a.m. The weekend days are always covered with two 
deputies that also come out of the Central Station in Salinas and work South County as 
the 45 unit and cover beats 10A/10B/11/12. 

During the week, there are normally two deputies who come over from the Salinas 
office to cover. However, due to vacations and training, etc., staffing coverage may not 
always allow that. In those instances, where a call comes out and there is no 45 unit, the 
Salinas Beat 3 or Beat 4 unit would be dispatched. In a life threatening situation (e.g., 
resident is home and someone is breaking in) the call would also be dispatched to the 
closest city department (Soledad or Greenfield) and/or the California Highway Patrol. 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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Letter #17 – City of Soledad (May 17, 2018) 
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Response to Letter #17 – City of Soledad (May 17, 2018) 
1. This comment is an introduction to the points raised in the letter. 

2.  This comment states that the City owns a historic property (Los Coches/Richardson 
Adobe) that could be used for mitigation of the loss of historic cabins at the Paraiso Springs 
site. See Master Responses 1 and 4. The City has more recently informed us that the Los 
Coches/Richardson Adobe site is now being considered for development with another party.    

3.  This comment reflects that the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire District and City Fire 
Department are both served by CAL FIRE and that applicable fees should be required prior 
to issuing building permits.  

Fire fees required by the District will be required to be paid (Monterey County Code 
Chapters 10.80 and 18.56). The property is required to be fully annexed into the Mission-
Soledad Rural Fire Protection District (RDEIR page 2-61, Table 2) and will be subject to all 
funding requirements of that district. 

The Mission-Soledad Rural Fire District, during the original review of the project, provided 
a letter stating that the response time was 15 minutes (RDEIR pages 3-270, 3-278 and 3-279 
(policy 17.3.3), and page 3-307. The discussion on RDEIR pages 3-307 and 3-308 describes 
the potential environmental effects of constructing a fire station on the site or in the area, as 
requested by the fire district. See responses to Letter 7, Numbers 21, 32, 63 and 64, and to 
Letter 13, Numbers 1 and 2. 

This comment relates to law enforcement and mutual aid provided by the City. The 
comment is correct and is discussed in the RDEIR on pages 3-309, 3-318, and 3-319. 

4.  The commenter states that the project would be a significant positive development 
for the Salinas Valley and County; notes that the City of Soledad would be providing a 
significant portion of the workforce, parking (shuttle riders), and emergency services with 
the County receiving a significant portion of potential tax revenue; and requests the County 
and City enter into discussions and execute a Tax Sharing Agreement or require an 
appropriate assessment district. The use of the park and ride in Soledad, or elsewhere, does 
not require the permission of the jurisdiction in which it is located, as it is a publicly 
dedicated area open to anyone. The project may not use the City of Soledad Park and Ride 
as employees may come from other locations and, if that were the case, a shuttle pick up 
area would be identified. 

The comments are noted and will be considered by decision makers. This comment does not 
concern the adequacy of the RDEIR. See Master Response 1. 

5. This comment requests that the County renegotiate tax sharing from this project or 
establish an Assessment District. The physical environmental impacts related to fire, law 
enforcement, and other public services related to the project were discussed in the RDEIR, 
in particular in Chapter 3.11, Public Services and Utilities. No significant impacts were 
identified in relation to providing new facilities for fire, law enforcement, or other public 
services. See Master Response 1. 
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2-148 County of Monterey 

 

Additional Information Identified by County 
In reviewing the Draft EIR and in discussions with other agencies, the County determined 
that Figure 3.11-1 should be revised to include the fire station located at the Soledad 
Correctional Facility, just off Highway 101. This facility is a fire station operated by CAL 
FIRE. 

Errata 

Replace Figure 3.11-1, Regional Fire Protection Facilities on 2018 RDEIR page 3-305 as 
shown in Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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Letter #18 – Jonathan Pangburn, California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection (February 6, 2019) 
1/8 pages 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA    THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN, Governor 

 
CONSERVATION IS WISE-KEEP CALIFORNIA GREEN AND GOLDEN 

 
PLEASE REMEMBER TO CONSERVE ENERGY.  FOR TIPS AND INFORMATION, VISIT “FLEX YOUR POWER” AT WWW.CA.GOV. 

 

 
 DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION 

  San Benito-Monterey Unit 
  2221 Garden Road 
  Monterey, CA 93940 
  (831) 333-2600 
  Brennan Blue, Unit Chief 
  Website: www.fire.ca.gov 
 
 
 
 

 
 
County of Monterey – Planning and Building Inspection Department 
168 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 
 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has reviewed the 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for Paraiso Springs Resort, SCH # 2005061016. 
CAL FIRE has the following comments/concerns as noted below: 
 

1. Fire Prevention: 
a. The DEIR does not address specific vegetation setbacks in the development. The 

classification of Very High Fire Hazard Severity is a concern, especially with the 
development in a box canyon. 

b. The project needs to address PRC 4290 in its form at the time of construction, not 
the time of project planning, to address any changes made to increase public 
safety. 

c. The greenspace areas need to have a vegetation management plan, including 
firewise and waterwise landscaping. Moreover, this plan needs to address long-
term maintenance of vegetation setbacks from structures (regardless of property 
lines) and funding for wildland fire fuel management. This is mentioned on page 3-
216, but is not expanded upon. 

d. PRC 4291 requirement of 100 feet from structures should be considered a 
minimum standard, regardless of property line. The analysis referenced on pages 
3-81 to 3-85 should be considered a minimum for fuel management surrounding 
structures. 

e. Tree removal/replacement: Please clarify if the replacement according to the forest 
management plan is achieved by the newly planted trees, or if it will be in addition 
to the planting. Please specify the species, size, timing, and spacing of this as well 
as future plantings. This is to ensure that the project addresses forest 
health/disease with respect to limited water and site soil characteristics. 

f. Due to the limited access for fire equipment, in a box canyon, there is an increased 
need for temporary refuge areas (TRAs). These TRAs need to be sufficient in size 
and number to accommodate maximum seasonal occupancy, including employees, 
residents, and visitors. 

g. There are many hazards confronting fire protection agencies in most subdivisions 
on SRA lands. Steep terrain and heavy wildland fuels contribute to fire intensity and 
spread. The distance from fire stations creates an excessive response time for 
effective structure fire suppression purposes. 
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h. Subdividing increases fire risks from additional people and increase probable dollar 
losses in the event of fire due to added structures and improvements. These 
hazards and risks can be mitigated by awareness of the problems, and by 
conforming to Fire Safe recommendations and appropriate local ordinances. 

i. The need for fire resources during peak fire season may limit response capability 
during moving of resources, further increasing the need for fire prevention work 
prior to development and maintenance thereafter. Vegetation management, 
especially for ingress/egress, is paramount. This needs to ensure that there is 
reduction of horizontal continuity of fuels as well as vertical separation. 

2. Access: 
a. Will there be locked gates? If so, will fire suppression personnel be able to get in? 

Will there be a CAL FIRE lock on gates? 
b. Will there be an alternate egress for civilians, especially those in the back, furthest 

from the one and only entrance/exit? 
 
 
Jonathan Pangburn 
Unit Forester 
CAL FIRE San Benito-Monterey 
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Response to Letter #18 – California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (received February 6, 2019) 
The comments include that the RDEIR does not address vegetation setbacks, that 
regulations should be applied at the time of construction (not at the time when the site was 
in the planning stage), landscaping should be firewise, that long-term maintenance of fuel 
modification zones should be included in a final plan, that a 100 foot vegetation 
management area should be considered as a minimum, that temporary refuge areas should 
be included on the project site, that tree replacement/landscaping should be provided in 
detail, that increased distance from fire stations increases response times, and that 
subdivision create more fire hazard from additional people. The commenter also had 
questions about site access, especially related to guests toward the back of the property. 
 
Regarding vegetation setbacks and fuel modification and maintenance areas, see responses 
to Letter 8, Number 5 and to Letter 10, Numbers 1 and 21. Landscaping plans will be 
prepared that identify the species, location, and number of vegetation types that will be 
planted on the site, including replacement for trees proposed to be removed or relocated. 
The landscape plan will be reviewed by planning staff and fire personnel. 
 
The fire code applicable at the time of construction will be applied to the project, consistent 
with the comment.   
 
The Fire Protection Plan included in the 2019 RDEIR addresses the topics raised by the 
commenter. The plan has been approved by the Fire District. Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a 
requires a final approval of the plan prior to vegetation clearance or construction, whichever 
occurs first. Temporary Refuge Areas, vegetation maintenance programs, training of on-site 
personnel, circulation/access has been demonstrated in the plan, no parking areas will be 
identified, and evacuation procedures were included in this Plan. See response to Letter 23, 
Number 5. 
 
The commenter suggests an increased fire risk from the introduction of a residential 
subdivision. The project does not include a residential subdivision. While no substantial 
evidence of a commercial resort exacerbating wildfire risk has been found, the County is 
assuming that wildfire risk could increase from the increase in the amount of visitors that 
would frequent the area under the proposed project; however, this project is distinguished 
from the introduction of residential uses that could increase fire hazard. For this project, on-
site personnel or hired professionals will be used to maintain the vegetation clearance areas 
and on-site landscaping in a fire safe manner, as opposed to individual homeowners. The 
fact that the same personnel will handle these activities for this resort allow training and 
consistency of the personnel to ensure that they work in a fire-safe manner while dealing 
with vegetation maintenance programs for the site. This type of consistency is not possible 
with individual homeowners that may move into a Wildland-Urban Interface setting. See 
2019 RDEIR modifications to Chapter 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials as well as 
Appendix 2, 2019 Fire Protection Plan. See response to Letter 5, Number 9, to Letter 20, 
Number 22, and to Letter 23, Number 4 related to vegetation fuel management. 
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Site access will be controlled by a security station at the entrance, which will be open to first 
responders at all times. If some kind of locking gate is installed, it will allow access to fire, 
law enforcement, and other emergency personnel. Development at the rear of the site will 
have a service road and a two lane road for ingress and egress (see Vesting Tentative Map in 
project file, RDEIR Figure 2-8, Preliminary Vesting Tentative Map, and RDEIR Appendix 
B). 
 
Also, see Master Response 1. 
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Letter #19 – Alex Lorca, Fenton & Keller (received July 5, 2019) 

1/168 pages: 
Note - pages 1 through 4 only. Remaining text was provided as Letter 12, 
provided above.
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Re: Comments on 2019 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Paraiso Springs Resort Project - PLN040183 
Our File: 34080.32126 

Dear Mr. Holm: 

On behalf of our client Cynthia Pura, we offer the following comments on the above 
referenced project and the 2019 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report ("2019 
RDEIR") for the Paraiso Springs Resort C'Project"). 

The Project is located at 34358 Paraiso Springs Road in Soledad, California ("Project 
Site"). The Project consists of 235 acres, including a proposed hotel, day-use area, spa and 
fitness center, 60 timeshare units, and 17 timeshare villas centered around the existing mineral 
hot springs. 

Ms. Pura incorporates herein all comments of her April 26, 2018 letter C'Pura Comment 
Letter"), attached hereto, as the County has inadequately responded to, or ignored, the comments 
therein. The comments are objections to the Project. (Our March 26, 2019 letter 
(w/o attachments) is also enclosed for your reference.) 

Without limiting the breadth of the above stated opposition, we offer the following with 
regard to Comment 4 of the Pura Comment Letter. At its August 2, 2018 meeting, the County's 
Historic Resources Review Board, by a unanimous vote, agreed to recommend to the Monterey 
County Planning Commission that any future Project approvals must be contingent on rebuilding 

{AJL-0O878361;1} 
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Response to Letter #19 – Alex Lorca, Fenton & Keller (received July 
5, 2019) 
 

1. This comment is an introduction to the points raised in the letter. No response is 
necessary. 

2.  This comment states that reconstruction of the historic cottages must be included as 
a feasible mitigation.  

On page 2 of the Historic Resources Review Board (HRRB) resolution (Resolution No. 
PLN040183, dated August 2, 2019), the HRRB found “the structures cannot be rebuilt as 
historic resources.” The resolution, on the same page, requests that the project mitigation 
include “three representative Jacks Cabins” (emphasis added).  The HRRB specifically did 
not require “reconstruction,” which is rarely applied. “Representation” is not a category that 
meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior standards for treatment of historic resources, which 
are Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, or Reconstruction; these are the only 
categories that would be in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards and 
could provide mitigation for project impacts (CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5(b)(3)). See 
Master Response 3 and responses to Letter 10, Number 30, and to Letter 12, Numbers 4 and 
57, above. 

3.  This comment states that the County has ignored comments in the Pura Comment 
Letter (Letter #8 – Cynthia Pura (April 25, 2018), above). The County has responded to 
each of the comments and refers the reader to the responses found in the responses to 
Letter 8, above.   
 
4.  This comment states that the EIR must be revised and recirculated. It also cites 
impermissible deferral of mitigation measures. See Master Response 7 and responses to 
Letter 5, Number 10, to Letter 7, Numbers 21, 25, 41, and 42, to Letter 8, Number 7, to 
Letter 10, Number 26d, to Letter 12, Numbers 1, 2, 13, 25, and 57, and to the following 
responses, where additional information is added to the specified mitigation measures: 
responses to Letter 20, Numbers 24 and 28, and to Letter 23, Number 5. None of the 
information added meets any of the criteria for recirculation, as identified in CEQA 
Guidelines section 15088.5(a). No new potential environmental impact has been identified. 
The information added do not identify an increase in the severity of an environmental 
impact. The mitigation measures, as modified, are acceptable to the project applicant and are 
not considerably different than those described in the 2018 and 2019 RDEIRs. The 
information added merely amplifies and clarifies the requirements of the mitigation 
measures that were included in the RDEIRs. 
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Letter #20 – Michael DeLapa, LandWatch Monterey County (received 
July 5, 2019) 
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Response to Letter #20 – Michael DeLapa, LandWatch Monterey 
County (received July 5, 2019) 
 

1. This comment states that the Fire Prevention Plan in 2019 RDEIR Appendix 2 does 
not characterize slope in the same manner as the RDEIR.  

For clarification purposes, the document included in the 2019 RDEIR is a Fire Protection 
Plan (FPP) and related analysis, not a fire prevention plan.  As described in the 
Recirculated Draft EIR, the majority of the proposed development area is at the bottom of 
a valley and is flat to gently rolling, although slopes adjacent to the proposed development 
areas are steep and slope up and away from the project.  The description cited by the 
commenter pertains to the majority of the development portion, mostly located on the 
valley floors, of the proposed Project. 
 
The reference to 66.7 percent of the site being located on slopes greater than 30 percent 
pertains to the whole property, which is approximately 235 acres (2018 RDEIR Section 
2.2, Environmental Setting). The statement that the site is generally on flat to gently 
sloping land is correct, with the vast majority of proposed development on valley floors 
with a small portion on hills. The proposed development area is 47 acres, about half of 
which has previously been developed and includes proposed landscaped grounds (2018 
RDEIR Table 2.2, page 2-28); only 1.1% of the proposed development area is located on 
30% or greater slopes (2019 RDEIR Figure 3.1-4, Slope Analysis).   
 
2.  This comment requests information related to fire hazards, annexation, and 
regulations.  

Based on the best available evidence, the entire proposed project site appears to be located 
within a State Responsibility Area (SRA). Consequently, a site plan is unnecessary (See 
https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-programs/state-responsibility-area-viewer/). Although 
within SRA lands, the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District (MSRFPD) has 
assumed fire protection responsibility for a majority of the development area for decades 
and is considered to be the reviewing and inspection authority. Figure 3.7-1 of the 2019 
RDEIR shows the fire hazard zones established by the State of California for the SRA. All 
the shaded areas of the map depict the SRA, and the project site is overlain on that figure 
by County staff (2019 RDEIR page 50). The State does not have financial responsibility 
for preventing and suppressing fires on the majority of the developed portion of the site, as 
those areas lie within the boundaries of the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District. 
As described in the EIR, the entire site is proposed to be annexed into the Fire District 
boundaries. 
 
A map was provided in the 2019 RDEIR as Figure 3.7-1 (page 50). This map shows the 
fire hazard severity zone information provided by the State of California (state website 
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/divisions/wildfire-prevention-planning-engineering/wildland-
hazards-building-codes/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps/). The map has different fire 
hazard zone boundary locations from those found in earlier documents as the map reflects 
the current Geographic Information System files provided by the State of California. The 
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County of Monterey downloads updated state information approximately annually from 
State of California digital files to ensure the County’s Geographic Information System 
data is current.  A depiction of the property boundary was overlaid on the state fire hazard 
severity zone information and provided as Figure 3.7-1. The provided information 
demonstrates that the main valley areas, where the majority of development is proposed, is 
located in the high fire hazard severity zone and the steeper hillsides are in the very high 
fire hazard severity zone. The updated information was obtained from the County 
Geographic Information System in May 2019, which was downloaded from the state 
website described above, and is found at the following website location:  
 
https://maps.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=PBI_Map.PBI_Map_Vi
ewer   
 
While it is not clear that this comment asking for the fire district map relates to potential 
environmental effects of the project, the County is providing the map: 
 

Errata 
 

Add Figure 3.11-2, Fire District Boundaries, to follow Figure 3.11-1 on 2018 RDEIR page 
3-305, as shown in Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
The Local Agency Formation Commission of Monterey County (LAFCO) recommended 
that the entire site be annexed into the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District (Fire 
District). By whom, and when, the plan to annex the site into the District was 
contemplated does not involve a comment on the potential environmental effects of the 
project and, therefore, no additional response is required.  
 
The County concurs that annexation is the proper course of action for the reasons 
discussed here. As LAFCO stated in their letter “state responsibility areas are limited to 
very low density rural areas, watershed protection areas and other similar undeveloped 
areas.  Development of this size is not appropriate for a state responsibility area and that 
the entire site should be brought into the district.” By annexing the site fully into the 
Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, property taxes will be provided to the 
District. The District is charged with structural protection, so providing a share of the 
property taxes to the District will provide funding to support service to the project site.  
The site may remain in the State Responsibility Area after annexation to the Mission-
Soledad Rural Fire Protection District; however, the Fire District will provide fire 
prevention, suppression, and emergency response services. The County and the Fire District 
have assumed fire protection responsibility on the lands at issue, including by the County’s 
certified local ordinance. As such, the Fire District will remain the Reviewing and 
Inspection Authority over the Project site. (See California Code of Regulations, title 14, §§ 
1270.05, 1270.03.) 
 
The State Board of Forestry certified the adoption of Ordinance 3600 (Monterey County 
Code, Chapter 18.56) “as submitted in lieu of the State’s Fire Safe Regulations” (Letter from 
Board of Forestry to Karin Strasser Kaufmann, Chair, Monterey County Board of Supervisors, 
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May 18, 1992, incorporated herein by reference into the record). Therefore, the applicable 
wildfire protection standards are those of the County Code, except as explained below. 
Development will be required to meet County Code requirements, including applicable 
sections of Chapter 18.56, Wildfire Protection Standards in State Responsibility Areas. The 
local fire authority contracts to Soledad, who contracts with CAL FIRE.  Local fire codes are 
based on the current California Fire Code. Any state codes that were adopted subsequent and 
that preempt local authority would also be applicable to the project. See Master Responses 1 
and 8.   

Whether the County Code is currently in effect or not (see Master Response 8), the state law 
has essentially the same regulations as Monterey County Chapter 18.56 applicable to this 
project. The environmental document has reviewed the potential environmental impacts 
related to the proposed project and how it proposes to comply with state (and local) 
regulation.    

If an exception were determined necessary for the project to proceed, the fire authority 
having jurisdiction would make the decision, with appeal authority through existing county 
building or planning procedures, with appealability to the County Board of Supervisors 
(California Code of Regulation sections 1270.07 through 1270.09). Whether the proposed 
offsite road improvements for Paraiso Springs Road are subject to the County Code, or to the 
State requirements, the RDEIR has analyzed the potential impacts of the project on the 
physical environment and identified mitigation measures, where needed, for the off-site road 
improvements. See also response to number 3 of this letter, below, and the response to Letter 
22, Number 4 for more detail on this topic. 

The Project’s Fire Protection Plan offers recommendations. Mission-Soledad Rural Fire 
Protection District has approved the current Fire Protection Plan (approved August 2019), 
which was an attachment to the 2019 RDEIR. From the recommendations contained in the 
Fire Protection Plan, the County has developed mitigation measures, which will be 
incorporated into the MMRP and included as conditions of approval (CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15091(d) and 15097). Annexation would not impact the mitigation measures being 
proposed, nor would it change the fact that the MSRFPD is already the local review and 
inspection authority.  

The remainder of the comments and questions in this comment do not relate to the 
environmental analysis contained within the EIR. See Master Response 1. Also, see response 
to Letter 22, Number 4 regarding the comments on regulatory background. Also see response 
to Letter 20, Numbers 24 and 28, and to Letter 23, Number 5 regarding modifications to 
mitigation measures to provide additional performance standards. 

3.  This comment requests information related to phrases used within the draft Fire 
Protection Plan (FPP) submitted by the applicant. 

Code modification findings are per the California Fire Code and Monterey County Fire 
Code, Section 104.8, which states: 

 
“Where there are practical difficulties involved in carrying out the provisions of this code, the 
fire code official shall have the authority to grant modifications for individual cases, provided 
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the fire code official shall first find that special individual reasons makes the strict letter of this 
code impractical and the modification is in compliance with the intent and purpose of this code 
and that such modification does not lessen health, life and fire safety requirements. “ 

 
The FPP refers to the “individual reasons” as justifications and the “code modification 
findings” are referenced in the code providing the ability of the fire code official to grant 
modifications for individual cases, provided that the fire code official first find reasons that 
the strict letter of the code is impractical and the modification is in compliance with the 
Code’s letter and purpose. The fire code official also must find that the modification “does 
not lessen health, life and fire safety requirements.”  

Some of these comments are not related to the environmental document. See Master 
Response 1. 

4.  This comment poses questions and requests information about how final fire plans 
would be processed and the timing for those reviews.  

The proposed Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan was provided for public review and comment 
as an attachment to the proposed Fire Protection Plan (2019 RDEIR Appendix 2, Attachment 
1) and was prepared as part of the Project’s fire safety approach. One reason that the 
applicant provided the plan was at the request of commenters. The information can be shared 
with relevant agencies, and input received from those agencies for inclusion in pre-fire plans, 
but is not required and fire and law enforcement agencies may choose whether to utilize the 
plan.   

The Evacuation Plan has three intentions: 1) it is a quick reference guide for staff and visitors 
so they are aware and prepared, and during an emergency, have a source of 
information/assistance, 2) it provides general background on how evacuations are commonly 
conducted, and 3) it offers estimates of the number of vehicles that may be generated by the 
Project and an approximate timeframe for the vehicles to be moved off site, given roadway 
vehicle capacity (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John 
Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019).  The Evacuation Plan is a 
supplemental planning document provided as a project-specific awareness and preparedness 
plan that is intended to provide information to the employees of the resort and for emergency 
managers regarding estimated number of vehicles that could be involved in a mass evacuation 
and calculated timeframes for moving the vehicles to areas of safety. The plan directs that 
internal procedures be adopted that can be used to inform guests of evacuation procedures.  

The Operations Fire Prevention Plan (OFPP), attached to the Final EIR in section 6, 
Appendices, focuses on how various operations and maintenance practices will be completed 
in a fire-safe manner and does not raise environmental issues as the practices are contained 
within the RDEIR-studied development footprint and fuel modification zones. The 
Operations Fire Prevention Plan will serve as a Project-internal document that would guide 
efforts implemented by resort staff on a daily basis to maintain a high level of fire safety, fire 
prevention, and readiness for and by resort staff. 

The Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP), attached to the Final EIR in section 6, 
Appendices, is a Project-construction document that would guide contractor fire safety during 
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construction activities.  The CFPP focuses on fire safety equipment necessary on-site and 
within vehicles, designated smoking areas, requirements for site safety officers, and related 
restricted activities during construction, including during red flag warnings.  The CFPP does 
not cause new environmental impacts as the practices are contained within the RDEIR-studied 
development footprint and fuel modification zones. 

While not required to ensure that the potential effects of the Project on the environment 
remain less-than-significant for wildfire/hazards, the County has nevertheless required 
preparation and implementation of the CFPP and OFPP plans to clarify procedures to be used 
during construction and operation of the Project (Final EIR, Appendices). (See Clews Land 
and Livestock, LLC v. City of San Diego (2017) 19 Cal.App.5th 161, 194-195 [site in severe 
fire hazard zone, but record did not contain evidence that project would interfere with 
evacuation plans].) In this case, the County has received and attached the Fire Protection Plan 
to the 2019 RDEIR (Appendix 2). The Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District has 
approved the plan (approved August 2019), with approval required by the County pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a. The proposed evacuation information does not identify any 
potential physical environmental impacts as it involves driving along an existing road that 
has sufficient capacity to handle evacuation in a timely manner. If a fire is close to or across 
the road, the applicant is proposing providing Temporary Refuge Areas that could be utilized 
until the Incident Commander decides to implement evacuation of the resort. The Temporary 
Refuge Areas would be accommodated within proposed buildings, so no additional 
environmental effects have been identified from providing enhanced construction methods on 
these structures and the use of these structures for temporary shelter. In addition, see Master 
Response 8 and response to Letter 23, Number 5. 

5.  This comment requests information on where fire staging areas will be located.  

Potential staging areas would include virtually anywhere within the development area away 
from the steeper slopes that would not receive ongoing irrigation or fuel modification. Fire 
personnel, under the direction of an Incident Commander, would determine the appropriate 
location for staging depending on a fire’s circumstances. 

6.  This comment requests information on the author and date of one of the documents.  

The Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan was developed by Dudek (a California environmental 
and engineering consulting firm) under contract to the applicant and is part of the Dudek 
comprehensive report on fire protection and evacuation and is dated May 16, 2019 (2019 
RDEIR Appendix 2, Attachment 1, pages 154 through 176). 

7.  This comment states that statements in the Fire Protection Plan are not included as 
requirements for emergency responders. This comment does not include a statement or 
question related to the RDEIR’s analysis of potential physical environmental impacts. See 
Master Response 1. The following is provided as information. 

Evacuations are commonly managed by positioning personnel at key intersections 
downstream of the evacuating population, typically by law enforcement personnel.  The Fire 
Protection Plan states that positioning resort personnel would be possible and would depend 
on the type of incident, the need for controlling intersections, and the overall evacuation 
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approach by law enforcement and Incident Command emergency responders.  Given the 
Project’s location and relatively short distance to areas with maintained and managed 
landscapes (e.g., vineyards and row crop farmland), the period of time that intersections 
would need to be managed would vary from no time (evacuation occurs prior to intersection 
control) to approximately 30 minutes until all Project traffic has cleared the area (Project’s 
Fire Protection Plan, 2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2; buffer time is provided as above and beyond 
the calculated evacuation travel time identified in the Project’s Fire Protection Plan, 2019 
RDEIR, Appendix 2, page 140).   

8.  This comment requests clarification on the number of vehicles on the site and their 
use during an evacuation.  

As explained in the 2019 RDEIR, evacuation would occur by use of the public road when it 
is safe to do so. If it is not safe at a given time to evacuate, anyone remaining on site would 
be directed to use the Temporary Refuge Areas until it is safe to evacuate, as directed by the 
Incident Commander. See Master Response 1. The following response is provided as general 
information. 

The Evacuation Plan assumes a conservative (worst-case) condition where 275 vehicles were 
at the site and needing to evacuate.  The “additional number of vehicles” refers to the 275 
vehicles evacuating “in addition to” the existing vehicles that would use Paraiso Springs 
Road (i.e., other single family residence occupants), which is estimated at 10 vehicles (2019 
RDEIR Appendix 2, pages 140 through 142). 

The project applicant has proposed to have a minimum of two shuttle vehicles and one will 
be required to be on site at all times.  When one shuttle returns to the site the other may 
leave the site (2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, Attachment 1, Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, 
section 1.4.2, pages 165 through 167). This requirement will be assured through project 
conditions of approval.  
 
The comment related to guaranteeing project vehicles to remain on site, the breakdown of the 
types of people on site, and which off-site residents will evacuate is not related to the 
project’s potential environmental impacts. See Master Response 1. The following response is 
provided as general information.  

The project operations will also have vehicles on site at all times, including work vehicles 
that would hold generally up to four people consisting of mostly pick up trucks or four seat 
all-terrain vehicles. Those resort vehicles could also be used to assist in evacuating guests 
and employees. Other than requiring that a shuttle be maintained on site in case evacuation is 
necessary, the number of vehicles on site would be related to the number of people on the 
resort site. Vehicles on site available for evacuation purposes would be personal passenger 
vehicles from guests and management, the operation’s pickup trucks and other vehicles, and 
at least one of the shuttles, which are alternating on site shuttling guests or employees to 
offsite locations.   

9.  This comment questions how neighbors would receive notice of a fire. This is not a 
comment on the EIR or the potential effects of the Project, and does not involve 
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environmental impacts of the project on the environment. See Master Response 1. The 
following response is provided as information.   

Notice will be provided as it would be provided in any emergency (e.g., law enforcement, 
fire personnel, media notification, and phone calls and texts to the public (e.g., Alert 
Monterey County - https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-
h/administrative-office/office-of-emergency-services/situational-awareness/public-alert-
warning)). The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) assumes that the evacuation notice is provided to 
the existing residents and Paraiso Springs Resort simultaneously through automatic alerts or 
notification by public agencies (2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, page 161).  Residents may have 
delays as they move back to their homes and gather items to evacuate.  The FPP 
contemplates that these residents, with their driveways closer to the Clark Road intersection, 
would be downstream of the resort and could be on the road before the vehicles from Paraiso 
Springs Resort.  However, the evacuation of the residents and the Paraiso Springs Resort 
would not rely on the residents exiting before the Resort vehicles.  Breaks in evacuating 
resort traffic would occur that would enable residents to merge into outgoing traffic and 
proceed to Clark Road or via the route directed by law enforcement personnel, as applicable 
(2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, Fire Protection Plan, 2019 RDEIR pages 140 through 142). 

10.  This comment questions how the project will ensure that the road is not blocked 
during an evacuation. The comment is not related to the project’s potential environmental 
impacts. See Master Response 1. The following response is provided as information.  

There are no guarantees for this Project or for any existing community that an evacuation 
route would be available at all times due to rare, but potential, events like a stalled vehicle, an 
accident, or debris.  However, Paraiso Springs Resort, which would have various equipment 
available for maintaining the resort and staff resources that could assist in addressing these 
types of circumstances and maintain vehicle travel ways in operational condition.  Paraiso 
Springs Road includes natural turnouts at driveway intersections and other road segments 
where a stalled vehicle could be moved off the paved road surface 
(https://maps.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=PBI_Map.PBI_Map_Vie
wer).  Paraiso Resort staff and emergency responders would be equipped to help move 
vehicles from the travel way and would be able to utilize equipped vehicles to extinguish 
and/or push or pull tree debris off a roadway if necessary. In addition, if the road is blocked 
for everyone in the area, the site will provide temporary refuge areas (2019 RDEIR page 142) 
that could be used if determined necessary by the Incident Commander. Also see response to 
Numbers 14 and 21, below, response to Letter 21, Number 8, and response to Letter 23, 
Numbers 5 and 6. 

11. This comment asks how flammable litter will be kept from accumulating. 

The Project is required to provide and maintain defensible space throughout the Project and 
on its perimeter, including along its roadways (California Fire Code as amended by Monterey 
County Code Chapter 18.09 in 2017; Monterey County Code Section 18.56.090, Fuel 
Modification; California Code of Regulations section 1272.00).  The Project would also 
place a high priority on landscape aesthetics, which would include highly maintained 
landscaped areas free of leaf litter and dead vegetation.  Maintenance would occur year-
round to minimize the availability of highly flammable materials that could ignite and cause 
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smoldering and smoke generation.  However, oak tree health is also a high priority and 
maintaining an oak leaf litter is an important component.  Leaf litter will be reduced, as 
necessary for all trees, without total removal of the litter layer.  Litter near roadways will be 
removed and areas beneath these oak canopies will be provided an alternative mulch that has 
a higher resistance to ignition (larger sized chippings) See response to Letter 10, Numbers 1 
and 21. See Errata to Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a and 3.7-7d included in response to Letter 
23, Number 5. 

12.  This comment asks for information as to why widening the road would be infeasible.  
 
Feasibility will be determined when the decision-making body acts, based on facts in the 
record. The traffic engineer and a contractor have walked and measured the road multiple 
times.  The applicant proposes to widen all areas of the road to 20 feet width, except for one 
150 foot section that is constrained by a utility pole, which is proposed to be widened to 18 
feet (2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, pages 135 and 141). The utility pole and the terrain around 
that section of the road, as well as county right-of-way limitations may make widening 
potentially infeasible for that section.   
 
The section of the road that would be widened to 18 feet was analyzed in the traffic report 
and would not present a safety issue for normal everyday use.  The 20 foot proposed project 
widening would meet Public Resources Code Section 4290 (SRA fire safe standards), if 
applicable, for evacuation purposes.   It is not uncommon for modifications to road width 
requirements to be granted for short stretches to avoid sensitive habitat, native trees, or for 
similar constraints, particularly where significant improvements are planned for the 
remainder of the roadway (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John 
Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019).   The analysis of potential 
effects related to the road widening is included within the Project’s RDEIR and FPP.  
Regarding the ability of an incoming fire engine to navigate through the short stretch of 18 
foot wide roadway while passenger vehicles are evacuating: a typical fire engine is just short 
of 10 feet wide, mirror to mirror.  A passenger vehicle is approximately 6.5 feet wide, 
mirror to mirror.  Allowing for larger passenger vehicles, mirror to mirror measurement may 
be 7 feet wide.  This would still enable vehicles to pass with one foot between vehicles, 
which would only occur in the described 150 foot stretch of Paraiso Springs Road.  During a 
mass evacuation, the total time calculated to evacuate the maximum 275 vehicles from the 
Paraiso Springs Resort is approximately 17 minutes of travel time.  Using this calculation, 
the widened Paraiso Springs Road is discounted from 1,900 vehicles per hour emergency 
capacity to 950 vehicles per hour emergency capacity to account for potential slowing (such 
as for incoming fire and law enforcement vehicles).  The 950 vehicles per hour travel speed 
is 5 mph, a conservative estimate that would enable incoming emergency vehicles to safely 
travel toward the Project through the 150 foot section that is 18 feet wide rather than 20 feet 
wide, without increased potential hazard.  After any evacuation period, emergency vehicles 
would have exclusive use of the entire road.   
 
Whether the road is determined feasible to widen to 20 feet for its entire length, the EIR 
analyzed the off-site road improvement area for potential environmental impacts (2018 
RDEIR Chapters 2 and 3.12, Section 3.5.3 and Section 3.5.4, Impact Analysis, specifically 
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Impact 3.5-3; see response in Master Response 5, to Letter 1, Number 1, and to Letter 5, 
Numbers 8a and 16b).  
 
13.  This comment questions how the project is not subject to the dead-end road 
limitations found in Public Resources Code section 4290. As stated in the EIR (2018 
RDEIR Section 3.7.5, as amended by 2019 RDEIR Section 3.7.5; and Appendix 2, 2019 
RDEIR, page 143), the project will comply with the County’s ordinance and all applicable 
code requirements. See responses to Letter 22, Number 4 and to Letter 24 for more detail on 
this topic.  
 
14.  This comment questions how the onsite fire protection proposed meets the “same 
practical effect” requirements as having a second evacuation route. The comment is not 
related to the project’s potential environmental impacts. A determination of “same practical 
effect” is done through an exception process and is not the function of an EIR. See Master 
Response 1. The following response is provided as information.  

Ready, Set, Go is a model that is being implemented at the Project site primarily because it 
raises awareness and preparedness levels.  A prepared and aware populace will react quicker 
and follow direction.  Multiple evacuation routes are not a requirement of the Ready, Set, Go 
model.  Multiple evacuation routes, remote from each other would be considered a preferable 
condition, but is not always an option nor is it always feasible.  In this case, a remote 
secondary access would provide a second ingress/egress to the west, north or south since 
there is already a route to the east.  A route to the west, north or south would be highly 
unlikely to be viable based on the terrain and fuels it would traverse.  Essentially a route in 
those directions would lead evacuees into steep slopes containing fuels that could expose 
them to very dangerous conditions on steep and winding roadways that do not currently exist. 
Land in those directions is located in the Very High Fire Hazard zone, while the development 
of the resort is primarily proposed for the High Fire Hazard zone area.  A preferred option 
than this approach is to design, plan, and construct a Project that offers a contingency plan of 
temporarily refuging people on the site if evacuation is considered less safe, as discussed in 
FPP Section 4 and throughout the proposed Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Michael Huff, 
Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey 
County, July 18, 2019). 

15.  This comment asks for a definition of “perimeter zone.” The comment is not related 
to the project’s potential environmental impacts. See Master Response 1. The following 
response by the applicant’s fire consultant (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to 
email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019) is provided as 
information.  

The Project site will include a highly maintained landscape that functions as a site-wide fuel 
modification area.  In addition, at the Project’s perimeter, a 100 feet wide fuel modification 
zone will be maintained where the existing fuels are removed and replaced (inner zone) and 
thinned (outer zone) such that an approaching wildfire would be gradually starved of 
available fuels. This changes fire behavior and spread rates, resulting in fires that are more 
easily attacked by firefighters. The perimeter zone referenced is the perimeter of the project’s 
development area. See response to Letter 10, Numbers 1 and 21. 

559 of 1030



2.0 Comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR 

2-164 County of Monterey 

16.  This comment asks who is the “Fire Authority Having Jurisdiction.” The comment is 
not related to the project’s potential environmental impacts. See Master Response 1. The 
following response is provided as information. 

The remaining portion of the site that is not already in the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire 
Protection District will be annexed into the District, which will have jurisdiction over the 
site. 
 
17.  This comment questions which fire agency will be responsible to review the fire 
plans. The comment is not related to the project’s potential environmental impacts. See 
Master Response 1. The following response is provided as information.  

The Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District has jurisdiction over structural fire 
protection for this site. Prior to issuance of construction permits, the applicant will be 
required to apply to the Local Agency Formation Commission to annex the remaining 
portions of the property into the fire district. The inspection authority for the review of fire 
plans is the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District with final approval by the 
County. 

18.  This comment states that the proposed mitigation measure does not include the 
details found in the proposed Fire Protection Plan. 

The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) was included in the 2019 RDEIR (Appendix 2). All fire 
protection and safety measures recommended in the FPP were included in Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-6a, as modified by the Final EIR. The mitigation measure makes clear that the 
FPP measures will become conditions of approval.  The FPP recommendations, through 
adoption as conditions of approval, modify the project to include those components. 

19.  This comment questions whether the proposed Evacuation Plan found in the 
proposed Fire Protection Plan is the final evacuation plan. The comment is not related to the 
project’s potential environmental impacts. See Master Response 1. The response to this 
letter, number 4, above, provides information on this topic.  

20.  This comment questions the feasibility of a landscaping plan meeting mitigation 
measure requirements to reduce visibility and to also achieve defensible space requirements. 
The comment requests the final landscaping plan required by the mitigation measures be 
presented before preparation of the Final EIR. 

A large number of plant species are consistent with defensible space/fuel modification 
zone requirements for ignition resistant plants and can be used in project landscaping (Fire 
Safe Council for Monterey County; http://www.firesafemonterey.org/plant-lists.html). A 
detailed landscaping plan will be required to be reviewed for visual impacts and fire 
protection as each project phase moves forward. Sufficient direction is provided in 
Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a and 3.1-1 to ensure that the proposed final landscaping plan 
meets the intent of both mitigation measures. Since the role of mitigation measures is to 
modify the proposed project to protect the environment where potential impacts are 
identified (CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)), the proposed mitigation measures 
requiring a final plan is in conformance with the CEQA regulations so long as the 
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procedures identified in the Guidelines are followed. (See also Clover Valley Foundation 
v. City of Rocklin (2011) 197 Cal.App.4th 200, 2244 [analysis of visual impacts properly 
assumed incorporation of landscaping and design standards].) 
 
See Errata to Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a and 3.7-7d included in response to Letter 23, 
Number 5. 

 
Except where soil disturbance occurs, steep slope areas will not have new plantings. As 
stated earlier (response to comment 1, above), only 1.1 percent of the site will involve 
development on greater than 30 percent slopes (2019 RDEIR Figure 3.1-4, Slope Analysis). 
For those areas within the development footprint, appropriate landscaping as approved by the 
County and fire district will be planted. Those areas within the fuel modification areas would 
have vegetation trimmed and thinned, but are not anticipated to have landscaping installed. 
Potential environmental impacts have been analyzed and mitigation measures have been 
identified for any potential environmental impacts (see 2018 RDEIR section 2.4, including 
Table 2.4 and Figure 2.12; section 3.1.4, Impact Analysis, Impact 3.1-1 (2019 RDEIR); 
Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources, including discussion on pages 3-58, 3-75 through 3-77, 
sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5, including Figure 3.3-3, Defensible Space Vegetation Loss; section 
3.6.5, Geology and Soils, Impact Analysis, Impacts 3.6-4 and 3.6-5; and 2019 RDEIR 
sections 3.7.2 through 3.7.5, Impact Analysis). 

The tree removal plan (2018 RDEIR page 2-46 references the Forest Management Plan - 
Forest City Consulting, 2005) indicates protected trees to be removed.  Fuel modification 
zones would require limbing, not necessarily removal, of trees to prevent fuel ladders 
(https://www.nfpa.org/Public-Education/Fire-causes-and-risks/Wildfire/Preparing-homes-
for-wildfire). 

Very little development will be occurring on steeper slopes (2019 RDEIR Figure 3.1-4, 
Slope Analysis). If needed, oak trees are ignition resistant and can be retained in certain 
locations (Fire Safe Council for Monterey County at 
http://www.firesafemonterey.org/plant-lists.html).  They would be treated by maintaining 
the understory plants so they would not create “ladders” where surface fire could climb 
into the trees’ canopies.  Further, as necessary, the oak trees’ lower limbs would be 
removed to “raise” the tree crowns above the ground, further minimizing transition of 
ground fire into a tree crown.  
 
The planting of oak trees required by the mitigation measures can be accomplished in a 
manner that provides adequate separation, as determined by the fire agency, while 
providing the outcome desired to break up visual massing of the project as seen from 
distant common public viewing areas. The fact that the views of the future development 
are distant allows the landscaping to be spaced out toward the common public viewing 
areas but with adequate spacing to prevent “fuel ladders.” 
 
See response to Letter 10, Numbers 1 and 21. 

 
See Errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a included in response to Letter 23, Number 5. 
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21.  This comment provides a series of questions related to proposed Mitigation Measure 
3.7-6a. Many of the questions in this comment do not relate to potential environmental 
impacts of the project on the environment: 

• Comments regarding the fire safety coordinator (b, c) 
• Comments regarding evacuation (d, j)  
• Comments regarding “first responder (EMT) level staff person” (e) 
• Comments regarding an architect willing to design the Temporary Refuge Area(s) (i) 

For those comments, see Master Response 1. 

A response related to the proposed Temporary Refuge Areas (g, h) is described in response 
to Letter 21, Number 8, and to Letter 22, Number 4. The code requirements are listed below 
in this response. 

Responses to the bulleted topics follow this list: 

• Fire Protection Plan (a) 
• Training (f) 
• Outreach program (k) 
• Emergency Preparation Plan (l) 
• Equivalency Measures (m) 

The Fire Protection Plan is provided as Appendix 2 of the 2019 RDEIR. 

Many of the comments related to personnel training are not directly related to the project’s 
potential environmental impacts, which relate to 1) substantially impairing an emergency 
plan (Impact 3.7-6), 2) increased risk of ignition from additional people using the area 
(Impact 3.7-7) or from infrastructure construction or use (Impact 3.7-8), and 3) increased risk 
from runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes (Impact 3.7-9). Again, these are 
all studied in the context of the project’s potential impact on the physical environment, not 
vice versa. See Master Response 1. The following response is provided as information 
(Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, 
Monterey County, July 18, 2019).  

The Fire Safety Coordinator position is proposed by the applicant to include adequate 
numbers of people such that full-time coverage is provided.  One fire safety coordinator 
would be on-site at all times, and filled by up to 5 separate people. The position would be 
required to have firefighter training. 

The applicant proposes that security personnel would be involved in managing 
evacuations, but training would be provided to a larger group of management staff.  
Training would include meeting with the County and Soledad law enforcement and fire 
personnel at least once annually to discuss the evacuation process and what they can do 
to help prepare guests to leave early.  The Project’s Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan would 
be reviewed at least twice per year by these resort employees such that they are familiar 
with the evacuation process and are prepared to perform their roles, as needed (2019 
RDEIR Appendix 2, pages 131 through 189). 
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Training would include EMT level training at least meeting EMT-Basic (EMT-B) 
level: 

• Also known as EMT-Bs, EMT-Basics are entry-level EMTs. According to the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, EMT-Bs have less training 
than other EMTs (about 110 hours), and they have fewer job responsibilities. 
An EMT-B can carry out basic life support functions, but he or she is limited 
to performing non-invasive procedures. An EMT-Basic can help patients take 
medicines that have been prescribed by a doctor, but he or she is not qualified 
to administer any new medications. EMTs-B commonly perform important 
functions like these:  

• Cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR)  
• Automated external defibrillation (AED)  
• Bone splinting  
• Suctioning fluids to assist more advanced EMTs 

 
The intent of staff members and security staff providing initial suppression activities is 
not intended for replacement of the responding fire personnel from MSRFPD, but to 
augment them where and when possible.  Individuals who will provide initial fire 
suppression/size up would be trained to basic levels and would not be expected to provide 
specialized actions beyond use of the appropriate fire extinguishers for small fires.  
Security personnel would be trained to operate the Project’s Type VI fire engine to apply 
water to fires where a fire extinguisher would not be appropriate.  Training would include 
a combination of classroom learning and hands on use of fire suppression equipment.  
These training classes are offered by private vendors and can include coordination with 
the local fire authority. 

Per the proposed Fire Protection Plan, a number of designated structures are available as 
determined by the fire district (e.g., Hotel, Meeting and Conference Center) or a 
combination of structures that would house the on-site population. Fifteen (15) square 
feet per person is commonly used for temporary refuge purposes (Michael Huff, Dudek, 
July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, 
July 18, 2019), resulting in occupiable building space of 7,500 square feet out of the 
400,000 plus square feet available at full buildout for a population of 500 persons (2018 
RDEIR Table 2.2, Project Components; Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to 
email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019). The Hotel 
Meeting and Conference center is 14,000 square feet and could hold 900 plus people 
alone (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to 
Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019). 

The Temporary Refuge Areas (TRAs) would be constructed with strict adherence to 
California Building Code Chapter 7A- Materials and Construction Methods for 
Exterior Wildfire Exposure (2019 RDEIR, section 3.7.3, State, page 57). Interior 
sprinklers will be provided per the occupancy category (likely NFPA 13 or 13R – 
structure protection sprinklers), and upgraded vents would be installed throughout 
that are ember resistant.  These buildings would include air handling equipment that 
would be designed to help reduce smoke, would have back-up generator power, and 
amenities to keep those being sheltered aware of what’s happening and able to 
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communicate with first responders.  The temporary refuge period would be expected 
to be no more than 1 to 2 hours because the fire would move through the area within 
that time (Michael Huff, Dudek, August 7, 2019—attached to email from John 
Thompson to Novo et al., August 8, 2019).  Additional hardening to be designated a 
temporary refuge area (TRA) would include exterior glazing to be dual pane with 
both panes tempered glass, exceeding the code requirement. Primary TRAs are 
proposed to include: 
 Large-panel television monitors located so those that are interested may 

track newscasts during a wildfire event 
 Wireless internet accessibility 
 Second protected utility source or U.L.-rated diesel generator for the 

designated TRA 
 System to maintain communications with Ranch administration 
 A copy of the Emergency Preparation Plan 
 Food and water provisions for up to 24 hours 
 Educational materials on emergency procedures and temporary sheltering 

during wildfire 
 Telephones (hard line) 

 
Architects routinely design buildings including residences, club houses, schools, 
and other structures within areas designated high and very high fire hazard severity 
zones where people may be directed to seek shelter during a wildfire. Architects 
also design shelters for other hazards, such as hurricanes and tornados.  
 
The applicant proposes that guests would be provided a fire and evacuation notice at 
check in along with a user-friendly one page “what to do” if you are directed to 
evacuate.  Evacuation drills are important training opportunities for staff; guests 
would not likely be part of the evacuation training and practice.  
 

Related to the comment on which mitigation measure requires the strong outreach 
program, the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, as an attachment to the Project’s Fire 
Protection Plan, would be implemented through conditions of the Project upon 
approval. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a (2019 RDEIR pages 63 and 64, and as 
modified as shown in response to Letter 23, Number 5) requires that the final plan be 
reviewed by the fire district and approved by the County. The Mission-Soledad Rural 
Fire Protection District has approved the Fire Protection Plan dated May 16, 2019, and 
attached to the 2019 RDEIR as Appendix 2. The final version will be reviewed and 
approved by the County after consideration of all comments and recommendations by 
fire personnel.  The Project’s owner/operator would be required to provide the outreach 
program and would have a vested interest in doing so related to keeping guests and staff 
aware and ready. See Master Response 8.  See errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-7d in 
response to Letter 23, Number 5. 
 
The comment asks what is meant by “equivalent measures.” This language was 
included in the original Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a; however, the term has been 
removed as part of the Final EIR.  
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See Errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a included in response to Letter 23, Number 5. See 
also response to Letter 18. 

 
22. This comment asks a series of questions related to Mitigation Measure 3.7-6b, which 
calls for fuel treatment zones along roads; the comment also asks who would be responsible 
for implementation.  

This fuel treatment area is located along roads within the project site. The resort operator 
will be responsible to implement the measure. The Mitigation Measure is not intended to 
apply to offsite roadways, which are maintained by the County. Monterey County has a 
long-standing program of controlling roadside vegetation in a fire-safe manner. This is done 
primarily by annual, or more frequent, mowing of vegetation within the county road right-
of-way. 

The impacts related to fuel modification were studied in the 2018 RDEIR. Ground 
disturbance for road construction will affect several feet outside of the area of the final 
roadbed, with varying distances based on topography, cut and fill slopes needed to meet 
gradients and engineering requirements, utility locations, location of sidewalks, and road 
gradients. The Vesting Tentative Map sheets, 2018 RDEIR page 2-45 and Appendix B, and 
specifically 2019 RDEIR pages 108 through 110 describe or show conceptual grading 
disturbance areas. On-site areas disturbed during road construction will be replanted with 
species identified as being fire safe to have along roadways and will be maintained by the 
project operator. 2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.3 analyzed the biological impacts of removal of 
vegetation, including defensible space areas. The only visible roadway from common public 
viewing areas would be the road from Lot 22 to Lot 23. As identified in 2018 RDEIR 
Chapter 3.3, vegetation removal or trimming for fuel management purposes was identified 
in Table 3.3-5, Additional Project Impacts to Vegetation Types due to Wildland Fuel 
Management Requirement, and in Figure 3.3-3, Defensible Space Vegetation Loss.  

The 2018 RDEIR impact analysis concluded that potential impacts to biological resources 
would be less than significant with the required mitigation. Impacts associated with fuel 
management activities identified included potential impacts to special status animal species 
during vegetation disturbance (Impacts 3.3-1 and 3.3-2), potential disturbance of nesting 
birds (Impact 3.3-3), impede wildlife movement (Impact 3.3-5), and loss of oak habitat and 
trees (Impact 3.3-6). 

It is not clear from the comment why fuel treatment areas would cause a concern for 
landslides. Vegetation will not be cleared, but managed, within fuel modification areas. 
2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.6, Geology and Soils, under Impact 3.6-4 addresses potential for 
slope failures. The 2018 RDEIR includes Mitigation Measures 3.6-4a and 3.6-4b, which 
requires the project geologist and engineers to prepare a Final Geologic and Soil 
Engineering Feasibility Report prior to the issuance of grading permits as well as to observe 
all excavation activities. The intent of the report and observations is to identify unstable 
areas of the site and remediate those areas during project construction. This would include 
vegetation clearance as well as vegetation management within the fuel modification zones. 
Other potential soil and geologic issues are also discussed in 2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.6 and 
mitigation measures provided to ensure a stable project from a geologic and soil erosion 
standpoint. 
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The type of fuel modification techniques will be based on the final design of the project and 
a number of other factors (e.g., slope, slope aspect, vegetation type, proximity to structures). 
The techniques described in the comment may all be used on the site depending on 
topography, accessibility, vegetation growth as a result of dry versus wet years, etc. The 
project applicant has stated that fuel management within the project will be by hand 
equipment (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019 –included in an attachment to an email 
from John Thompson to Monterey County Planning (Novo) et al., July 18, 2019). See 
response to Letter 10, Numbers 1 and 21. 

The MMRP will identify whether the applicant or responsible or trustee agency is 
responsible for implementation of the various mitigation measures, and the timing for 
completion of the measures. The County is also responsible for ensuring implementation of 
the mitigation measures (see CEQA Guidelines sections 15041, 15091(d)). CEQA 
Guidelines section 15097(a) also allows the Lead Agency to delegate reporting or 
monitoring responsibilities to a private entity. The property owner owns the 20 feet from the 
paved surface of the project roads as they are entirely located on the project site. They are 
proposed to serve only the resort project, which would require that the resort operator 
implement the mitigation measure. Monitoring will be done by the local fire district as 
determined in the final approved Fire Protection Plan.  

Roadways within the Project site will be treated via handwork (small hand tools, string 
trimmers, and mowers).  The roads are adjacent to landscaped areas and areas that are 
considered part of the site wide “firesafe” landscapes, resulting in a dual role for the 
landscape as roadside fuel modification zones.  Roadways would be treated on an ongoing 
basis, consistent with the site wide landscape and perimeter fuel modification zones.  Paraiso 
Springs Road offsite is not under the Project’s control and therefore would not be 
provided roadside fuel modification by the resort operator, but by the County (see 
response to number 21, above).  

23.  This comment requests the response time if Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection 
District is on another call. This comment does not relate to the project’s potential impact on 
the environment. See Master Response 1. 

If the call relates to a fire or medical emergency, many other fire stations are found in the 
area, as shown on Figure 3.11-1, Regional Fire Protection Facilities, as modified by this 
Final EIR. Fire staff are aware when another station is out on a call, which causes a process 
of ensuring coverage for other calls. The response time will depend on many factors (e.g., 
number of proximate stations out on calls, availability of fire personnel, traffic constraints, 
location of the incident), so the answer would depend on those factors. The other nearest fire 
stations are found at CAL FIRE’s Gabilan station, 13.9 miles from the project site, and in 
Greenfield, 10.4 miles from the project site (www.google.com/maps/dir). The project is 
proposing to provide trained personnel that can implement basic operational techniques that 
would provide early response activities (2019 RDEIR Appendix 2, Fire Protection Plan). 

24.  This comment provides a series of questions and comments related to the 
Construction Fire Prevention Plan.  
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The Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP), included in section 6 of this Final EIR, is an 
internal document that would guide site construction fire prevention measures.  This was 
prepared by the operator/owner and is addressed in Mitigation Measures 3.7-7a and 3.7-7b. 
The CFPP provides techniques to avoid, or describe response to, a potential fire. It will not 
cause an environmental impact and is included as part of the mitigation for potential impacts 
identified in 2019 RDEIR Impact 3.7-7.  
 
Red Flag Warnings are issued by the National Weather Service and indicate that conditions 
are such (low humidity, high winds) that wildfire ignitions and spread may be facilitated. To 
ensure compliance with Red Flag Warnings restrictions, a National Weather Service website 
could be monitored (http://www.srh.noaa.gov/ridge2/fire/briefing.php). During Red Flag 
Warnings, construction-related activities could be limited and precautions taken on site. Upon 
announcement of a Red Flag Warning, the applicant has proposed that red flags be 
prominently displayed at the entrance gate and main office, indicating to employees and 
contractors that restrictions are in place. Any hot work (work that could result in ignition 
sources or increase fire risk), grading, or any other work that could result in heat, flame, 
sparks, or may cause an ignition to vegetation would be prohibited during Red Flag Warning 
conditions. Defined project areas may be off limits to maintenance activities. If vehicles are 
required to be used during Red Flag Warning conditions, vehicles shall remain only on 
designated areas on the site. Mitigation Measures are being modified to ensure that plans 
required by the mitigation measures address Red Flag Warning conditions. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-7b requires that the Construction Fire Prevention Plan describe 
required components and standards, as modified below: 
 

Errata 
 
Replace Mitigation Measure 3.7-7b on 2019 RDEIR page 68 to read as follows: 

MM 3.7-7b The draft 2019 Construction Fire Prevention Plan, included as an appendix to 
the Final EIR, shall be reviewed by the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, and 
approved by the RMA Director prior to clearance of any vegetation or issuance of permits 
for construction, whichever occurs first. This plan addresses training of construction 
personnel and provides details of fire suppression procedures and equipment to be used 
during construction. Information contained in the plan shall be included as part of project-
related environmental awareness training. The applicant shall implement procedures in the 
Construction Fire Prevention Plan, including the following: 
 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition, including, but not limited to, 
vegetation clearing, parking requirements/restrictions, idling restrictions, smoking 
restrictions, proper use of gas-powered equipment, use of spark arrestors, and hot 
work restrictions; 

• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to Extreme Fire Danger days; 
• Adequate water supply to service construction activities; 
• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and responsibility; 
• Worker training for fire prevention, initial attack firefighting, and fire reporting; 
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• Emergency communication, response, and reporting procedures; 
• Coordination with local fire agencies to facilitate agency access through the project 

site; 
• Emergency contact information; 
• Demonstrate compliance with applicable plans and policies established by state and 

local agencies. 
• Initial clearance of native vegetation, or clearance of vegetation within 100 feet of 

native vegetation, shall require that a staffed water vehicle (water truck or Fire 
Engine) be located within 200 feet of all operating mechanized equipment. This 
requirement shall also apply to grading activities within 100 feet of native or 
flammable vegetation; 

• The County, a third-party fire protection consultant, or MSRFPD shall inspect the 
project site, prior to any site construction activities, to ensure that all required 
measures are in place. 

 
Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
 
In addition, see changes to Mitigation Measure 3.7-7d in response to Letter 23, Number 5. 
 
25.  This comment provides a series of questions and comments related to the Operations 
Fire Prevention Plan. This comment does not relate to the physical environmental impacts of 
the project on the environment. See Master Response 1 and response to this letter, number 4, 
above. Nevertheless, the following response is provided. 

The Operations Fire Prevention Plan is an internal document that would guide site 
operations’ fire prevention measures.  This document has been prepared by the 
operator/owner and was not intended to be a public document but is included in Final 
EIR section 6, Appendices. 

Typically, activities that could result in sparks or heat sources near vegetative fuels would 
be restricted.  Small gas-powered engine equipment would only be used in areas internal 
to the project and away from vegetation.  Hot works (welding, grinding, etc.) would be 
restricted during Red Flag Warning weather. 

Fuel modification zone maintenance would be an ongoing activity throughout the 
Project site.  All landscapes in and at the perimeter of the Project’s footprint 
would be maintained in a “firesafe” condition.  This entails: 
• removing dead and dying plant material 
• removing accumulated litter (leaf and twigs) 
• removing opportunist plants that establish to maintain lower plant densities 
• thinning plants, as needed, to minimize accumulated fuels and plant density 
• raising tree canopies for separation from lower shrubs 
• Mowing/string trimming as needed for vegetation maintenance 
• Irrigating landscapes and inner fuel modification zone to maintain high plant 

moisture 
• Additional plant and landscape maintenance as deemed necessary to provide 
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defensible space. 
 

The fire Site Safety Officer would be a position staffed by designated management 
personnel so that coverage is provided at all times.  The fire Site Safety Officer would be 
responsible for the site’s overall fire safety, conformance with fire protection plan and 
code requirements, and educational outreach for staff and visitors.  Fire Safety 
Coordinators would also be on-site managers of evacuation incidents, responsible for 
communicating with law enforcement, monitoring conditions, assigning security or other 
staff to assist as necessary. 

See Errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-7b included in response to this Letter, Number 24, 
above. 
 
See response to Letter 10, Numbers 1 and 21. 

26.  This comment questions the fire suppression and sprinkler system. This comment 
does not relate to the physical environmental impacts of the project on the environment. See 
Master Response 1. Nevertheless, the following response is provided. 

Water for fire suppression needs will be supplied by the project wells described in 2018 
RDEIR, Chapter 2, Project Description (RDEIR pages 2-18, 2-21, 2-46, 2-55 through 2-57). 
Water for fire suppression will be stored in the proposed water storage tank described in the 
2018 RDEIR (Figure 2-13, Fire Protection Plan, page 2-57). The water system will provide 
water from the tank for potable water needs and for fire suppression for all structures that 
will have sprinkler systems throughout the project. The project is designed to allow water 
pressure to be supplied by either gravity flow or pump. If water were needed for fire 
suppression, the project wells would replace water lost in the tank to the capacity of the 
wells being pumped. 

2018 RDEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, pages 2-55 through 2-57 describes the fire 
protection systems, including connecting the sprinkler system to the storage tank, the 
minimum pressure needs for such a system, and the preliminary recommendation on the 
tank’s elevation needed to achieve the pressure needs. This RDEIR section also cites the 
technical document that provided the detailed information related to the system. As stated in 
the 2018 RDEIR, the preliminary fire protection plan was developed in coordination with 
representatives for CAL FIRE and for Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, which 
will be providing structural fire protection for the site (2018 RDEIR, page 2-55). 

Sprinklers for timeshare units would be connected to either the potable water system or 
the larger fire system water supply.  This will be decided during detailed design. The 
potable water supply, including the storage tank and the on-site wells, has the potential to 
provide fire protection for the timeshare units. Adequate water pressure would be 
determined and engineered during detailed design of the fire suppression system, including 
final tank location and pipe sizes. By code, fire sprinkler system design would have to 
accommodate the pressure needed to activate the fire sprinklers (National Fire Protection 
Association, likely standard number 13 or 13R). 
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27.  This comment requests that the location of proposed debris basins be included on the 
tentative map.  

Debris basins were identified in the technical report titled “Paraiso Springs Resort-Response 
to Hydrology and Hydraulic Analysis and Erosion Control Measures Review,” CH2MHill, 
2008, Attachments 4a and 4b 
(https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=22427; 2019 RDEIR pages 113 
and 118). As stated in CH2MHill 2010a, “Paraiso Springs Resort-Geology Report and 
Potential Project Impact Mitigation”, the debris basins proposed for the project are expected 
to be “small basins, earthen berms and dikes, and diversion walls” (page 1- 
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=22429). Geologic hazards related to 
landsliding and slope stability were discussed in 2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.6, Geology and 
Soils, pages 3-181 through 3-186. 2018 RDEIR Figure 3.6-7, Potential Debris Basin 
Locations, identifies the potential locations of these basins.  A discussion on the debris 
basins, including their design and location parameters, is specifically included in the 
analysis for Impact 3.6-4 (2018 RDEIR page 3-196). Landsliding and Soil Erosion were 
analyzed in Impact 3.6-4 (2018 RDEIR pages 3-196 through 3-200) and Impact 3.6-5 (2018 
RDEIR pages 3-200 and 3-201), respectively. Mitigation measures were recommended for 
each potential impact (MM 3.6.4a, MM 3.6.4b and MM 3.6-5). Also see response to Letter 
7, Number 27.  

28.  This comment requests modification to Mitigation Measure 3.7-9 to establish a post-
fire timeline for implementation.  

County staff does not agree that a six month requirement is necessary as other factors are 
more critical, such as the season that the fire occurred and the potential severity of post-
fire impacts. The mitigation measure contains a requirement that an engineering geologist 
conduct the assessment with 60 days of the fire. The text will be modified in the Final EIR 
to reflect post-fire requirements; however, the conclusion related to the potential impact 
being less than significant does not change. Mitigation Measure 3.7-9 is revised to include 
the following measure:  
 

Errata 
 

Add the following text as the third sentence of Mitigation Measure 3.7-9 to read as follows: 

The engineering geologist shall determine areas that should not be utilized until 
remediation has been completed. The completion of remediation and ability to reuse 
these areas shall be determined by the engineering geologist and reported to the County 
Building Official prior to commencing uses in those areas.  
 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

29.  This comment requests construction of an onsite fire station. The RDEIR analyzed 
the potential impacts related to construction of an onsite fire station. The discussion on 2018 
RDEIR pages 3-307 and 3-308 describes the potential environmental effects of constructing 
a fire station on the site or in the area, as requested by the fire district. The EIR’s role is not 
to make a recommendation on whether to build a fire station because a fire station has not 
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been determined needed to reduce a significant adverse impact of the Project to a less-than-
significant level. The EIR nevertheless considers the potential environmental impacts from 
constructing a station if one is required by the County’s decision-making body. The 2018 
RDEIR assessed the potential impacts of constructing a fire station on site or within the area. 
If the decision-making body decides to require an on-site fire station, the potential 
environmental impacts have been analyzed. Also see responses to Letter 7, Numbers 21 and 
75, to Letter 8, Number 5, to Letter 10, Number 17, to Letter 13, Numbers 1 and 2, and to 
Letter 17, Number 3. Also, as stated above, the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection 
District has approved the fire plan, which does not include an onsite fire station. 

30.  This comment requests a source for the Fire Severity Zone map (Figure 3.7-1). See 
response to Number 2, above. Figure 3.7-1 is modified to include the source of information 
found in the figure: 

Errata 

Modify 2019 RDEIR Figure 3.7-1 to add the following text below the figure: 

Source: https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/divisions/wildfire-prevention-planning-
engineering/wildland-hazards-building-codes/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps/; 
Monterey County RMA 2019, 
https://maps.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=PBI_Map_Internal.PB
I_Map_Viewer  

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

See response to this letter, number 2 for source of State of California data. 

31. This comment questions the use of different weather assumptions for the fire 
behavior modeling analysis. 

According to the fire consultant for the applicant, Scenarios 1 and 2 model fire behavior 
conditions with an offshore wind/lower fuel moistures and 3 and 4 model an onshore wind 
pattern with slightly higher fuel moistures. Thus the reason for 50th and 97th percentile 
weather classifications. (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John 
Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019). 

According to the fire consultant for the applicant, per standard fire behavior modeling 
techniques, each fire behavior modeling scenario point occurs at a different location and on 
different terrain.  The slope gradients are based on the measurements at each location. 
(Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, 
Monterey County, July 18, 2019). 

32.  This comment states that the EIR denies the need to screen structures. Our review of 
these cited pages does not find any such denial of the need to screen structures. Mitigation 
Measure 3.1-1, which appears to be the subject of the comment, requires screening to break 
up the massing of structures but not to make them invisible from common public viewing 
areas. Perhaps that is the intent of this comment that the County denies the need to screen 
structures. If so, the County only requires that structures not be visible from common public 
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viewing areas in the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan Critical Viewshed areas (Big Sur Coast 
Land Use Plan, Key Policy 3.2.1). Nowhere else in the County are structures required to not 
be visible from common public viewing areas. This project is not in the Big Sur Land Use 
Plan area.  

33.  This comment states that the 2019 RDEIR does not address General Plan policy 
26.1.9.  

The analysis related to the cited policy is found in 2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.9, Land Use and 
Planning (2018 RDEIR page 3-263), which section was not recirculated and remains part of 
the Draft EIR. The 2018 RDEIR found the project consistent with the policy. The policy 
discussion refers the reader to 2018 RDEIR sections 3.1.3, 3.1.4, and Impact 3.1-1 
discussions, which was replaced by 2019 RDEIR Chapter 3.1 but does not change the 
conclusion found in 2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.9. In addition, discussion related to potential 
ridgeline development is found in the 2019 RDEIR in section 3.1.2 (page 16), section 3.1.3 
(page 27), and section 3.1.5 (pages 39 and 40). Ridgeline development is related to the 
Monterey County Code, not a CEQA issue; however, the analysis of potential visual 
impacts from the project was analyzed in this recirculated chapter (2019 RDEIR Chapter 3.1 
recirculated in its entirety) and potential impacts were determined to be less than significant 
with mitigation and standard conditions of approval (see discussion in 2019 RDEIR Impacts 
3.1-1 and 3.1-2).  Also see responses to Letter 5, Number 14b and to Letter 10, Number 1.  

34.  This comment states that policy 26.1.9 needs to be analyzed in the EIR. See response 
to Number 33, above. In addition, this policy was briefly referenced in the 2019 RDEIR, 
Chapter 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, section 3.1.5, Impact Analysis, on page 40. 

35.  This comment states that policy 26.1.10 needs to be analyzed in the EIR. The 
analysis related to the cited policy is found in 2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.9, Land Use and 
Planning (2018 RDEIR page 3-264), which section was not recirculated and remains part of 
the Draft EIR. The 2018 RDEIR found the project consistent with the policy with the 
application of a County Standard Condition of Approval. The policy discussion refers the 
reader to 2018 RDEIR Chapter 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources. The 2019 RDEIR 
includes a revised Chapter 3.1; however, the conclusion that the project is consistent with 
the policy was not modified by the 2019 revised chapter.   

In addition, the comment mischaracterizes the policy by stating that the policy bans steep-
slope development. It does not. The policy allows an exception through a permit process if 
certain findings can be made, as discussed on 2018 RDEIR page 3-264. The permit process 
is provided in Monterey County Code section 21.64.230, Regulations for Development on 
Slopes in Excess of Thirty Percent. 
 
36.  This comment reiterates their earlier comment related to ridgeline development. See 
responses 33 through 35 for this letter, and response to Letter 10, Number 1.  

37.  This comment relates to the commenter’s request for staking and flagging to be done 
for the project. See responses to Letter 10, Number 1 and to this Letter, Numbers 33 through 
35, above. 
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38.  This comment also requests staking and flagging rather than visual simulations. See 
response to Letter 10, Number 1. 

39.  This comment states that photo simulations cannot be substituted for flagging and 
staking. See response to Letter 10, Number 1. 

40.  This comment is a restatement of their 2018 comment, found in Letter 10, Number 
2. The comment states that fuel modification areas would not allow for visual screening. See 
response to Letter 10, Numbers 1, 2 and 21. 

41. This comment is a restatement of their 2018 comment, found in Letter 10, Number 
3. See response to Letter 10, Number 3. 

42.  This comment is a restatement of their 2018 comment, found in Letter 10, Number 
4. See response to Letter 10, Number 4. In addition, see response to Letter 10, Number 1 
related to allowed visibility of the site and discussions related to scenic roads. 

43.  This comment is a restatement of their 2018 comment, found in Letter 10, Number 4 
related to light pollution. See response to Letter 10, Number 4. 

44.  This comment addresses the size of the project and requests an alternative at the 
scale of the historic resort’s size. The no project alternative would leave the historic resort as 
it exists today (2018 RDEIR section 5.2.1, Alternative #1, No Project Alternative). The new 
Alternative 5 is provided as being within a range of reasonable alternatives for consideration 
by County decision-makers, as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6. Alternative 5 
allows a reduction of the most visible units proposed for the site from “common public 
viewing areas,” as defined in the County Code and described in the RDEIR. See description 
of the Environmental Setting related to the public viewshed in 2019 RDEIR Section 3.1.2, 
pages 16 through 24).  

As stated in the response to Letter 10, Number 1, pursuant to County policies and 
regulations, the project is allowed to be visible from common public viewing areas. The 
response in Letter 10, Number 1 discusses the threshold of significance used to analyze the 
project’s potential aesthetic impacts and discusses the policy and code requirement 
applicable to such an analysis. Code requirements and thresholds of significance are found 
in 2019 RDEIR sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4, respectively. The conclusion is that the project 
would not cause a significant environmental impact with mitigation measures and 
conditions of approval as described in 2019 RDEIR Chapter 3.1. 

See responses to Numbers 4, 11, 15, 20, 21, 22, 25 and 40, above, to Letter 10, Numbers 1, 
2 and 21, and to Letter 18 related to potential aesthetic environmental impacts related to fuel 
modification. 
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Response to Letter #21 – Lois Panziera (received July 8, 2019) 
 

1.  This comment states that the number of guests to the site is understated and would 
cause additional environmental impacts related to an increase in wildfire hazards and 
evacuation traffic. 

The resort will be marketing to adults that are interested in wellness and wellness education 
(2018 RDEIR, Section 2.3, Project Objectives; personal communication, John Thompson to 
Monterey County, July 18, 2019).   The profile of this type of customer is often women 
traveling singularly or with other women in a group preferring to stay in a room by 
themselves. The project does not anticipate any more than two adults in a single room at any 
one time.  As pointed out by the commenter, the project at buildout would have a total of 
310 bedrooms.  

The calculation of the approximate 500 people was arrived at by taking half of 310 
projected rooms (at buildout) and assuming two adults would be occupying 155 rooms and 
one adult would be occupying the other 155 rooms for a total overnight hotel guest count of 
about 465 guests or about 1.5 guests per room.  As indicated in the traffic analysis report on 
pages 9 and 10, paragraph 13 (2018 RDEIR Appendix K-Hatch Mott MacDonald, 2017), 
one quarter of the guest parties are anticipated to make an offsite trip per day and would not 
be onsite which would total about 116 people being off-site during the period when the 
resort had the highest employee shift count of about 98 employees.  Subtracting out 116 
people from the 465 overnight guests and adding in the employee count would equal 447 
overnight guests and employees onsite at one time during the day.   The estimate of 500 was 
given to account for day guests (John Thompson, personal communication, July 18, 2019).   

Should an evacuation need to occur at night when all 465 overnight guests were on-site at 
100% occupancy, the employee shift count would be reduced to an estimated 27 employees 
working the overnight shift thus totaling about 492 guest and employees onsite overnight.  
During that time there would be no day guests visiting the property.   

The RDEIR utilized this occupancy information and professional traffic study information 
for resorts to determine the environmental impacts of the project related to traffic (see 
RDEIR section 3.12.4, Methodology and Thresholds of Significance, pages 3-332 and 3-
333). Other environmental impacts were also analyzed based on the development footprint 
of the project for potential physical disturbance of the environment, which would not be 
affected by the number of persons on site. The RDEIR analysis also used industry-standard 
calculations, prepared by technical consultants precisely for this project, for potential water 
and wastewater impacts.  

See Master Response 8. 

2. This comment states that the project will cause a significant increase in wildfires and 
cites concerns with Paraiso Springs Road. See Master Responses 6 and 8 as well as 
responses to Letter 20, Number 13, to Letter 22, Numbers 2, 3, 4 and 8, to Letter 23, 
Numbers 1 and 2, and to Letter 24. 
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3. This again states that the number of guests is underestimated. See response to 
number 1, above. 

4. This comment questions why hazardous fire areas are designated if development is 
allowed anyway. This comment does not relate to an environmental impact of the project. 
See Master Response 1. 

5. This comment assumes that the timeshare units will be converted to residential use. 
See Master Response 1 and Response to Letter 10, Number 29. 

6. This comment provides comments and asks a question about evacuation plans but 
does not contain a question or comment related to the EIR. See Master Response 1.  

To clarify for the commenter, the evacuation plan is not the Ready, Set Go attachment. A 
project specific evacuation plan is included in 2019 RDEIR Appendix 2, Attachment 1. The 
potential environmental impacts of all fire protection measures that could have physical 
environmental impacts, directly or indirectly, have been analyzed in the RDEIR, as 
explained in many of the responses to comments, in particular see responses to Letter 22, 
Number 4, and to Letter 23, Numbers 2, 3 and 5. 

7. This comment asks questions about how daily operations would address fire issues, 
including evacuation. The comment does not provide a question related to the EIR. See 
Master Response 1. However, see response to Letter 20, Numbers 7, 8, 11, 13, 18 through 
22, and 24 through 26 related to operations that would reduce potential fire risk from the 
project. 

8. This comment asks for the capacity of buildings proposed for sheltering in place. 

Specific buildings have not yet been designated for temporary refuge areas (TRAs). That 
will be worked out in consultation with the fire district and/or CAL FIRE as part of the final 
fire protection plan required by Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a and 3.7-7c. The site plan 
demonstrates that many of the larger, common area buildings, which would be appropriate 
for TRAs, are located within the interior of the development away from the project edges 
where higher fire hazards will exist. These interior areas provide significant defensible space 
opportunities around these structures. Potential TRA structures that are substantial distance 
from wildland areas and have significant capacity include buildings numbered 8, 11, 20, 28, 
36 and the hamlet structures, and possibly structures 15, 42, 46 and 47 (2018 RDEIR Figure 
2-6, page 2-21). Additional hotel structures could also be used if necessary, as all hotel 
structures would be sufficiently setback from wildfire hazards (2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, 
2019 Fire Protection Plan, Tables 3 and 4; 2018 RDEIR Figure 2-8, Preliminary Vesting 
Tentative Map, and Figure 3.3-3, Defensible Space Vegetation Loss). None of these 
structures would be seen from common public viewing areas, as they would be located on 
valley floor locations (2018 RDEIR Chapter 2, including but not limited to Figure 2-6, 
Project Site Plan and Figure 2-8, Preliminary Vesting Tentative Map; 2019 RDEIR Chapter 
3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources).  

See Errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a included in response to Letter 23, Number 5. 
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See response to Letter 22, Number 5 and to Letter 23, Numbers 2 and 6 for details on TRA 
construction. 

9. This comment questions whether the project would be considered a “vulnerable 
community” and is concerned with smoke inhalation for the guests if a fire occurs.  

According to the project’s fire consultant, a “vulnerable community” is made up of a 
majority of a population being elderly, disabled or poor or some combination thereof.  
With respect to fire hazards, a population made up of these characteristics could have 
a difficult time evacuating a fire hazard area or surviving structural fires that have not 
been hardened for fire resistance due to economic disadvantages.  As described by 
those factors, the transient population of this resort project would not be considered a 
“vulnerable community.”  
 
Any vulnerable communities within the region, if any existed, would have no effect 
on this project or its ability to evacuate its transient population. The project is located 
within a high fire hazard severity zone and a very high fire hazard severity zone.   
Many fire protection measures were specifically developed for building within very 
high fire hazard severity zones; those building code requirements will be utilized at 
Paraiso Springs Resort even though most or all development will occur in the high 
fire hazard severity zone. The enhanced construction requirements result in a 
significantly reduced risk of life and structure loss.  Structures built to the latest 
ignition resistant codes, with the proposed managed and maintained fuel modification 
areas, are typically at lower risk of structure loss than older homes that have 
vulnerable construction materials and methods located in a lower fire hazard severity 
zone (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to 
Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019).  
 
Although the Project is located in a High and Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, it 
will have a significantly lower potential of actual loss than other older communities 
that are also located in the high and very high hazard areas. This is based upon the 
distinction between hazard (which the State categorizes) and risk (which the state 
does not quantify).  Hazard is the potential fire behavior (i.e., flame length, crown fire 
occurrence, capacity to generate embers) in the predicted mature vegetation of the 
area. Risk, however, is the potential for structural loss from said fire. Thus, even if 
there is a potential low fire hazard in a given area (expected low flame lengths), a 
building or facility might still be at high risk of ignition if the physical characteristics 
of the property would facilitate structural ignition (e.g., flammable vegetation next to 
a building with wood siding) (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email 
from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019). 
 
Conversely (and more applicable to the project), a building or facility might be in a 
high hazard area (potential exposure to high flame lengths and ember generation), but 
may actually be at low risk of ignition if the buildings and facility are built with 
ignition-resistant construction materials and adequate defensible space is provided 
and maintained at all times.  This is especially true in planned communities, resort 
sites, and similar projects where fuel modification is provided over large areas and 
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includes a perimeter fuel modification zone. Therefore, the project is not considered 
particularly vulnerable to wildfire and offers a relatively short evacuation to safe or 
urbanized areas or the contingency option that would enable emergency managers to 
direct a temporary on-site refuge in designated buildings. Late evacuations 
(evacuating when the fire is close to the project or its evacuation route) would not be 
necessary due to the ability to provide temporary shelter for guests and staff, as well 
as firefighters, within protected buildings. Also, as stated above the project population 
would not be considered a “vulnerable community” (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 
2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 
18, 2019). 
 
The statistic about 50-80% of smoke deaths related to smoke inhalation refers to 
deaths from building fires, where people are trapped within a burning building and 
cannot exit, usually in older, non-sprinklered buildings. Sprinklers systems are 
designed to provide protected pathways for escape.  Building fires result in 
particularly concentrated smoke and toxic chemicals from burning man-made 
products. Wildfires can also produce dense smoke that can result in human deaths.  
However, in the case of the Project, the preferred, planned and practiced approach 
will be early evacuation.  This means that when a fire occurs anywhere within the 
vicinity of the Project (within 50 miles), management and the site safety officers will 
be monitoring the situation and calling for early evacuations, long before fire 
threatens the site, if a fire is moving toward the area.  Further, in instances where a 
wildfire ignites closer to the property and where an early evacuation is not possible, 
site staff will work with responding law enforcement and fire professionals to 
determine if evacuation or sheltering in place is more appropriate to the situation. The 
Project may be evacuated if conditions are favorable, or the temporary sheltering 
within protected structures may be enacted.  The refuge buildings will include air 
handling systems that will minimize the intake of smoke through filtration systems 
and controlled usage.  Therefore, the exposure to smoke at the site would be limited 
and evacuations would occur well before smoke became thick and dangerous or the 
contingency option would be implemented (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, 
attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 
2019).    
 
Further, comparing the Greece wildfire raised by the commenter, which burned 
through tree crowns and fire vulnerable buildings, to a fire in the native shrubs of 
the project site and a fire hardened facility is not a valid comparison.  In fact, the 
vast majority of victims of the Greece wildfire died in the fire itself, while many 
were saved because they were able to flee to the nearby coastline, though a 
number drowned in the sea while fleeing the flames.  Further, after-fire reports 
indicated that 1) there was no warning provided to citizens before the fire arrived, 
2) law enforcement inadvertently created a traffic jam by not having pre-planned 
traffic control, and 3) evacuation routes were blocked due to illegal (unpermitted) 
building.  None of these primary reasons for the tragedy in Greece would occur at 
the Project or along its evacuation route (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, 
attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 
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2019).   
 
County staff reviewed these comments and they reflect the independent judgment 
and analysis of the County, as Lead Agency. In addition, see Master Response 8. 
 
10. This comment states the evacuation traffic would travel at three miles per hour 
causing people to abandon vehicles, which would then block the road. This misstates how 
the evacuation vehicles would be traveling and how the time is measured. The 17 minutes 
travel time includes all vehicles leaving the site, with the 17 minute period finishing when 
the final vehicle travels to the area at Clark Road. It does not state that any given vehicle 
would take 15 minutes, which is approximately three miles per hour. As stated in the Dudek 
information, speed for the vehicles would be over 12 miles per hour to move 1900 vehicles 
per hour within a single lane (2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, pages 140 and 141). 

11.  This comment questions why a more exact traffic analysis wasn’t done. It is not 
clear what part of the traffic analysis the commenter feels is inadequate. Without a specific 
comment, no response is possible. See Master Responses 1 and 5.  

The comment also questions how resort operations would be modified if traffic levels 
exceed the limit of 406 averages daily trips. The project will be constructed in phases and 
the County will be monitoring the average daily traffic and can discuss options to adjust 
operations prior to issuance of permits for later phases. Also see Master Response 5 and 
responses to Letter 7, Number 70, to Letter 10, Numbers 9, 22c, 22f, 23, 23b, 23d, and 24b, 
and to Letter 12, Number 47.  

12. This comment questions the capacity of Paraiso Springs Road due to 
underestimating of resort occupants and safety during evacuation.  

See response to this letter, numbers 1, 3, and 7, above. In addition, the capacity of Paraiso 
Springs Road, even upon full buildout of the resort and under cumulative conditions, will 
remain at Level of Service A (2018 RDEIR Table 3.12-3, Roadway Segment Level of 
Service, page 3-338).  

13. This comment questions how the resort would operate, or evacuate if necessary, if 
PG&E turns off the power during anticipated weather-related power shut offs or if a major 
earthquake occurs. This comment does not present a question or comment on the EIR. See 
Master Response 1.  

14. This comment requests that an accurate visual representation be presented regarding 
the project visibility including vegetation clearance. See responses to Letter 8, Comment 5, 
and to Letter 10, Numbers 1, 2, and 12. 

15. This comment questions how the tourism industry would be viewed if the tourists 
knew that laws weren’t followed for this project.  

This comment does not present a question or comment regarding the EIR. See Master 
Response 1. All agencies will ensure compliance with applicable laws as part of issuance of 
their permits or approvals for their area of responsibility. 
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16. This comment asks the identity of project investors. This comment does not present 
a question or comment regarding the EIR. See Master Response 1.  

 

 

  

592 of 1030



  Paraiso Springs Resort Final EIR 

County of Monterey  

Letter #22 – California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(received July 8, 2019) 
1/7 pages 
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Response to Letter #22 – California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (received July 8, 2019) 
 

1. This comment contains a general description of, and introduction to, the role and 
responsibilities of the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). It 
describes CAL FIRE’s role in project review, findings required of public agencies for 
certain projects in certain areas under the Subdivision Map Act, and describes CAL FIRE’s 
general concerns and roles related to Local and State Responsibility Areas. The commenter 
should be aware, if not already, that the County has adopted regulations that are equal to or 
more restrictive than state regulations (Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56; certified by 
the State of California, Board of Forestry in 1992; see also California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, Section 1270.3, Local Ordinances). Where a project may not be able to meet all the 
specified standards, the code (MCC Section 18.56.050; California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Subchapter 2, Section 1270.07) allows an exception 
process to be pursued. Exceptions may be issued on a case by case basis by the inspection 
entity if found to provide the same overall practical effect as the regulations towards 
providing defensible space (see Monterey County Code section 18.56.050.A.3 and section 
18.56.050.D.2.b, and as defined in section 18.56.030.Z; California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Subchapter 2, Section 1270.07). See Master Response 8 
regarding Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56 and its state certification status. 
 
2.  This comment requests written evidence that the project complies with wildfire 
protection standards as described by Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations for SRA 
Fire Safe Regulations. The commenter requests information that exceeds the scope of a 
Final EIR’s responses to comments required by CEQA. A lead agency, for example, must 
evaluate comments on environmental issues and respond, specifically, to comments raising 
significant environmental issues received during the comment period (see CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15088(a)). The request for a written explanation of the project’s compliance 
with minimum wildfire protection standards will nevertheless be provided in the findings 
proposed for consideration by the Planning Commission and, if approved and appealed, to 
the Board of Supervisors. See also Master Response 8.  

The commenter is also referred to the EIR’s Hazards and Hazardous Materials chapter and 
the Public Services and Utilities chapter include regulatory setting sections (2018 RDEIR 
section 3.7.3, Regulatory Background, as modified by the 2019 RDEIR and 2018 RDEIR 
section 3.11.3, Regulatory Background) that describe the applicable regulations at a general 
level. The EIR analyzes the project’s impacts on the physical environment relating to 
wildfire in section 3.7.5, as modified by the 2019 RDEIR, and in 2018 RDEIR section 
3.11.5 (pages 3-318 and 3-319).  The EIR concludes that Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a and b, 
3.7-7a through d, and 3.7-9 reduce potentially significant impacts relating to fire hazards to 
a less than significant level. Cumulative impacts were analyzed relating to public services in 
2018 RDEIR section 4.5.2, Cumulative Impacts Assumptions and Analysis, specifically 
related to fire on page 4-11 and on pages 4-15 and 4-16. Cumulative impacts related to 
hazards (including fire) are also discussed in 2019 RDEIR, section 3.7.5, page 72. See 
modification to Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a and 3.7-7d in response to Letter 23, Number 5. 
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The 2019 RDEIR includes Appendices that provide the proposed Fire Protection Plan, 
contained within Appendix 2.  The Fire Protection Plan was provided to disclose the 
physical environmental effects of the project, but also may serve as written evidence that the 
Project will meet the standards in the regulations that are applicable to the project, and 
provide fire protection measures that are equally protective. See also Master Response 1. 

3. This comment requests written evidence how the project would mitigate wildfire 
risk.  

The RDEIR and its Appendices include the proposed Fire Protection Plan, which is found 
within 2019 RDEIR Appendix 2.  The proposed Fire Protection Plan includes the following 
recommendations, which have been added to applicable mitigation measures.  
 

a. The applicant and all successors in interest shall maintain fuel modification zones 
(minimum 100 feet wide) around designated temporary refuge area buildings, 
restricting vegetation to species that are highly ignition resistant and planted at low 
densities and maintained free of all accumulated debris/litter. This includes removal 
of invasive species within a minimum 100 feet of structures.  

b. If the vineyard is planted, a professional Vintner should be under contract at all 
times to manage the vineyard in an irrigated, maintained condition to act as a 
modified fuel buffer. The grape plants should be grown on trellises made of non-
combustible material. The plants should be irrigated via drip irrigation, or by another 
low-water use method, to maintain a high moisture content, and dead and dying 
plants or plant materials and debris shall be removed from the area on an on-going 
basis. Should the vineyard operation ever be vacated or otherwise cease to operate, 
the area should be converted to irrigated turf or equivalent fuel modification zone 
consistent with the remaining irrigated FMZ throughout the resort. Such a 
conversion shall require approval by the County as part of a modified landscaping 
plan. 

c. An annual inspection of the site shall be completed by MSRFPD or its designee at 
the Project’s expense to ensure that project landscaping is maintained in a wildfire-
safe condition. The inspections would document out-of-compliance issues for 
abatement and follow up to confirm the abatement is completed. 

See Master Response 8 and Errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a included in response to 
Letter 23, Number 5. 
 
To summarize, the project’s site-wide landscaping will be an aesthetic amenity that will 
include fire resistant vegetation, be reviewed by the fire district for appropriate fire safe 
components (RDEIR Mitigation Measures 3.1-1. 3.7-7c and 3.7-7d), and be regularly 
maintained.  Any native or non-native plant species that establish where they are not 
allowed and are in conflict with the Project’s landscape plan would be removed along with 
maintenance of all plants within the Project’s footprint to remove accumulated leaf litter, 
dead and dying plants, and other directed maintenance (Mitigation Measures 3.7-7c and 3.7-
7d).  The fuel modification zones at the perimeter of the Project proposes 100 feet of 
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modified fuels, which compare favorably with the modeled flame lengths for the 
unmaintained fuels adjacent to the site (2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, Tables 3 and 4).  
 
See Errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a included in response to Letter 23, Number 5. 
 
4. The commenter’s opinion that the Temporary Refuge Areas identified in 2019 
RDEIR Appendix 2 do “not establish the Same Practical Effect of ensuring the projects (sic) 
offsite roadways comply with CCR…Section 1273…unless exempted under section 
1270.02(e)” is noted. However, Section 1270.02, subdivision (e) no longer exists in the 
current regulatory section.  

This comment and other comments in this letter indicate that the ability to achieve the 
“same practical effect” is not adequately addressed by the provisions in the proposed Fire 
Protection Plan.  The comment, however, provides no additional information or evidence 
supporting that determination. 
 
The comment suggests that the Fire Safety Zones and Temporary Refuge Areas are not 
intended for civilians and therefore does not provide the “same practical effect” for the dead 
end Paraiso Springs Road.  The comment is correct that those listed areas are not intended 
for temporarily sheltering staff and guests but are intended for firefighters.  However, the 
proposed Fire Protection Plan provides designated structures for temporarily sheltering 
guests and staff in place as a contingency to an evacuation if the evacuation is considered 
less safe.  This proposal is intended to be in direct relationship to a lack of secondary access 
and when combined with the system of on-site safety requirements and the relatively short 
distance from the Project to areas that are not at high exposure to wildland fire, is proposed 
by the applicant to provide the same practical effect as secondary access. The proposed 
measures do not cause any new environmental impacts nor increase the severity of an 
environmental impact, as described in the EIR.  The Project applicant is proposing to 
increase the width of Paraiso Springs Road to 20 feet except for a limited area where it may 
be infeasible to do so because of an existing utility pole. Widening the road as proposed 
would enable evacuation of guests and employees while also allowing the fire district 
efficient and unobstructed access into the Project site (see 2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, pages 
135 and 141 for road width; response to Letter 23, Number 3 for evacuation safety while 
fire equipment is coming toward the project site during an evacuation).   
 
Paraiso Springs Road is a public road, so it is not considered the project’s offsite roadway 
(or driveway). However, it is the county road that will continue to provide access to the site. 
The applicant has studied the ability to improve and widen Paraiso Springs Road leading up 
to the project site and has agreed to do so except for an approximately 150 foot area where 
the road is 18 feet wide and it may be infeasible to widen to 20 feet due to the location of a 
utility power pole. Paraiso Springs Road, which has been an existing public road for many 
years and predates adoption of the State Fire regulations, is therefore proposed to be 20 feet 
wide for all but 150 feet, where it would be widened to at least 18 feet (see also Master 
Response 8 and response to Letter 20, Number 12. See also response to Letter 20, Number 
2, above, regarding the County ordinance certification discussion). In the view of the 
County, the 20 foot standard does not apply to existing roads as demonstrated by the 
language in section 1273.01 “All roads shall be constructed[.]”.  The project will, 
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nevertheless, comply with applicable California Public Resources Code sections as well as 
County Code requirements. 
 
California Code of Regulations section 1273.01 provides regulations for road width. All on-
site roads will be a minimum of 20 feet wide, in compliance with regulations.  
 
The site will be evacuated, as explained in the RDEIR (2019 RDEIR, Section 3.7.5, Impact 
3.7-6), if the fire is at a distance to safely allow that to occur; if the fire is nearby and makes 
evacuation dangerous, all on-site people could shelter in the TRAs until the Incident 
Commander informs them to evacuate. See response to Letter 20, Number 21 and to this 
letter, number 5, below. 
 
Improvements to Paraiso Springs Road have been analyzed for potential environmental 
impacts in the 2018 RDEIR. An analysis of potential environmental effects relating to these 
offsite improvements are addressed in RDEIR Section 3.12.5 under Roadway Hazards, 
Impact 3.12-2 (also see response to Letter 5, Number 2). Therefore, the EIR adequately 
analyzes the potential environmental impacts of widening the road. See Master Response 8. 

The comment focuses, on page 4 of the comment letter, specifically on road width and dead-
end road requirements. See Master Response 8. Also see responses to this Letter, numbers 2, 
3 and 8. See Master Response 8 regarding Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56 and its 
state certification status. 

The applicant has proposed a set of measures, identified in their consultant’s report (2019 
RDEIR, Appendix 2), that will be utilized to determine if they can be granted an exception, 
if needed. As required by CEQA, the RDEIR adequately describes the potential increase in 
environmental risks posed by the project (2018 RDEIR, section 3.7.5, Potential for Wildfire 
Hazards at the Project Site, as amended by 2019 RDEIR) and proposes mitigation measures 
to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts related to wildfire to a less than 
significant level (2019 RDEIR, Impacts 3.7-6 through 3.7-9). The development footprint of 
the site is 47 acres (2018 RDEIR Table 2.2, Project Components), so any onsite measures 
are covered by the analysis included in the Final EIR for this project. See Master Response 
8. 

5. This comment states that the details of the Temporary Refuge Areas are not provided 
to the level that CAL FIRE can review them for validity or appropriateness. This does not 
appear to be a comment on the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the RDEIR, but a 
response is nevertheless provided. 

Per the proposed Fire Protection Plan, a designated structure such as the approximately 
14,000 square feet Hotel Meeting and Conference Center (2018 RDEIR Figure 2-6, Project 
Site Plan, building number 28), or a combination of structures, could temporarily house the 
on-site population (see response to Letter 20, Number 21). Planning for a temporary 
sheltering situation includes the use of 15 square feet per person, resulting in occupiable 
building space of 7,500 square feet of the over 400,000 square feet of building space 
available at full buildout for a population of 500 persons (2018 RDEIR Table 2.2, Project 
Components; Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson 
to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019).  The Meeting and Conference center alone 
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could shelter over 900 people. The TRAs would be constructed with strict adherence to 
California Building Code Chapter 7A - Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior 
Wildfire Exposure (2019 RDEIR, section 3.7.3, State, page 57); interior fire sprinklers will 
be installed for every structure per the occupancy code requirements (likely NFPA 13 or 
13R – structure protection sprinklers) and installation of upgraded vents throughout that are 
ember resistant (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John 
Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019).  These buildings are proposed 
to include air handling equipment that can help reduce smoke, would have back-up 
generator power, and amenities to keep those being sheltered aware and able to 
communicate.  The temporary refuge period would be expected to be no more than 1 to 2 
hours because the fire would move through the area within that time (Michael Huff, Dudek, 
August 7, 2019—attached to email from John Thompson to Novo et al., August 8, 2019). 
Additional hardening to a designated temporary refuge area (TRA) would be exterior 
glazing to be dual pane with both panes tempered glass, exceeding the code requirement. 
Primary TRAs are proposed to include the following: 
 

• Large-panel television monitors so those that are interested may track newscasts 
during a wildfire event 

• Wireless internet accessibility 
• Second utility source or U.L.-rated diesel generator for the designated TRA  
• Intercom system to maintain communications with Ranch administration 
• A copy of the Emergency Preparation Plan 
• Food and water provisions for up to 24 hours 
• Educational materials on emergency procedures and temporary sheltering during 

wildfire 
• Telephones (hard line) 
• Backup generator 
• Air handling system 

(Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike 
Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019) 

See Errata to Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a included in response to Letter 23, Number 5. 
 
6. This comment summarizes the County’s RDEIR analysis of the project related to 
wildfire risk. The comment assumes that “the lack of fire history in the location means not 
only that the fuel loading has significantly increased; it also means that an increase in use of 
the area may lead to a new ignition source.” The County lacks evidence of the commenter’s 
assumed increase in fuel loading and directs the commenter to the discussion in the 2019 
RDEIR, Appendix 2, pages 134 through 139, discussing the fire history of the area and the 
beneficial effects on the existing wildfire risk from the Project’s proposed post-fuel 
modification zones. The County also lacks evidence supporting the commenter’s opinion 
that an increase in guests visiting the site will increase the risk of fire starts; particularly 
when, as here, the only fires onsite in over 100 years of resort use have been structural fires. 
The RDEIR recognizes that the Project site is located in a box canyon with only one means 
of egress. The comment does not pose a question or comment on the adequacy of the 
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environmental analysis in the RDEIR, so an additional response is not required. See Master 
Responses 1 and 8.   
 
7. This comment states a concern for lack of a secondary means of egress. The 
meaning of the second sentence is not clear, but it states that the EIR does not address the 
environmental impacts. See Master Response 8 and responses to Letter 20, Number 13, to 
this Letter, Numbers 2, 3, 4 and 8, and to Letter 24; these responses describe how the project 
will comply with applicable state law and the Monterey County Code requirements and that 
potential impacts to the physical environment were included in the RDEIR analysis.  
 
8. This comment restates CAL FIRE’s concern with the offsite road constraints. See 
responses to numbers 2, 3, and 4, above, and Master Response 8. 

9. This comment states that the project application was deemed complete on August 
28, 2005 and cites applicable state regulations. The comment also restates CAL FIRE’s 
concern with the offsite road constraints. The County agrees with the information related to 
the date the project application was deemed complete by the County, the Fire District, and 
Cal Fire. See Master Response 8 and responses to numbers 2, 3, 4, and 8, above. It is not 
stated why the improvements listed in Impact 3.7-6a “are not appropriate.” The applicant 
has not gone through the exception process, if one is late determined necessary, as discussed 
in responses above. See Master Response 8 regarding Monterey County Code Chapter 18.56 
and its state certification status.   
 
It is not clear why the comment states that Section 1270.02(c) does not apply. The code 
section is also provided in Comment 10 of this comment letter (below) and states “affected 
activities include, but are not limited to…(3) application for a use permit…” The Paraiso 
Springs Resort project includes application for a use permit. The County is assuming that 
the cited section is the regulation that applies this code section to the project, so assumes 
this comment is in error. The code section also lists the types of affected activities, including 
“(5) road construction...”; notably; it does not reference alleged required improvements or 
standards for existing roads. The commenter’s opinion is nevertheless noted. 
 
10. This comment includes language from Subchapter 2 [SRA Fire Safe Regulations] of 
the State of California regulations (California Code of Regulations, title 14, § 1270.01 et 
seq.).  The comment does not present a question or comment regarding the adequacy of the 
EIR’s analysis so no additional response is required. See Master Responses 1 and 8. 
 
11. This comment states the commenter’s opinion that the project’s inclusion of a skid-
mount pump and onsite water supply for fire suppression does not mitigate the risk of fire, 
and advocates for the inclusion of an onsite fire station or at least one located within 5 miles 
of the project site. The comment also requests that the developer “should reconsider their 
thoughts on complying with the County of Monterey 1982 General Plan Policy 17.3.3.” 
 
The project is consistent with the policy (see 2018 RDEIR section 3.7.3, Local, page 3-209 
and section 3.9, pages 3-270, 3-278, and 3-279), which states in part that if a project is not 
within a 15 minute response time from the fire station, “on-site fire protection systems (such 
as fire breaks, fire-retardant building materials, and/or water storage tanks) approved by the 
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fire jurisdiction must be installed…” The response time from the Mission-Soledad Rural 
Fire Protection District station is less than 16 minutes. The applicant is proposing to provide 
on-site fire protection systems, which is consistent with the policy language as the fire 
district has approved the Fire Protection Plan. In addition, see responses to Letter 7, 
Numbers 21 and 75, to Letter 8, Number 5, to Letter 13, Numbers 1 and 2, to Letter 17, 
Number 3, and to Letter 18. 
 
Per the proposed Fire Protection Plan (FPP), the proposed skid-mount pump and trained 
security personnel is a measure proposed to be above and beyond requirements.  The FPP 
proposes a comprehensive approach for on-site fire protection measures, including fire 
breaks, fire retardant construction materials, Temporary Refuge Areas, fire resistant 
construction, fire suppression systems and hydrants, and water storage. The Project provides 
these and many more features that work together as a fire protection system (refer to Fire 
Protection Plan (2019 RDEIR Appendix 2) and the responses throughout this document).  
See 2019 RDEIR Appendix 2, Fire Protection Plan, Observations, page 135 for the 
comprehensive list. The Project provides on-site fire hardening of buildings and landscapes, 
augments the landscape with perimeter fuel modification zones, designates buildings for 
additional enhancements so they can provide a temporary refuge option to an evacuation, 
provides 500,000 gallons of stored water, and other features described in the FPP.  The 
Project also provides off-site improvements to Paraiso Springs Road that results in 
unobstructed two-way travel for fire engines and evacuating vehicles.  Paraiso Springs Road 
is proposed to be 20 feet wide or wider for all but 150 feet from the project site to Clark 
Road where two public roads are available for ingress and egress. Considering all the 
evidence in the record, a 150 foot segment of Paraiso Road widened to 18 feet will not result 
in a significant increase in wildfire risk to guests and employees seeking to evacuate the site, 
or to firefighters responding to a call. 
 
See Master Response 7 and response to this letter, number 4, above regarding the EIR’s 
disclosure of potential impacts. 
 
12. This comment states that a one to three foot landscape free area adjacent to buildings 
may not suffice. This comment offers no explanation as to why and does not appear to be 
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the RDEIR. See Master Response 1. 
The following is provided as additional clarification related to the comment. 
 
The plant free zone directly next to buildings is a focused restriction in addition to the site 
wide and perimeter fuel modification zones.  The 3 foot plant-free space is to minimize the 
likelihood that a burning plant or mulch compromises the weep screed on stucco buildings 
(Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike 
Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019). 
 
13. This comment states that requiring 20 feet of fuel treatment from the edge of roads 
will not act as a fuel break. The comment does not describe an impact from the project on 
the environment, but an impact of a wildfire on the project or on fire behavior in the area. 
However, see the response below as to how it is intended to reduce risk of ignition from the 
project operations. This comment does not present a question or comment regarding the 
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EIR. See Master Response 1. The following is provided as information related to the 
comment.  
 
The 20 feet of roadside fuel modification is not meant to act as a fuel break.  Instead, it 
provides an area that has a lower likelihood of ignitions from vehicle-emitted sparks or other 
potential ignition sources along a road. This proposal is consistent with providing measures 
reducing the potential environmental impact of the project on the environment, not the 
potential impact of the environment on the project. The roadside zone also provides reduced 
fuels adjacent to a road, minimizing the potential exposure of vehicles on the roads to heat 
and flame. 
 
14. This comment states that Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a, 3.7-7b and 3.7-7d cannot be 
sufficiently analyzed without drafting of the final plans, specifically the Construction Fire 
Prevention Plan and the Operations Fire Prevention Plan. The Wildland Fire Evacuation 
Plan is included in the RDEIR as Attachment 1 to Appendix 2 (Dudek). The Operations Fire 
Prevention Plan and Construction Fire Prevention Plan have been included as appendices to 
this Final EIR.    
 
The RDEIR’s 2019 Fire Protection Plan (Dudek) lays out the general principles of the 
approach for fire safety for the project. An environmental document needs to look at the 
reasonably foreseeable and potentially significant adverse effects of a project on the 
physical environment. The County has analyzed the physical aspects of the application, 
including the proposed approach to fire operations. The proposed infrastructure, fuel 
management areas, and the potential for an on-site fire station have all been considered and 
the conclusions supported by substantial evidence. The off-site improvements to Paraiso 
Springs Road were also analyzed for potential environmental impacts. Mitigation measures 
have been crafted and identify that all potential environmental impacts will be less than 
significant after mitigation.  
 
Mitigation Measures 3.7-7a–b and 3.7-7d, included in the 2019 RDEIR and as described in 
the Final EIR, contain specific measures for fire suppression and wildfire minimization that 
have been included in the Construction Fire Prevention Plan and Operations Fire Prevention 
Plan. The County has provided these draft plans as appendices in the Final EIR to disclose 
their contents and demonstrate that the measures listed in MMs 3.7-7a–b and 3.7-7d are 
included. The requirements of these mitigation measures become a condition of the 
Project’s approval. 
 
These plans would cause no physical environmental impact and are discussed in the Fire 
Protection Plan so that they become a condition of the Project’s approval.  As a condition, 
the plans could then be subject to fire authority review and input and be completed prior to 
the onset of construction. (See Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange (2005) 
131 Cal. App. 4th 777, 793–794 [Fuel modification plan did not constitute impermissible 
deferral of mitigation under CEQA because measure required that, prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit, a fuel modification plan must be prepared which had to comply with the 
Fire Authority guidelines for such plans and be approved by the Authority].) 
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15. This comment states that the project will be required to meet current California Fire 
Codes. This comment does not present a question or comment regarding the EIR. See 
Master Responses 1 and 8.   
 
16. This comment states that any revisions to the EIR will require a new fire review. The 
Final EIR will be provided to CAL FIRE and to Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection 
District prior to any public hearings on the project.   
 
17. This comment requests that fire requirements be noted on sets of approved building 
plans. The Fire Districts’ plan checkers will review all building permits.  This comment 
does not present a question or comment regarding the EIR. See Master Response 1.   
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Response to Letter #23 – California Department of Justice (received 
July 9, 2019) 
 

1. This comment is an introduction to the points raised in the letter. See Master 
Response 1. 

2.  This comment states that the project does not comply with the requirements for dead 
end roads and minimum roadway widths in State Responsibility Areas, which the 
commenter believes applies to the project. See Master Response 8 and responses to Letter 
20, Number 13, to Letter 22, Numbers 2, 3, 4 and 8, and to Letter 24; these responses 
describe how the project will comply with applicable state law and the Monterey County 
Code requirements. The commenter does not address why the County’s longstanding 
exemption from SRA standards for existing roads no longer applies as provided in the 
County’s ordinance previously certified by the Department of Forestry (See Ordinance No. 
3600, p. 3 (MCC § 18.56.020(B)(2)(a)); or, for example, why the County should disregard 
the plain meaning of the language in section 1273.01 (Road Width) which states that “All 
roads shall be constructed to provide…” (emphasis added). Improving an existing road, as 
proposed by the Project applicant, does not equate to the construction of a new road as the 
regulatory standard implies. 

All of the proposed physical improvements and their potential environmental impacts have 
been considered in the RDEIR. They were included as part of the Project Description (2018 
RDEIR Chapter 2) and potential environmental impacts were analyzed as amended by the 
2019 RDEIR. All impacts were determined less than significant with mitigation other than 
impacts to historic resources. None of the proposed fire-safety related improvements have 
potential impacts on historic resources. 

The Project applicant and County staff have also considered the site specific dead end road 
and the surrounding environmental circumstances and, in response, the applicant proposes 
the inclusion of a number of on-site fire protection measures as identified in the 2019 
RDEIR to be included in the proposed project approval to ensure realization of the “same 
practical effect” of the dead-end road limitations. This includes, for example, the efficient 
evacuation of guests and employees at buildout and assuming maximum occupancy under 
various fire scenarios. (See 2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, including attachments.) However, see 
discussion above regarding whether the same practical effect requirements will apply 
through the exception process, including Master Response 8. 
 
Unlike wildland fires that have occurred in other areas of California, Paraiso Springs Road 
has limited potential for obstacles on the roadway (i.e., there are very few existing residents 
and a low occurrence of large trees and power lines). Prevailing wind direction for much of 
the year, and in particular during the dry season (April through October) is from the 
northwest to the southeast in the Salinas Valley just below the project site. If a fire were to 
start below the property during windy conditions, fire would be pushed to the southeast and 
away from Paraiso Springs Road in a short time. For more detail, see discussion in response 
to Letter 23, Number 6. Paraiso Springs Road also does not traverse through dangerous fuel 
areas or steep terrain. In fact, the roadside fuels transition to managed agriculture 
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(vineyards), which reduces potential fire exposure within a relatively short distance (less 
than a mile) from the Project site in addition to the fuel management and vegetation clearing 
proposed as part of the RDEIR (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from 
John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019). Consequently, the 
possibility of entrapment in cars while attempting to evacuate or in Project structures has 
been considered and deemed less than significant. The Project also has committed to 
establishing a designated temporary refuge so firefighters and, if necessary, guests and staff 
can temporarily shelter on site until evacuation is determined appropriate by the Incident 
Commander.  The fire or law enforcement agency will decide whether evacuation time is 
likely to exceed that needed for occupants to be evacuated safely and may require that 
people shelter in place until evacuation is safe. The provided contingency for on-site 
temporary refuge and related fire hardening throughout the site further support the 
determination that the dead end road length has been adequately considered (Michael Huff, 
Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey 
County, July 18, 2019). 
 
The commenter is correct that the Fire Protection Plan cannot modify the dead-end nature of 
the road, particularly since the Project seeks to build over the existing developed area and 
cannot feasibly move the building footprint to a location where the maximum SRA dead-
end road standards can be achieved. The commenter’s view that the Project does not comply 
with the allegedly applicable dead-end road standards is noted. Whether the Project 
complies, or not, with the regulatory standards is not a reasonably foreseeable significant 
adverse effect on the physical environment requiring additional analysis under CEQA. The 
Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, which will provide plan check and 
inspection for development of the site, has reviewed and approved the 2019 Fire Protection 
Plan.     

See also responses related to evacuation details below in number 3 and to Letter 20, Number 
8. Also, a discussion of applicability of wildfire regulations is found in Master Response 8, 
response to number 3, below, response to Letter 20, Numbers 2, 12, and 17, and to Letter 
22, Number 4. 

3. This comment states that the project does not comply with requirements for off-site 
road width. See Master Response 8 and response to this letter, Number 2 above, in that it is 
the view of the County that the cited regulatory standard does not apply to roads existing 
prior to the adoption of the regulation in 1991. The RDEIR nevertheless describes the 
proposed physical road improvements and their potential environmental impacts.  

The existing off-site County Paraiso Springs Road is planned for widening to the required 
20 feet width for approximately 98 percent of the section between the Project entrance and 
the Clark Road intersection.  A total of approximately 150 linear feet would be 18 feet wide, 
representing a relatively short section that is wider than it is today, but not meeting the 20 
feet width. The potential environmental impacts of widening the road have been analyzed 
within the RDEIR, as described above in response to Letter 20, Number 13, and to Letter 
22, Numbers 2, 3, 4 and 8.   

Regarding the commenter’s concern with the ability of an incoming fire engine to navigate 
through the short stretch (150 feet) of 18 foot wide roadway while passenger vehicles are 
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evacuating: a typical fire engine is just short of 10 feet wide, mirror to mirror.  A passenger 
vehicle is approximately 6.5 feet wide, mirror to mirror.  Allowing for larger passenger 
vehicles, mirror to mirror measurement may be 7 feet wide.  This would still enable vehicles 
to pass with one foot between vehicles (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to 
email from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019).  See also 
Master Response 8. 

During a mass evacuation, the total time calculated to evacuate the 275 vehicles from the 
Paraiso Springs Resort is approximately 17 minutes of travel time.  Using this calculation, 
the widened Paraiso Springs Road was discounted from 1,900 vehicles per hour emergency 
capacity to 950 vehicles per hour emergency capacity to account for potential slowing (such 
as for incoming fire and law enforcement vehicles).  The 950 vehicles per hour travel speed 
is 5 mph, a conservative estimate that would enable incoming emergency vehicles to safely 
travel toward the Project through the short section that is 18 feet wide, without increased 
potential hazard (2019 RDEIR Appendix 2, Fire Protection Plan). Considering the proposed 
roadway widening, the existing turnouts available on the road and the requirement to 
provide at least two Fire Safety Coordinators as recommended in the RDEIR, substantial 
evidence supports a conclusion that the 150 foot segment of Paraiso Springs Road that 
would remain 18 feet in width would not result in a bottleneck that would hamper ingress or 
egress during a wildland fire. 

4. The comment states that the RDEIR did not address whether the Project “would 
expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wildland fires” referring to the CEQA Appendix G checklist question 
(Section IX, subsection g) under Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

As explained in the RDEIR, the project incorporates fire safety and fire resistant building 
materials and features as required by current Building Code Standards and the County Fire 
Code (such as sprinklers, only fire- and drought-tolerant landscaping within 30 feet of 
buildings), which would further reduce the risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires.  As discussed in the RDEIR, the Project would also include on-site staff and water 
supply for immediate fire suppression needs, as well as improve Paraiso Springs Road 
emergency vehicles. The Project also includes fire hydrants with approved water pressure 
availability. As the Project site has not been historically susceptible to a significant risk of 
wildland fires, and would provide on-site fire protection services and infrastructure, the 
potential for the project to result in a significant risk of loss, injury, or death is therefore 
less-than-significant. 

The analysis of wildfire impacts is more fully addressed utilizing the new CEQA Appendix 
G questions under Wildfire. The Project’s Fire Protection Plan (2019 RDEIR Appendix B) 
and the RDEIR analyzed the Hazards and Hazardous Materials CEQA question under 
RDEIR Impact 3.7-7 where wildfire risk from construction and operations, including 
exposure of people on site, is addressed.  The analysis of wildfire hazards and evacuation 
scenarios resulted in recommended measures (2019 RDEIR Appendix 2), which were 
analyzed for potential environmental impacts and incorporated into the RDEIR’s Mitigation 
Measures 3.7-6a and 3.7-7 (2019 RDEIR pages 60 through 69, as amended by the Final 
EIR). These measures address the potential increased risk for wildfire associated with 
building at the proposed location, the fire environment (existing setting) that occurs in the 
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area, and reduces the risk to the environment, persons or property to levels below 
significance (2019 RDEIR section 3.7.5, Impact 3.7-6 through Impact 3.7-9).  See Master 
Response 8. 

5. This comment states that the County is improperly relying on the development of 
future fire prevention plans, specifically requesting that an adequate evacuation plan be 
included in the DEIR or FEIR. The comment further states that neither “performance 
standards or potential mitigation measures [have] been identified.” See response to Letter 
22, Number 14. 

The wildfire hazard section of the RDEIR does not rely on deferred mitigation. A proposed 
evacuation plan was included in RDEIR Appendix 2, Attachment 1, Wildland Fire 
Evacuation Plan, pages 154 through 189. The fire prevention plans referenced in mitigation 
measures are the 2019 Fire Protection Plan (FPP), a Construction Fire Prevention Plan 
(CFPP), and an Operations Fire Prevention Plan (OFPP). These plans have been attached to 
the 2019 RDEIR (Appendix 2) or Final EIR (Section 6, Appendices) and will be utilized as 
internal documents that will be approved by the County in a final version with input from 
the fire authority. These plans are intended as educational and training components to guide 
on-site practices during construction and operation phases. Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a, 3.7-
7b and 3.7-7d direct the approval and implementation of these plans. To reflect the 
attachment of these plans to the Final EIR, Mitigation Measures 3.7-6a, and 3.7-7d are 
replaced to read as follows: 

Please refer to errata, below and Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

Errata 

Replace Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a on 2019 RDEIR pages 63 and 64 to read as follows: 

MM 3.7-6a The 2019 Fire Protection Plan has been reviewed and approved by the Mission-
Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, and shall be approved by the RMA Director prior to 
clearance of any vegetation or issuance of permits for construction, whichever occurs first. 
The applicant shall implement the fire protection and safety measures recommended in the 
approved Fire Protection Plan along with additional measures listed below, including the 
following: 

• Provide a facility Fire Safety Coordinator(s) to oversee implementation of fire 
protection and safety and overall fire coordination with MSRFPD/CAL FIRE. 

• Coordinate an annual fire evacuation drill/fire exercise to ensure proper safety 
measures have been implemented, facility awareness and preparation of facility-wide 
“Ready, Set, Go!” plan, consistent with the Monterey County Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan. 

• Provide trained security staff 24 hours per day and 7 days per week at the guard gate 
to manage an evacuation of the facility by opening the gates and directing traffic out 
of the area. 
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• Provide a first-responder (EMT) level staff person and equipment to be on-site at all 
times. 

• Provide a customized one-ton, 4x4 pickup with a skid mounted pump and up to 150 
gallon water tank and train multiple staff members and site security staff to utilize 
this apparatus for the purposes of providing initial suppression for any vegetation 
ignitions, and initial response to other fires. 

• Prior to project operation, designate one or more structures as temporary refuge 
areas (TRAs) to house the projected population on the project site in the event of a 
fire emergency. TRA structures shall include specifications listed in the 2019 Fire 
Protection Plan. 

o The capacity for TRA structures shall be equivalent to shelter the total 
maximum site population within protected buildings based on 15 square feet 
per person of habitable space.  

o The Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer), management staff, and 
security personnel will quarterly participate in a meeting to review and 
discuss the evacuation protocols and contingency option for temporarily 
refuging on site. 

• Provide ember-resistant vents and screening for all ventilation for project structures, 
as specified in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan. 

• Provide a site-wide Public Address (PA)/Intercom system for emergency 
notifications. 

• Prepare and practice site-wide evacuations following the “Ready, Set, Go!” program 
guidelines. A drill will be conducted at least once per year involving staff. 

• Prepare an Emergency Preparation Plan that includes specifications listed in the 
2019 Fire Protection Plan, such as pre-fire planning, post-fire recovery, reporting, 
training, prevention, and communications procedures. 

• Enhance traffic flow by not constructing speed bumps/humps and provide an 
automatic opening device for fire and law enforcement at the entrance gate. 

• Restrict vegetation around TRA structures to highly ignition-resistant vegetation 
planted at low densities and maintained free of all accumulated debris/litter. 

• Design and implement a landscaping plan consistent with accepted wildland urban 
interface fire safe/fire adapted practices. 

o The landscaping plan shall be reviewed and approved by the County, 
MSRFPD, and/or an experienced fire protection planner, as determined by 
the County, to ensure that proposed plantings and maintenance meet the 
required fire safety and screening requirements. 

• If planted, manage the vineyard using a professional vintner in an irrigated, 
maintained condition to act as a modified fuel buffer, utilizing irrigation and 
operation measures included in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan. 

• Conduct an annual inspection of the site by MSRFPD or its designee to ensure that 
project landscaping is maintained in a wildfire-safe condition. 
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• Maintain a 1- to 3-foot landscape-free area adjacent to all building structures’ 
foundations to prevent available fuels for embers at the building base. 

 
Replace Mitigation Measure 3.7-7d on 2019 RDEIR page 69 to read as follows: 

MM 3.7-7d The 2019 Operations Fire Prevention Plan, included as an appendix to the Final 
EIR, shall be reviewed by the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District and approved 
by the RMA Director prior to issuance of occupancy permits or final inspection, whichever 
occurs first, for any habitable structures. This plan addresses policies and procedures for 
minimizing wildfire potential. The applicant shall implement procedures in the Operation 
Fire Prevention Plan, including the following: 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition during maintenance activities; 
• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to Extreme Fire Danger days; 
• Fuel modification zone and landscape area maintenance procedures, including 

timing of work to reduce the likelihood of ignition and/or fire spread; 
• Communication and reporting procedures with MSRFPD; 
• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and contact information; 
• Applicable recommendations included in the project’s Fire Protection Plan (MM 

3.7-6a). 
• The Project Operator shall fund a third-party fuel modification inspector or 

MSRFPD, as chosen by the Fire District, to conduct an annual inspection prior to 
June to certify that fuel modification maintenance has occurred; 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

 
The CFPP is a project construction document that would guide contractor fire safety during 
construction activities.  The CFPP (Final EIR section 6, Appendices) is focused on fire 
safety equipment necessary on-site and within vehicles, designated smoking areas, site 
safety officers, and related restricted activities during construction.  The CFPP does not 
involve a new significant adverse construction impact as the practices will be conducted 
within the RDEIR-studied project footprint and affected buildings and landscapes within the 
studied disturbance limits.  The OFPP (Final EIR section 6, Appendices) is an internal 
document that would guide site operations’ fire prevention measures. It is provided in the 
FPP so that it becomes a condition of the Project’s approval.  Similarly, the EPP is an 
internal document that is prepared for certain occupancies like those found on the Project 
site.  This plan is intended to be a resort staff resource that guides emergency procedures 
and does not raise new environmental issues or require additional analysis. 

Other on-site fire protection measures have been proposed in the mitigation measures to 
address code requirements and to ensure public safety. Those mitigation measures include 
physical improvements within the development footprint, which has been analyzed for 
environmental impacts in the 2018 RDEIR and the 2019 RDEIR. 
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The comment does not identify any specific issues about the evacuation plan, other than a 
general statement that it “falls short.”  The referenced comments regarding employees and 
guests, existing residents and fire response resources have been addressed in the Fire 
Protection Plan and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan.  The various measures within 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a as modified in this response were developed based on 
consideration of the evacuation scenarios for guests, existing residents and responding 
firefighters.  In particular, the off-site Paraiso Springs Road is planned for widening to the 
required 20 feet width for approximately 98 percent of the section between the Project 
entrance and the Clark Road intersection.  There would be a total of approximately 150 
linear feet that would be 18 feet wide, representing a relatively short section that is wider 
than it is today.  The potential environmental impacts of widening the off site road were 
analyzed in the RDEIR. The County therefore disagrees with the implication in the 
comment that it must speculate about the potential for additional “increased challenges” that 
firefighters and emergency responders could face under various scenarios that are not 
reasonably foreseeable and which exceed those already considered in the RDEIR. The 
conclusions reached in the EIR are, in the County’s view, supported by substantial evidence 
(See CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15384, 15145). 
 
6. This comment states that the EIR does not address the location of where a fire may 
start and, specifically, the possibility of a fire starting down canyon and potentially blocking 
Paraiso Springs Road. The comment also states that the EIR does not address the ability of 
emergency vehicles to efficiently access the site while the road is being used for evacuation. 

The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) specifically addresses the possibility of a fire starting to the 
east of the Project site (down canyon) temporarily blocking Paraiso Springs Road. This 
scenario is unlikely due to the prevailing onshore winds which travel from the ocean to the 
southeast, which would ordinarily blow a fire along the Salinas Valley and away from the 
Project site. The time of year when winds flow offshore, generally in the fall, would have 
the same effect with winds blowing the fire along the Salinas Valley. While these are the 
predominant weather patterns, the 2019 Fire Protection Plan states that “model results 
should be used as a basis for planning only, as actual fire behavior for a given location 
would be affected by many factors, including unique weather patterns, small-scale 
topographic variations, or changing vegetation patterns.” See discussion in 2019 RDEIR, 
Appendix 2, 2019 Fire Protection Plan, page 139 related to weather and wind patterns. The 
unlikely potential scenario of a fire blocking evacuation from the site for an extended period 
is nevertheless addressed through the FPP’s descriptions of designated temporary refuge 
buildings (including the Conference Center) that would be designed to be fire resistant and 
to accommodate a temporary sheltering (2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, 2019 Fire Protection 
Plan, pages 143 and page 163).  In a scenario like the one referenced in the comment, a 
wildfire starting to the east of the site would be very brief due to the lack of consistent fuel 
beds and proximity to safe areas (Michael Huff, Dudek, July 16, 2019, attached to email 
from John Thompson to Mike Novo, Monterey County, July 18, 2019; 2019 RDEIR, 
Appendix 2, 2019 Fire Protection Plan, pages 142 and 143; 2019 RDEIR, Appendix 2, 
Attachment 1, Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, pages 156, 165 through 167 and pages 169 
through 174).  This is because agricultural lands dominate the Paraiso Springs Road corridor 
except for the upper 0.5 to 0.75 miles to the project site.  
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Fire burning in this area would burn through the fuels and past the Project site within a very 
short timeframe, likely less than 30 minutes.  Temporarily sheltering persons within ignition 
resistive buildings that are positioned within an ignition resistant landscape would be 
feasible and may be preferred to evacuating downstream or even to the north, west or south 
through steeper slopes and wildland fuels, were a secondary route available in those 
directions.  The FPP provides a framework for the temporary refuge buildings.  The 
project’s architect, working closely with the fire authority and building department would 
provide additional detail for the buildings’ construction materials and features, and would 
include strict adherence to California Building Code Chapter 7A - Materials and 
Construction Methods for Exterior Wildfire Exposure (2019 RDEIR, section 3.7.3, State, 
page 57). Interior sprinklers will be provided per the occupancy category (likely NFPA 13 
or 13R – structure protection sprinklers) and upgraded vents would be installed throughout 
that are ember resistant.  These buildings would also include air handling equipment that 
can help reduce smoke, back-up generator power, and amenities to keep those being 
sheltered aware of what’s happening and able to communicate.  See response to Letter 22, 
Number 5. 

Per the Project’s Fire Protection Plan, a designated structure (e.g., Hotel Meeting and 
Conference Center) or a combination of structures would be capable of temporarily 
providing refuge for the on-site population. See response to Letter 20, Number 21, to Letter 
21, Number 8, to Letter 22, Number 5, and to number 2, above.  
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Letter #24 – California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (received 
July 9, 2019) 
1/1 page 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Gavin Newsom. Governor 

BOARD OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION 

Keith Gilless, Chair 

THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

Wade Crowfoot, Secretary 

P.O. Box 944246 

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460 
(916) 653-8007 
(916) 653-0989 FAX 
Websit e: www.bof.fire.ca.gov 

Project Planner Mike Novo, AICP 
Monterey County RMA - Planning 
1441 Shilling Place, 2nd Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Via email: CEQAcomments@co.monterey.ca.us. 
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Re: Paraiso Springs Resort 2019 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(PLN040183; SCH#2005061016) 

Dear Mr. Novo, 

My email to you of May 3, 2019, was in response to a request for clarity from you regarding an 
interpretation of the SRA Fire Safe Regulations (14 CCR§ 1270 et seq.) by "the Mission-Soledad 
Fire District Plan Check person." In our communications, it was understood that CAL FIRE, not the 
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, would make the final determination as to the applicability of 
these requirements. 

The purpose for which the County solicited my interpretations of the SRA Fire Safe Regulations is 
completely different than how they are being utilized in the Paraiso Springs Resort Draft EIR. 
Neither the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection, nor its staff, formally comments on, approves, or 
otherwise directs the outcome of local land use planning decisions, nor does the Board have the 
authority to interpret or enforce those requirements. Although I provided an interpretation of the 
Fire Safe Regulations in our email conversations, the final arbiter of the application of the 
regulations is the local fire authority, in this case, the San Benito-Monterey Unit. 

Given the views expressed by CAL FIRE as to the applicability of these regulations, I rescind my 
interpretation of the application of the regulations and defer to CAL FIRE's interpretations and 
decisions. I request that all references to my email of May 3, 2019 and conversations with County 
planning staff be deleted from the Draft EIR. My comments were not solicited for purposes of 
informing the Draft EIR and were offered with the understanding that CAL FIRE would make the 
final determination as to the applicability of the requirements. I, thus, refer you instead to the 
comments of Chief Fulcher. 

Thank you. 

Edith Hannigan 
Land Use Planning Program Manager 
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Response to Letter #24 – California Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (received July 9, 2019) 

 

1. This comment rescinds an earlier interpretation and requests that “references to my 
email of May 3, 2019 and conversations with County planning staff be deleted from the 
Draft EIR." The County will honor this request and provides the following revisions to the 
RDEIR.  

Please refer to errata, below and Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 

Errata 

Modify the paragraph in Section 1.5 on 2019 RDEIR page 5 to read as follows: 

This 2019 RDEIR was prepared in consultation with CAL FIRE and Mission-Soledad 
Rural Fire Protection District: Chief David Fulcher and John Owens, as well as the 
California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection: Edith Hannigan, Land Use Program 
Manager, and Matt Dias, Executive Officer.   

Delete the first bullet in the third paragraph of section 3.7.1, Introduction, on 2019 RDEIR 
page 47 to read as follows, with the remaining bullets retained: 

Previous reports and information used to prepare this section include the following 
documents: 

California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection.  Personal Communication between 
Edith Hannigan, Land Use Program Manager and Mike Novo, Monterey County 
Planning; May 3, 2019.  

Replace the fifth sentence of the Dead End Road Length paragraph in Impact 3.7-6 on 2019 
RDEIR page 62 to read as follows: 

As identified in Monterey County Code section 18.56.020.B.2.a, Paraiso Springs Road 
is a county maintained road built in the 19th century and is not subject to PRC 4290 
dead end road requirements (Monterey County Ordinance 3600 as amended) and as 
identified in state SRA regulations when the application was deemed complete in 2005. 
If it is determined that the off site road is subject to the dead end road requirements, the 
applicant would need to apply for an exception pursuant to Monterey County Code 
section 18.56.050 or state law, as applicable. 

Please refer to Section 4.0, Changes to the Recirculated Draft EIR. 
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Letter #25 – Monterey County Sheriff’s Office (received July 11, 2019) 
1/1 page  

630 of 1030



631 of 1030



632 of 1030



25-1

633 of 1030



  Paraiso Springs Resort Final EIR 

County of Monterey  

Response to Letter #25 – Monterey County Sheriff’s Office (received 
July 11, 2019) 
 

This letter provides up to date statistics on the law enforcement staffing for Beat 10, which 
covers the project area, and for the entire Sheriff’s Office. This comment does not present a 
question or comment regarding the EIR. See Master Response 1.  
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3.0 

REVISED SUMMARY 

Following is a revised version of the summary from the 2018 Recirculated Draft EIR, as amended by the 

2019 RDEIR. Additions to the text are shown with underlined text (underline) and deletions are shown 

with strikethrough text (strikethrough), including in this section and in Table ES.1. Mitigation 

Measures 3.7-7b and 3.7-7d are replaced from the version shown in the 2019 RDEIR.  Also refer to 

Section 4.0 Changes to the Draft EIR for other changes to the Revised Draft EIR.  

3.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines section 15123 requires that an EIR contain a brief summary of the 

proposed project and its consequences. The summary must identify each significant effect 

with proposed mitigation measures and alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect; 

areas of controversy known to the lead agency; and issues to be resolved, including the 

choice among alternatives, and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects. 

3.2 TEXT OF REVISED SUMMARY 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
INTRODUCTION 
This summary provides a brief description of the proposed project, areas of controversy 
known to the lead agency (County of Monterey) including issues raised by agencies and 
the public, project alternatives, and all potentially significant impacts identified during 
the course of this environmental analysis. This summary is intended as an overview and 
should be used in conjunction with a thorough reading of this environmental impact 
report. The environmental impact report consists of the 2018 RDEIR, as amended by the 
2019 RDEIR, and this final environmental impact report. The text of this report, 
including figures, tables and appendices, serves as the basis for this summary.  

PROJECT LOCATION 
Paraiso Hot Springs (hereinafter “project site”) is located approximately 130 miles south 
of San Francisco in unincorporated southern Monterey County in the western foothills of 
the Central Salinas Valley, approximately seven miles west of the City of Greenfield at 
the western terminus of Paraiso Springs Road. The project site is located at 34358 Paraiso 
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Springs Road and is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 418-381-021-000, 418-
361-004-000, and 418-381-022-000. 

The project site consists of about 235 acres nestled in the mouths of the Paraiso Springs 
Valley and Indian Valley and extending westward into the foothills between the crest of 
the Sierra de Salinas Foothills and the Salinas Valley. The site is bordered to the east by 
grazing and farmland, and to the north, south and west by the Santa Lucia Mountains. 
Happy Valley is located on the other side of the ridge to the south of the site. 

BACKGROUND 
This recirculated draft environmental impact report provides a description of existing 
land use and planning policies that apply to the project site, and an analysis of potential 
impacts regarding land use compatibility and environmental effects associated with the 
proposed project. 

The current Monterey County General Plan for the non-coastal, unincorporated area of 
the County was adopted in October 2010. However, the proposed project application was 
accepted as complete in August 28, 2005; therefore, the proposed project is subject to the 
policies contained in the 1982 General Plan (2018 RDEIR, section 2.2, page 2-1). As 
such, land use policy descriptions and analysis within this environmental impact report 
are based primarily on the Monterey County General Plan (1982 with Amendments 
through November 5, 1996) and the Central Salinas Valley Area Plan (1987), a 
component of the 1982 General Plan.  

This environmental impact report evaluates changes in the existing physical conditions 
resulting from the proposed resort in the affected area as they existed at the time the 
notice of preparation was published (California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines 
section 15125). The notice of preparation for this project was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse in May 2008. As part of the whole of the action this EIR also evaluates 
impacts associated with the un-permitted removal of nine historic Victorian cottages, in 
November 2003. In order to accurately evaluate the impacts of the loss of these structures 
the analysis must assume their presence.  Therefore the historic analysis looks at the site 
as it existed prior to 2003 when the structures were present.  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposed project involves the demolition of the existing structures within the project 
site and construction of a new hotel, day-use area (Hamlet), a spa and fitness center, 
60 timeshare condominiums, and 17 timeshare villas centered on the European theme of 
wellness treatment and education associated with the existing mineral hot springs.  

The proposed project includes the following three components. 

A. An "After The Fact" Demolition Permit to authorize demolition of the nine 
historic cottages at the Paraiso Hot Springs Resort, November 2003 (to clear 
Code Violation Case CE030404/PLN040488); 

B. A Combined Development Permit consisting of:  
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1. A Use Permit and General Development Plan to allow the phased 
redevelopment of the Paraiso Springs Spa Resort with the following amenities 
(see Table 2.2 for square footage summaries): 

Hotel consisting of 103 one- and two-story clustered visitor-serving hotel 
units, three restaurants, nine meeting and conference rooms, activity 
terrace with croquet and bocce ball courts and associated support 
facilities;  

Ornamental streams;  
Amphitheater stage and pavilion, amphitheater lawn; 
34 two-bedroom and 26-three bedroom attached timeshare units;  
17 detached timeshare villas; 
Hamlet consisting of a day spa, a general retail store, artist studios, wine 

tasting, and real estate office; 
Spa and Fitness Center consisting of courtyard gardens, teahouse, spa 

water gardens, labyrinth, activity center, lap pool, vitality pavilions, 
indoor golf school, putting greens, basketball pavilion, racquetball 
pavilion, tennis courts and ornamental therapy stream and pool;  

Wine pavilion and associated vineyard; 
Visitor center; 
Paraiso Institute for classes, training and seminars for resort guests; 
Wastewater treatment plant with approximately 4 million gallon 

underground wet-season storage reservoir set on a gravel bed to allow 
aquifer pass through; 

Garden Center; 
Hiking trails, trailside outlooks, and natural solarium area (an area with a 

view of the Salinas Valley that will contain seating and a few tubs fed 
by the hot springs, with water discharged to the discharge system for 
the pools and spas); 

Pedestrian and vehicular bridges; 
Laundry and maintenance facilities; 
Landscaping of the grounds; 
On site security, including a staffed gated entrance; 
Grading of 162,073 cubic yards cut and fill of 123,489 cubic yards; and 
500,000 gallon (approximate) above ground potable water storage tank. 

2.  A Use Permit for the creation of 77 Timeshare units (60 condominiums and 
17 villas); 

3.  A Vesting Tentative Map (Condominium Map) for the creation of 60 airspace 
condominium units (included in the 77 Timeshare units); 
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4.  Standard Subdivision (Vesting Tentative Map) to allow the merger and 
resubdivision of the site’s parcels of 157.88 acres (Assessor’s Parcel Number 
418-361-004), 77.27 acres (Assessor’s Parcel Number 418-381-021) and 0.49 
of an acre (Assessor’s Parcel Number 418-381-022) into 23 lots, recorded in 
phases; 

5. Use Permit for removal of 185 protected oak trees; and 

6.  Use Permit for development on slopes in excess of 30 percent. 

C. Off-site road improvements on Paraiso Springs Road. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, a statement of objectives 
sought by the proposed project should be clearly stated to aid the lead agency in 
developing a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the environmental impact 
report. These objectives are also utilized to aid decision makers in preparation of findings 
or statement of overriding considerations (Title 14 CCR § 15124 (b). The following 
objectives outline the underlying purpose of the proposed project:  

 Redevelop the existing vacant Paraiso Springs Resort into a world-class destination 
spa/resort hotel; 

 Build a project that is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Central 
Salinas Valley Area Plan and the 1982 Monterey County General Plan; 

 Develop a mission style resort that provides visitor-serving support for the Monterey 
County wine corridor honoring the historic connection to the Soledad Mission’s use 
of the property as a vineyard and retreat; 

 Proactively engage the services of local businesses in the construction and on-going 
operation of the resort; 

 Work with Monterey County, local wineries, and other related businesses to promote 
the Monterey wine corridor as a destination for tourism; 

 Provide a therapeutic environment for wellness treatment and education; 
 Utilize the existing mineral hot springs and sweeping views of the Central Salinas 

Valley as key amenity features; 
 Provide services and amenities for both overnight and day guests; 
 Provide an economically sustainable combination of hotel units and timeshare units 

of varying sizes; 
 Create long-term employment and economic (tax revenue) opportunities for 

Monterey County;  
 Provide an onsite interpretive display of the history and events associated with the 

Paraiso Springs Resort; 
 Develop and provide opportunities to reduce green house gas emissions through the 

provision of a shuttle service for employees and guests, and on-site programs such as 
the use of electric service vehicles, energy efficient building design, use of Energy 
Star appliances and fixtures, etc. to the extent feasible; and  
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 Retain a minimum of 150 acres of the project site as natural open space that would 
accommodate hiking trails and landscaping, and preserve the existing habitat and 
natural landforms. 

 
While Monterey County shares many of the same objectives as the applicant, the County 
has identified two additional objectives: 
 
 Provide visitor serving amenities identified in the Agricultural and Wine Corridor 

program from the 2010 Monterey County General Plan; and 
 Maximize development of this previously disturbed site to reduce pressure to convert 

agricultural land to visitor supporting uses related to the Agricultural and Wine 
Corridor, which is identified as an economic program in the 2010 Monterey County 
General Plan. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
The California Environmental Quality Act requires that an environmental impact report 
describe and evaluate alternatives to the project that would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the proposed project. The following alternatives are 
evaluated in this EIR in Chapter 5 - Alternatives. 

Alternative #1 - No Project Alternative  

Alternative #2 - Valley Floor Alternative One (Units Reduced by 10 Percent) 

Alternative #3 – Valley Floor Alternative Two (Units Reduced by 6.7 Percent) 

Alternative #4 – Reduced Project Alternative (Units Reduced by 35.5 Percent) 

Alternative #5 – Timeshare Relocation Alternative (Units Reduced by 2 Percent)  

SUMMARY OF PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
All impacts identified in the environmental analysis are summarized in Table ES.1, 
Executive Summary of Significant Project Impacts included in this section. The summary 
table includes all potentially significant, significant, and significant and unavoidable 
impacts analyzed in this environmental impact report. This summary table groups 
impacts according to subject matter (e.g. aesthetics, air quality, etc.).
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Table ES.1 Executive Summary of Significant Project Impacts 
Project Impacts Level of 

Significance 
Without 
Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure(s) Resulting Level 
of Significance 

Section 3.1: Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Impact 3.1-1: Implementation of 
the proposed project would have an 
adverse effect on the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings. 

Significant MM 3.1-1 Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the project applicant shall modify 
the project landscape design and colors for the exterior roof and plaster walls as follows:  

 The roof color shall include a blend of darker shades, which colors would serve to 
blend the building’s rooftops into the natural environment and reduce the 
appearance of large masses from greater distances. Final design shall be subject to 
review and approval of the RMA Director. 

 The color of the plaster shall utilize a variety of earth tone colors, such as the color 
supplied in the palette on page 2 in Exhibit 1 of the RMA Analysis, and as 
otherwise approved by the RMA Director. 

 The Landscape Plan shall include the use of five-gallon size or transplanted native 
oak trees, or other tree or tall shrub species as approved by RMA-Planning, 
planted, when mature, to break up the building rooflines and the front of the resort 
when viewed from common public viewing areas in the Salinas Valley, while 
allowing well-designed openings in the canopy to allow views from the resort of 
the valley.  Oak trees shall be provided in appropriate areas, such as where oak 
trees were originally present prior to grading in that area, or on the north side of 
buildings where no oak woodland was present prior to grading. Where oak trees 
were not part of the original landscape for that area of the site, other tree species 
shall be used. 

 Where buildings are placed in areas that previously consisted of dense oak 
woodlands, the design of the landscaping shall integrate the buildings into the oak 
woodland setting such that the buildings, if visible, are viewed in the context of 
the oak woodland. Native oak trees shall be strategically placed at building corners 
and extending between buildings and natural landforms or remaining native oak 
trees to integrate the buildings into the natural landscape. Landscape Plans shall be 
submitted for review and approval by the RMA Director of Planning for each 
phase of development and shall be approved prior to issuance of construction 
permits for buildings within the area covered by the Landscape Plan. Review by 

Less than 
Significant 
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Project Impacts Level of 
Significance 
Without 
Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure(s) Resulting Level 
of Significance 

the County of the landscape plans will be conducted in consultation with the fire 
district to ensure that landscaping is installed in a fire-safe manner. 

 
The intent of this mitigation measure is to occasionally break up the mass, not screen the 
site from the valley or from public views, and to use color and vegetation to break up the 
visual massing from common public viewing areas. This can be achieved by using existing 
topography, landscape plantings, and a variety of colors to create variety in the mass. The 
landscape plantings, while further reducing visibility, will not be fully grown at the time of 
planting. The mitigation measure’s other techniques, as well as existing topography and 
vegetation that will not be disturbed, will reduce the impact to a less than significant level 
even while the newly planted vegetation grows to maturity, due to the distance to common 
public viewing areas. Oak trees can be a planted a distance away from structures and each 
other, to comply with safe fire-planting principles, and still provide screening from public 
viewing areas. 
 
Standard Condition: A conservation and scenic easement shall be conveyed to the County 
over those portions of the property where the slope exceeds 30 percent.  The easement shall 
be developed in consultation with a certified professional. A conservation and scenic 
easement deed shall be submitted to, and approved by, the Director of RMA - Planning and 
accepted by the Board of Supervisors prior to or concurrent with recording the final map or 
prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, whichever occurs first. The Final 
Subdivision Map shall identify the areas within a “scenic easement” and note that no 
development shall occur within the areas designated as “scenic easement.” 

Impact 3.1-2: The proposed project 
would introduce new sources of 
lighting that could adversely affect 
the existing visual resources in the 
area. 

Potentially 
Significant 
(Less than 
significant with 
application of 
standard 
condition of 
approval PD014 

Standard Condition. All exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, down-lit, harmonious with 
the local area, and constructed or located so that only the intended area is illuminated and 
off-site glare is fully controlled. Exterior lights shall have recessed lighting elements. 
Exterior light sources that would be directly visible when viewed from a common public 
viewing area, as defined in Monterey County Code Section 21.06.195, are prohibited. The 
applicant shall submit three (3) copies of an exterior lighting plan which shall indicate the 
location, type, and wattage of all light fixtures and include catalog sheets for each fixture. 
The lighting shall comply with the requirements of the California Energy Code set forth in 

Less than 
Significant 
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Project Impacts Level of 
Significance 
Without 
Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure(s) Resulting Level 
of Significance 

(B) California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6. The exterior lighting plan shall be subject 
to approval by the Director of the RMA - Planning Department, prior to the issuance of 
building permits. 

Section 3.2: Air Quality  
Impact 3.2-1: The proposed project 
would emit criteria air pollutants 
from construction activities in 
excess of air district standards. 

Significant MM 3.2-1 The applicant shall include dust control measures in grading plans, subject to 
review and approval by the County of Monterey Resource Management Agency – Planning 
Department. Grading plans shall require that active disturbed areas be watered at least 
twice daily and shall limit areas of active disturbance to no more than 2.2 acres per day for 
initial site preparation activities that involve extensive earth moving activities (grubbing, 
excavation, rough grading), and 8.1 acres per day for activities that involve minimal earth 
moving (e.g. finish grading) during all phases of construction activities, absent dust control 
measures. In the event ground disturbance exceeds these limits, grading plans shall require 
the project applicant to implement the following fugitive dust measures:  
 Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to 

maintain at least two feet of freeboard; 
 Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 

access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites; 
 Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas and staging 

areas at construction sites; 
 Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 

adjacent public streets; 
 Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 

(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more); 
 Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed 

stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.); 
 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 
 Install appropriate best management practices or other erosion control measures to 

prevent silt runoff to public roadways; 
 Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; 
 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks 

Less than 
Significant  
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Project Impacts Level of 
Significance 
Without 
Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure(s) Resulting Level 
of Significance 

and equipment leaving the site; 
 Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction activity at any one 

time; 
 Post a publicly visible sign which specifies the telephone number and person to contact 

regarding dust complaints (the person shall respond to complaints and take corrective 
action within 48 hours);  

 Ensure that the phone number of MBUAPCD is visible to the public for compliance 
with Rule 402 (Nuisance); and 

 For any diesel equipment used that is greater than 120 horsepower, utilize equipment 
that is 1996 or newer. 

Impact 3.2-2: The proposed project 
would result in the demolition of 
structures within the project site that 
may contain asbestos and/or lead 
and result in the release of 
hazardous airborne contaminants. 

Potentially 
Significant  

Mitigation measures MM 3.7-3a and MM 3.7-3b in Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials would require that each structure is inspected by a qualified environmental 
specialist for the presence of asbestos containing materials (ACMs) and lead based paints 
(LBPs).  

Less than 
Significant 

Section 3.3: Biological Resources  
Impact 3.3-2: Project activities may 
result in direct impact (injury or 
mortality) to special status animals 
during vegetation removal, grading, 
building demolition, and equipment 
movement. 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.3-2a: For each construction area, including for each project phase, prior to initiation 
of construction activities at the site, the project applicant shall have a Monterey County-
approved consulting biologist conduct an environmental awareness training session for all 
construction personnel. At a minimum, the training will include a description of special 
status animals with potential to occur and their habitats, general measures that are being 
implemented to protect wildlife as they relate to the project, and the boundaries within 
which the project occurs. Informational handouts with photographs clearly illustrating the 
species appearances will be used in the training session for species expected to occur on the 
site. If new construction personnel start work at the site after the initial training session, the 
training session shall be repeated as often as necessary so that all new personnel receive 
this mandatory training when they start work at the project site. 
 
The biologist shall be present on the site to conduct biological construction monitoring 
during initial site clearing and grading activities, ensuring construction monitoring for 
every new disturbance area. The biologist will assist the workers in observing and avoiding 

Less than 
Significant 
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Project Impacts Level of 
Significance 
Without 
Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure(s) Resulting Level 
of Significance 

direct impacts to wildlife that are observed within each work area. 
 
MM 3.3-2b:  For each construction area, including for each project phase, prior to 
initiation of project activities including, but not limited to, vegetation, snag, or tree removal 
and demolition of structures within the project site, or loud construction-related noise 
within the work area, the project applicant shall implement the following measures: 
 Conduct pre-construction surveys for bats over a minimum of four visits at least 15 

days prior to the beginning of tree/vegetation removal, building demolition, and other 
project activities, to determine if the area is being actively utilized by special-status 
bats or for spring/summer maternity colonies (bats usually have young from April to 
September, but roost year-round). All structures within the project site shall be 
surveyed with the exception of the house trailers, fire equipment room, and the main 
pump house. These surveys shall also include determining if any trees or buildings 
marked for removal have characteristics that make them suitable bat roosting habitat 
(e.g., hollows, broken limbs, crevices, etc.). For any trees/snags that could provide 
roosting space for bats, the biologist shall thoroughly evaluate the trees/snags to 
determine if a colony is present prior to trimming or cutting. Visual inspection and 
acoustic surveys may be utilized as initial techniques. Removal of any native riparian 
tree shall be preceded by a thorough visual inspection of foliage to reduce the risk of 
displacing or harming roosting bats. If no roosting bats are observed, no further 
mitigation would be required. 

 If a tree or structure is determined not to be an active roost site, it may be immediately 
trimmed or removed. If the tree or structure is not trimmed or removed within four 
days of the survey, the biologist shall repeat night survey efforts. 

 Removal of occupied trees/snags or structures shall be mitigated for by the installation 
of a snag or other artificial roost structure (bat house) within suitable habitat located 
outside of, but near the impact area within the project site. Construction activities that 
may cause roost abandonment may not commence until artificial roost structures have 
been installed. With the input from a qualified biologist who is a bat specialist and 
coordination with the CDFW, alternative roost structure(s) shall be designed and 
installed to provide suitable habitat for evicted or displaced bats. Placement and height 
will be determined by the qualified wildlife biologist, but the height of the bat house 
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will be at least 15 feet. Bat houses will be multi-chambered, and be purchased or 
constructed in accordance with CDFW standards. The number of bat houses/snags 
required will be dependent upon the size and number of colonies found, but at least 
one bat house will be installed for each pair of bats (if occurring individually), or of 
sufficient number to accommodate each colony of bats to be relocated. If necessary, 
coordinate with the CDFW for acceptable mitigation alternatives.  

 Protect maternity colonies that have pre-volant young (not yet able to fly). If active bat 
roosts are observed during the maternity roosting season, the roost shall not be 
disturbed until after all juvenile bats are able to fly from the roost. The project 
biologist must confirm there are no pre-volant young present before a colony is 
displaced. It is assumed that after September 1, colonies have no pre-volant young. 

 The project proponent shall coordinate with the CDFW and a biologist that is 
permitted to handle special status bats to develop appropriate exclusion methods if 
necessary. The California Fish and Game Code stipulates that bats may be excluded 
from occupied roosts during two time periods; between September 1 and October 15, 
and between February 15 and April 15. If bats are found roosting within these time 
frames, it may be necessary to passively exclude them from trees or structures 
scheduled for removal. If necessary, prior to initiating project activities, passive 
exclusion methods shall be installed for a minimum of two weeks and monitored by a 
qualified biologist within the appropriate time frames above. At a minimum, 
monitoring efforts shall include conducting acoustic and evening emergence surveys 
during this two week period. 

 
MM 3.3-2c: For each construction area, including for each project phase, the project 
applicant shall have a Monterey County approved qualified biologist examine the impact 
area, including a 30 foot buffer around the impact area, for Monterey dusky-footed woodrat 
nests before and during any initial vegetation, woody debris, and/or tree removal, or other 
initial ground disturbing activities. All woodrat nests will be flagged by the biologist for 
avoidance of direct construction impacts where feasible. If impacts cannot be avoided, 
woodrat nests shall be dismantled by the biologist no more than three days prior to 
construction. All vegetation and duff materials shall be removed within three feet around 
the nest prior to dismantling so that the occupants do not attempt to rebuild. Nests are to be 
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slowly dismantled by hand in order to allow the occupants to disperse. Nests shall not be 
dismantled during inclement weather at the discretion of the biologist (e.g., during or 
within 48 hours of predicted precipitation event, low nighttime temperatures, etc.).  In 
addition, should dependent young be found during the nest dismantling process, the nest 
will be reassembled in place, and the occupied nest and any nests within 30 feet of the 
occupied nest shall be left undisturbed for at least three weeks to allow the young to wean. 
 
MM3.3-2d: For each construction area, including for each project phase, the project 
applicant shall have a qualified biologist conduct a two-visit (i.e. morning and evening) 
burrowing owl presence/absence pre-construction survey at areas of suitable habitat on and 
within 500 feet of the proposed impact area no less than 14 days prior to the start of 
construction. Surveys shall be conducted according to methods described in the Staff 
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). If pre-construction “take avoidance” 
surveys performed during the breeding season (February through August) or the non-
breeding season (September through January) for the species locate occupied burrows near 
the construction area, then consultation with the CDFW would be required to interpret 
survey results and develop project-specific avoidance and minimization approaches as 
found in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). 
 
MM 3.3-2e: For each construction area, including for each project phase, the project 
proponent shall retain a Monterey County-approved consulting biologist to conduct a 
preconstruction survey for coast horned lizard unless the project biologist demonstrates that 
no suitable habitat is present in that construction area. Preconstruction surveys will be 
conducted within approximately 72 hours prior to disturbance of any suitable habitat for 
this species. Surveys will utilize hand search methods in proposed impact areas where this 
species is expected to be found (i.e., under shrubs, within other vegetation types, or debris 
on sandy soils). Any individuals located during the survey shall be safely relocated by the 
biologist to suitable habitat outside of the proposed impact areas or project activities shall 
avoid disturbing the habitat and the individuals until the individual has left the area, as 
determined by the biologist. 
 
Prior to recording of the final map or before any ground disturbance activities, whichever 
occurs first, a relocation program shall be prepared by a qualified biologist and reviewed 
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and approved by the County. The relocation program shall include a detailed methodology 
for locating, capturing, and translocating individuals prior to construction. The project shall 
identify a suitable location for relocation of the lizard prior to capture. A qualified biologist 
with a current scientific collection permit shall be required for handling coast horned 
lizards.  
 
During initial ground disturbance and vegetation removal activities for each project impact 
area, a project biologist will be on the site to recover any coast horned lizards that may be 
excavated/unearthed. If the animals are in good health, they will be immediately relocated 
to a designated release site outside of the work area. If they are injured, the animals will be 
released to a CDFW-approved rehabilitation specialist until they are in a condition to be 
released into the designated release site. 

Impact 3.3-3:  Project 
implementation may result in 
temporary direct or indirect 
disturbance to nesting raptors and 
migratory birds, should they be 
present on or adjacent to the site 
during construction activities. 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.3-3: For each construction area, including for each project phase, if noise 
generation, ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or other construction activities begin 
during the nesting bird season (February 1 to September 15), or if construction activities 
are suspended for at least two weeks and recommence during the nesting bird season, then 
the project proponent shall retain a Monterey County-approved consulting biologist to 
conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds. The survey shall be performed within 
suitable nesting habitat areas on, and adjacent areas visible from, the site to ensure that no 
active nests for protected species would be disturbed during project implementation. This 
survey shall be conducted no more than two weeks prior to the initiation of 
disturbance/construction activities for each construction area. A report documenting survey 
results and plan for active bird nest avoidance (if needed) shall be completed by the project 
biologist and submitted to the Monterey County – Resource Management Agency for 
review and approval prior to disturbance and/or construction activities. 
 
If no active bird nests are detected during the survey, then project activities can proceed as 
scheduled. However, if an active bird nest of a protected species is detected during the 
survey, then a plan for bird nest avoidance shall be prepared to determine and clearly 
delineate an appropriately-sized, temporary protective buffer area around each active nest, 
depending on the nesting bird species, existing site conditions, and type of proposed 
disturbance and/or construction activities. The protective buffer area around an active 
protected bird nest shall be determined at the discretion of the project biologist and in 

Less than 
Significant 
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compliance with applicable project permits. 
 
To ensure that no inadvertent impacts to an active bird nest will occur, no disturbance 
and/or construction activities shall occur within the protective buffer area(s) until the 
juvenile birds have fledged (left the nest), and there is no evidence of a second attempt at 
nesting, as determined by the project biologist. No action will be necessary if the 
construction activity occurs outside the nesting season as detailed in this mitigation 
measure. 
 
 
Construction area, for the purposes of these mitigation measures (MM 3.3-2 through MM 
3.3-3), is defined as follows: 
• Each project phase 
• Structure removal activities 
• Tree removal activities 
• Paving activities 
 
If construction, demolition, or tree removal activities cease for a period of time exceeding 
the pre-construction survey period itemized in the mitigation measure, the pre-construction 
survey shall be redone, if potential habitat remains in that area. 

Impact 3.3-4: The project site 
contains 0.71-acre of wetlands, 
0.40-acre (8,771 linear feet) of non-
wetland waters, and a small amount 
of associated riparian habitat that are 
potentially under the jurisdiction of 
the USACE, RWQCB, and/or 
CDFW. The proposed project has 
been designed to avoid impacts to 
the majority of these resources. 
However, project implementation 
would result in the loss of a 0.04-

Significant  MM 3.3-4a: Prior to issuance of any County project permits, a Monterey County-approved 
consulting biologist shall be retained by the project proponent to develop a detailed 
wetland mitigation plan, which will guide compensatory mitigation efforts for all 
anticipated project impacts to potentially jurisdictional wetland features. The plan shall be 
submitted to the Monterey County – Resource Management Agency for review and 
approval prior to issuance of any County project permits that could affect wetlands, 
jurisdictional waters or riparian areas. The wetland mitigation plan shall achieve no net loss 
of habitat values, including a minimum replacement of 1:1, but must meet the ratio 
required by the permitting agencies. The wetland shall function at the same habitat value as 
wetlands proposed for removal; these values shall be analyzed by, and established in, the 
mitigation plan. The plan shall include an agreement to continue to monitor and refine the 
mitigation effort (adaptive management) until the success criteria as stated within the plan, 

Less than 
Significant  

652 of 1030



 

 
   

Project Impacts Level of 
Significance 
Without 
Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure(s) Resulting Level 
of Significance 

acre potentially jurisdictional 
seasonal wetland, and two in-stream 
culverts totaling approximately 
0.02-acre (229 linear feet) of 
potentially jurisdictional non-
wetland waters, which will be 
removed. The culvert removals 
would allow the on-site stream to be 
rerouted and restored in its natural 
channel, with creation of an in-
stream 0.30-acre mitigation pond. 
Rock slope protection of stream 
banks to prevent erosion and scour 
above and below two of the three 
proposed bridge locations would 
impact an additional 0.02-acre (160 
linear feet) of potentially 
jurisdictional non-wetland waters. 
With regard to riparian habitat, three 
willow trees would be removed for 
construction of one of the three 
proposed bridges. The project 
proposes development within the 
County’s 50-foot stream channel 
setback zone. 

and as agreed to by the permitting agencies, are achieved. Success criteria shall include a 
prohibition on non-native vegetation, fish or amphibian species and shall include 
monitoring to ensure that non-native species have not been introduced into the habitat. 
Vegetation species variety and density, similar or greater than the value of the existing 
wetland to be lost, shall be included in the plan and monitoring to ensure a minimum of the 
former variety and density shall be conducted by the property owner’s Monterey County-
approved biologist. Monitoring shall continue until the vegetation and aquatic species 
levels have reached the success criteria for a minimum of three consecutive years. 
 
Per the required wetland mitigation plan, a new in-stream pond, or a portion of the pond, 
and daylighted stream segments, or an alternative location and design acceptable to the 
permitting agencies, will serve as wetland feature mitigation sites, planted and maintained 
to support native and locally appropriate wetland/riparian vegetation. The plan will 
stipulate that a native plant specialist will install the native vegetation, and perform regular 
site maintenance for a minimum of five years, during which time a Monterey County-
approved consulting biologist will monitor the site at least annually to ensure that the 
wetland creation is successful. The wetland mitigation plan shall establish specific success 
criteria, and shall include provisions for long-term site monitoring and maintenance to 
prevent the establishment of non-native plant species and aquatic nuisance animals (such as 
non-native fish, crayfish species, and bullfrog) that may preclude native wildlife species 
from utilizing the created and restored wetland/riparian habitats. 
MM 3.3-4b: All necessary permits and agreements shall be obtained from the USACE, 
CDFW, and RWQCB prior to issuance of any County project permits that involve project 
impacts to jurisdictional wetland features, including streams and wetland areas. This also 
includes obtaining these prior to mass site grading operations. For all project impacts to 
wetland features potentially under the jurisdiction of the USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB, 
regulatory agency permitting will be required along with compensatory habitat replacement 
identified through the wetland mitigation plan required by mitigation measure 3.3-4a, 
above. The project proponent shall prepare and submit a USACE Clean Water Act Section 
404 Nationwide Permit application, a RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
application, and a CDFW Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement application. After 
all regulatory agency permits are obtained, the proposed mitigation efforts shall be 
implemented according to stipulated permit conditions and the wetland mitigation plan. 
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The project proponent shall comply with all wetland/waters/riparian habitat replacement 
requirements and/or impact minimization measures stipulated in the approved regulatory 
agency permits. 

Impact 3.3-6: Implementation of 
the proposed project would result in 
the permanent alteration of site 
conditions that would result in the 
removal of approximately 8.8 acres 
of coast live oak woodland habitat 
and up to 191 trees, including 185 
protected oak trees. 

Significant MM 3.3-6a Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant shall submit a 
Final Forest Management Plan for review and approval by the County that minimizes the 
removal of coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) trees in accordance with the 
recommendations in the Forest Management Plan that was prepared for the proposed 
project by Forest City Consulting in July 2005. The Final Forest Management Plan shall be 
prepared by a County-approved arborist or forester, and shall include an oak tree 
restoration (mitigation and monitoring) plan that identifies the final number and acreage of 
protected oak trees to be removed during construction, and the replacement of these oak 
trees as a means of promoting long-term tree replacement in compliance with Section 
21.64.260 of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance and the Oak Woodlands 
Conservation Act/PRC Section 21083.4. 
 
The Final Forest Management Plan shall include specific recommendations on the 
following topics, as necessary. Tree replacement within the project site shall occur as 
appropriate in open space areas, and may be included in appropriate landscaping areas, and 
shall not exceed more than 1 tree per 10 foot by 10 foot block of available space. If a 
specific area does not allow for replanting of trees, then the project applicant shall have a 
qualified forester identify an alternate location for replanting on the project site. All trees 
shall be replaced with coast live oak trees obtained from on-site sources or shall be grown 
or obtained from local (“local” to be defined by Final Forest Management Plan) native seed 
stock in sizes not greater than five gallons, with one gallon or smaller being preferred to 
increase chances of successful adaptation to the project site conditions (except for 
individuals planted to provide viewshed mitigation as addressed in Mitigation Measure 3.1-
1). Replacement trees shall be monitored and maintained for a minimum of seven years 
after planting. The oak tree restoration plan shall be subject to review and approval by the 
County. The restoration shall be implemented with the following success criteria: 100% 
survival of the number identified in the approved Final Forest Management Plan, so 
overplanting could be conducted to allow that to occur in a shorter time frame. Monitoring 
by an arborist shall take place to measure survival rates for three years past the period 

Less than 
Significant 
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where the oak trees will be irrigated. Irrigation should cease after four years, or a different 
period as recommended by the project arborist.  If after this monitoring period, 100% 
survival is not achieved, replacement plantings will be required until a 100% survival rate 
is achieved for three consecutive years without irrigation. 
 
MM 3.3-6b The project applicant shall implement the following tree protection best 
management practices during construction activities within the project site and include 
these measures on construction contracts for the proposed project, subject to review and 
approval by the County of Monterey Resource Management Agency-Planning: 
  
 Prior to issuance of any permits, the Resource Management Agency – Planning shall 

review the project plans for impacts to protected oak trees that were not anticipated as 
part of the analysis included in this environmental impact report. The review of these 
plans shall focus on adjusting the plans to minimize tree removal and to minimize 
impacts to trees proposed for retention. 

 A temporary physical barrier (temporary fencing) shall be used to protect the forested 
area outside of the development area. All areas protected by the tree protection fence 
shall be considered off-limits during all stages of construction and shall not be used to 
park cars, store materials, pile debris, or place equipment. 

 Specific trees to be retained located within the development area shall be surrounded 
by a fence at the outermost edge of the dripline, or at the limit of improvements where 
development is approved within the dripline. 

 A qualified arborist or forester shall inspect the placement of the temporary protection 
fencing to ensure maximum protection of the retained trees before any heavy 
equipment is moved onto the site or any construction activities begin. 

 Any construction activities or trenching within the areas protected by the tree 
protection fencing shall be done either by hand using hand equipment or under the on-
site supervision of a qualified arborist or forester. In such cases, roots over one inch in 
diameter shall not be cut or severed unless approved by the on-site forester or arborist, 
including their determination that it would not harm the long-term viability of the tree.  

 When possible, utilities shall be placed in the same trench to minimize rootzone 
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disturbance. Not more than one trench is permitted within the dripline of any tree 
unless approved by the on-site forester or arborist, including their determination that it 
would not harm the long-term viability of the tree.  

 Roots encountered during trenching, grading, and excavation that are not to be retained 
will be cleanly cut to promote re-growth and to prevent increased damage from 
breaking the root closer to the tree than is necessary.  

 When pruning trees for construction, branches subject to breakage shall be pruned 
when such pruning will not cause significant damage to the health and vitality of the 
tree. All recommended pruning shall be supervised by a certified arborist or registered 
forester and occur prior to commencement of grading. 

 All construction contracts for the proposed project shall include a provision for 
requiring that all contractors and subcontractors performing work on the proposed 
project be given a copy of the approved Final Forest Management Plan and conditions 
of approval, and that they agree to implement the provisions of the Plan.  

 
MM 3.3-6c To comply with the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act and PRC Section 
21083.4, the tree replacement mitigation described above shall apply to 50 percent of the 
proposed impact to oak woodlands. For the remaining requirement to mitigate the impact, 
the project applicant shall either dedicate a conservation easement over a suitable oak 
woodland area on site or contribute funds to a local fund, or to the Oak Woodlands 
Conservation Fund if no local fund is established, as established under subdivision (a) of 
Section 1363 of the Fish and Wildlife Code. The primary purpose of such funds is to 
purchase oak woodlands conservation easements, as specified under paragraph (1) of 
subdivision (d) of Section 1363 and the guidelines and criteria of the Wildlife Conservation 
Board for the California Oak Woodlands Conservation Program. If contributions are made 
to a local fund, that fund must have the same purposes as the state program. This measure 
shall mitigate the remaining 50 percent of oak woodland impacts, equivalent to 
approximately half the acreage of oak woodland removal. Dedication of an on-site 
conservation easement, in lieu of paying a fee, would require that the easement area contain 
at least as many trees and an equal or greater area as that impacted by the tree removal. 

Section 3.4 Climate Change 

656 of 1030



 

 
   

Project Impacts Level of 
Significance 
Without 
Mitigation  

Mitigation Measure(s) Resulting Level 
of Significance 

Impact 3.4-1: The proposed project 
emissions would not exceed net 
zero. This is considered as no 
impact as the project is proposed.  

Potentially 
Significant 

Applicant Proposed Mitigation Measures 

MM 3.4-1a The applicant shall implement the following applicant-proposed 
mitigation measures: 

 Utilize energy star appliances (Title 24 plug-in appliances) in 77 
timeshare units;  

 Use solar photovoltaic system to generate 20 percent of on-site 
energy needs; 

 Use light-emitting diode (LED) lighting will be used outdoors 
(Note: assume 20 percent LED use); 

 Employ Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) network on-site;  
 Provide employee shuttle:  
 Use reclaimed water for 100 percent of outdoor uses; 
 Install low-flow indoor water fixtures in all buildings;  
 Use electric landscaping equipment;  
 Install water efficient landscapes; and 
 Implement on-site recycling program and divert 50 percent 

(assumed) wastes from landfill disposal.   
MM 3.4-1b To achieve a total of 2,239.63 MT of CO2e of additional GHG emissions 

reductions needed to reduce project emissions to net zero, the applicant 
shall secure additional emissions reductions through off-site GHG 
reduction programs and/or through purchase of carbon off-sets. Options 
for off-site emissions reductions programs could include but are not 
limited to the following: 

 Paying for energy-efficiency upgrades of existing homes and 
business; 

 Installing off-site renewable energy; 

No Impact with 
Applicant-
Proposed 
Mitigation 
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 Paying for off-site water efficiency; and 
 Paying for off-site waste reduction. 

Off-site mitigation must be maintained in perpetuity to match the length 
of project operations to provide ongoing annual emission reductions. 

The applicant may purchase offsets from a validated source to offset 
annual GHG emissions. Validated sources are carbon-offset sources that 
follow approved protocols and use third-party verification such as those 
of the Climate Action Registry or Climate Action Reserve. The applicant 
shall present proof of offsite mitigation and/or validated carbon offset 
purchase that offset project GHG emissions to net zero to Monterey 
County for review and approval prior to issuance of a grading permit for 
each project phase. 

Section 3.5: Cultural Resources 
Impact 3.5-1: Nine Victorian-era 
cottages present in 2003 were 
determined to be historic resources. 
Demolition of these structures 
without a permit in 2003 was a 
significant impact 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

MM 3.5-1a Project applicant (“Applicant”) shall hire a qualified historical consultant 
(“Consultant”) prior to filing the Final Map’s first phase. The Consultant shall define a 
consistent design and cohesive themes (Native American, Spanish, Mexican, and 
American) for the site.  
Before lodge unit building permits are issued, the Consultant shall identify and create a 
digital catalog of historic archives and photographs focusing on Paraiso Springs’ historic 
character and setting during the late nineteenth century when the hotel/resort was first 
commissioned. The catalog is intended to consist of a consolidated list of the archives and 
photographs found, a brief description of the archive or photograph, and the location of the 
resource. Potential available resource repositories include, but are not limited to, those 
located in the California State Library, California State Archives, Monterey County Free 
Libraries, Bancroft Library, National Archives, Monterey Public Library (i.e., the 
“California Room”), Oakland Museum, National Steinbeck Center, Pat Hathaway 
Collection, California Historical Society and all other similar organizations deemed 
appropriate by the Consultant, as agreed to by the RMA-Director of Planning. All previous 
reports submitted with the project application on the property’s history will also be 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 
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included. This catalog shall be compiled in a final format as a digital catalog of the 
archives and include information as to where to find resources that provide pertinent 
information on the four periods of significance and shall be available for printing by others. 
The digital catalog shall be included at all locations the digital presentation, described 
below, resides, including on the Paraiso Resort website, the Monterey County Historical 
Society website and offered (in a digital format) to the Soledad Mission and to regional 
visitor centers that provide information in Monterey County. 
 
A digital interpretive display that would serve to educate people about the history of the 
site including all four periods of significance shall be developed and implemented. This 
display shall use a combination of historical photos, graphics, timelines and narratives to 
help the public understand the significance of the site with particular emphasis on the 
Victorian Resort period.  
 
Prior to preparation of the on-site interpretive display, Applicant and Consultant shall 
present, for review, a list of the available materials and the Consultant’s proposed 
suggestions, layout and scope of the digitally created history to the HRRB and the 
Monterey County Historical Society in an effort to quantify and finalize the digital 
presentation scope. This submittal for review by the HRRB and historical society shall 
occur prior to issuance of construction permits for visitor serving units. Such review by the 
HRRB, and approval by the RMA-Director of Planning, shall be completed prior to 
issuance of occupancy permits for visitor serving units.   If there are any disagreements as 
to the final scope of the historical digital representation of Paraiso Springs to be created, or 
the HRRB is unable to complete its review, the RMA-Director of Planning will have final 
decision-making authority. 
 
The final historical digital presentation, detailing Paraiso Springs’ history, shall be placed 
in the lobby or in a setting at the resort visible to the majority of guests as approved by the 
RMA-Director of Planning. The presentation shall also be on the facility’s website, linked 
to the Monterey County Historical Society website at their discretion, and offered (in a 
digital format or through a website link) to the Soledad Mission and to regional visitor 
centers and museums that provide information in Monterey County, such as the museum in 
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Soledad and the Monterey County Agricultural and Rural Life Museum in San Lorenzo 
Park.  
 
The digital presentation shall be on a dedicated monitor and approved by the County prior 
to the Phase 1 lodge units’ final inspection and shall be installed and operational prior to 
opening the facility to customers. The presentation shall be played on a constant loop, show 
the history of Paraiso, and posted on the resort website.  
 
 
MM 3.5-1b: Prior to recordation of the final map, the project applicant shall provide a 
grant of up to $10,000 to the Monterey County Historical Society to pay for the time and 
effort of their personnel in assisting the Applicant and their Consultant with the review of 
the digital archives and consultation on, and technical costs for, linking the digital 
presentation to their website. The Historical Society may also use this fund for purchasing 
rights, accessioning, cataloging, displaying, creating archival-quality reproductions, and 
archiving any identified materials from the catalog specified in MM3.5-1a. All previous 
reports submitted with the project application on the property’s history will also be 
included. 
 
MM3.5-1c Prior to occupancy of first phase buildings, the applicant shall prepare a 
printable digital historic interpretive brochure, which may consist of the interpretive exhibit 
described in MM 3.5-1a or a summary of that exhibit. The printable document shall 
describe the historic periods (including the Native American, Spanish Mission, Mexican 
influences, and Victorian-era spa resort), features, locations, and former names of Paraiso 
Springs. 
 
MM3.5-1d  The project applicant shall provide a second digital display in a prominent 
public location, such as the hamlet, as recommended by the HRRB, with final approval by 
the RMA-Director of Planning. The display shall be constructed concurrent with the phase 
within which it will be located. The digital display shall include a shelter or be in a location 
that is determined sufficiently weather resistant by the HRRB, with final approval by the 
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RMA-Director of Planning.  
 
If such a weather resistant design cannot be demonstrated, the following shall occur: 
1. The applicant shall hire a qualified exhibit planning firm to design and prepare an 

interpretive exhibit that would maintain a consistent design and cohesive themes 
(Native American, Spanish, Mexican, and American).  

2. The interpretive exhibit shall consist of a minimum of six panels, which design shall be 
reviewed by the Monterey County Historic Resources Review Board with final 
approval by the RMA-Director of Planning. The interpretive exhibit shall be placed in 
an appropriate prominent location on site that is open to the public. The exhibit shall 
maintain a consistent design and cohesive themes and document the historic periods 
(including Native American, Spanish, Mexican and American periods) at Paraiso Hot 
Springs. 

3. Construction of the interpretive exhibit, if deemed necessary by the RMA-Director of 
Planning, shall be completed at the Applicant’s expense, prior to occupancy of any 
phase of the project site within which the exhibit is located. Outdoor signs shall be in 
full color and fabricated with material suitable for a 10-20-year life span. 

Impact 3.5-2: The proposed project 
has the potential to disturb, destroy, 
or adversely affect the integrity of 
recorded sites CA-MNT-302 and 
CA-MNT-303, both of which are 
significant archaeological resources. 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.5-2a To ensure that no inadvertent damage occurs to CA-MNT-302 and CA-MNT-
303 during development of the proposed project, prior to any earthmoving or construction 
activities in the area of these sites where resources from these locations may be disturbed, 
if determined necessary by the RMA-Director of Planning in consultation with the project 
archaeologist, the two sites shall be subjected to an extended Phase I (subsurface) survey to 
determine whether subsurface cultural materials are present. The RMA-Director of 
Planning shall be provided a confidential plan showing the location of grading, 
infrastructure, and structural improvements in relation to the archaeological sites.  If the 
RMA-Director of Planning determines that a Phase I survey is necessary, the dimensions of 
the resource shall be determined, and the areas identified as containing cultural resources 
shall be evaluated for historic significance. Whether a Phase I survey is required or not, the 
area shall be placed within an open space easement. The resources shall be either excavated 
and removed or left untouched and buried, as recommended by the project archaeologist, in 
consultation with a tribal representative, and as determined by the RMA-Director of 
Planning. Exclusionary fencing shall be placed around these easement areas prior to the 

Less than 
Significant 
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beginning of the project construction so that the potential for accidental impacts will be 
minimized. The location of the fencing shall be shown on the improvement plans but shall 
not be identified as to the type of resources protected. 
 
A report with the findings of any extended Phase I subsurface survey shall be submitted to, 
and reviewed and approved by, the Director of RMA-Planning prior to issuance of a 
grading permit or other ground disturbing activities. If the subsurface survey reveals that 
implementation of the project or project features would adversely affect one or both of the 
resources, the project design shall be modified to avoid the resources and the resources 
shall be protected in place. All design changes are subject to approval by the Director of 
RMA-Planning. 
 
MM 3.5-2b After completion of the Phase I subsurface survey and report in compliance 
with MM 3.5-2a above, or prior to issuance of construction permits if no Phase I survey is 
deemed necessary, and to ensure that no inadvertent damage occurs to CA-MNT-302 and 
CA-MNT-303 or other yet undiscovered cultural resources, the project developer shall 
contract with a qualified archaeologist, acceptable to the Monterey County Director of 
RMA-Planning, to prepare a mitigation monitoring plan consistent with the provisions of 
this mitigation measure and with the professional ethics of the archaeology profession. The 
plan shall be approved by the Director of RMA-Planning prior to issuance of a grading 
permit or other ground disturbing activities. 
 
The project developer shall also contract with a tribal monitor to observe ground disturbing 
activities at an hourly rate and scope deemed acceptable by the Director of RMA-Planning. 
 
The qualified archeologist shall implement the monitoring plan during grading and/or 
construction-related activities within the following four areas: the Prehistoric Sensitivity 
Area, the Mission Vineyard Sensitivity Area, the Victorian Historic Complex Sensitivity 
Area, and the Historic Dump Area. 
 
The archaeological monitoring plan shall include the following provisions: 
 The timing and frequency of this monitoring shall be at the discretion of the qualified 
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archaeologist with the intent that they be present during ground disturbing activities 
that could affect known or undiscovered resources. Monitoring in any area may be 
discontinued by the project archaeologist when it becomes evident that no additional 
monitoring is necessary. 

 Monitoring by a tribal monitor shall be included for ground disturbing activities (i.e., 
infrastructure trenching, grading, foundation excavation) at an hourly rate and scope 
deemed acceptable by the Director of RMA-Planning and may be discontinued by the 
tribal monitor when it becomes evident that no additional monitoring is necessary. 

 Any artifacts or other cultural materials noted by the monitor will be collected and 
stored for subsequent analysis or provided to the tribe for appropriate relocation 
pursuant to an agreement between the property owner and the tribe. It may be 
necessary to temporarily halt earth moving activities while such materials are 
collected. 

 If a significant cultural feature or deposit is discovered, earth moving activities may be 
halted for the purpose of identifying the deposit. If deemed necessary, the feature or 
deposit shall be sampled or salvaged according to a mitigation and data recovery plan 
developed with the concurrence of RMA-Planning. A mitigation and data recovery 
plan shall be developed as part of this archaeological monitoring plan. 

 Any collected materials will be subjected to appropriate analyses, and either be 
relocated pursuant to an agreement with the OCEN tribe or be curated on the property 
or in the public domain at an appropriate archaeological curation facility. 

 The Director of RMA-Planning shall resolve any disagreements between the project 
archaeologist and the tribal monitor. 

• At the end of the project a final report shall be produced documenting and synthesizing 
all data collected. This report will include recording and analysis of materials 
recovered, conclusions and interpretations, identification of the curation facility where 
the materials are stored, and additional recommendations as necessary. 

The archaeological monitor shall submit a weekly report of the monitoring activities to the 
Director of RMA-Planning. 
 
The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop all work if potentially 
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significant cultural features or materials are uncovered. The RMA-Director of Planning 
shall be notified immediately of any discovery. There shall be no further excavation or 
disturbance of the project site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
resources until the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and, if determined 
significant or unique (as defined in CEQA section 21083.2), until appropriate mitigation 
measures are formulated, with the approval of the lead agency, and implemented. If the 
archaeological site is determined to contain nonunique archaeological resources, the 
resource shall be documented, as appropriate and as approved by the RMA-Director of 
Planning in consultation with the monitoring archaeologist.  
 
If any discovered archaeological site is determined unique, project construction shall be 
modified in at least one of the following manners as determined through consultation with 
the applicant, archaeologist, tribal monitor, and RMA-Director of Planning, as approved by 
the RMA-Director of Planning: 
 
1. Move the construction to avoid the site. 
2. Deed the archaeological site into a permanent conservation easement. 
3. Cap or cover the archaeological site with a layer of soil before building on the site. 
4. Plan for open space components of the project to incorporate and protect the 

archaeological site. 
If a unique archaeological site is discovered, the implementation of the above measures 
may mean the elimination of some of the approved uses or structures. If the use or structure 
can be accommodated within the project footprint in a different location, the RMA-
Director of Planning will determine whether the proposed relocation is in substantial 
conformance with the approved project and issue any applicable permits. If the 
relocation/redesign is determined to not be in substantial conformance with the project 
approvals, the construction activity and use shall be eliminated in that area, or an 
amendment to the project permits shall be obtained through a public process. 
 
MM 3.5-2c The following language shall be included within any plans for grading and 
building permits that involve ground disturbance, contracts with construction firms, permits 
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or authorizations pertaining to the project site: 
“If, at any time, potentially significant cultural features or materials are discovered, 
work shall be halted within 50 meters until the find can be evaluated by the project 
archaeologist and tribal monitor and, if determined significant by the RMA-Director of 
Planning, until appropriate mitigation measures are formulated, with the approval of 
the RMA-Director of Planning, and implemented.” 
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Impact 3.5-3: The planned road 
improvements along Paraiso Springs 
Road would disturb, destroy, or 
adversely affect the integrity of a 
significant archaeological resource. 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.5-3a To ensure that no damage occurs to the identified cultural resource during 
planned road improvement activity along Paraiso Springs Road, the project applicant shall 
do the following: 
a. Contract with a qualified archaeologist to determine if the resource is unique, identify 

the exact dimensions of the site and formally record the resource;  
b. The project developer shall also contract with a tribal monitor to observe ground 

disturbing activities at an hourly rate and scope deemed acceptable by the Director of 
RMA-Planning; 

c. Place exclusionary fencing around the limits of the resource as identified by the 
archaeologist prior to earthmoving activities so that the potential for accidental impacts 
is eliminated; and 

d. The applicant shall provide evidence that the site has been recorded with the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System, if it 
meets the criteria for recording, prior to approval of the final improvement plans for 
the off-site road improvements to Paraiso Springs Road, subject to review and 
approval by the County RMA Planning Department. 

MM 3.5-3b To ensure that no inadvertent damage occurs to the identified cultural resource 
or to other yet undiscovered cultural resources associated with off-site road improvements, 
the project developer shall contract with a qualified archeologist, acceptable to the 
Monterey County RMA Director of Planning, to prepare a mitigation monitoring plan 
consistent with the provisions of this mitigation measure. The plan shall be approved by the 
RMA Director of Planning prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
The qualified archeologist shall implement the monitoring plan during grading and/or 
construction-related activities within the road improvement area. The archaeological 
monitoring plan shall include the following provisions: 
 
a. The timing and frequency of this monitoring shall be at the discretion of the qualified 

archaeologist and identified in the plan. Monitoring in any area may be discontinued 
by the project archaeologist when it becomes evident that no additional monitoring is 
necessary. 

b. Monitoring by a tribal monitor shall be included for ground disturbing activities (i.e., 

Less than 
Significant 
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infrastructure trenching, grading, foundation excavation) at an hourly rate and scope 
deemed acceptable by the Director of RMA-Planning and may be discontinued by the 
tribal monitor when it becomes evident that no additional monitoring is necessary. 

c. Any artifacts or other cultural materials noted by the monitor will be collected and 
stored for subsequent analysis or provided to the tribe for appropriate relocation 
pursuant to an agreement between the county or other property owner and the tribe. It 
may be necessary to temporarily halt earth moving activities while such materials are 
collected. 

d. If a significant cultural feature or deposit is discovered, earth moving activities may be 
halted for the purpose of identifying the deposit, at the discretion of the monitor. If 
deemed necessary, the feature or deposit shall be sampled or salvaged according to a 
mitigation and data recovery plan developed with the concurrence of the RMA 
Director of Planning. 

e. Any collected materials will be subjected to appropriate analyses, and either be 
relocated pursuant to an agreement with the OCEN tribe or be curated in the public 
domain at an appropriate archaeological curation facility.  

f. The Director of RMA-Planning shall resolve any disagreements between the project 
archaeologist and the tribal monitor. 

g.    At the end of the project a final report shall be produced documenting and synthesizing 
all data collected. This report will include recording and analysis of materials 
recovered, conclusions and interpretations, identification of the curation facility where 
the materials are stored, and additional recommendations as necessary. 

 
The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop all work if potentially 
significant cultural features or materials are uncovered. The RMA-Director of Planning 
shall be notified immediately of any discovery. There shall be no further excavation or 
disturbance of the road site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
resources until the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and tribal monitor 
and, if determined significant or unique (as defined in CEQA section 21083.2), until 
appropriate mitigation measures are formulated, with the approval of the lead agency, and 
implemented. If the archaeological site is determined to contain nonunique archaeological 
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resources, the resource shall be documented, as appropriate and as approved by the RMA-
Director of Planning in consultation with the monitoring archaeologist and tribal monitor. 
If any discovered archaeological site is determined unique, project construction shall be 
modified in at least one of the following manners as determined through consultation with 
the applicant, archaeologist, tribal monitor and RMA-Director of Planning, as approved by 
the RMA-Director of Planning: 
1. Move the construction to avoid the site. 
2. Cap or cover the archaeological site with a layer of soil before building on the site. 
If a unique archaeological site is discovered, the implementation of the above measures 
may mean the redesign or elimination of some of the planned improvements. If the design 
can be accommodated within the project footprint in a different location, the RMA-
Director of Planning will determine whether the proposed relocation is in substantial 
conformance with the approved project and issue any applicable permits. If the 
relocation/redesign is determined to not be in substantial conformance with the project 
approvals, the construction activity shall be eliminated in that area, or an amendment to the 
project permits shall be obtained through a public process. 
 
MM 3.5-3c The following language shall be included within all approved grading or 
building plans that involve ground disturbance, contracts with construction firms, and 
permits or authorizations pertaining to the Paraiso Springs Road Improvement area: 
 
“If, at any time, potentially significant cultural features or materials are discovered, work 
shall be halted in the immediate vicinity until the find can be evaluated by the project 
archaeologist and tribal monitor and, if determined significant, until appropriate mitigation 
measures are formulated, with the approval of the lead agency, and implemented.” 

Impact 3.5-4: While only two 
known recorded sites are within the 
project site, the possibility cannot be 
precluded that as of yet 
undiscovered archaeological 
resources or human remains are 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.5-4a  If human remains are discovered during grading or construction, the following 
steps shall be taken immediately upon discovery: 
a.  There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the project site or any nearby 

area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains, initially 50 meters, until 
the following occurs: 

Less than 
Significant 
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present and could be damaged 
during land alteration activities. 

b.  The Coroner of County of Monterey must be contacted to determine that no 
investigation of the cause of death is required, and 

c.  If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 
 The Coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission and the 

Monterey County Resource Management Agency – Planning Department within 
24 hours. 

 The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons 
from a recognized local tribe of the Esselen, Salinan, Costanoan/Ohlone and 
Chumash tribal groups, as appropriate, to be the most likely descendent. 

 The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the landowner or the 
person responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, 
with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as 
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 and 5097.993, or where the 
following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representatives shall 
rebury the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with 
appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance: 
○  The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most 

likely descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a 
recommendation with 24 hours after being notified by the commission. 

○  The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or 
○  The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation 

of the descendent, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage 
Commission fails to provide measure acceptable to the landowner.  

 
If the find is determined to be significant, the project design shall be modified to avoid the 
resources and the resources shall be protected in place as described in mitigation measure 
3.5-4b.  
 
MM 3.5-4b: The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop all work if 
potentially significant cultural features or materials are uncovered. The RMA- Director of 
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Planning shall be notified immediately of any discovery. There shall be no further 
excavation or disturbance of the project site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to 
overlie adjacent resources until the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and, 
if determined significant or unique (as defined in CEQA section 21083.2), until appropriate 
mitigation measures are formulated, with the approval of the lead agency, and 
implemented. If the archaeological site is determined to contain nonunique archaeological 
resources, the resource shall be documented, as appropriate and as approved by the RMA-
Director of Planning in consultation with the monitoring archaeologist and tribal monitor.  
 
If any discovered archaeological site is determined unique, project construction shall be 
modified in at least one of the following manners as determined through consultation with 
the applicant, archaeologist, tribal monitor and RMA-Director of Planning, as approved by 
the RMA-Director of Planning: 
 

1. Move the construction to avoid the site. 
2. Deed the archaeological site into a permanent conservation easement. 
3. Cap or cover the archaeological site with a layer of soil before building on the 

site. 
4. Plan for open space components of the project to incorporate and protect the 

archaeological site. 
 

If a unique archaeological site is discovered, the implementation of the above measures 
may mean the elimination of some of the approved uses or structures. If the use or structure 
can be accommodated within the project footprint in a different location, the RMA-
Director of Planning will determine whether the proposed relocation is in substantial 
conformance with the approved project and issue any applicable permits. If the 
relocation/redesign is determined to not be in substantial conformance with the project 
approvals, the construction activity and use shall be eliminated in that area, or an 
amendment to the project permits shall be obtained through a public process. 
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Section 3.6: Geology and Soils 
Impact 3.6-1: Seismic ground 
shaking at the site may occur during 
the next major earthquake on a 
regional fault system. Such shaking 
can cause severe damage to or 
collapse of buildings or other project 
facilities and may expose people to 
injury or death.  

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.6-1a Prior to building permit approval, the project structural engineer shall provide 
a seismic design report for the project consistent with the most current version of the 
California Building Code, at a minimum. If other, more conservative design guidelines are 
determined to be applicable to the project, those design guidelines shall be followed.  
Recommendations contained within the Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report, 
prepared by Landset Engineers (2004), shall also be referenced and incorporated as they 
provide specific recommendations regarding site preparation and construction of 
foundations, retaining walls, utilities, sidewalks, roadways, subsurface drainage, and 
landscaping features based on the lot characteristics and proximity to faults near the project 
site. The seismic design report shall be submitted for plan check with any improvement 
plans including earthwork or foundation construction. 
 
During the course of construction, the project applicant shall contract with a qualified 
engineering geologist to be on site during all grading operations to make onsite remediation 
and recommendations as needed, and perform required tests, observations, and consultation 
as specified in the seismic design. Prior to final inspection, the project applicant shall 
provide certification from the project structural engineer that all development has been 
constructed in accordance with all applicable geologic and geotechnical reports. 
MM 3.6-1b  Prior to occupancy of the proposed project, large appliances (i.e. refrigerators, 
freezers, pianos, wall units, water heaters, etc.), book shelves, storage shelves, and other 
large free-standing objects incorporated as part of the building design shall be firmly 
attached to the floor or to structural members of walls. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 3.6-2: Implementation of 
the proposed project may result in 
potential permanent structural 
damage and associated human 
safety hazards resulting from 
dynamic compaction.  

Potentially 
Significant 

Implementation of MM 3.6-1a above. Less than 
Significant 
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Impact 3.6-3: Implementation of 
the proposed project may result in 
potential permanent structural 
damage and associated human 
safety hazards resulting from direct 
and indirect slope-failure related to 
hazards such as liquefaction and/or 
lateral spreading.  

Potentially 
Significant 

MM3.6-3a Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall contract with a 
certified engineer to prepare a site-specific Supplemental Liquefaction Investigation 
prepared in accordance with the California Department of Mines & Geology Special 
Publication 117. The Supplemental Liquefaction Investigation shall include in its analysis 
the approved drainage plan. Engineering measures to protect development in this area 
could include structural strengthening of buildings to resist predicted ground settlement, 
utilization of post tension or mat slab foundations or a combination of such measures as 
recommended in the Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report prepared by Landset 
Engineering (2004). These improvements shall be included in the final improvement plans 
for the proposed project and installed concurrent with site preparation and grading 
activities associated with future development. 
MM 3.6-3b Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall contract with a 
certified engineer to ensure that final grading plans include a slope stability analysis, 
particularly for the parking area near the hamlet and the adjacent roadway, to verify that the 
proposed cut and fill slopes are considered stable under both static and pseudo-static 
conditions. 
 
MM 3.6-3c The Final Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report shall use the most-
recent Building Code, which addresses new seismic design requirements for structures and 
the site soil profile as SE should be reviewed again to confirm this designation is still 
appropriate for the project site. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 3.6-4: Implementation of 
the proposed project may result in 
potential permanent structural 
damage and associated human 
safety hazards resulting from slope-
failure hazards such as landslides. 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.6.4a Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project Geologist of Record (PGOR) 
shall work with the Geotechnical Engineer of Record and the Civil Engineer of Record to 
prepare a Final Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report. As part of this report, the 
PGOR shall:  
1.  Further characterize the debris flow and debris torrent hazards and attendant risks to 

the proposed developments. The PGOR shall perform a detailed mapping and 
subsurface program that will characterize the mode of past transport for angular 
boulders and cobbles of schist bedrock within the sandy alluvial matrix on the valley 
floors. Further geological mapping shall include detailed mapping of individual debris 
flow scars, as well as run-out areas for the debris flow deposits. Subsurface work shall 

Less than 
Significant 
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adequately characterize the depth and extent of individual debris flow/torrent events. 
Mode of transport characterization shall include volumes and velocities per debris 
flow/torrent event, substantiated by a detailed geological recordation of past events in 
and adjacent to the proposed development areas; 

2.  Prepare debris flow/torrent design volumes, velocities and runup heights where 
warranted, based upon the above-listed field work and analysis; 

3.  Plot their geological information upon the most current sub-division and grading maps 
and analyze the potential impacts to the proposed developments; and 

4.  Work with PGOR and Civil Engineer Of Record to jointly assess the impact that debris 
flows and debris torrents may have upon the performance of the proposed drainage 
improvements. The proposed drainage improvements should be protected from design 
debris flow and torrent events dictated by the PGOR, or the drainage improvements 
shall be designed to handle said debris flow or debris torrent events without triggering 
flooding of the proposed developments. 

The Final Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report shall fully characterize the new 
design debris flow events to include site design-specific recommendations to ensure that 
the structures at risk would not collapse if said design debris flow occurs. 
MM 3.6.4b At the time of construction of the project, all excavations shall be observed by 
the PGOR prior to backfilling of the excavation. A post-construction geologic map 
portraying the distribution of rock and soil should be constructed by the PGOR and 
submitted to the County of Monterey with a Final Geological Report. If previously 
unidentified debris flow deposits are mapped in the excavations during construction, 
additional mitigation measures shall be recommended at the time of construction by the 
PGOR. 

Impact 3.6-5: Implementation of 
the proposed project would result in 
temporary and long-term 
disturbance of soils with high 
erosion potential, which could 
increase the risk of accelerated 
erosion and adversely affect water 

Significant  MM 3.6-5 Prior to grading permit issuance, the project applicant shall contract with a 
qualified consultant to prepare an erosion control plan and a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that documents best management practices (filters, traps, bio-
filtration swales, etc.) to ensure that urban runoff contaminants and sediment are minimized 
during site preparation, construction, and post-construction periods. The erosion control 
plan and SWPPP shall incorporate best management practices consistent with the 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and Monterey 

Less than 
Significant 
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quality. County Ordinance 16.12.80, Land Clearing. The erosion and sediment control plan and the 
SWPPP shall be consistent with the standards set forth in the Construction General Permit. 

Impact 3.6-6: The project site has a 
low shrink swell/ expansion 
potential. 

Potentially 
Significant 

Implementation of MM 3.5-1a 3.6-1a above. Less than 
Significant 

Section 3.7: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Impact 3.7-3: The proposed project 
would result in the demolition and 
removal of all structures within the 
project site, which may contain 
asbestos, lead, and/or PCBs from the 
fluorescent lighting ballasts within 
the existing structures 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.7-3a Pursuant to Cal OSHA regulations, the project applicant shall have each 
structure proposed for demolition within the project site inspected by a qualified 
environmental specialist for the presence of asbestos containing material and lead based 
paints prior to obtaining a demolition permit from the County. If asbestos containing 
material and/or lead based paints are found during the investigations, the project applicant 
shall develop a remediation program to ensure that these materials are removed and 
disposed of by a licensed contractor in accordance with all federal, state and local laws and 
regulations, subject to approval by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
and the County of Monterey Environmental Health Bureau, as applicable. Any hazardous 
materials that are removed from the structures shall be disposed of at an approved landfill 
facility in accordance with federal, state and local laws and regulations. 
MM 3.7-3b The project applicant shall ensure that the removal of all fluorescent lighting 
ballasts within each structure are removed under the purview of the Monterey County 
Environmental Health Bureau in order to identify proper handling procedures prior to 
demolition of the structures within the project site. All removed fluorescent lighting 
ballasts shall be removed prior to demolition and disposed of at an approved landfill 
facility in accordance with federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 3.7-4: Implementation of 
the proposed project may expose 
people or the property to hazardous 
materials associated with the 
abandonment of septic systems at 
the project site.  

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.7-4 Subject to review by the County of Monterey Environmental Health 
Department, the project applicant shall map the specific location of all septic tanks located 
within the project site. Once located, the septic tanks shall be removed and properly 
disposed of at an approved landfill facility or properly abandoned onsite under permit with 
Monterey County Environmental Health. The applicant shall provide to Monterey County 
Environmental Health a schedule of all septic tanks on the property and identify those tanks 
to be physically removed from the property and those tanks to be abandoned onsite under 
permit with Monterey County Environmental Health. 

Less than 
Significant 
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Impact 3.7-5: The project site 
contains an existing propane tank, 
above ground fuel storage tank, 
boiler, and evidence of a debris pile 
at the project site.  

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.7-5 Once the above ground fuel storage tank(s) are removed, a visual inspection of 
the areas beneath and around the removed tanks shall be performed. Any stained soils 
observed underneath the storage tanks shall be sampled. Results of the sampling (if 
necessary) shall indicate the level or remediation efforts that may be required. In the event 
that subsequent testing indicates the presence of any hazardous materials beyond 
acceptable thresholds, a work plan shall be prepared subject to review and approval by the 
County of Monterey Environmental Health Bureau in order to remediate the soil in 
accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations prior to issuance of a 
grading permit. 

Less than 
Significant  

Impact 3.7-6: Implementation of 
the proposed project will not affect 
an emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. 
However, project implementation 
may impact emergency response 
and evacuation efforts. 

Potentially 
Significant 

 

MM 3.7-6a The 2019 Fire Protection Plan shall be subject to review has been reviewed 
and approved by the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, and approval shall be 
approved by the RMA Director prior to clearance of any vegetation or issuance of permits 
for construction, whichever occurs first. The applicant shall implement the fire protection 
and safety measures recommended in the approved Fire Protection Plan. The Fire 
Protection Plan shall include the following or equivalent measures, as determined through 
the approval process along with additional measures listed below, including the following: 

• Provide a facility Fire Safety Coordinator(s) to oversee implementation of fire 
protection and safety and overall fire coordination with MSRFPD/CAL FIRE. 

• Coordinate an annual fire evacuation drill/fire exercise to ensure proper safety 
measures have been implemented, facility awareness and preparation of facility-
wide “Ready, Set, Go!” plan, consistent with the Monterey County Community 
Wildfire Protection Plan. 

• Provide trained security staff 24/ hours per day and 7 days per week, 365 days per 
year at the guard gate who are trained to manage an evacuation of the facility by 
opening the gates and directing traffic out of the area. 

• Provide a first-responder (EMT) level staff person and equipment to be on-site at 
all times. 

Less than 
Significant 
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• Provide a customized one-ton, 4x4 pickup with a skid mounted pump and up to 
150 gallon water tank. Multiple and train multiple staff members and site security 
staff should be trained to utilize this apparatus for the purposes of providing initial 
suppression for any vegetation ignitions, and initial response to other fires. 

• Prior to project operation, d Designate one or more structures as temporary refuge 
areas (TRAs) to house the projected population on the project site in the event of a 
fire emergency and to include additional hardening to be designated a temporary 
refuge area. TRA structures shall include specifications listed in the 2019 Fire 
Protection Plan. 

o The capacity for TRA structures shall be equivalent to shelter the total 
maximum site population within protected buildings based on 15 square 
feet per person of habitable space.  

o The Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer), management staff, 
and security personnel will quarterly participate in a meeting to review 
and discuss the evacuation protocols and contingency option for 
temporarily refuging on site. 

• Provide ember-resistant vents and screening for all ventilation for project 
structures, as specified in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan. 

• Provide a site-wide Public Address (PA)/Intercom system for emergency 
notifications. 

• Prepare and practice site-wide evacuations following the “Ready, Set, Go!” 
program guidelines. A drill will be conducted at least once per year involving 
staff. 

• Prepare an Emergency Preparation Plan that considers includes specifications 
listed in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan, such as pre-fire planning, post-fire 
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recovery, reporting, training, prevention, and communications procedures. 

• Enhance traffic flow by not constructing speed bumps/humps and provide an 
automatic opening device for fire and law enforcement at the entrance gate. 

• Restrict vegetation around TRA buildings structures to highly ignition-resistant 
vegetation planted at low densities and maintained free of all accumulated 
debris/litter. 

• Design and implement a landscaping plan consistent with accepted wildland urban 
interface fire safe/fire adapted practices. 

o The landscaping plan shall be reviewed and approved by the County, 
MSRFPD, and/or an experienced fire protection planner, as determined 
by the County, to ensure that proposed plantings and maintenance meet 
the required fire safety and screening requirements. 

• If planted, manage the vineyard using a professional vintner in an irrigated, 
maintained condition to act as a modified fuel buffer, utilizing irrigation and 
operation measures included in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan. 

• Conduct an annual inspection of the site by MSRFPD or its designee to ensure 
that project landscaping is maintained in a wildfire-safe condition. 

• Maintain a 1- to 3-foot landscape-free area adjacent to all building structures’ 
foundations to prevent available fuels for embers at the building base. 

MM 3.7-6b  Implement and maintain fuel treatment areas along project roads. Fuel 
treatment areas shall measure 20 feet in width (horizontal) as measured from the edge of 
the paved surface and shall occur on both sides of the road. Maintenance of roadside 
treatment areas shall be conducted according to the standards outlined in Monterey County 
Code Chapter 18.09 (Fire Code), Section O109.1. 

Impact 3.7-7: Implementation of Potentially MM 3.7-7a  Implement all construction-phase fuel modification components from the Less than 
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the proposed project may exacerbate 
wildfire risk. 

Significant approved Construction Fire Prevention Plan (see MM 3.7-7b) prior to removal of 
vegetation or combustible building materials being delivered to the site, as applicable. 

MM 3.7-7b (Replaces 2019 RDEIR Version) The draft 2019 Construction Fire 
Prevention Plan, included as an appendix to the Final EIR, shall be reviewed by the 
Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, and approved by the RMA Director prior to 
clearance of any vegetation or issuance of permits for construction, whichever occurs first. 
This plan addresses training of construction personnel and provides details of fire 
suppression procedures and equipment to be used during construction. Information 
contained in the plan shall be included as part of project-related environmental awareness 
training. The applicant shall implement procedures in the Construction Fire Prevention 
Plan, including the following: 
 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition, including, but not limited to, 
vegetation clearing, parking requirements/restrictions, idling restrictions, smoking 
restrictions, proper use of gas-powered equipment, use of spark arrestors, and hot 
work restrictions; 

• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to Extreme Fire Danger 
days; 

• Adequate water supply to service construction activities; 

• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and responsibility; 

• Worker training for fire prevention, initial attack firefighting, and fire reporting; 

• Emergency communication, response, and reporting procedures; 

• Coordination with local fire agencies to facilitate agency access through the 
project site; 

• Emergency contact information; 

Significant 
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• Demonstrate compliance with applicable plans and policies established by state 
and local agencies. 

• Initial clearance of native vegetation, or clearance of vegetation within 100 feet of 
native vegetation, shall require that a staffed water vehicle (water truck or Fire 
Engine) be located within 200 feet of all operating mechanized equipment. This 
requirement shall also apply to grading activities within 100 feet of native or 
flammable vegetation; 

• The County, a third-party fire protection consultant, or MSRFPD shall inspect the 
project site, prior to any site construction activities, to ensure that all required 
measures are in place. 
 

MM 3.7-7c  Maintenance of project buildings, grounds, and infrastructure, including 
defensible space areas, shall be conducted using firesafe practices to minimize the potential 
for wildfire ignitions resulting from equipment use. Firesafe practices shall be consistent 
with California Public Resources Code Sections 4427, 4428, 4431, and 4442. 
Infrastructure maintenance activities shall be ceased during periods of high fire hazard 
(e.g., red flag warnings), except where necessary to maintain water supply for fire 
suppression purposes. This requirement shall be included in the project’s operational 
manual (MM 3.7-7d). 

MM 3.7-7d (Replaces 2019 RDEIR Version) The 2019 Operations Fire Prevention Plan, 
included as an appendix to the Final EIR, shall be reviewed by the Mission-Soledad Rural 
Fire Protection District and approved by the RMA Director prior to issuance of occupancy 
permits or final inspection, whichever occurs first, for any habitable structures. This plan 
addresses policies and procedures for minimizing wildfire potential. The applicant shall 
implement procedures in the Operation Fire Prevention Plan, including the following: 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition during maintenance activities; 

• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to Extreme Fire Danger 
days; 
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• Fuel modification zone and landscape area maintenance procedures, including 
timing of work to reduce the likelihood of ignition and/or fire spread; 

• Communication and reporting procedures with MSRFPD; 

• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and contact information; 

• Applicable recommendations included in the project’s Fire Protection Plan (MM 
3.7-6a); 

• The Project Operator shall fund a third-party fuel modification inspector or 
MSRFPD, as chosen by the Fire District, to conduct an annual inspection prior to 
June to certify that fuel modification maintenance has occurred. 

Impact 3.7-8:  Implementation of 
the proposed project may exacerbate 
fire risk associated with installation 
and maintenance of project-related 
infrastructure. 

Potentially 
Significant 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7-6b and 3.7-7c, wildfire impacts resulting 
from installation and maintenance of project-related infrastructure would be less than 
significant. 

 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 3.7-9:  Implementation of 
the proposed project may increase 
risk associated with post-fire runoff, 
slope instability, or drainage 
changes. 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.7-9  Following any wildfire that burns onto the project site, a post-fire field 
assessment shall be conducted by an engineering geologist within 60 days of fire personnel 
allowing access to the site, to identify any areas that may be subject to increased risk of 
post-fire flooding, landslide or erosion. Any recommendations identified by the geologist 
to mitigate such risk shall be reviewed and approved by Monterey County RMA and 
implemented by the project applicant. The engineering geologist shall determine areas that 
should not be utilized until remediation has been completed. The completion of 
remediation and ability to reuse these areas shall be determined by the engineering 
geologist and reported to the County Building Official prior to commencing uses in those 
areas. This requirement shall be included in the project’s operational manual. 
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Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Hydrology  
Impact 3.8-1: During grading and 
construction activities, erosion of 
exposed soils may occur and 
pollutants generated by site 
development activities may result in 
water quality impacts if erosion 
control measures are not 
implemented 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.6-5  (see above) Less than 
Significant 

Impact 3.8-2:  Implementation of 
the proposed project would alter the 
existing drainage pattern and 
increase the amount of impervious 
surfaces on the project site due to 
construction of the hotel, residences, 
roadways, driveways, and other 
amenities 

Significant MM 3.8-2 Prior to recording the Final Subdivision Map or approval of any construction 
permit that would affect drainage, whichever occurs first, the project applicant shall 
contract with a registered Civil Engineer to prepare a final drainage plan. The drainage 
control plan shall design storm water detention facilities to limit the 100-year post-
development runoff rate to the 10-year pre-development rate in accordance with Section 
16.16.040.B.5 of the Monterey County Code and Monterey County Water Resource 
Agency (MCWRA) standards. This shall be accomplished through the use of low impact 
development (LID) features and best management practices (BMP). In the event that the 
detention objectives cannot be accomplished through LID methodologies alone, a detention 
basin may be used. In addition, the drainage plan shall incorporate relevant storm water 
recommendations as described in the Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report 
(Landset Engineers 2004). The final drainage plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval to RMA and Monterey County Water Resources Agency prior to recording the 
Final Subdivision Map or approval of any construction plans that would affect drainage, 
whichever occurs first. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 3.8-3: The proposed project 
would result in an increase in long-
term surface runoff that may contain 
urban contaminates that would have 
an adverse impact on surface water 
quality.  

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.8-3 To prevent the potential contamination of downstream waters from urban 
pollutants, the Resource Management Agency and Water Resources Agency shall require 
that the storm drainage system design, required under mitigation measure MM 3.8-2, 
includes, but is not limited to the following components: grease/oil separators; sediment 
separation; vegetative filtering to open drainage conveyances and detention basins; and on-
site percolation of as much run-off as feasible, including diversion of roof gutters to French 
drains or dispersion trenches, dispersion of road and driveway runoff to vegetative margins, 

Less than 
Significant 
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or other similar methods. Storm water shall not be collected and conveyed directly to a 
natural drainage without passing through some type of active or passive treatment. Said 
provisions shall be incorporated into the storm drain system plans submitted to the County 
for plan check, within the time frames outlined in mitigation measure MM 3.8-2. 

Impact 3.8-8: The use of certain 
types of water softening equipment 
could increase calcium carbonate 
levels in groundwater to a level that 
could exceed drinking water 
standards. 

Potentially 
Significant 

MM 3.8-8 The property owner and the resort operator shall ensure that any water softening 
equipment shall consist of a cartridge-type softener or a type that does not increase salt 
load to the wastewater. Any cartridges shall be hauled to off-site facilities for regeneration. 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 3.8-9: Implementation of 
the proposed project could lower the 
water table to a level that could 
adversely impact wetland or riparian 
vegetation.  

Potentially 
Significant  

MM 3.8-9 The applicant shall hire a biologist specializing in wetland and riparian habitats 
prior to filing of the first phase final map. Prior to any land disturbance, the biologist shall 
work with the project hydrologist to establish pre-project conditions for these habitat areas, 
including vegetation areal extent and habitat quality, groundwater levels, groundwater 
quality, and any surface water flow quantity and quality for wetlands and riparian areas that 
will remain. The biologist shall prepare a monitoring program, subject to approval by the 
County, that should include shallow piezometers installed at the upgradient edges of the 
wetlands, or some other mechanism that would monitor water quantity and quality. A 
“control” set of piezometers (or other approved mechanism) shall also be installed and 
monitored at the same time to distinguish from effects related to pumping and irrigation 
return flow. The monitoring program shall be approved prior to issuance of grading 
permits. 

The monitoring program shall describe the methods used to monitor the extent and health 
of wetland and riparian vegetation, including triggers for applying supplemental water due 
to loss of areal extent or stress of vegetation from salt loading as detected by measurements 
of electrical conductivity and visual observation of plant stress. Water quantity (depth to 
groundwater) and quality monitoring shall occur at least quarterly for the first ten years of 
resort operation and semiannually thereafter if groundwater conditions are determined to be 
well defined and stable; vegetation monitoring shall occur by the biologist every two 
months between April 15 and November 1 of each year (4 visits). Both monitoring 
activities shall be conducted until five years after buildout, or ten years after 

Less than 
Significant 
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commencement of construction, whichever is later, and shall be allowed to be discontinued 
only if annual reports demonstrate a stable habitat area and quality, compared to the pre-
project condition, for at least the final three years of this monitoring program. If the area or 
quality has been affected by the project, monitoring shall continue past this time period 
until three successive years of stable habitat area and quality have been demonstrated in the 
preserved wetland and riparian areas. 

The property owner and resort operator shall have electrical conductivity monitored on the 
same schedule as the water level measurements. Any changes in vegetation stress identified 
through the monitoring shall be identified as to whether it is caused by water quality 
effects, groundwater levels, or both.  

Annual reports shall be prepared by the biologist, and provided to Monterey County RMA-
Planning, that determine the extent and quality of the habitat, water levels, water quality, 
and expected effect on the protected habitat. If any of those reports demonstrate there is a 
reduction in the area or biological health of the habitat attributable to the project, the resort 
operator shall provide supplemental water to the impacted habitat areas or shall obtain 
necessary permits to provide replacement habitat on site. In such a circumstance, an 
adaptive management program shall be submitted to Monterey County for review and 
approval that achieves no net loss of wetland and riparian habitat on the site.  If 
supplemental water is needed for this activity, an additional up to 2.3 acre-feet of water 
may be required, increasing net water consumption to the aquifer up to 17.8 acre-feet per 
year. 

Section 3.10: Noise 
Impact 3.10-3: Operation of the 
proposed project would result in an 
increase in noise levels at the project 
site. However, most of the 
residences are located greater than 
1,500 feet from the closest proposed 
project facility, with the exception 
of the nearest residence (adjacent to 

Significant MM 3.10-3: During operation of the project, the operator shall adhere to the following 
requirements for nighttime noise: 

 Within the time period of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. the following morning, no loud 
and unreasonable sounds shall be made. 

 Loud and unreasonable sounds are those that exceed 45 dBA Leq (hourly) or a 
maximum of 65 dBA at or outside the property boundaries of the project site. 

 Construction subsequent to initial resort construction shall also be limited to the 
requirements found in MM 3.10-4. 

Less than 
Significant 
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sound level measurement LT-2) 
located approximately 1,300 feet 
from the easternmost proposed 
project facility, identified on the 
project drawings as the Enhanced 
On-Site Treatment Center. 
Adherence to 2014 County noise 
standards for low density residential 
and transient lodging uses would 
ensure that potential increase in 
noise levels at the project site would 
be less than significant; however, 
those standards are not applicable to 
the project. 

 Resort Staff shall be informed of, and trained in, these limitations and Resort 
Management shall be responsible to address any noise complaints. Resort Staff 
shall ensure that all activities and bookings follow the limitations and that those 
booking at the resort for activities that could create noise are provided 
information regarding these limitations. Timeshare owners shall be informed of 
these restrictions prior to purchasing their units as part of the real estate 
transaction paperwork. 

Impact 3.10-4 Construction 
activities associated with the 
proposed project will result in 
elevated ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of construction activities. 
Activities involved in construction 
will typically generate maximum 
noise levels ranging from 75 to 90 
dB at a distance of 50 feet. 
Construction activities are expected 
to occur for more than one building 
season (typically eight to ten months 
out of the year and is contingent 
upon local weather conditions) and 
will likely occur during normal 
daytime working hours. 

Potentially 
Significant  

MM 3.10-4:  During the course of construction, the project developer/applicant shall 
adhere to Monterey County’s requirements for construction activities with respect to hours 
of operation, muffling of internal combustion engines, and other factors which affect 
construction noise generation and its effects on noise sensitive land uses. This would 
include implementing the following measures: 
 Limit noise-generating construction operations to between the least noise-sensitive 

periods of the day (e.g., 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M.) Monday through Saturday; no 
construction operations on Sundays or holidays; 

 Locate stationary noise generating on-site construction equipment and equipment 
staging areas at the furthest distance possible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses 
and in no case closer than 1,400 feet to the eastern property boundary; 

 Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained and equipped with noise 
reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in accordance with 
manufacturers’ recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed during 
equipment operation, and  

 When not in use, motorized construction equipment shall not be left idling; and 
 The project developer/applicant shall designate a “disturbance coordinator” to be 

Less than 
Significant  
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responsible for responding to any concerns or complaints about construction noise. 
The disturbance coordinator will determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad 
muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable measures be implemented to correct the 
problem. 

Section 3.11: Public Services and Utilities 
Impact 3.11-2 The proposed project 
would have sufficient water supplies 
available to serve the proposed 
project from existing resources, and 
new or expanded entitlements are 
not needed. However, the water 
supply for the proposed project 
currently exceeds the public health 
standard of 2.0 mg/L for fluoride. 

Significant MM 3.11-2 The project applicant shall contract with a qualified engineer to finalize an 
activated alumina water treatment plant consistent with recommendations outlined in the 
AdEdge Technologies Pilot Test Report (2012) identifying water system improvements to 
meet the standards as found in Chapters 15.04 and 15.08 of the Monterey County Code, 
and Titles 17 and 22 of the California Code of Regulations. Final water system 
improvement plans shall identify any necessary rehabilitation of Well No. 1 and Well No. 2 
to increase longevity and efficiency, the specific water treatment facilities, and how the 
water treatment facilities will remove all constituents that exceed California Primary and 
Secondary maximum contaminant levels (e.g. fluoride, coliform, TDS, iron, etc.) from 
drinking water.  
 
The project applicant shall contract with a qualified engineer to design and install 
wastewater system improvements and procedures that will adequately treat the neutralized 
waste from the proposed activated alumina filtration process. Final wastewater 
improvement plans shall identify the specific wastewater treatment improvements, 
operating parameters, wastewater volumes, waste constituents of the proposed full-scale 
system, and how the wastewater treatment process will produce effluent fluoride 
concentrations that are equal or less than the concentrations in the existing source water.  
 
Prior to recording the final map or issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall 
submit the final water treatment plant design for review and approval by the Monterey 
County Health Department, Environmental Health Bureau. 

Less than 
Significant 
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Impact 3.11-3: The proposed 
project would be required to detain 
the difference between the 100-year 
post-development runoff rate and 
the 10-year pre-development runoff 
rate. This may require the 
construction of new or expanded 
storm water detention facilities. 

Potentially 
Significant  

Implementation of mitigation measure 3.8-2 (Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality). Less than 
Significant 
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4.0 

CHANGES TO THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 

4.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

CEQA Guidelines section 15132 requires that a Final EIR contain either the draft EIR or a revision 

of the Draft EIR. This Final EIR incorporates the 2018 RDEIR, as amended by the 2019 RDEIR 

(together, the RDEIR), by reference and includes the revisions to the RDEIR, as presented on the 

following pages. The following changes reflect changes made in responses to public comments on 

both the 2018 RDEIR and 2019 RDEIR. 

4.2 CHANGES MADE 

This section contains text, tables, and/or graphics from the RDEIR with changes indicated. 
Additions to the text are shown with underlined text (underline) and deletions are shown with 
strikethrough text (strikethrough). Explanatory notes in italic text (italic) precede each revision. 
A revised Figure 3.11-1 replaces the corresponding figure in the 2018 RDEIR. A new Figure 
3.11-2 is added showing fire district boundaries in response to a comment. Also refer to Section 
3.0, Revised Summary, for a summary of the RDEIR that reflects changes made as a result of the 
public review process. 

Modify the paragraph in Section 1.5 on 2019 RDEIR page 5 to read as follows: 
 

This 2019 RDEIR was prepared in consultation with CAL FIRE and Mission-Soledad Rural 
Fire Protection District: Chief David Fulcher and John Owens, as well as the California 
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection: Edith Hannigan, Land Use Program Manager, and 
Matt Dias, Executive Officer.   

 
 
The County makes the following changes throughout the document in response to comments by 
the Monterey Bay Air Resources District: 
 

Modify all occurrences of the name “Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District” 
to the current name of “Monterey Bay Air Resources District.” Modify all occurrences of the 
acronym “MBUAPCD” to the current acronym of “MBARD.” 
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The County modifies Table 2.4 on page 2-61 of the 2018 RDEIR, in response to comments by the 
Monterey Bay Air Resources District, to include two additional bullets as follows: 

 
• Air District Permits may be required for engine generator sets and boilers 
• Air District Permits or registration may be required for portable construction 

equipment 

 

The County adds the following text on page 3-47 of the 2018 RDEIR, at the end of Impact 3.2.3, 
in response to comments by John Farrow, LandWatch Monterey County. 

To ensure that wood-burning stoves/fireplaces/barbecues are prohibited, a condition of 
approval will be required that prohibits wood-burning stoves/fireplaces/barbecues. A 
condition of approval is being used as the enforcement tool, as long-term stationary and 
vehicular emissions impacts are less than significant and do not require mitigation. The 
condition of approval is as follows: 

Solid fuel heating appliances (i.e., wood-burning fireplaces; wood stoves; barbecues, etc.) 
shall be prohibited.  

This prohibition shall be included as a condition of approval of the Combined 
Development Permit and reflected on the Use Permit for creation of 77 timeshare 
units, the Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map, all Final Maps, and on all building 
permits. 
 
 

Delete the first bullet in the third paragraph of section 3.7.1, Introduction, on 2019 RDEIR page 
47 to read as follows, with the remaining bullets retained: 
 
Previous reports and information used to prepare this section include the following documents: 

California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection.  Personal Communication between Edith 
Hannigan, Land Use Program Manager and Mike Novo, Monterey County Planning; May 3, 
2019.  

 
 
 
Modify 2019 RDEIR Figure 3.7-1 to add the following text below the figure: 
 

Source: https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/divisions/wildfire-prevention-planning-engineering/wildland-
hazards-building-codes/fire-hazard-severity-zones-maps/; Monterey County RMA 2019, 
https://maps.co.monterey.ca.us/Html5Viewer/index.html?viewer=PBI_Map_Internal.PBI_M
ap_Viewer  
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Replace the fifth sentence of the Dead End Road Length paragraph in Impact 3.7-6 on 2019 
RDEIR page 62 to read as follows: 
 
As identified in Monterey County Code section 18.56.020.B.2.a, Paraiso Springs Road is a 
county maintained road built in the 19th century and is not subject to PRC 4290 dead end road 
requirements (Monterey County Ordinance 3600 as amended). If it is determined that the off site 
road is subject to the dead end road requirements, the applicant would need to apply for an 
exception pursuant to Monterey County Code section 18.56.050 or state law, as applicable. 
 
 
Replace Mitigation Measure 3.7-6a on 2019 RDEIR pages 63 and 64 to read as follows: 
 
The 2019 Fire Protection Plan has been reviewed and approved by the Mission-Soledad Rural 
Fire Protection District, and shall be approved by the RMA Director prior to clearance of any 
vegetation or issuance of permits for construction, whichever occurs first. The applicant shall 
implement the fire protection and safety measures recommended in the approved Fire Protection 
Plan along with additional measures listed below, including the following: 
 

• Provide a facility Fire Safety Coordinator(s) to oversee implementation of fire protection 
and safety and overall fire coordination with MSRFPD/CAL FIRE. 

• Coordinate an annual fire evacuation drill/fire exercise to ensure proper safety measures 
have been implemented, facility awareness and preparation of facility-wide “Ready, Set, 
Go!” plan, consistent with the Monterey County Community Wildfire Protection Plan. 

• Provide trained security staff 24 hours per day and 7 days per week at the guard gate to 
manage an evacuation of the facility by opening the gates and directing traffic out of the 
area. 

• Provide a first-responder (EMT) level staff person and equipment to be on-site at all 
times. 

• Provide a customized one-ton, 4x4 pickup with a skid mounted pump and up to 150 
gallon water tank and train multiple staff members and site security staff to utilize this 
apparatus for the purposes of providing initial suppression for any vegetation ignitions, 
and initial response to other fires. 

• Prior to project operation, designate one or more structures as temporary refuge areas 
(TRAs) to house the projected population on the project site in the event of a fire 
emergency. TRA structures shall include specifications listed in the 2019 Fire Protection 
Plan. 

o The capacity for TRA structures shall be equivalent to shelter the total maximum 
site population within protected buildings based on 15 square feet per person of 
habitable space.  

o The Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer), management staff, and 
security personnel will quarterly participate in a meeting to review and discuss the 
evacuation protocols and contingency option for temporarily refuging on site. 

• Provide ember-resistant vents and screening for all ventilation for project structures, as 
specified in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan. 
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• Provide a site-wide Public Address (PA)/Intercom system for emergency notifications.
• Prepare and practice site-wide evacuations following the “Ready, Set, Go!” program

guidelines. A drill will be conducted at least once per year involving staff.
• Prepare an Emergency Preparation Plan that includes specifications listed in the 2019

Fire Protection Plan, such as pre-fire planning, post-fire recovery, reporting, training,
prevention, and communications procedures.

• Enhance traffic flow by not constructing speed bumps/humps and provide an automatic
opening device for fire and law enforcement at the entrance gate.

• Restrict vegetation around TRA structures to highly ignition-resistant vegetation planted
at low densities and maintained free of all accumulated debris/litter.

• Design and implement a landscaping plan consistent with accepted wildland urban
interface fire safe/fire adapted practices.

o The landscaping plan shall be reviewed and approved by the County, MSRFPD,
and/or an experienced fire protection planner, as determined by the County, to
ensure that proposed plantings and maintenance meet the required fire safety and
screening requirements.

• If planted, manage the vineyard using a professional vintner in an irrigated, maintained
condition to act as a modified fuel buffer, utilizing irrigation and operation measures
included in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan.

• Conduct an annual inspection of the site by MSRFPD or its designee to ensure that
project landscaping is maintained in a wildfire-safe condition.

• Maintain a 1- to 3-foot landscape-free area adjacent to all building structures’ foundations
to prevent available fuels for embers at the building base.

Replace Mitigation Measure 3.7-7b on 2019 RDEIR page 68 to read as follows: 

MM 3.7-7b The draft 2019 Construction Fire Prevention Plan, included as an appendix to the 
Final EIR, shall be reviewed by the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, and 
approved by the RMA Director prior to clearance of any vegetation or issuance of permits for 
construction, whichever occurs first. This plan addresses training of construction personnel and 
provides details of fire suppression procedures and equipment to be used during construction. 
Information contained in the plan shall be included as part of project-related environmental 
awareness training. The applicant shall implement procedures in the Construction Fire 
Prevention Plan, including the following: 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition, including, but not limited to, vegetation
clearing, parking requirements/restrictions, idling restrictions, smoking restrictions,
proper use of gas-powered equipment, use of spark arrestors, and hot work restrictions;

• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to Extreme Fire Danger days;
• Adequate water supply to service construction activities;
• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and responsibility;
• Worker training for fire prevention, initial attack firefighting, and fire reporting;
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• Emergency communication, response, and reporting procedures; 
• Coordination with local fire agencies to facilitate agency access through the project site; 
• Emergency contact information; 
• Demonstrate compliance with applicable plans and policies established by state and local 

agencies. 
• Initial clearance of native vegetation, or clearance of vegetation within 100 feet of native 

vegetation, shall require that a staffed water vehicle (water truck or Fire Engine) be 
located within 200 feet of all operating mechanized equipment. This requirement shall 
also apply to grading activities within 100 feet of native or flammable vegetation; 

• The County, a third-party fire protection consultant, or MSRFPD shall inspect the project 
site, prior to any site construction activities, to ensure that all required measures are in 
place. 

 
 
 
Replace Mitigation Measure 3.7-7d on 2019 RDEIR page 69 to read as follows: 
 
MM 3.7-7d The 2019 Operations Fire Prevention Plan, included as an appendix to the Final EIR, shall be 
reviewed by the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District and approved by the RMA Director prior 
to issuance of occupancy permits or final inspection, whichever occurs first, for any habitable structures. 
This plan addresses policies and procedures for minimizing wildfire potential. The applicant shall 
implement procedures in the Operation Fire Prevention Plan, including the following: 
 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition during maintenance activities; 
• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to Extreme Fire Danger days; 
• Fuel modification zone and landscape area maintenance procedures, including timing of 

work to reduce the likelihood of ignition and/or fire spread; 
• Communication and reporting procedures with MSRFPD; 
• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and contact information; 
• Applicable recommendations included in the project’s Fire Protection Plan (MM 3.7-6a). 
• The Project Operator shall fund a third-party fuel modification inspector or MSRFPD, as 

chosen by the Fire District, to conduct an annual inspection prior to June to certify that 
fuel modification maintenance has occurred; 

 
 
Add the following text to the 2019 RDEIR, on page 72, as the third sentence of Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-9 to read as follows: 

 
The engineering geologist shall determine areas that should not be utilized until remediation 
has been completed. The completion of remediation and ability to reuse these areas shall be 
determined by the engineering geologist and reported to the County Building Official prior to 
commencing uses in those areas.  
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The County makes the following changes in the first sentence of the first full paragraph on 2018 
RDEIR page 3-297, in response to comments by Joe and Misty Panziera, to read as follows: 

 
Homes on Paraiso Springs Road are situated as close as 30 26 feet from the edge of the 
roadway.  
 

 
The County adds the following after the second sentence of the first full paragraph on 2018 
RDEIR page 3-297, in response to comments by Joe and Misty Panziera: 
 

The groundborne vibration identified for the heaviest vehicles at 25 miles per hour is 0.014 
in/sec PPV at five feet from the edge of the travelled roadway (RDEIR Appendix I, 
Illingworth and Rodkin, 2016, page 17). 

 
 
Figure 3.11-1, Regional Fire Protection Facilities presented on page 3-305 of the 2018 RDEIR, 
has been revised to include the fire facility at the Soledad Correctional Facility. The figure is 
presented on the last page of this section. 
 
 
Add Figure 3.11-2, Fire District Boundaries, to follow Figure 3.11-1 on 2018 RDEIR page 3-
305. The figure is presented following revised Figure 3.11-1 at the end of this section. 
 
 
The County makes the following change on 2018 RDEIR page 3-309, third paragraph, in 
response to comments from the Monterey County Sheriff’s Office:  
 

Change the reference from “Beat ♯10” to “Beat 10A”  
 

 
The County adds the following text after the third paragraph on 2018 RDEIR page 3-309, in 
response to comments from the Monterey County Sheriff’s Office:    
 

There is a day shift (7 a.m. to 5 p.m.) with deputies that work out of the South County 
substation. There are 3-5 deputies working on a daily basis. One deputy would cover Beat 
10A area during the day shift. During swing shift, which is from 3 p.m. to 1 a.m., there are 
two deputies assigned to work South County. These two deputies come out of the Central 
Station in Salinas Office. They are known as the 45 unit and cover all the beat areas of 
10A/10B/11/12. Their briefing starts at 3 p.m. and they will drive down to South County and 
be in the area well before the day shift goes off duty at 5 p.m. The midnight shift works 9 
p.m. to 7 a.m. The weekend days are always covered with two deputies that also come out of 
the Central Station in Salinas and work South County as the 45 unit and cover beats 
10A/10B/11/12. 
 
During the week, there are normally two deputies who come over from the Salinas office to 
cover. However, due to vacations and training, etc., staffing coverage may not always allow 
that. In those instances, where a call comes out and there is no 45 unit, the Salinas Beat 3 or 
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Beat 4 unit would be dispatched. In a life threatening situation (resident is home and 
someone is breaking in) the call would also be dispatched to the closest city department 
(Soledad or Greenfield) and/or the California Highway Patrol. 

 

 
The 2018 RDEIR has been revised to correct the title name of a reference. The County modifies 
section 3.12.5, Page 3-339, third paragraph, first sentence under Roadways Hazards to read as 
follows: 
 

“The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Guidelines for 
Geometric Design Guidelines for Very Low-Volume Local Roads states…”  

 

 

Table ES.1, Executive Summary of Significant Project Impacts, presented on pages ES-5 through 
ES-39 has been revised to include Impact 3.8-9 and Mitigation Measure 3.8-9, inadvertently 
excluded from the RDEIR table. Impact and Mitigation Measure 3.8-9 were included in the 
RDEIR on pages 3-254 through 3-256. The revised table is found in Final EIR section 3, Table 
ES.1. 
 

RDEIR Appendix H inadvertently included an earlier version of the comprehensive 
hydrogeologic report. The County issued an Errata/Addition to Appendix H on March 16, 2018 
incorporating the Comprehensive Hydrogeologic Report, Todd Groundwater, dated January 16, 
2018, into the RDEIR. Appendix H has been revised to include the 2018 hydrogeologic report. 

 

Replace Figure 3.11-1, Regional Fire Protection Facilities on page 3-305 as shown on the next 
page: 
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PARAISO SPRINGS RESORT 

4-9

Add Figure 3.11-2, Fire District Boundaries, as shown on the next page: 
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Paraiso Springs Resort 
Final Environmental Impact Report Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

October 2019 Page 5-1 
Final EIR 

5.0 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

5.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS 
California Environmental Quality Act Section 15097 requires that agencies adopt a 
program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions it has required in the project and the 
measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. The 
program must be adopted as part of the actions by the Lead Agency and any other 
agencies that will be responsible for monitoring or reporting on any of the mitigation 
measures. The Lead Agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to 
another agency or to a private entity that accepts the delegation. Until mitigation 
measures have been completed, the Lead Agency remains responsible for ensuring the 
implementation of the mitigation measures in accordance with the adopted program. 

The following table serves as the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, once 
adopted.

701 of 1030



 

 
   

Table - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Mitigation Measure(s) Compliance or Monitoring Actions 

to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
Compliance 

Timing Verification 

 

Section 3.1: Aesthetics and Visual Resources   

MM 3.1-1: Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the project 
applicant shall modify the project landscape design and colors for the 
exterior roof and plaster walls as follows:  

 The roof color shall include a blend of darker shades, which 
colors would serve to blend the building’s rooftops into the 
natural environment and reduce the appearance of large masses 
from greater distances. Final design shall be subject to review and 
approval of the RMA Director. 

 The color of the plaster shall utilize a variety of earth tone colors, 
such as the color supplied in the palette on page 2 in Exhibit 1 of 
the RMA Analysis, and as otherwise approved by the RMA 
Director. 

 The Landscape Plan shall include the use of five-gallon size or 
transplanted native oak trees, or other tree or tall shrub species as 
approved by RMA-Planning, planted, when mature, to break up 
the building rooflines and the front of the resort when viewed 
from common public viewing areas in the Salinas Valley, while 
allowing well-designed openings in the canopy to allow views 
from the resort of the valley.  Oak trees shall be provided in 
appropriate areas, such as where oak trees were originally present 
prior to grading in that area, or on the north side of buildings 
where no oak woodland was present prior to grading. Where oak 
trees were not part of the original landscape for that area of the 
site, other tree species shall be used. 

 Where buildings are placed in areas that previously consisted of 
dense oak woodlands, the design of the landscaping shall 
integrate the buildings into the oak woodland setting such that the 
buildings, if visible, are viewed in the context of the oak 

Prepare revised landscaping plan and 
structure colors 
 
 
 
Review roof color 
 
 
 
Review wall color 
 
 
 
Review Landscaping Plan 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RMA Director 
 
 
 
 
 
Project Planner, 
in consultation 
with the fire 
district 

Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits 
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Mitigation Measure(s) Compliance or Monitoring Actions 
to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
Compliance 

Timing Verification 

 

woodland. Native oak trees shall be strategically placed at 
building corners and extending between buildings and natural 
landforms or remaining native oak trees to integrate the buildings 
into the natural landscape. Landscape Plans shall be submitted for 
review and approval by the RMA Director of Planning for each 
phase of development and shall be approved prior to issuance of 
construction permits for buildings within the area covered by the 
Landscape Plan. Review by the County of the landscape plans 
will be conducted in consultation with the fire district to ensure 
that landscaping is installed in a fire-safe manner. 

 
The intent of this mitigation measure is to occasionally break up the mass, 
not screen the site from the valley or from public views, and to use color 
and vegetation to break up the visual massing from common public 
viewing areas. This can be achieved by using existing topography, 
landscape plantings, and a variety of colors to create variety in the mass. 
The landscape plantings, while further reducing visibility, will not be fully 
grown at the time of planting. The mitigation measure’s other techniques, 
as well as existing topography and vegetation that will not be disturbed, 
will reduce the impact to a less than significant level even while the newly 
planted vegetation grows to maturity, due to the distance to common 
public viewing areas. Oak trees can be a planted a distance away from 
structures and each other, to comply with safe fire-planting principles, and 
still provide screening from public viewing areas. 
Standard Condition: A conservation and scenic easement shall be 
conveyed to the County over those portions of the property where the 
slope exceeds 30 percent.  The easement shall be developed in 
consultation with a certified professional. A conservation and scenic 
easement deed shall be submitted to, and approved by, the Director of 
RMA - Planning and accepted by the Board of Supervisors prior to or 
concurrent with recording the final map or prior to the issuance of grading 
or building permits, whichever occurs first. The Final Subdivision Map 

Prepare easement deed 
 
 
Approve/Accept easement deed 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
Board of 
Supervisors 
 
Applicant’s 

Prior to or 
concurrent 
with first 
phase final 
map, or 
issuance of 
construction 
permits, 
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Mitigation Measure(s) Compliance or Monitoring Actions 
to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
Compliance 

Timing Verification 

 

shall identify the areas within a “scenic easement” and note that no 
development shall occur within the areas designated as “scenic easement.” 

Show easement on Subdivision Map Surveyor or 
Engineer 

whichever 
occurs first 

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

Prepare lighting plan 
 
Approve lighting plan 
 
 
 
 
 
Verify Installation 
 

Applicant 
 
Project Planner 
 
 
 
 
 
Project Planner 

Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits for 
structures with 
lighting 
 
Prior to final 
inspect 

 

Section 3.2: Air Quality    
MM 3.2-1 The applicant shall include dust control measures in grading 
plans, subject to review and approval by the County of Monterey 
Resource Management Agency – Planning Department. Grading plans 
shall require that active disturbed areas be watered at least twice daily and 
shall limit areas of active disturbance to no more than 2.2 acres per day for 
initial site preparation activities that involve extensive earth moving 
activities (grubbing, excavation, rough grading), and 8.1 acres per day for 
activities that involve minimal earth moving (e.g. finish grading) during 
all phases of construction activities, absent dust control measures. In the 
event ground disturbance exceeds these limits, grading plans shall require 
the project applicant to implement the following fugitive dust measures:  
 Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or 

require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard; 
 Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil 

stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging 

Show all measures and methods on 
grading plans 
 
Include all measures or attach plans to 
all construction contracts 
 
 
Approve grading plans 
 
 
 
 
Ensure Grading Plan measures are being 
implemented 

Applicant’s 
engineer 
 
Applicant 
 
 
Project Planner 
 
 
 
 
County 
Grading 
Inspector 

Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permits 
 
 
Concurrent 
with issuance 
of grading 
permit 
 
During 
Grading 
Operations 
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Mitigation Measure(s) Compliance or Monitoring Actions 
to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
Compliance 

Timing Verification 

 

areas at construction sites; 
 Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking 

areas and staging areas at construction sites; 
 Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is 

carried onto adjacent public streets; 
 Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive 

construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or 
more); 

 Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to 
exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.); 

 Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph; 
 Install appropriate best management practices or other erosion control 

measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways; 
 Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible; 
 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or 

tracks of all trucks and equipment leaving the site; 
 Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction 

activity at any one time; 
 Post a publicly visible sign which specifies the telephone number and 

person to contact regarding dust complaints (the person shall respond 
to complaints and take corrective action within 48 hours);  

 Ensure that the phone number of MBUAPCD is visible to the public 
for compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance); and 

     For any diesel equipment used that is greater than 120 horsepower, 
utilize equipment that is 1996 or newer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ensure replanting in place 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project Planner 
or grading 
inspector 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to final 
inspection on 
grading 
permits 
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Mitigation Measure(s) Compliance or Monitoring Actions 
to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
Compliance 

Timing Verification 

 

Mitigation measures MM 3.7-3a and MM 3.7-3b in Section 3.7, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials would require that each structure is inspected by 
a qualified environmental specialist for the presence of asbestos 
containing materials (ACMs) and lead based paints (LBPs). 

Hire qualified inspector; include 
requirements on demolition plans 
 
 
 
Submit report to County Environmental 
Health 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
Applicant 

Prior to 
demolition 
permit 
issuance 
 
Prior to final 
inspect 

 

Section 3.3: Biological Resources    
MM 3.3-2a: For each construction area, including for each project phase, 
prior to initiation of construction activities at the site, the project applicant 
shall have a Monterey County-approved consulting biologist conduct an 
environmental awareness training session for all construction personnel. 
At a minimum, the training will include a description of special status 
animals with potential to occur and their habitats, general measures that 
are being implemented to protect wildlife as they relate to the project, and 
the boundaries within which the project occurs. Informational handouts 
with photographs clearly illustrating the species appearances will be used 
in the training session for species expected to occur on the site. If new 
construction personnel start work at the site after the initial training 
session, the training session shall be repeated as often as necessary so that 
all new personnel receive this mandatory training when they start work at 
the project site. 
 
The biologist shall be present on the site to conduct biological 
construction monitoring during initial site clearing and grading activities, 
ensuring construction monitoring for every new disturbance area. The 
biologist will assist the workers in observing and avoiding direct impacts 
to wildlife that are observed within each work area. 

Hire qualified biologist 
 
 
 
 
 
Train Construction Personnel 
 
 
 
Train New Construction Personnel 
 
 
 
 
Monitor Construction Activities and 
Avoid Species as identified in the 
permits 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 

Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits 
 
Prior to 
construction 
activities 
 
 
Ongoing; 
prior to 
starting work 
 
Each newly 
disturbed area 
(veg removal 
and grading) 

 

MM 3.3-2b:  For each construction area, including for each project phase, 
prior to initiation of project activities including, but not limited to, 
vegetation, snag, or tree removal and demolition of structures within the 
project site, or loud construction-related noise within the work area, the 

Hire qualified biologist 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 

For each area 
and phase: 
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Mitigation Measure(s) Compliance or Monitoring Actions 
to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
Compliance 

Timing Verification 

 

project applicant shall implement the following measures: 
 Conduct pre-construction surveys for bats over a minimum of four 

visits at least 15 days prior to the beginning of tree/vegetation 
removal, building demolition, and other project activities, to 
determine if the area is being actively utilized by special-status bats or 
for spring/summer maternity colonies (bats usually have young from 
April to September, but roost year-round). All structures within the 
project site shall be surveyed with the exception of the house trailers, 
fire equipment room, and the main pump house. These surveys shall 
also include determining if any trees or buildings marked for removal 
have characteristics that make them suitable bat roosting habitat (e.g., 
hollows, broken limbs, crevices, etc.). For any trees/snags that could 
provide roosting space for bats, the biologist shall thoroughly evaluate 
the trees/snags to determine if a colony is present prior to trimming or 
cutting. Visual inspection and acoustic surveys may be utilized as 
initial techniques. Removal of any native riparian tree shall be 
preceded by a thorough visual inspection of foliage to reduce the risk 
of displacing or harming roosting bats. If no roosting bats are 
observed, no further mitigation would be required. 

 If a tree or structure is determined not to be an active roost site, it may 
be immediately trimmed or removed. If the tree or structure is not 
trimmed or removed within four days of the survey, the biologist shall 
repeat night survey efforts. 

 Removal of occupied trees/snags or structures shall be mitigated for 
by the installation of a snag or other artificial roost structure (bat 
house) within suitable habitat located outside of, but near the impact 
area within the project site. Construction activities that may cause 
roost abandonment may not commence until artificial roost structures 
have been installed. With the input from a qualified biologist who is a 
bat specialist and coordination with the CDFW, alternative roost 
structure(s) shall be designed and installed to provide suitable habitat 
for evicted or displaced bats. Placement and height will be determined 

 
 
Conduct pre-construction surveys 
 
 
 
 
Determine suitable habitat areas 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Identify replacement habitat 
 
Install replacement habitat 
 
Coordinate with CDFW 
 
 

 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist  
 
Biologist 
 
Biologist 
 
 

Prior to veg 
removal, 
demolition of 
structures, or 
construction 
noise 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing, as 
needed, but 
prior to 
activities that 
may cause 
roost 
abandonment 
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to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
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by the qualified wildlife biologist, but the height of the bat house will 
be at least 15 feet. Bat houses will be multi-chambered, and be 
purchased or constructed in accordance with CDFW standards. The 
number of bat houses/snags required will be dependent upon the size 
and number of colonies found, but at least one bat house will be 
installed for each pair of bats (if occurring individually), or of 
sufficient number to accommodate each colony of bats to be 
relocated. If necessary, coordinate with the CDFW for acceptable 
mitigation alternatives.  

 Protect maternity colonies that have pre-volant young (not yet able to 
fly). If active bat roosts are observed during the maternity roosting 
season, the roost shall not be disturbed until after all juvenile bats are 
able to fly from the roost. The project biologist must confirm there are 
no pre-volant young present before a colony is displaced. It is 
assumed that after September 1, colonies have no pre-volant young. 

 The project proponent shall coordinate with the CDFW and a 
biologist that is permitted to handle special status bats to develop 
appropriate exclusion methods if necessary. The California Fish and Game 
Code stipulates that bats may be excluded from occupied roosts during 
two time periods; between September 1 and October 15, and between 
February 15 and April 15. If bats are found roosting within these time 
frames, it may be necessary to passively exclude them from trees or 
structures scheduled for removal. If necessary, prior to initiating project 
activities, passive exclusion methods shall be installed for a minimum of 
two weeks and monitored by a qualified biologist within the appropriate 
time frames above. At a minimum, monitoring efforts shall include 
conducting acoustic and evening emergence surveys during this two week 
period. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Protect maternity colonies as described 
 
Determine no presence 
 
 
 
Coordinate with CDFW 
 
 
 
 
Install passive exclusion methods and 

monitor for two week minimum 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
Biologist/ 
Applicant 
 
 
 
Biologist 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing, as 
needed 
 
Prior to 
disturbance of 
roosts 
 
Prior to 
handling or 
excluding bats 
 
Prior to 
initiating 
activities 

MM 3.3-2c: For each construction area, including for each project phase, 
the project applicant shall have a Monterey County approved qualified 
biologist examine the impact area, including a 30 foot buffer around the 
impact area, for Monterey dusky-footed woodrat nests before and during 

Hire qualified biologist 
 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 

For each area 
and phase: 
 
Prior to veg or 
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any initial vegetation, woody debris, and/or tree removal, or other initial 
ground disturbing activities. All woodrat nests will be flagged by the 
biologist for avoidance of direct construction impacts where feasible. If 
impacts cannot be avoided, woodrat nests shall be dismantled by the 
biologist no more than three days prior to construction. All vegetation and 
duff materials shall be removed within three feet around the nest prior to 
dismantling so that the occupants do not attempt to rebuild. Nests are to be 
slowly dismantled by hand in order to allow the occupants to disperse. 
Nests shall not be dismantled during inclement weather at the discretion of 
the biologist (e.g., during or within 48 hours of predicted precipitation 
event, low nighttime temperatures, etc.).  In addition, should dependent 
young be found during the nest dismantling process, the nest will be 
reassembled in place, and the occupied nest and any nests within 30 feet 
of the occupied nest shall be left undisturbed for at least three weeks to 
allow the young to wean. 

Examine impact and buffer area; 
identify exclusion areas 
 
 
 
 
Relocate nests if no dependent young 
are found 

Biologist 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 

debris 
removal, or 
ground 
disturbance; 
ongoing 
 
At least 3 days 
prior to 
construction 

MM3.3-2d: For each construction area, including for each project phase, 
the project applicant shall have a qualified biologist conduct a two-visit 
(i.e. morning and evening) burrowing owl presence/absence pre-
construction survey at areas of suitable habitat on and within 500 feet of 
the proposed impact area no less than 14 days prior to the start of 
construction. Surveys shall be conducted according to methods described 
in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFW 2012). If pre-
construction “take avoidance” surveys performed during the breeding 
season (February through August) or the non-breeding season (September 
through January) for the species locate occupied burrows near the 
construction area, then consultation with the CDFW would be required to 
interpret survey results and develop project-specific avoidance and 
minimization approaches as found in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation (CDFW 2012). 

Hire qualified biologist 
 
 
 
Conduct surveys 
 
 
 
 
If occupied burrows are located, consult 
with CDFW to develop avoidance and 
minimization approaches 

Applicant 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 

For each area 
and phase: 
 
No less than 
14 days prior 
to 
construction 
 
Ongoing 

 

MM 3.3-2e: For each construction area, including for each project phase, 
the project proponent shall retain a Monterey County-approved consulting 
biologist to conduct a preconstruction survey for coast horned lizard 

Hire qualified biologist 
 
 

Applicant 
 

For each area 
and phase: 
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unless the project biologist demonstrates that no suitable habitat is present 
in that construction area. Preconstruction surveys will be conducted within 
approximately 72 hours prior to disturbance of any suitable habitat for this 
species. Surveys will utilize hand search methods in proposed impact 
areas where this species is expected to be found (i.e., under shrubs, within 
other vegetation types, or debris on sandy soils). Any individuals located 
during the survey shall be safely relocated by the biologist to suitable 
habitat outside of the proposed impact areas or project activities shall 
avoid disturbing the habitat and the individuals until the individual has left 
the area, as determined by the biologist. 
 
Prior to recording of the final map or before any ground disturbance 
activities, whichever occurs first, a relocation program shall be prepared 
by a qualified biologist and reviewed and approved by the County. The 
relocation program shall include a detailed methodology for locating, 
capturing, and translocating individuals prior to construction. The project 
shall identify a suitable location for relocation of the lizard prior to 
capture. A qualified biologist with a current scientific collection permit 
shall be required for handling coast horned lizards.  
 
During initial ground disturbance and vegetation removal activities for 
each project impact area, a project biologist will be on the site to recover 
any coast horned lizards that may be excavated/unearthed. If the animals 
are in good health, they will be immediately relocated to a designated 
release site outside of the work area. If they are injured, the animals will 
be released to a CDFW-approved rehabilitation specialist until they are in 
a condition to be released into the designated release site. 

 
Conduct surveys 
 
 
 
Relocate individuals or ensure they have 
left the area 
 
 
 
Prepare a relocation program 
 
 
Approve relocation program 
 
 
 
 
 
Relocate individuals, ensure they have 
left the area, or release to a 
rehabilitation specialist, as applicable 
 

 
Biologist 
 
 
 
Biologist  
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
Project Planner 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 

 
Within 72 
hours of 
disturbance 
 
Prior to 
construction; 
ongoing 
 
 
Prior to 
recording map 
or before 
ground 
disturbance 
 
 
 
Ongoing 
during ground 
disturbance 
and vegetation 
removal 

MM 3.3-3: For each construction area, including for each project phase, if 
noise generation, ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or other 
construction activities begin during the nesting bird season (February 1 to 
September 15), or if construction activities are suspended for at least two 
weeks and recommence during the nesting bird season, then the project 

Hire qualified biologist 
 
 
 
Conduct Surveys 

Applicant 
 
 
Biologist 

For each area 
and phase: 
 
Within 2 
weeks of 
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proponent shall retain a Monterey County-approved consulting biologist 
to conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds. The survey shall be 
performed within suitable nesting habitat areas on, and adjacent areas 
visible from, the site to ensure that no active nests for protected species 
would be disturbed during project implementation. This survey shall be 
conducted no more than two weeks prior to the initiation of 
disturbance/construction activities for each construction area. A report 
documenting survey results and plan for active bird nest avoidance (if 
needed) shall be completed by the project biologist and submitted to the 
Monterey County – Resource Management Agency for review and 
approval prior to disturbance and/or construction activities. 
 
If no active bird nests are detected during the survey, then project 
activities can proceed as scheduled. However, if an active bird nest of a 
protected species is detected during the survey, then a plan for bird nest 
avoidance shall be prepared to determine and clearly delineate an 
appropriately-sized, temporary protective buffer area around each active 
nest, depending on the nesting bird species, existing site conditions, and 
type of proposed disturbance and/or construction activities. The protective 
buffer area around an active protected bird nest shall be determined at the 
discretion of the project biologist and in compliance with applicable 
project permits. 
 
To ensure that no inadvertent impacts to an active bird nest will occur, no 
disturbance and/or construction activities shall occur within the protective 
buffer area(s) until the juvenile birds have fledged (left the nest), and there 
is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting, as determined by the project 
biologist. No action will be necessary if the construction activity occurs 
outside the nesting season as detailed in this mitigation measure. 
 
Construction area, for the purposes of these mitigation measures (MM 3.3-
2 through MM 3.3-3), is defined as follows: 
• Each project phase 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submit Report 
 
 
 
Prepare plan for avoidance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Clear buffer area for construction 
activities 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 

noise, 
construction, 
ground 
disturbance, or 
vegetation 
removal; 
ongoing  
 
Prior to 
actions noted 
above 
 
Prior to 
actions noted 
above 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
actions in 
buffer area 
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• Structure removal activities 
• Tree removal activities 
• Paving activities 
 
If construction, demolition, or tree removal activities cease for a period of 
time exceeding the pre-construction survey period itemized in the 
mitigation measure, the pre-construction survey shall be redone, if 
potential habitat remains in that area. 
 MM 3.3-4a: Prior to issuance of any County project permits, a Monterey 
County-approved consulting biologist shall be retained by the project 
proponent to develop a detailed wetland mitigation plan, which will guide 
compensatory mitigation efforts for all anticipated project impacts to 
potentially jurisdictional wetland features. The plan shall be submitted to 
the Monterey County – Resource Management Agency for review and 
approval prior to issuance of any County project permits that could affect 
wetlands, jurisdictional waters or riparian areas. The wetland mitigation 
plan shall achieve no net loss of habitat values, including a minimum 
replacement of 1:1, but must meet the ratio required by the permitting 
agencies. The wetland shall function at the same habitat value as wetlands 
proposed for removal; these values shall be analyzed by, and established 
in, the mitigation plan. The plan shall include an agreement to continue to 
monitor and refine the mitigation effort (adaptive management) until the 
success criteria as stated within the plan, and as agreed to by the 
permitting agencies, are achieved. Success criteria shall include a 
prohibition on non-native vegetation, fish or amphibian species and shall 
include monitoring to ensure that non-native species have not been 
introduced into the habitat. Vegetation species variety and density, similar 
or greater than the value of the existing wetland to be lost, shall be 
included in the plan and monitoring to ensure a minimum of the former 
variety and density shall be conducted by the property owner’s Monterey 
County-approved biologist. Monitoring shall continue until the vegetation 
and aquatic species levels have reached the success criteria for a minimum 

Hire qualified biologist 
 
 
 
 
Develop wetland plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Monitor success of wetland preservation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to 
issuance of 
Co. permits 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
Co. permits 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing until 
success 
criteria met 
for a 
minimum of 
three 
consecutive 
years 
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of three consecutive years. 
 
Per the required wetland mitigation plan, a new in-stream pond, or a 
portion of the pond, and daylighted stream segments, or an alternative 
location and design acceptable to the permitting agencies, will serve as 
wetland feature mitigation sites, planted and maintained to support native 
and locally appropriate wetland/riparian vegetation. The plan will stipulate 
that a native plant specialist will install the native vegetation, and perform 
regular site maintenance for a minimum of five years, during which time a 
Monterey County-approved consulting biologist will monitor the site at 
least annually to ensure that the wetland creation is successful. The 
wetland mitigation plan shall establish specific success criteria, and shall 
include provisions for long-term site monitoring and maintenance to 
prevent the establishment of non-native plant species and aquatic nuisance 
animals (such as non-native fish, crayfish species, and bullfrog) that may 
preclude native wildlife species from utilizing the created and restored 
wetland/riparian habitats. 

 
 
 
Install native vegetation 
 
 
 
Monitor success of wetland preservation 
and maintenance; adaptive management 
implemented if necessary 

 
 
 
Native Plant 
Specialist 
 
 
Biologist 

 
 
Per wetland 
plan 
 
Ongoing until 
success 
criteria met 

MM 3.3-4b: All necessary permits and agreements shall be obtained from 
the USACE, CDFW, and RWQCB prior to issuance of any County project 
permits that involve project impacts to jurisdictional wetland features, 
including streams and wetland areas. This also includes obtaining these 
prior to mass site grading operations. For all project impacts to wetland 
features potentially under the jurisdiction of the USACE, CDFW, and 
RWQCB, regulatory agency permitting will be required along with 
compensatory habitat replacement identified through the wetland 
mitigation plan required by mitigation measure 3.3-4a, above. The project 
proponent shall prepare and submit a USACE Clean Water Act Section 
404 Nationwide Permit application, a RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification application, and a CDFW Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement application. After all regulatory agency permits are obtained, 
the proposed mitigation efforts shall be implemented according to 
stipulated permit conditions and the wetland mitigation plan. The project 

Obtain agency permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Implement permit requirements 
 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 

Prior to 
issuance of 
permits as 
applicable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing, as 
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proponent shall comply with all wetland/waters/riparian habitat 
replacement requirements and/or impact minimization measures stipulated 
in the approved regulatory agency permits. 

 
 
Ensure compliance with permit 

 
Permitting 
Agency 

defined by the 
permit 

MM 3.3-6a: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project applicant 
shall submit a Final Forest Management Plan for review and approval by 
the County that minimizes the removal of coast live oak (Quercus 
agrifolia) trees in accordance with the recommendations in the Forest 
Management Plan that was prepared for the proposed project by Forest 
City Consulting in July 2005. The Final Forest Management Plan shall be 
prepared by a County-approved arborist or forester, and shall include an 
oak tree restoration (mitigation and monitoring) plan that identifies the 
final number and acreage of protected oak trees to be removed during 
construction, and the replacement of these oak trees as a means of 
promoting long-term tree replacement in compliance with Section 
21.64.260 of the Monterey County Zoning Ordinance and the Oak 
Woodlands Conservation Act/PRC Section 21083.4. 
 
The Final Forest Management Plan shall include specific 
recommendations on the following topics, as necessary. Tree replacement 
within the project site shall occur as appropriate in open space areas, and 
may be included in appropriate landscaping areas, and shall not exceed 
more than 1 tree per 10 foot by 10 foot block of available space. If a 
specific area does not allow for replanting of trees, then the project 
applicant shall have a qualified forester identify an alternate location for 
replanting on the project site. All trees shall be replaced with coast live 
oak trees obtained from on-site sources or shall be grown or obtained from 
local (“local” to be defined by Final Forest Management Plan) native seed 
stock in sizes not greater than five gallons, with one gallon or smaller 
being preferred to increase chances of successful adaptation to the project 
site conditions (except for individuals planted to provide viewshed 
mitigation as addressed in Mitigation Measure 3.1-1). Replacement trees 
shall be monitored and maintained for a minimum of seven years after 

Hire qualified arborist or forester 
 
 
Prepare final Forest Management Plan 
and oak tree restoration plan 
 
 
Approve final Forest Management Plan 
and oak tree restoration plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Replace trees 
 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
Consultant 
 
 
 
County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 
 
 
 

 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In 
conformance 
with approved 
plan 
 
Per approved 
plan; 
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planting. The oak tree restoration plan shall be subject to review and 
approval by the County. The restoration shall be implemented with the 
following success criteria: 100% survival of the number identified in the 
approved Final Forest Management Plan, so overplanting could be 
conducted to allow that to occur in a shorter time frame. Monitoring by an 
arborist shall take place to measure survival rates for three years past the 
period where the oak trees will be irrigated. Irrigation should cease after 
four years, or a different period as recommended by the project arborist.  
If after this monitoring period, 100% survival is not achieved, replacement 
plantings will be required until a 100% survival rate is achieved for three 
consecutive years without irrigation. 

 
Monitor success of replacement trees 

Consultant minimum 7 
years; 
minimum 3 
years beyond 
irrigation; 
until 100% 
success 
criteria met 
 

MM 3.3-6b: The project applicant shall implement the following tree 
protection best management practices during construction activities within 
the project site and include these measures on construction contracts for 
the proposed project, subject to review and approval by the County of 
Monterey Resource Management Agency-Planning: 
  
 Prior to issuance of any permits, the Resource Management Agency – 

Planning shall review the project plans for impacts to protected oak 
trees that were not anticipated as part of the analysis included in this 
environmental impact report. The review of these plans shall focus on 
adjusting the plans to minimize tree removal and to minimize impacts 
to trees proposed for retention. 

 A temporary physical barrier (temporary fencing) shall be used to 
protect the forested area outside of the development area. All areas 
protected by the tree protection fence shall be considered off-limits 
during all stages of construction and shall not be used to park cars, 
store materials, pile debris, or place equipment. 

 Specific trees to be retained located within the development area shall 
be surrounded by a fence at the outermost edge of the dripline, or at 
the limit of improvements where development is approved within the 
dripline. 

Include tree protection measures in 
contracts 
 
 
Review contract language 
 
 
Review project plans 
 
 
 
 
Implement tree protection measures 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
 
Project Planner 
 
Project Planner 
 
 
 
 
Contractors 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Prior to 
construction 
activities 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
permits 
 
 
During 
construction; 
ongoing 
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 A qualified arborist or forester shall inspect the placement of the 
temporary protection fencing to ensure maximum protection of the 
retained trees before any heavy equipment is moved onto the site or 
any construction activities begin. 

 Any construction activities or trenching within the areas protected by 
the tree protection fencing shall be done either by hand using hand 
equipment or under the on-site supervision of a qualified arborist or 
forester. In such cases, roots over one inch in diameter shall not be cut 
or severed unless approved by the on-site forester or arborist, 
including their determination that it would not harm the long-term 
viability of the tree.  

 When possible, utilities shall be placed in the same trench to minimize 
rootzone disturbance. Not more than one trench is permitted within 
the dripline of any tree unless approved by the on-site forester or 
arborist, including their determination that it would not harm the long-
term viability of the tree.  

 Roots encountered during trenching, grading, and excavation that are 
not to be retained will be cleanly cut to promote re-growth and to 
prevent increased damage from breaking the root closer to the tree 
than is necessary.  

 When pruning trees for construction, branches subject to breakage 
shall be pruned when such pruning will not cause significant damage 
to the health and vitality of the tree. All recommended pruning shall 
be supervised by a certified arborist or registered forester and occur 
prior to commencement of grading. 

 All construction contracts for the proposed project shall include a 
provision for requiring that all contractors and subcontractors 
performing work on the proposed project be given a copy of the 
approved Final Forest Management Plan and conditions of approval, 
and that they agree to implement the provisions of the Plan. 

Approve location of protective fencing Arborist of 
Forester 

Prior to 
construction 

MM 3.3-6c: To comply with the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act and Dedicate conservation easement or Applicant Prior to tree  
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PRC Section 21083.4, the tree replacement mitigation described above 
shall apply to 50 percent of the proposed impact to oak woodlands. For the 
remaining requirement to mitigate the impact, the project applicant shall 
either dedicate a conservation easement over a suitable oak woodland area 
on site or contribute funds to a local fund, or to the Oak Woodlands 
Conservation Fund if no local fund is established, as established under 
subdivision (a) of Section 1363 of the Fish and Wildlife Code. The 
primary purpose of such funds is to purchase oak woodlands conservation 
easements, as specified under paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of Section 
1363 and the guidelines and criteria of the Wildlife Conservation Board 
for the California Oak Woodlands Conservation Program. If contributions 
are made to a local fund, that fund must have the same purposes as the 
state program. This measure shall mitigate the remaining 50 percent of 
oak woodland impacts, equivalent to approximately half the acreage of 
oak woodland removal. Dedication of an on-site conservation easement, in 
lieu of paying a fee, would require that the easement area contain at least 
as many trees and an equal or greater area as that impacted by the tree 
removal. 

contribute funds 
 
 
If conservation easement is proposed, 
accept the easement 

 
 
 
County 

removal 
activities 
 
Prior to or 
concurrent 
with filing 
map or record 
easement prior 
to tree 
removal 
activities 

Section 3.4 Climate Change   
MM 3.4-1a: The applicant shall implement the following applicant-
proposed mitigation measures: 

 Utilize energy star appliances (Title 24 plug-in appliances) in 77 
timeshare units;  

 Use solar photovoltaic system to generate 20 percent of on-site 
energy needs; 

 Use light-emitting diode (LED) lighting will be used outdoors 
(Note: assume 20 percent LED use); 

 Employ Neighborhood Electric Vehicle (NEV) network on-site;  
 Provide employee shuttle:  

Implement the actions  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing 
during 
construction 
of project 
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 Use reclaimed water for 100 percent of outdoor uses; 
 Install low-flow indoor water fixtures in all buildings;  
 Use electric landscaping equipment;  
 Install water efficient landscapes; and 
 Implement on-site recycling program and divert 50 percent 

(assumed) wastes from landfill disposal.   

 
 
Implement ongoing measures 

 
 
Operator 

 
 
Ongoing 

MM 3.4-1b: To achieve a total of 2,239.63 MT of CO2e of additional 
GHG emissions reductions needed to reduce project emissions to net zero, 
the applicant shall secure additional emissions reductions through off-site 
GHG reduction programs and/or through purchase of carbon off-sets. 
Options for off-site emissions reductions programs could include but are 
not limited to the following: 

 Paying for energy-efficiency upgrades of existing homes and 
business; 

 Installing off-site renewable energy; 
 Paying for off-site water efficiency; and 
 Paying for off-site waste reduction. 

Off-site mitigation must be maintained in perpetuity to match the length of 
project operations to provide ongoing annual emission reductions. 

The applicant may purchase offsets from a validated source to offset 
annual GHG emissions. Validated sources are carbon-offset sources that 
follow approved protocols and use third-party verification such as those of 
the Climate Action Registry or Climate Action Reserve. The applicant 
shall present proof of offsite mitigation and/or validated carbon offset 
purchase that offset project GHG emissions to net zero to Monterey 
County for review and approval prior to issuance of a grading permit for 
each project phase. 

Calculate emission reduction credits 
needed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Purchase emission reduction credits 

 

 

Approve compliance with emissions 
reduction credits 

Consultant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Project Planner 

Prior to 
operation of 
each project 
phase 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits for 
each project 
phase 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading permit 
for project 
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phase 
 

Section 3.5: Cultural Resources   
MM 3.5-1a: Project applicant (“Applicant”) shall hire a qualified 
historical consultant (“Consultant”) prior to filing the Final Map’s first 
phase. The Consultant shall define a consistent design and cohesive 
themes (Native American, Spanish, Mexican, and American) for the site.  
Before lodge unit building permits are issued, the Consultant shall identify 
and create a digital catalog of historic archives and photographs focusing 
on Paraiso Springs’ historic character and setting during the late 
nineteenth century when the hotel/resort was first commissioned. The 
catalog is intended to consist of a consolidated list of the archives and 
photographs found, a brief description of the archive or photograph, and 
the location of the resource. Potential available resource repositories 
include, but are not limited to, those located in the California State 
Library, California State Archives, Monterey County Free Libraries, 
Bancroft Library, National Archives, Monterey Public Library (i.e., the 
“California Room”), Oakland Museum, National Steinbeck Center, Pat 
Hathaway Collection, California Historical Society and all other similar 
organizations deemed appropriate by the Consultant, as agreed to by the 
RMA-Director of Planning. All previous reports submitted with the 
project application on the property’s history will also be included. This 
catalog shall be compiled in a final format as a digital catalog of the 
archives and include information as to where to find resources that provide 
pertinent information on the four periods of significance and shall be 
available for printing by others. The digital catalog shall be included at all 
locations the digital presentation, described below, resides, including on 
the Paraiso Resort website, the Monterey County Historical Society 
website and offered (in a digital format) to the Soledad Mission and to 
regional visitor centers that provide information in Monterey County. 
 

 Hire qualified historian 
 
 
 
Define design and themes for use on 
project site 
 
Create digital catalog 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
 
Historian 
 
 
Historian 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to filing 
map 
 
 
Prior to filing 
map 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
lodge unit 
permits 
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A digital interpretive display that would serve to educate people about the 
history of the site including all four periods of significance shall be 
developed and implemented. This display shall use a combination of 
historical photos, graphics, timelines and narratives to help the public 
understand the significance of the site with particular emphasis on the 
Victorian Resort period.  
 
Prior to preparation of the on-site interpretive display, Applicant and 
Consultant shall present, for review, a list of the available materials and 
the Consultant’s proposed suggestions, layout and scope of the digitally 
created history to the HRRB and the Monterey County Historical Society 
in an effort to quantify and finalize the digital presentation scope. This 
submittal for review by the HRRB and historical society shall occur prior 
to issuance of construction permits for visitor serving units. Such review 
by the HRRB, and approval by the RMA-Director of Planning, shall be 
completed prior to issuance of occupancy permits for visitor serving units.   
If there are any disagreements as to the final scope of the historical digital 
representation of Paraiso Springs to be created, or the HRRB is unable to 
complete its review, the RMA-Director of Planning will have final 
decision-making authority. 
 
The final historical digital presentation, detailing Paraiso Springs’ history, 
shall be placed in the lobby or in a setting at the resort visible to the 
majority of guests as approved by the RMA-Director of Planning. The 
presentation shall also be on the facility’s website, linked to the Monterey 
County Historical Society website at their discretion, and offered (in a 
digital format or through a website link) to the Soledad Mission and to 
regional visitor centers and museums that provide information in 
Monterey County, such as the museum in Soledad and the Monterey 
County Agricultural and Rural Life Museum in San Lorenzo Park.  
 
The digital presentation shall be on a dedicated monitor and approved by 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Present list of materials and scope of 
digital displays to County and the 
Monterey County Historical Society 
 
 
 
Approve design 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepare and install interpretive displays 
 
Approve displays 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Historian 
 
 
 
 
 
County 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 
County 

 
 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
construction 
permits for 
visitor serving 
units 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
occupancy for 
visitor serving 
units 
 
 
 
 
Prior to phase 
1 lodge units 
final 
inspection 
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the County prior to the Phase 1 lodge units’ final inspection and shall be 
installed and operational prior to opening the facility to customers. The 
presentation shall be played on a constant loop, show the history of 
Paraiso, and posted on the resort website. 
MM 3.5-1b: Prior to recordation of the final map, the project applicant 
shall provide a grant of up to $10,000 to the Monterey County Historical 
Society to pay for the time and effort of their personnel in assisting the 
Applicant and their Consultant with the review of the digital archives and 
consultation on, and technical costs for, linking the digital presentation to 
their website. The Historical Society may also use this fund for purchasing 
rights, accessioning, cataloging, displaying, creating archival-quality 
reproductions, and archiving any identified materials from the catalog 
specified in MM3.5-1a. All previous reports submitted with the project 
application on the property’s history will also be included. 

Provide grant to Monterey County 
Historical Society 

Applicant Prior to 
recordation of 
map 

 

MM3.5-1c: Prior to occupancy of first phase buildings, the applicant shall 
prepare a printable digital historic interpretive brochure, which may 
consist of the interpretive exhibit described in MM 3.5-1a or a summary of 
that exhibit. The printable document shall describe the historic periods 
(including the Native American, Spanish Mission, Mexican influences, 
and Victorian-era spa resort), features, locations, and former names of 
Paraiso Springs. 

Create digital historic interpretive 
brochure 

Applicant’s 
Historian 

Prior to 
occupancy of 
first phase 
buildings 

 

MM3.5-1d:  The project applicant shall provide a second digital display 
in a prominent public location, such as the hamlet, as recommended by the 
HRRB, with final approval by the RMA-Director of Planning. The display 
shall be constructed concurrent with the phase within which it will be 
located. The digital display shall include a shelter or be in a location that is 
determined sufficiently weather resistant by the HRRB, with final 
approval by the RMA-Director of Planning.  
 
If such a weather resistant design cannot be demonstrated, the following 
shall occur: 

Propose location for second digital 
display 
 
 
Approve location and design 
 
 
Provide second digital display 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
County 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 

 
Prior to first 
phase 
occupancy 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 

 

721 of 1030



 

 
   

Mitigation Measure(s) Compliance or Monitoring Actions 
to be performed. Where applicable, a 
certified professional is required for 
action to be accepted 

Responsible 
Party for 
Compliance 

Timing Verification 

 

1. The applicant shall hire a qualified exhibit planning firm to design 
and prepare an interpretive exhibit that would maintain a consistent 
design and cohesive themes (Native American, Spanish, Mexican, and 
American).  

2. The interpretive exhibit shall consist of a minimum of six panels, 
which design shall be reviewed by the Monterey County Historic 
Resources Review Board with final approval by the RMA-Director of 
Planning. The interpretive exhibit shall be placed in an appropriate 
prominent location on site that is open to the public. The exhibit shall 
maintain a consistent design and cohesive themes and document the 
historic periods (including Native American, Spanish, Mexican and 
American periods) at Paraiso Hot Springs. 

3. Construction of the interpretive exhibit, if deemed necessary by 
the RMA-Director of Planning, shall be completed at the Applicant’s 
expense, prior to occupancy of any phase of the project site within which 
the exhibit is located. Outdoor signs shall be in full color and fabricated 
with material suitable for a 10-20-year life span. 

 
 
 
If digital design not approved, 
implement steps identified in mitigation 
measure 
 

 
 
 
Applicant 

occupancy of 
phase where 
located 
Prior to 
occupancy of 
applicable 
phase 
 

MM 3.5-2a: To ensure that no inadvertent damage occurs to CA-MNT-
302 and CA-MNT-303 during development of the proposed project, prior 
to any earthmoving or construction activities in the area of these sites 
where resources from these locations may be disturbed, if determined 
necessary by the RMA-Director of Planning in consultation with the 
project archaeologist, the two sites shall be subjected to an extended Phase 
I (subsurface) survey to determine whether subsurface cultural materials 
are present. The RMA-Director of Planning shall be provided a 
confidential plan showing the location of grading, infrastructure, and 
structural improvements in relation to the archaeological sites.  If the 
RMA-Director of Planning determines that a Phase I survey is necessary, 
the dimensions of the resource shall be determined, and the areas 
identified as containing cultural resources shall be evaluated for historic 
significance. Whether a Phase I survey is required or not, the area shall be 
placed within an open space easement. The resources shall be either 

Hire an archaeologist 
 
Prepare and submit confidential grading 
plan 
 
Review and approve plan 
 
Conduct Phase I survey, if required by 
the mitigation measure 
 
 
Place areas within conservation 
easement 
 

Applicant 
 
Project 
Engineer 
 
County 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
Applicant 
 
 

 
 
 
Prior to 
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the area 
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excavated and removed or left untouched and buried, as recommended by 
the project archaeologist, in consultation with a tribal representative, and 
as determined by the RMA-Director of Planning. Exclusionary fencing 
shall be placed around these easement areas prior to the beginning of the 
project construction so that the potential for accidental impacts will be 
minimized. The location of the fencing shall be shown on the 
improvement plans but shall not be identified as to the type of resources 
protected. 
 
A report with the findings of any extended Phase I subsurface survey shall 
be submitted to, and reviewed and approved by, the Director of RMA-
Planning prior to issuance of a grading permit or other ground disturbing 
activities. If the subsurface survey reveals that implementation of the 
project or project features would adversely affect one or both of the 
resources, the project design shall be modified to avoid the resources and 
the resources shall be protected in place. All design changes are subject to 
approval by the Director of RMA-Planning. 

 
Protect or relocate resource 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submit report for any Phase I work 

Archaeologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archaeologist 

construction, 
whichever 
occurs first 
 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading permit 
or ground 
disturbance in 
the area 

MM 3.5-2b: After completion of the Phase I subsurface survey and report 
in compliance with MM 3.5-2a above, or prior to issuance of construction 
permits if no Phase I survey is deemed necessary, and to ensure that no 
inadvertent damage occurs to CA-MNT-302 and CA-MNT-303 or other 
yet undiscovered cultural resources, the project developer shall contract 
with a qualified archaeologist, acceptable to the Monterey County 
Director of RMA-Planning, to prepare a mitigation monitoring plan 
consistent with the provisions of this mitigation measure and with the 
professional ethics of the archaeology profession. The plan shall be 
approved by the Director of RMA-Planning prior to issuance of a grading 
permit or other ground disturbing activities. 
 
The project developer shall also contract with a tribal monitor to observe 
ground disturbing activities at an hourly rate and scope deemed acceptable 
by the Director of RMA-Planning. 

Contract with qualified archaeologist 
 
 
 
Prepare monitoring program 
 
 
 
Approve program 
 
 
 
Contract with tribal monitor 
 

Applicant 
 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
 
 
County 
 
 
Applicant 
 

After 
completion of 
Phase I, or 
prior to 
issuance of 
permits 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading permit 
or other 
ground 
disturbance 
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The qualified archeologist shall implement the monitoring plan during 
grading and/or construction-related activities within the following four 
areas: the Prehistoric Sensitivity Area, the Mission Vineyard Sensitivity 
Area, the Victorian Historic Complex Sensitivity Area, and the Historic 
Dump Area. 
 
The archaeological monitoring plan shall include the following provisions: 
 The timing and frequency of this monitoring shall be at the discretion 

of the qualified archaeologist with the intent that they be present 
during ground disturbing activities that could affect known or 
undiscovered resources. Monitoring in any area may be discontinued 
by the project archaeologist when it becomes evident that no 
additional monitoring is necessary. 

 Monitoring by a tribal monitor shall be included for ground disturbing 
activities (i.e., infrastructure trenching, grading, foundation 
excavation) at an hourly rate and scope deemed acceptable by the 
Director of RMA-Planning and may be discontinued by the tribal 
monitor when it becomes evident that no additional monitoring is 
necessary. 

 Any artifacts or other cultural materials noted by the monitor will be 
collected and stored for subsequent analysis or provided to the tribe 
for appropriate relocation pursuant to an agreement between the 
property owner and the tribe. It may be necessary to temporarily halt 
earth moving activities while such materials are collected. 

 If a significant cultural feature or deposit is discovered, earth moving 
activities may be halted for the purpose of identifying the deposit. If 
deemed necessary, the feature or deposit shall be sampled or salvaged 
according to a mitigation and data recovery plan developed with the 
concurrence of RMA-Planning. A mitigation and data recovery plan 
shall be developed as part of this archaeological monitoring plan. 

 
 
Implement monitoring plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Ongoing as 
described in 
mitigation 
measure 
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 Any collected materials will be subjected to appropriate analyses, and 
either be relocated pursuant to an agreement with the OCEN tribe or 
be curated on the property or in the public domain at an appropriate 
archaeological curation facility. 

 The Director of RMA-Planning shall resolve any disagreements 
between the project archaeologist and the tribal monitor. 

• At the end of the project a final report shall be produced documenting 
and synthesizing all data collected. This report will include recording 
and analysis of materials recovered, conclusions and interpretations, 
identification of the curation facility where the materials are stored, 
and additional recommendations as necessary. 

The archaeological monitor shall submit a weekly report of the monitoring 
activities to the Director of RMA-Planning. 
 
The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop all work if 
potentially significant cultural features or materials are uncovered. The 
RMA-Director of Planning shall be notified immediately of any discovery. 
There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the project site or 
any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent resources until 
the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and, if determined 
significant or unique (as defined in CEQA section 21083.2), until 
appropriate mitigation measures are formulated, with the approval of the 
lead agency, and implemented. If the archaeological site is determined to 
contain nonunique archaeological resources, the resource shall be 
documented, as appropriate and as approved by the RMA-Director of 
Planning in consultation with the monitoring archaeologist.  
 
If any discovered archaeological site is determined unique, project 
construction shall be modified in at least one of the following manners as 
determined through consultation with the applicant, archaeologist, tribal 
monitor, and RMA-Director of Planning, as approved by the RMA-
Director of Planning: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Submit final report 
 
 
 
Submit weekly report 
 
 
 
 
Authority to stop work; formulate 
solutions 
 
Determine approach 
 
 
 
 
Approve approach 

 
 
 
 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
 
 
Archaeologist 
 
Archaeologist, 
Monitor, 
Applicant, and 
County 
 
 
County 

 
 
 
 
At end of 
ground 
disturbance 
activities 
 
Weekly 
during ground 
disturbance 
activities 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing 
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1. Move the construction to avoid the site. 
2. Deed the archaeological site into a permanent conservation easement. 
3. Cap or cover the archaeological site with a layer of soil before 

building on the site. 
4. Plan for open space components of the project to incorporate and 

protect the archaeological site. 
If a unique archaeological site is discovered, the implementation of the 
above measures may mean the elimination of some of the approved uses 
or structures. If the use or structure can be accommodated within the 
project footprint in a different location, the RMA-Director of Planning 
will determine whether the proposed relocation is in substantial 
conformance with the approved project and issue any applicable permits. 
If the relocation/redesign is determined to not be in substantial 
conformance with the project approvals, the construction activity and use 
shall be eliminated in that area, or an amendment to the project permits 
shall be obtained through a public process. 
MM 3.5-2c: The following language shall be included within any plans 
for grading and building permits that involve ground disturbance, 
contracts with construction firms, permits or authorizations pertaining to 
the project site: 
“If, at any time, potentially significant cultural features or materials are 
discovered, work shall be halted within 50 meters until the find can be 
evaluated by the project archaeologist and tribal monitor and, if 
determined significant by the RMA-Director of Planning, until appropriate 
mitigation measures are formulated, with the approval of the RMA-
Director of Planning, and implemented.” 

Show note on plans and contracts 
 
 
 
 
Verify note on plans and contracts 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
County 

 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
permits 
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MM 3.5-3a: To ensure that no damage occurs to the identified cultural 
resource during planned road improvement activity along Paraiso Springs 
Road, the project applicant shall do the following: 
a. Contract with a qualified archaeologist to determine if the resource is 

unique, identify the exact dimensions of the site and formally record 
the resource;  

b. The project developer shall also contract with a tribal monitor to 
observe ground disturbing activities at an hourly rate and scope 
deemed acceptable by the Director of RMA-Planning; 

c. Place exclusionary fencing around the limits of the resource as 
identified by the archaeologist prior to earthmoving activities so that 
the potential for accidental impacts is eliminated; and 

d. The applicant shall provide evidence that the site has been 
recorded with the Northwest Information Center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System, if it meets the criteria for 
recording, prior to approval of the final improvement plans for the off-site 
road improvements to Paraiso Springs Road, subject to review and 
approval by the County RMA Planning Department. 

Hire an archaeologist and tribal monitor 
 
 
Review construction area and observe 
ground disturbing activities 
 
 
Review and approve plan 
 
 
Install fencing 
 
 
Record site with state 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
Archaeologist 
and Monitor 
 
County Staff 
 
 
Applicant 
 
 
Archaeologist 

 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
permit 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
construction 
 
Prior to 
approval of 
improvement 
plans 
 

 

MM 3.5-3b: To ensure that no inadvertent damage occurs to the identified 
cultural resource or to other yet undiscovered cultural resources associated 
with off-site road improvements, the project developer shall contract with 
a qualified archeologist, acceptable to the Monterey County RMA 
Director of Planning, to prepare a mitigation monitoring plan consistent 
with the provisions of this mitigation measure. The plan shall be approved 
by the RMA Director of Planning prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
The qualified archeologist shall implement the monitoring plan during 
grading and/or construction-related activities within the road improvement 
area. The archaeological monitoring plan shall include the following 
provisions: 
 
a. The timing and frequency of this monitoring shall be at the discretion 

Hire an archaeologist 
 
 
Prepare plan 
 
Approve plan 
 
 
 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 
Archaeologist 
 
County staff 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
permit 
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of the qualified archaeologist and identified in the plan. Monitoring in 
any area may be discontinued by the project archaeologist when it 
becomes evident that no additional monitoring is necessary. 

b. Monitoring by a tribal monitor shall be included for ground disturbing 
activities (i.e., infrastructure trenching, grading, foundation 
excavation) at an hourly rate and scope deemed acceptable by the 
Director of RMA-Planning and may be discontinued by the tribal 
monitor when it becomes evident that no additional monitoring is 
necessary. 

c. Any artifacts or other cultural materials noted by the monitor will be 
collected and stored for subsequent analysis or provided to the tribe 
for appropriate relocation pursuant to an agreement between the 
county or other property owner and the tribe. It may be necessary to 
temporarily halt earth moving activities while such materials are 
collected. 

d. If a significant cultural feature or deposit is discovered, earth moving 
activities may be halted for the purpose of identifying the deposit, at 
the discretion of the monitor. If deemed necessary, the feature or 
deposit shall be sampled or salvaged according to a mitigation and 
data recovery plan developed with the concurrence of the RMA 
Director of Planning. 

e. Any collected materials will be subjected to appropriate analyses, and 
either be relocated pursuant to an agreement with the OCEN tribe or 
be curated in the public domain at an appropriate archaeological 
curation facility.  

f. The Director of RMA-Planning shall resolve any disagreements 
between the project archaeologist and the tribal monitor. 

g.    At the end of the project a final report shall be produced documenting 
and synthesizing all data collected. This report will include recording 
and analysis of materials recovered, conclusions and interpretations, 
identification of the curation facility where the materials are stored, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepare and submit Final Report 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to final 
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and additional recommendations as necessary. 
 
The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop all work if 
potentially significant cultural features or materials are uncovered. The 
RMA-Director of Planning shall be notified immediately of any discovery. 
There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the road site or any 
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent resources until the 
find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and tribal monitor and, 
if determined significant or unique (as defined in CEQA section 21083.2), 
until appropriate mitigation measures are formulated, with the approval of 
the lead agency, and implemented. If the archaeological site is determined 
to contain nonunique archaeological resources, the resource shall be 
documented, as appropriate and as approved by the RMA-Director of 
Planning in consultation with the monitoring archaeologist and tribal 
monitor. 
If any discovered archaeological site is determined unique, project 
construction shall be modified in at least one of the following manners as 
determined through consultation with the applicant, archaeologist, tribal 
monitor and RMA-Director of Planning, as approved by the RMA-
Director of Planning: 
1. Move the construction to avoid the site. 
2. Cap or cover the archaeological site with a layer of soil before 

building on the site. 
If a unique archaeological site is discovered, the implementation of the 
above measures may mean the redesign or elimination of some of the 
planned improvements. If the design can be accommodated within the 
project footprint in a different location, the RMA-Director of Planning 
will determine whether the proposed relocation is in substantial 
conformance with the approved project and issue any applicable permits. 
If the relocation/redesign is determined to not be in substantial 
conformance with the project approvals, the construction activity shall be 
eliminated in that area, or an amendment to the project permits shall be 

 
 
Authority to stop work; formulate 
solutions 
 
Determine approach 
 
 
 
 
Approve approach 

 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
Archaeologist 
 
 
 
County staff 

 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
 
Ongoing 
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obtained through a public process. 
MM 3.5-3c: The following language shall be included within all approved 
grading or building plans that involve ground disturbance, contracts with 
construction firms, and permits or authorizations pertaining to the Paraiso 
Springs Road Improvement area: 
 
“If, at any time, potentially significant cultural features or materials are 
discovered, work shall be halted in the immediate vicinity until the find 
can be evaluated by the project archaeologist and tribal monitor and, if 
determined significant, until appropriate mitigation measures are 
formulated, with the approval of the lead agency, and implemented.” 

Show note on plans and contracts 
 
 
 
 
Verify note on plans and contracts 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
County 

 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
permits 

 

MM 3.5-4a:  If human remains are discovered during grading or 
construction, the following steps shall be taken immediately upon 
discovery: 
a.  There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the project site 

or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human 
remains, initially 50 meters, until the following occurs: 

b.  The Coroner of County of Monterey must be contacted to determine 
that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and 

c.  If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American: 
 The Coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage 

Commission and the Monterey County Resource Management 
Agency – Planning Department within 24 hours. 

 The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the 
person or persons from a recognized local tribe of the Esselen, 
Salinan, Costanoan/Ohlone and Chumash tribal groups, as 
appropriate, to be the most likely descendent. 

 The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the 
landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, for 
means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the 

  
 
 
Authority to stop work; contact Coroner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contact county and tribe 
 
 
 
 
 
Make recommendations to property 
owner 
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Representative 
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human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in 
Public Resources Code Section 5097.9 and 5097.993, or where 
the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized 
representatives shall rebury the Native American human remains 
and associated grave goods with appropriate dignity on the 
property in a location not subject to further subsurface 
disturbance: 
○  The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to 

identify a most likely descendent or the most likely 
descendent failed to make a recommendation with 24 hours 
after being notified by the commission. 

○  The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; 
or 

○  The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the 
recommendation of the descendent, and the mediation by 
the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide 
measure acceptable to the landowner.  

 
If the find is determined to be significant, the project design shall be 
modified to avoid the resources and the resources shall be protected in 
place as described in mitigation measure 3.5-4b. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Avoid significant resources 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Property 
Owner 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If County 
determines 
resources are 
significant 
 

MM 3.5-4b: The archaeological monitor shall have the authority to stop 
all work if potentially significant cultural features or materials are 
uncovered. The RMA- Director of Planning shall be notified immediately 
of any discovery. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of 
the project site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 
resources until the find can be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and, 
if determined significant or unique (as defined in CEQA section 21083.2), 
until appropriate mitigation measures are formulated, with the approval of 
the lead agency, and implemented. If the archaeological site is determined 
to contain nonunique archaeological resources, the resource shall be 

Authority to stop work; notify County 
staff 
 
 
Determine approach 
 
 
 
Approve approach 
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If resources 
found 
 
 
 
Prior to 
recommencing 
work 
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documented, as appropriate and as approved by the RMA-Director of 
Planning in consultation with the monitoring archaeologist and tribal 
monitor.  
 
If any discovered archaeological site is determined unique, project 
construction shall be modified in at least one of the following manners as 
determined through consultation with the applicant, archaeologist, tribal 
monitor and RMA-Director of Planning, as approved by the RMA-
Director of Planning: 
 

1. Move the construction to avoid the site. 
2. Deed the archaeological site into a permanent conservation 

easement. 
3. Cap or cover the archaeological site with a layer of soil before 

building on the site. 
4. Plan for open space components of the project to incorporate 

and protect the archaeological site. 
 

If a unique archaeological site is discovered, the implementation of the 
above measures may mean the elimination of some of the approved uses 
or structures. If the use or structure can be accommodated within the 
project footprint in a different location, the RMA-Director of Planning 
will determine whether the proposed relocation is in substantial 
conformance with the approved project and issue any applicable permits. 
If the relocation/redesign is determined to not be in substantial 
conformance with the project approvals, the construction activity and use 
shall be eliminated in that area, or an amendment to the project permits 
shall be obtained through a public process. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Avoid significant resources 
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Owner 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If the County 
determines 
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significant 
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Section 3.6: Geology and Soils   
MM 3.6-1a: Prior to building permit approval, the project structural 
engineer shall provide a seismic design report for the project consistent 
with the most current version of the California Building Code, at a 
minimum. If other, more conservative design guidelines are determined to 
be applicable to the project, those design guidelines shall be followed.  
Recommendations contained within the Geologic and Soil Engineering 
Feasibility Report, prepared by Landset Engineers (2004), shall also be 
referenced and incorporated as they provide specific recommendations 
regarding site preparation and construction of foundations, retaining walls, 
utilities, sidewalks, roadways, subsurface drainage, and landscaping 
features based on the lot characteristics and proximity to faults near the 
project site. The seismic design report shall be submitted for plan check 
with any improvement plans including earthwork or foundation 
construction. 
 
During the course of construction, the project applicant shall contract with 
a qualified engineering geologist to be on site during all grading 
operations to make onsite remediation and recommendations as needed, 
and perform required tests, observations, and consultation as specified in 
the seismic design. Prior to final inspection, the project applicant shall 
provide certification from the project structural engineer that all 
development has been constructed in accordance with all applicable 
geologic and geotechnical reports. 
 

Submit seismic design report 
 
 
Approve report and project plans 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contract with engineering geologist 
 
 
 
Make on-site recommendations and 
perform required tests, observations and 
consultation 
 
Provide certification 

Structural 
Engineer 
 
County staff 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 
 
 
Engineering 
Geologist 
 
Structural 
Engineer 

Prior to 
issuance of 
building 
permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
commencing 
grading 
operations 
 
During 
grading 
operations 
 
Prior to final 

 

MM 3.6-1b:  Prior to occupancy of the proposed project, large appliances 
(i.e. refrigerators, freezers, pianos, wall units, water heaters, etc.), book 
shelves, storage shelves, and other large free-standing objects incorporated 
as part of the building design shall be firmly attached to the floor or to 
structural members of walls. 

Attach large items as outlined Contractors Prior to 
occupancy; 
ongoing 
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MM3.6-3a: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant 
shall contract with a certified engineer to prepare a site-specific 
Supplemental Liquefaction Investigation prepared in accordance with the 
California Department of Mines & Geology Special Publication 117. The 
Supplemental Liquefaction Investigation shall include in its analysis the 
approved drainage plan. Engineering measures to protect development in 
this area could include structural strengthening of buildings to resist 
predicted ground settlement, utilization of post tension or mat slab 
foundations or a combination of such measures as recommended in the 
Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report prepared by Landset 
Engineering (2004). These improvements shall be included in the final 
improvement plans for the proposed project and installed concurrent with 
site preparation and grading activities associated with future development. 

Hire an engineer 
 
 
Prepare supplemental liquefaction 
investigation 
 
 
Include recommendations in final plans 
 
 
Ensure plans are implemented 

Applicant 
 
 
Engineer 
 
 
 
Engineer 
 
 
County 

 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permit; 
ongoing 
 
 
As part of 
final 
inspection 

 

MM 3.6-3b: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant 
shall contract with a certified engineer to ensure that final grading plans 
include a slope stability analysis, particularly for the parking area near the 
hamlet and the adjacent roadway, to verify that the proposed cut and fill 
slopes are considered stable under both static and pseudo-static conditions. 

Hire an engineer 
 
Incorporate slope stability analysis in 
plans 
 
Ensure plans are implemented  

Applicant 
 
Engineer 
 
 
County 

Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permit; 
ongoing 
As part of 
final 
inspection 

 

MM 3.6-3c: The Final Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report 
shall use the most-recent Building Code, which addresses new seismic 
design requirements for structures and the site soil profile as SE should be 
reviewed again to confirm this designation is still appropriate for the 
project site. 

Prepare final geologic and soil 
engineering report 
 
Incorporate into design 

Applicant’s 
geologists 
and/or 
engineers 

Prior to 
issuance of 
permits; 
ongoing 

 

MM 3.6.4a: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project Geologist of 
Record (PGOR) shall work with the Geotechnical Engineer of Record and 
the Civil Engineer of Record to prepare a Final Geologic and Soil 
Engineering Feasibility Report. As part of this report, the PGOR shall:  
1.  Further characterize the debris flow and debris torrent hazards and 

Hire Geologist 
 
Prepare final report; incorporate into 
design 

Applicant 
 
Applicant’s 
geologist 

Prior to 
issuance of 
grading permit 
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attendant risks to the proposed developments. The PGOR shall 
perform a detailed mapping and subsurface program that will 
characterize the mode of past transport for angular boulders and 
cobbles of schist bedrock within the sandy alluvial matrix on the 
valley floors. Further geological mapping shall include detailed 
mapping of individual debris flow scars, as well as run-out areas for 
the debris flow deposits. Subsurface work shall adequately 
characterize the depth and extent of individual debris flow/torrent 
events. Mode of transport characterization shall include volumes and 
velocities per debris flow/torrent event, substantiated by a detailed 
geological recordation of past events in and adjacent to the proposed 
development areas; 

2.  Prepare debris flow/torrent design volumes, velocities and runup 
heights where warranted, based upon the above-listed field work and 
analysis; 

3.  Plot their geological information upon the most current sub-division 
and grading maps and analyze the potential impacts to the proposed 
developments; and 

4.  Work with PGOR and Civil Engineer Of Record to jointly assess the 
impact that debris flows and debris torrents may have upon the 
performance of the proposed drainage improvements. The proposed 
drainage improvements should be protected from design debris flow 
and torrent events dictated by the PGOR, or the drainage 
improvements shall be designed to handle said debris flow or debris 
torrent events without triggering flooding of the proposed 
developments. 

The Final Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report shall fully 
characterize the new design debris flow events to include site design-
specific recommendations to ensure that the structures at risk would not 
collapse if said design debris flow occurs. 
MM 3.6.4b: At the time of construction of the project, all excavations 
shall be observed by the PGOR prior to backfilling of the excavation. A 

Observe excavations and make 
recommendations if previously 

Geologist During 
construction; 
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post-construction geologic map portraying the distribution of rock and soil 
should be constructed by the PGOR and submitted to the County of 
Monterey with a Final Geological Report. If previously unidentified debris 
flow deposits are mapped in the excavations during construction, 
additional mitigation measures shall be recommended at the time of 
construction by the PGOR. 

unidentified debris flow deposits are 
found. 
 
Prepare final report 

 
 
 
Geologist 

prior to 
backfill 
 
After 
construction 

MM 3.6-5: Prior to grading permit issuance, the project applicant shall 
contract with a qualified consultant to prepare an erosion control plan and 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that documents best 
management practices (filters, traps, bio-filtration swales, etc.) to ensure 
that urban runoff contaminants and sediment are minimized during site 
preparation, construction, and post-construction periods. The erosion 
control plan and SWPPP shall incorporate best management practices 
consistent with the requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System and Monterey County Ordinance 16.12.80, Land 
Clearing. The erosion and sediment control plan and the SWPPP shall be 
consistent with the standards set forth in the Construction General Permit. 

Hire qualified consultant 
 
Prepare erosion control documents 

Applicant 
 
Consultant 

Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permits 

 

Section 3.7: Hazards and Hazardous Materials   
MM 3.7-3a: Pursuant to Cal OSHA regulations, the project applicant shall 
have each structure proposed for demolition within the project site 
inspected by a qualified environmental specialist for the presence of 
asbestos containing material and lead based paints prior to obtaining a 
demolition permit from the County. If asbestos containing material and/or 
lead based paints are found during the investigations, the project applicant 
shall develop a remediation program to ensure that these materials are 
removed and disposed of by a licensed contractor in accordance with all 
federal, state and local laws and regulations, subject to approval by the 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District and the County of 
Monterey Environmental Health Bureau, as applicable. Any hazardous 
materials that are removed from the structures shall be disposed of at an 
approved landfill facility in accordance with federal, state and local laws 

Hire qualified specialist 
 
Inspect structures to be demolished 
 
Develop remediation program, if 
necessary 
 
Approve program 
 
Remove materials 

Applicant 
 
Specialist 
 
Specialist 
 
County and Air 
District 
 
Licensed 
qualified 
contractor 
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demolition 
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and regulations. 
MM 3.7-3b: The project applicant shall ensure that the removal of all 
fluorescent lighting ballasts within each structure are removed under the 
purview of the Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau in order to 
identify proper handling procedures prior to demolition of the structures 
within the project site. All removed fluorescent lighting ballasts shall be 
removed prior to demolition and disposed of at an approved landfill 
facility in accordance with federal, state and local laws and regulations. 

Remove fluorescent ballasts 
 
Oversight of removal 
 
 

Applicant 
 
County staff 
 
Applicant 
provides to Co. 

Prior to 
demolition 
 
 
After 
demolition 

 

MM 3.7-4: Subject to review by the County of Monterey Environmental 
Health Department, the project applicant shall map the specific location of 
all septic tanks located within the project site. Once located, the septic 
tanks shall be removed and properly disposed of at an approved landfill 
facility or properly abandoned onsite under permit with Monterey County 
Environmental Health. The applicant shall provide to Monterey County 
Environmental Health a schedule of all septic tanks on the property and 
identify those tanks to be physically removed from the property and those 
tanks to be abandoned onsite under permit with Monterey County 
Environmental Health. 

Map location of septic tanks and provide 
schedule and disposition of all tanks 
 
 
Oversight of removal 
 
 
Proper disposal documentation provided 
to County 

Applicant 
 
 
 
County staff 
 
 
Applicant 
provides to Co. 

Prior to 
removal 
 
 
During 
removal 
 
 
After removal 

 

MM 3.7-5: Once the above ground fuel storage tank(s) are removed, a 
visual inspection of the areas beneath and around the removed tanks shall 
be performed. Any stained soils observed underneath the storage tanks 
shall be sampled. Results of the sampling (if necessary) shall indicate the 
level or remediation efforts that may be required. In the event that 
subsequent testing indicates the presence of any hazardous materials 
beyond acceptable thresholds, a work plan shall be prepared subject to 
review and approval by the County of Monterey Environmental Health 
Bureau in order to remediate the soil in accordance with all applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Visually inspect areas beneath above 
ground fuel tanks 
 
Sample stained soils, if found 
 
 
Prepare work plan if contamination 
found 
 
Approve work plan 

County 
 
 
Applicant-hired 
consultant 
 
Applicant-hired 
consultant 
 
County staff 

 
After removal 
of tanks 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permits 

 

MM 3.7-6a:  The 2019 Fire Protection Plan has been reviewed and 
approved by the Mission-Soledad Rural Fire Protection District, and shall 

Hire qualified consultant Applicant Prior to  
clearance of 
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be approved by the RMA Director prior to clearance of any vegetation or 
issuance of permits for construction, whichever occurs first. The applicant 
shall implement the fire protection and safety measures recommended in 
the approved Fire Protection Plan along with additional measures listed 
below, including the following: 

• Provide a facility Fire Safety Coordinator(s) to oversee 
implementation of fire protection and safety and overall fire 
coordination with MSRFPD/CAL FIRE. 

• Coordinate an annual fire evacuation drill/fire exercise to ensure 
proper safety measures have been implemented, facility 
awareness and preparation of facility-wide “Ready, Set, Go!” 
plan, consistent with the Monterey County Community Wildfire 
Protection Plan. 

• Provide trained security staff 24 hours per day and 7 days per 
week at the guard gate to manage an evacuation of the facility by 
opening the gates and directing traffic out of the area. 

• Provide a first-responder (EMT) level staff person and equipment 
to be on-site at all times. 

• Provide a customized one-ton, 4x4 pickup with a skid mounted 
pump and up to 150 gallon water tank and train multiple staff 
members and site security staff to utilize this apparatus for the 
purposes of providing initial suppression for any vegetation 
ignitions, and initial response to other fires. 

• Prior to project operation, designate one or more structures as 
temporary refuge areas (TRAs) to house the projected population 
on the project site in the event of a fire emergency. TRA 

 
Prepare final plan 
 
Approve final plan 
 
 
 
Implement measures identified during 
applicable time periods 

 
Consultant 
 
County RMA 
and fire staff  
 
 
Applicant/ 
Operator 

vegetation or 
issuance of 
construction 
permits, 
whichever 
occurs first. 
 
 
Ongoing, as 
applicable. 
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structures shall include specifications listed in the 2019 Fire 
Protection Plan. 

o The capacity for TRA structures shall be equivalent to 
shelter the total maximum site population within 
protected buildings based on 15 square feet per person 
of habitable space.  

o The Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer), 
management staff, and security personnel will quarterly 
participate in a meeting to review and discuss the 
evacuation protocols and contingency option for 
temporarily refuging on site. 

• Provide ember-resistant vents and screening for all ventilation for 
project structures, as specified in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan. 

• Provide a site-wide Public Address (PA)/Intercom system for 
emergency notifications. 

• Prepare and practice site-wide evacuations following the “Ready, 
Set, Go!” program guidelines. A drill will be conducted at least 
once per year involving staff. 

• Prepare an Emergency Preparation Plan that includes 
specifications listed in the 2019 Fire Protection Plan, such as pre-
fire planning, post-fire recovery, reporting, training, prevention, 
and communications procedures. 

• Enhance traffic flow by not constructing speed bumps/humps and 
provide an automatic opening device for fire and law 
enforcement at the entrance gate. 
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• Restrict vegetation around TRA structures to highly ignition-
resistant vegetation planted at low densities and maintained free 
of all accumulated debris/litter. 

• Design and implement a landscaping plan consistent with 
accepted wildland urban interface fire safe/fire adapted practices. 

o The landscaping plan shall be reviewed and approved by 
the County, MSRFPD, and/or an experienced fire 
protection planner, as determined by the County, to 
ensure that proposed plantings and maintenance meet 
the required fire safety and screening requirements. 

• If planted, manage the vineyard using a professional vintner in an 
irrigated, maintained condition to act as a modified fuel buffer, 
utilizing irrigation and operation measures included in the 2019 
Fire Protection Plan. 

• Conduct an annual inspection of the site by MSRFPD or its 
designee to ensure that project landscaping is maintained in a 
wildfire-safe condition. 

• Maintain a 1- to 3-foot landscape-free area adjacent to all 
building structures’ foundations to prevent available fuels for 
embers at the building base. 

MM 3.7-6b:  Implement and maintain fuel treatment areas along project 
roads. Fuel treatment areas shall measure 20 feet in width (horizontal) as 
measured from the edge of the paved surface and shall occur on both sides 
of the road. Maintenance of roadside treatment areas shall be conducted 
according to the standards outlined in Monterey County Code Chapter 
18.09 (Fire Code), Section O109.1. 

Maintain roadway edges in a fire safe 
manner. 
 
Annual inspection, as described in MM 
3.7-6a. 

Operator 
 
 
Fire District or 
designee 

Ongoing 
 
 
Ongoing, 
annually 
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MM 3.7-7a:  Implement all construction-phase fuel modification 
components from the approved Construction Fire Prevention Plan (see 
MM 3.7-7b) prior to removal of vegetation or combustible building 
materials being delivered to the site, as applicable. 

Implement fire safe fuel modification 
measures. 

Operator Prior to 
removal of 
vegetation or 
delivery of 
combustible 
materials to 
site; ongoing 

 

MM 3.7-7b: The draft 2019 Construction Fire Prevention Plan, included 
as an appendix to the Final EIR, shall be reviewed by the Mission-Soledad 
Rural Fire Protection District, and approved by the RMA Director prior to 
clearance of any vegetation or issuance of permits for construction, 
whichever occurs first. This plan addresses training of construction 
personnel and provides details of fire suppression procedures and 
equipment to be used during construction. Information contained in the 
plan shall be included as part of project-related environmental awareness 
training. The applicant shall implement procedures in the Construction 
Fire Prevention Plan, including the following: 
 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition, including, but not 
limited to, vegetation clearing, parking requirements/restrictions, 
idling restrictions, smoking restrictions, proper use of gas-
powered equipment, use of spark arrestors, and hot work 
restrictions; 

• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to 
Extreme Fire Danger days; 

• Adequate water supply to service construction activities; 

• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and 
responsibility; 

Develop Construction Fire Prevention 
Plan that includes measures listed in 
mitigation measures, at a minimum. 
 
 
 
 
 
Conduct training 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Implement measures identified during 
operations 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant/ 
Operator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant/ 
Operator 

Prior to 
clearance of 
vegetation or 
issuance of 
permits for 
construction, 
whichever 
occurs first. 
 
Prior to 
clearance of 
vegetation or 
construction, 
whichever 
occurs first. 
 
 
Ongoing 
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• Worker training for fire prevention, initial attack firefighting, and 
fire reporting; 

• Emergency communication, response, and reporting procedures; 

• Coordination with local fire agencies to facilitate agency access 
through the project site; 

• Emergency contact information; 

• Demonstrate compliance with applicable plans and policies 
established by state and local agencies. 

• Initial clearance of native vegetation, or clearance of vegetation 
within 100 feet of native vegetation, shall require that a staffed 
water vehicle (water truck or Fire Engine) be located within 200 
feet of all operating mechanized equipment. This requirement 
shall also apply to grading activities within 100 feet of native or 
flammable vegetation; 

• The County, a third-party fire protection consultant, or MSRFPD 
shall inspect the project site, prior to any site construction 
activities, to ensure that all required measures are in place. 

MM 3.7-7c:  Maintenance of project buildings, grounds, and 
infrastructure, including defensible space areas, shall be conducted using 
firesafe practices to minimize the potential for wildfire ignitions resulting 
from equipment use. Firesafe practices shall be consistent with California 
Public Resources Code Sections 4427, 4428, 4431, and 4442. 
Infrastructure maintenance activities shall be ceased during periods of 
high fire hazard (e.g., red flag warnings), except where necessary to 
maintain water supply for fire suppression purposes. This requirement 
shall be included in the project’s operational manual (MM 3.7-7d). 

Include measures in Operations Fire 
Prevention Plan. 
 
 
 
 
Implement measures identified during 
operations 

Applicant 
 
 
 
 
Applicant/ 
Operator 

Prior to 
approval of 
Fire 
Protection 
Plan 
 
Ongoing 

 

MM 3.7-7d: The 2019 Operations Fire Prevention Plan, included as an 
appendix to the Final EIR, shall be reviewed by the Mission-Soledad 

Develop Operations Fire Prevention 
Plan that includes measures listed in 

Applicant Prior to 
approval of 
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Rural Fire Protection District and approved by the RMA Director prior to 
issuance of occupancy permits or final inspection, whichever occurs first, 
for any habitable structures. This plan addresses policies and procedures 
for minimizing wildfire potential. The applicant shall implement 
procedures in the Operation Fire Prevention Plan, including the following: 

• Procedures for minimizing potential ignition during maintenance 
activities; 

• Work restrictions during Red Flag Warnings and High to 
Extreme Fire Danger days; 

• Fuel modification zone and landscape area maintenance 
procedures, including timing of work to reduce the likelihood of 
ignition and/or fire spread; 

• Communication and reporting procedures with MSRFPD; 

• Fire Safety Coordinator (aka Site Safety Officer) role and contact 
information; 

• Applicable recommendations included in the project’s Fire 
Protection Plan (MM 3.7-6a). 

• The Project Operator shall fund a third-party fuel modification 
inspector or MSRFPD, as chosen by the Fire District, to conduct 
an annual inspection prior to June to certify that fuel modification 
maintenance has occurred; 

mitigation measures, at a minimum. 
 
 
 
 
Implement measures identified during 
operations 

 
 
 
 
 
Applicant/ 
Operator 

Fire 
Protection 
Plan 
 
 
Ongoing 

MM 3.7-9: Following any wildfire that burns onto the project site, a 
post-fire field assessment shall be conducted by an engineering 
geologist within 60 days of fire personnel allowing access to the site, 
to identify any areas that may be subject to increased risk of post-fire 

Hire engineering geologist 
 
 

Applicant 
 
 

Immediately 
following 
wildfire 
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flooding, landslide or erosion. Any recommendations identified by the 
geologist to mitigate such risk shall be reviewed and approved by 
Monterey County RMA and implemented by the project applicant. 
The engineering geologist shall determine areas that should not be 
utilized until remediation has been completed. The completion of 
remediation and ability to reuse these areas shall be determined by the 
engineering geologist and reported to the County Building Official 
prior to commencing uses in those areas. This requirement shall be 
included in the project’s operational manual. 

Prepare field assessment and provide to 
County 
 
 
Ensure requirement in operations 
manual 

Geologist 
 
 
 
Applicant 

 
Within 60 
days of 
wildfire 
 
Concurrent 
with approval 
of Fire 
Protection 
Plan 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Hydrology    
MM 3.8-2: Prior to recording the Final Subdivision Map or approval of 
any construction permit that would affect drainage, whichever occurs 
first, the project applicant shall contract with a registered Civil Engineer 
to prepare a final drainage plan. The drainage control plan shall design 
storm water detention facilities to limit the 100-year post-development 
runoff rate to the 10-year pre-development rate in accordance with 
Section 16.16.040.B.5 of the Monterey County Code and Monterey 
County Water Resource Agency (MCWRA) standards. This shall be 
accomplished through the use of low impact development (LID) features 
and best management practices (BMP). In the event that the detention 
objectives cannot be accomplished through LID methodologies alone, a 
detention basin may be used. In addition, the drainage plan shall 
incorporate relevant storm water recommendations as described in the 
Geologic and Soil Engineering Feasibility Report (Landset Engineers 
2004). The final drainage plan shall be submitted for review and approval 
to RMA and Monterey County Water Resources Agency prior to 
recording the Final Subdivision Map or approval of any construction 
plans that would affect drainage, whichever occurs first. 

Hire civil engineer. 
 
Prepare final drainage plan 
 
 
Submit plan to County 
 
Approve plan 

Applicant 
 
Civil Engineer 
 
 
Civil Engineer 
 
County staff 

Prior to 
recording map 
or issuance of 
permits that 
would affect 
drainage, 
whichever 
occurs first 

 

MM 3.8-3: To prevent the potential contamination of downstream waters 
from urban pollutants, the Resource Management Agency and Water 

See Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 See Mitigation 
Measure 3.8-2 

See Mitigation 
Measure 3.8-2 
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Resources Agency shall require that the storm drainage system design, 
required under mitigation measure MM 3.8-2, includes, but is not limited 
to the following components: grease/oil separators; sediment separation; 
vegetative filtering to open drainage conveyances and detention basins; 
and on-site percolation of as much run-off as feasible, including diversion 
of roof gutters to French drains or dispersion trenches, dispersion of road 
and driveway runoff to vegetative margins, or other similar methods. 
Storm water shall not be collected and conveyed directly to a natural 
drainage without passing through some type of active or passive 
treatment. Said provisions shall be incorporated into the storm drain 
system plans submitted to the County for plan check, within the time 
frames outlined in mitigation measure MM 3.8-2. 
MM 3.8-8: The property owner and the resort operator shall ensure that 
any water softening equipment shall consist of a cartridge-type softener or 
a type that does not increase salt load to the wastewater. Any cartridges 
shall be hauled to off-site facilities for regeneration. 

Control type of water softening 
equipment.  

Ensure proper disposal. 

Applicant 
 
 
Resort 
Operator 

At time of 
construction 
 
Ongoing 
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 MM 3.8-9: The applicant shall hire a biologist specializing in wetland 
and riparian habitats prior to filing of the first phase final map. Prior to 
any land disturbance, the biologist shall work with the project hydrologist 
to establish pre-project conditions for these habitat areas, including 
vegetation areal extent and habitat quality, groundwater levels, 
groundwater quality, and any surface water flow quantity and quality for 
wetlands and riparian areas that will remain. The biologist shall prepare a 
monitoring program, subject to approval by the County, that should 
include shallow piezometers installed at the upgradient edges of the 
wetlands, or some other mechanism that would monitor water quantity 
and quality. A “control” set of piezometers (or other approved 
mechanism) shall also be installed and monitored at the same time to 
distinguish from effects related to pumping and irrigation return flow. The 
monitoring program shall be approved prior to issuance of grading 
permits. 

The monitoring program shall describe the methods used to monitor the 
extent and health of wetland and riparian vegetation, including triggers for 
applying supplemental water due to loss of areal extent or stress of 
vegetation from salt loading as detected by measurements of electrical 
conductivity and visual observation of plant stress. Water quantity (depth 
to groundwater) and quality monitoring shall occur at least quarterly for 
the first ten years of resort operation and semiannually thereafter if 
groundwater conditions are determined to be well defined and stable; 
vegetation monitoring shall occur by the biologist every two months 
between April 15 and November 1 of each year (4 visits). Both monitoring 
activities shall be conducted until five years after buildout, or ten years 
after commencement of construction, whichever is later, and shall be 
allowed to be discontinued only if annual reports demonstrate a stable 
habitat area and quality, compared to the pre-project condition, for at least 
the final three years of this monitoring program. If the area or quality has 
been affected by the project, monitoring shall continue past this time 
period until three successive years of stable habitat area and quality have 

Hire a biologist and hydrologist 

 

Establish pre-project condition of 
wetland and riparian habitat areas 

 

Prepare a monitoring program  

Approve monitoring program 

 

 

 

 

 

Monitor site as outlined in mitigation 
measure and program 

 

 

 

Applicant 
 
 
Biologist and 
Hydrologist 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
Project Planner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior to filing 
map 
 
Prior to land 
disturbance 
 
 
 
Prior to 
issuance of 
grading 
permits 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
At least 
quarterly for 
ten years, or 
five years 
after buildout; 
until three 
successive 
years of stable 
habitat 
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been demonstrated in the preserved wetland and riparian areas. 

The property owner and resort operator shall have electrical conductivity 
monitored on the same schedule as the water level measurements. Any 
changes in vegetation stress identified through the monitoring shall be 
identified as to whether it is caused by water quality effects, groundwater 
levels, or both.  

Annual reports shall be prepared by the biologist, and provided to 
Monterey County RMA-Planning, that determine the extent and quality of 
the habitat, water levels, water quality, and expected effect on the 
protected habitat. If any of those reports demonstrate there is a reduction 
in the area or biological health of the habitat attributable to the project, the 
resort operator shall provide supplemental water to the impacted habitat 
areas or shall obtain necessary permits to provide replacement habitat on 
site. In such a circumstance, an adaptive management program shall be 
submitted to Monterey County for review and approval that achieves no 
net loss of wetland and riparian habitat on the site.  If supplemental water 
is needed for this activity, an additional up to 2.3 acre-feet of water may 
be required, increasing net water consumption to the aquifer up to 17.8 
acre-feet per year. 

 

Monitor electrical conductivity 

 

 

 

Prepare and submit reports to county 

 

Review report 

Prepare adaptive management program, 
if needed 

Approve adaptive mgmt. program 

 
 
Resort 
Operator’s 
consultant 
 
 
 
 
Biologist 
 
 
County staff 
 
Biologist 
 
 
County 

 
 
Same 
schedule as 
water level 
measurements 
 
 
 
Annual 
 
 
Annual 
 
Ongoing 
 
 
Ongoing 

Section 3.10: Noise   
MM 3.10-3: During operation of the project, the operator shall adhere to 
the following requirements for nighttime noise: 

 Within the time period of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. the following 
morning, no loud and unreasonable sounds shall be made. 

 Loud and unreasonable sounds are those that exceed 45 dBA 
Leq (hourly) or a maximum of 65 dBA at or outside the property 
boundaries of the project site. 

 Construction subsequent to initial resort construction shall also 
be limited to the requirements found in MM 3.10-4. 

Adhere to noise limitations outlined in 
the mitigation measure 

Applicant  
 
 
Resort 
Operator 

During 
construction 
 
Ongoing 
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 Resort Staff shall be informed of, and trained in, these limitations 
and Resort Management shall be responsible to address any noise 
complaints. Resort Staff shall ensure that all activities and bookings 
follow the limitations and that those booking at the resort for activities that 
could create noise are provided information regarding these limitations. 
Timeshare owners shall be informed of these restrictions prior to 
purchasing their units as part of the real estate transaction paperwork. 
MM 3.10-4:  During the course of construction, the project 
developer/applicant shall adhere to Monterey County’s requirements for 
construction activities with respect to hours of operation, muffling of 
internal combustion engines, and other factors which affect construction 
noise generation and its effects on noise sensitive land uses. This would 
include implementing the following measures: 
 Limit noise-generating construction operations to between the least 

noise-sensitive periods of the day (e.g., 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M.) 
Monday through Saturday; no construction operations on Sundays or 
holidays; 

 Locate stationary noise generating on-site construction equipment and 
equipment staging areas at the furthest distance possible from nearby 
noise-sensitive land uses and in no case closer than 1,400 feet to the 
eastern property boundary; 

 Ensure that construction equipment is properly maintained and 
equipped with noise reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine 
shrouds, in accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations. 
Equipment engine shrouds shall be closed during equipment 
operation, and  

 When not in use, motorized construction equipment shall not be left 
idling; and 

 The project developer/applicant shall designate a “disturbance 
coordinator” to be responsible for responding to any concerns or 
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will 

Control noise during construction as 
outlined in the mitigation measure 

Applicant 
 
 
Resort 
Operator 

During 
construction 
 
Ongoing 
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determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and 
will require that reasonable measures be implemented to correct the 
problem. 
Section 3.11: Public Services and Utilities   
MM 3.11-2: The project applicant shall contract with a qualified engineer 
to finalize an activated alumina water treatment plant consistent with 
recommendations outlined in the AdEdge Technologies Pilot Test Report 
(2012) identifying water system improvements to meet the standards as 
found in Chapters 15.04 and 15.08 of the Monterey County Code, and 
Titles 17 and 22 of the California Code of Regulations. Final water system 
improvement plans shall identify any necessary rehabilitation of Well No. 
1 and Well No. 2 to increase longevity and efficiency, the specific water 
treatment facilities, and how the water treatment facilities will remove all 
constituents that exceed California Primary and Secondary maximum 
contaminant levels (e.g. fluoride, coliform, TDS, iron, etc.) from drinking 
water.  
 
The project applicant shall contract with a qualified engineer to design and 
install wastewater system improvements and procedures that will 
adequately treat the neutralized waste from the proposed activated alumina 
filtration process. Final wastewater improvement plans shall identify the 
specific wastewater treatment improvements, operating parameters, 
wastewater volumes, waste constituents of the proposed full-scale system, 
and how the wastewater treatment process will produce effluent fluoride 
concentrations that are equal or less than the concentrations in the existing 
source water.  
 
Prior to recording the final map or issuance of any construction permits, 
the applicant shall submit the final water treatment plant design for review 
and approval by the Monterey County Health Department, Environmental 
Health Bureau. 

Hire a qualified engineer 
 
 
 
Finalize design for water treatment plant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Design and install wastewater system 
improvements 
 
 
 
 
 
Submit final plans to county for review 
 
Approve plans 
 

Applicant 
 
 
 
Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 
County staff 

 
Prior to 
construction 
of water 
system 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to 
construction 
of wastewater 
system 
 
 
 
 
 
Prior to final 
map or 
issuance of 
construction 
permits 
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Implementation of mitigation measure 3.8-2 (Section 3.8 Hydrology and 
Water Quality). 
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DEFINITIONS 

1. Activity Risk: Activity risks include those actions that present a risk of igniting a wildfire. 

2. Fire Patrol: A Paraiso Springs Resort selected individual will be assigned as “Fire 

Patrol” specifically to monitor work activities when an Activity Risk exists for fire 

compliance. The Fire Patrol personnel shall regularly patrol the area on foot and monitor 

the area for any signs of fire or unsafe practices. They shall have no other duties and shall 

not be sitting in a vehicle or using a cell phone or computer except for emergency-related 

calls or for checking for Red Flag Warning or other fire hazard or weather conditions. 

3. Fire Season: Fire season is no longer officially designated by the wildland fire agencies. 

California is considered to be in fire season on a yearlong basis. CALFIRE adjusts their 

staffing patterns as fire conditions moderate or escalate and this can be used as an 

indicator of potential fire activity. 

4. Fire Tools: Essential firefighting tools to be staged near work activities are a 46-inch 

round point shovel, Pulaski, McLeod, 5-gallon “Indian” Backpack hand pump or water 

fire extinguisher, and a minimum 10 pound 4A:80BC Dry Chemical Fire extinguisher. 

5. Incident Commander (IC): The Site Safety Officer will be the single point of contact 

for all utility resources (people and equipment) on an emergency incident. This person 

will interface with the Incident Command, as necessary. 

6. Incident Command System (ICS): The Incident Command System is "a systematic tool 

used for the command, control, and coordination of emergency response"  

7. Plan: The Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP). 

8. Red Flag Warning (RFW): A Red Flag Warning is issued for a stated period of time by 

the National Weather Service using pre-determined criteria to identify particularly critical 

wildfire danger in a particular geographic area. All construction and maintenance 

activities shall temporarily cease during RFWs. 

9. Site Safety Officer/Fire Coordinator (SSO): The Site Safety Officer/Fire Coordinator 

and their designees serves as the fire safety coordinator and is the liaison to the 

emergency service agencies and all contractors or inspectors on the jobsite for emergency 

incidents and construction-related activities. The SSO has the authority to stop any 

project work that appears to pose a particular fire risk or hazard. 
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1 SUMMARY 

This Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP) provides basic direction for fire safety awareness 

on the Paraiso Springs Resort Project site during construction. This CFPP provides standard 

protocols and approaches for reducing the potential of ignitions for typical construction site 

activities. When employed, the concepts discussed herein will help minimize and avoid ignitions 

as well as extinguish any ignitions while they are small and controllable.  
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2 INTRODUCTION 

The Paraiso Springs Resort Project (Project) is located approximately 130 miles south of San 

Francisco in unincorporated southern Monterey County in the western foothills of the Central Salinas 

Valley, approximately seven miles west of the City of Greenfield at the western terminus of Paraiso 

Springs Road. The project site is located at 34358 Paraiso Springs Road and is comprised of 

Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 418-381-021-000, 418-361-004-000, and 418-381-022-000. 

The following Construction Fire Prevention Plan (CFPP) has been prepared for the construction 

phase of the Paraiso Springs Resort project site. The Project area is about 235 acres nestled in the 

mouths of the Paraiso Springs Valley and Indian Valley, extending westward into the foothills 

between the crest of the Sierra de Salinas Foothills and the Salinas Valley. The site is bordered to 

the east by grazing and farmland, and to the north, south and west by the Santa Lucia Mountains. 

The proposed Project involves the demolition of the existing structures within the Project site 

and construction of a new hotel, day-use area (Hamlet), a spa and fitness center, 60 timeshare 

condominiums, and 17 timeshare villas centered on the European theme of wellness treatment 

and education. 
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3 EMERGENCY NOTIFICATION AND EVACUATION 
PROCEDURES  

Any fire event at or near the site will trigger the emergency notification procedures identified in 

this section. 

3.1 First Call = 9-1-1 

Reporting fires and other emergencies: Anyone witnessing an emergency or fire should first call 

9-1-1 so that emergency responders and appropriate apparatus can be dispatched as early as 

possible. 

After calling 9-1-1, personnel in Table 1, as the primary site contacts, should be notified during a 

fire emergency. 

Table 1 

Emergency Notification Primary Contacts 

Name* Position Contact Number* 

TBD Site Safety Officer TBD 

TBD Site Manager TBD 

TBD Project Manager TBD 

TBD Project Engineer TBD 

TBD Construction Supervisor TBD 

Note:  
* Upon designation of each of the positions listed, the Names and contact numbers and emails shall be provided to site personnel and 

updated in this plan at least annually. 

Technical Staff Contact: Project contact information will be provided to local fire 

agencies/stations to assist responding firefighters during an emergency. A copy of this 

CFPP will be submitted to the responding fire agencies. 

Emergency related contacts near the site include: 

• Fire/Emergency Medical (Soledad Fire Protection District) 

• Monterey County Sheriff (Salinas Office) – 831.755.5111 

• California Highway Patrol (Monterey Office) – 831.770.8000 

• Hospital – Salinas Valley Memorial Healthcare System – 831.757.3627 

To facilitate the arrival of fire services during construction, an emergency response meeting 

point will be established at the main entrance of the property with the Mission Soledad Rural 
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Fire Protection District prior to Project construction. The Site Safety Officer/Fire Coordinator 

(SSO) or designee will meet the emergency response team at the meeting point during a 

significant emergency situation to lead them into the site.  

3.2 Evacuation Procedures 

The SSO is primarily responsible for evacuations. They will gather information from available 

information sources including emergency alerts, local radio and television, and law enforcement 

and fire personnel, as possible to determine the nature of the emergency, and declare the 

emergency status. 

During significant emergency situations at or near the Project site, the site manager and/or SSO, in 

consultation with law or fire authorities, may issue an evacuation notice. When an evacuation has 

been called, all site employees will gather at a designated assembly area and the SSO will account 

for all personnel in time as safety allows. Employees will then be safely convoyed in vehicles from 

the Project site to safe zones, which are generally areas offsite away from the threat. If it is 

suspected any employees remain onsite, the SSO and foreman-level supervisors will perform a 

sweep of the Project site as safety allows to locate any remaining persons and reconvene at the 

assembly area for safe conveyance away from the threat. Should a structure or wildland fire (or 

other emergency) occur that threatens the primary assembly area; other locations may be 

designated as secondary assembly areas by the SSO, as dictated by the situation. The SSO may 

modify these procedures during significant emergency situations as safety requires. The SSO 

should be prepared to be available to the Incident Commander (IC) throughout the Incident to 

facilitate information exchange.  

3.2.1 Evacuation Routes 

Depending on the type and severity of the emergency, along with weather and/or localized site 

conditions, roadways designated on Figure 1 will be used for evacuating the area. The primary 

site access and evacuation route to the east is Paraiso Springs Road which interconnects with 

Clark Road, providing travel to the east to Arroyo Seco Road and then 101.  
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4 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

All employees should know how to prevent and respond to fires and are responsible for adhering 

to policies regarding fire emergencies. In particular, the following sections detail general 

responsibilities, by position. 

4.1 Project Owner/Management 

A  Final Environmental Impact Report, including a site-specific Fire Protection Plan (FPP) 

to determine overall fire risk was prepared and approved for the Project. The Project is required 

to implement necessary measures to reduce the risk and comply with federal, state, and local 

fire safety/protection policies. Additionally, Owners/Management will conduct necessary 

training and make equipment available to provide a safe working environment for employees 

and contractors. 

4.2 Site Safety Officer/Fire Coordinator or Designees 

The SSO will manage and implement the Project’s FPP and this CFPP and shall maintain all 

records pertaining to the plan. Among the other responsibilities of the SSO are: 

• Understanding the CFPP and its mandates for training, fire prevention, fire suppression, 

and evacuation. 

• Understanding the fire risk associated with the site and with activities that will occur onsite. 

• Developing and administering the fire prevention and safety training program. 

• Ensuring that fire control equipment and systems are properly maintained and in good 

working condition. 

• Monitoring combustibles on the site and managing where they are stored. 

• Conducting fire safety surveys and making recommendations. 

• Posting fire rules on the project bulletin board at the contractor’s field office and areas 

visible to employees. 

• Stopping project work activities that pose a fire hazard or are not in compliance with 

this CFPP. 

• Reporting all fires ignited on the site, whether structural, vegetation, electrical, or 

other to the Mission Soledad Rural Fire Protection District (MSRFPD). 
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• Ensuring that employees receive appropriate fire safety training. 

• Notifying the SSO when changes in operation increase the risk of fire. 

• Enforcing fire prevention and protection policies. 

• Accounting for employees/contractors in the case of an evacuation 

• Performing site sweeps to round up staff. 

• Facilitating fire agency access to the site. 

• Cooperating with the fire agencies/Incident Command during and following fires. 

• Identifying unsafe work practices that may lead to fire ignitions. 

4.3 Employees/Contractors 

All employees and contractors shall: 

• Complete all required training discussed below before working onsite without 

supervision. 

• Conduct operations safely to limit the risk of fire. 

• Report potential fire hazards to their supervisors. 

• Follow fire emergency procedures. 

• Understand the emergency evacuation protocols. 
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5 FIRE SAFETY PLAN GOALS 

The primary goals of this CFPP are to address the identified ignition sources and risks so that the 

personnel involved with constructing and final decommissioning of the Project have clearly 

defined protocols and procedures for reducing fire risk and maintaining a fire safe worksite. 

Among the goals developed for the Paraiso Springs Resort Project site are: 

• Prevent/minimize fires during construction, operation, and decommissioning. 

• Provide a safe worksite for all employees, contractors, visitors and emergency personnel. 

• Prevent or minimize dollar loss to the property. 

• Prevent or minimize potential for a fire starting onsite to spread offsite. 

• Provide water, appropriate fire extinguishers, and access for firefighters. 

• Provide water trucks equipped with fire extinguishers, hoses, shovels, and Pulaski’s when 

work involves the use of chainsaws, chippers, vegetation masticators, grinders, drill rigs, 

tractors, torches, and/or explosives. 

• Provide the ability to report a fire or other emergency to 9-1-1 without delay and to 

contact personnel. 

• Report all fire ignitions, regardless of size, to the MSRFPD. 
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6 SITE AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

6.1 Location 

The Project is located approximately 130 miles south of San Francisco and 7 miles west of the City 

of Greenfield. The Project Area is approximately 235 acres of land.  

6.2 Vegetation 

Vegetative fuels on site are primarily non-native grassland, chaparral, and coastal sage scrub, 

although smaller pockets of oak riparian forest, wetland, and ornamental vegetation types are present. 

Onsite vegetation is important relative to wildfire as some vegetation, such as grassland habitats, are 

highly flammable while other vegetation, such as chaparral and oak riparian forest, may be less 

flammable, but would burn under certain, more intense fire conditions. 

The proposed Project footprint would be converted to roads, structures, and maintained landscape 

vegetation. Native vegetative fuels allowed to remain within the outer thinning fuel modification 

zones and riparian areas would be modified as a result of development. The vegetation outside the 

proposed Project’s perimeter fuel modification zones are the primary wildfire concern for Paraiso 

Springs Resort. These areas would be preserved as open space and would continue to be dominated 

by mixed chaparral and non-native grassland fuel beds. The Project’s fire protection features, 

including the fuel modification zones, were designed to be fire-hardened for the type of wildfire these 

areas could produce and provide a system of fire protection.  

6.3 Project Description 

The Project proposes a 235-acre master-planned resort and hotel, day-use area, spa and fitness 

center, 60 timeshare condominiums, and 17 timeshare villas.  
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7 CONSTRUCTION RISKS AND FIRE PREVENTION MEASURES 

7.1 Construction-Phase Risks and Measures 

• Earth-moving equipment – create sparks, heat sources, fuel or hydraulic leaks, etc. 

• Chainsaws – may result in vegetation ignition from overheating, spark, fuel leak, etc.  

• Vehicles – heated exhausts/catalytic converters in contact with vegetation may result 

in ignition 

• Welders – open heat source may result in metallic spark coming into contact with vegetation 

• Woodchippers – include flammable fuels and hydraulic fluid that may leak and spray 

onto vegetation with a hose failure 

• Compost piles – large piles that are allowed to dry and are left onsite for extended 

periods may result in combustion and potential for embers landing in adjacent vegetation 

• Grinders – sparks from grinding metal components may land on a receptive fuel bed 

• Torches – heat source, open flame, and resulting heated metal shards may come in 

contact with vegetation 

Fire Prevention Measures for all Construction Activities including Construction Phase Fuel 

Modification: SSO shall ensure implementation of the following measures prior to removal of 

vegetation or combustible building material as well as during, construction activities. 

• Minimize combustible and flammable materials storage onsite. 

• Store any combustible or flammable materials that need to be onsite away from 

ignition sources.  

• Initial clearance of native vegetation, or clearance of vegetation within 100 feet of 

native vegetation, shall require that a staffed water vehicle (water truck or Fire 

Engine) be located within 200 feet of all operating mechanized equipment. This 

requirement shall also apply to grading activities within 100 feet of native or 

flammable vegetation 

• Clear parking and construction areas of all dry vegetation—grass and brush—by a 

distance of at least 10 feet. 

• Park vehicles and equipment a minimum of 10 feet from any vegetation. 

• Keep vehicle and equipment idling to a minimum of not more than five minutes when not 

in use. 
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• Gas-powered equipment shall not be used in proximity to flammable materials. 

• Keep evacuation routes free of obstructions. 

• Label all containers of potentially hazardous materials with their contents and stored in 

the same location as flammable or combustible liquids. 

• Perform “hot work” according to fire safe practices in a controlled environment and with 

fire suppression equipment at the job site. A fire watch person (Fire Patrol), with 

extinguishing capability (e.g., fire extinguishers), should be in place for all ‘Hot Work” 

activities during construction. Ensure hot work adheres to the guidelines provided in 

this plan. 

• Dispose of combustible waste promptly and according to applicable laws and regulations. 

• Report and repair all fuel leaks without delay. 

• Do not overload circuits or rely on extension cords where other options would be safer. 

• Turn off and unplug electrical equipment when not in use. 

• Direct contractors onsite to restrict use of chainsaws, chippers, vegetation masticators, 

grinders, drill rigs, tractors, a n d  torches during RFW. When the above tools and 

equipment are used, water trucks (4,000-gallon capacity) equipped with hoses, shovels, 

Pulaski’s, and McLeod’s shall easily b e  accessible to personnel. 

• Equip all construction-related vehicles with a 10-pound 4A:80 BC Dry Chemical Fire 

Extinguisher, a 5-gallon backpack pump or water fire extinguisher, a 46-inch round point 

shovel, and a first-aid kit. 

• No Smoking will be allowed on site except in designated safe smoking areas which 

include cleared area with no combustible vegetation or materials and approved butt 

receptacles (noncombustible containment of cigarette butts). Smoking inside closed 

vehicles at the site may be allowed in designated areas away from vegetation, at the 

discretion of the SSO. 

 

7.1.1 Consultants and Contractor Onsite Risks 

Consultants and contractors should know how to prevent and respond to fires and are responsible 

for adhering to the Project’s policies regarding fire emergencies. These general fire prevention 

measures should help in the efforts to prevent a fire from occurring while on-site. 
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Fire Prevention Measures for Consultants/Contractors: SSO shall ensure 

consultants/contractors implement of the following measures during construction activities 

• Vehicles equipped with fire prevention equipment: 

o 10-pound, 4A:80BC dry chemical fire extinguisher 

o 46-inch round point shovel 

o 5-gallons of water or a 5-gallon water backpack 

o First-aid kit 

• No driving (cars, trucks, ATVs or similar) over unmaintained or dry vegetation. 

• Park vehicles and equipment a minimum of 10 feet from any vegetation. 

• Site activities limited during Red Flag Warning Weather periods; stay alert to fire and 

weather conditions and evacuate employees, if safe to do so. 

• Consultants/Contractors will conduct operations safely to limit the risk of fire. 

• Hot Work shall adhere to the guidelines provided below in Section 7.5. 

7.2 Risk-Reduction Measures 

The following measures will be employed, as appropriate, during each phase of the project 

(construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning) to reduce the risk of ignitions. 

These measures will be enforced by the SSO and supported by ongoing worker safety training. 

• Fire rules shall be posted on the project bulletin board at the contractor’s field office and 

areas visible to employees. This shall include all consultants, contractors and 

subcontractors if more than one.  

• Fires ignited on site shall be immediately reported to MSRFPD. 

• The engineering, procurement, and construction contracts for the project shall clearly 

state the fire safety requirements that are the responsibility of any person who enters the 

site, as described in this CFPP. 

• All internal combustion engines used at the Project site shall be equipped with spark 

arrestors that are in good working order.  

• Once initial two-track roads have been cut, light trucks and cars shall be used only on 

roads where the roadway is cleared of vegetation. Mufflers on all cars and light trucks 

shall be maintained in good working order. 
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• During construction, the Project will be equipped with at least one water truck with 

4,000-gallon capacity. Each truck will be equipped with 50 feet of 0.25-inch fast response 

hose w/fog nozzles. Any hose size greater than 1 ½” shall use National Hose (NH) 

couplings. 

• A cache of shovels, McLeod’s, and Pulaski’s shall be available at staging sites. The 

amount of equipment will be determined by consultation between SSO and MSRFPD. 

Additionally, onsite pickup trucks will be equipped with first-aid kits, fire extinguishers 

and shovels. Contractor vehicles will be required to include the same basic equipment. 

• Equipment parking areas and small stationary engine sites shall be cleared of all 

extraneous flammable materials. 

• The onsite contractor shall make an effort to restrict use of chainsaws, chippers, 

vegetation masticators, grinders, drill rigs, tractors, and torches, during RFW conditions. 

When the above tools and equipment are used, water trucks equipped with hoses, shovels, 

McLeod’s and Pulaski’s shall be easily accessible to personnel. 

• A fire watch (person responsible for monitoring for ignitions) will be provided during hot 

works and shall monitor for a minimum of 30 minutes following completion of the hot 

work activities.  

• Smoking shall not be allowed in wildland areas and within 50 feet of combustible 

materials storage and shall be limited to paved areas or areas cleared of all vegetation. 

Cigarette butts must be properly disposed in a fire safe receptacle.  

• Each project construction site (if construction occurs simultaneously at various locations) 

shall be equipped with fire extinguishers and firefighting equipment sufficient to 

extinguish small fires.  

• The onsite contractor or Project staff shall coordinate with the MSRFPD to create a 

training component for emergency first responders to prepare for specialized emergency 

incidents that may occur at the Project site. 

• Construction workers at the site shall receive basic training on the proper use of fire 

extinguishers and procedures to be followed in the event of a fire. Training records shall 

be maintained and be available for review by the MSRFPD.7.3 Daily Fire Prevention 

Measures 

• To limit the risk of fires, all site staff, employees, and contractors shall take the following 

precautions: 

• Fire safety shall be a component of daily tailgate meetings. Foremen will remind 

employees of fire safety, prevention, and emergency protocols on a daily basis.  
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• No Smoking will be allowed on site except in designated safe smoking areas which 

include cleared area with no combustible vegetation or materials and approved butt 

receptacles (noncombustible containment of cigarette butts). Smoking inside closed 

vehicles at the site may be allowed in designated areas away from vegetation, at the 

discretion of the SSO. 

• Combustible materials will be stored in areas away from native vegetation. Whenever 

combustibles are being stored in the open air, the SSO shall be informed of the situation. 

• Disposal of combustible waste in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. 

• Use and store flammable materials in areas away from ignition sources. 

• Proper storage of chemicals, such that incompatible (i.e., chemically reactive) substances 

would be separated appropriately, shall be required. 

• Performance of hot work (i.e., welding or working with an open flame or other ignition 

sources) in controlled areas under the supervision of a fire watch shall be required. 

• Equipment shall be kept in good working order by inspecting electrical wiring and 

appliances regularly and maintaining motors and tools free of excessive dust and grease. 

• Immediate reporting of fuel or petroleum leaks shall be required. The SSO shall ensure 

that all leaks are repaired immediately upon notification. 

• Immediate repair and cleanup of flammable liquid leaks shall be required. 

• Extension cords shall not be relied on if wiring improvements are needed and 

overloading of circuits with multiple pieces of equipment shall be prohibited. 

• Electrical equipment shall be turned off and unplugged when not in use. 

7.3.1 Fire Prevention/Protection System Maintenance 

The SSO (or qualified designee) will ensure that fire suppression and related equipment is 

maintained according to manufacturers' specifications. National Fire Protection Association 

(NFPA) guidelines shall be implemented for specific equipment.  

The following equipment is subject to ongoing maintenance, inspection, and testing procedures: 

• Portable fire extinguishers; 

• Fire alarm and suppression systems; 

• Water trucks and associated equipment; and 

• Emergency backup generators/systems and the equipment they support. 
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7.4 Hot Work Measures 

These requirements are primarily from California Fire Code (CFC) Chapter 26, Welding and 

other Hot Work, and NFPA 51B, Fire Prevention During Welding, Cutting and other Hot 

Work. Hot work is defined in the CFC as operations involving cutting, welding, thermit 

welding, brazing, soldering, grinding, thermal spraying, thawing pipe, or other similar 

operations. Hot work areas are defined as the areas exposed to sparks, hot slag, radiant heat, 

or convective heat because of the hot work. 

The SSO will require hot work to be done per requirements in NFPA 51B and the CFC Chapter 26. 

Hot work shall only be done in fire safe areas designated by the SSO and shall comply with 

the following: 

• All personnel involved in Hot Work shall be trained in safe operation of the equipment 

by the SSO. This will include providing training at “tailgate safety meetings”. They shall 

also be made aware of the risks involved and emergency procedures, such as how to 

transmit an alarm and who is responsible to call 9-1-1. 

• Signage required in areas where workers may enter indicating “Caution; Hot Work in 

progress; Stay Clear” would be posted on site. 

• Hot work would not be done on any containers which contain or have contained flammable 

liquids, gases, or solids until containers have been thoroughly cleaned, purged, or inerted. 

• A dry chemical fire extinguisher with a minimum rating of 4A:80BC, a 5-gallon 

backpack pump or water fire extinguisher, and a 46-inch round point shovel, shall be 

readily accessible within 25 feet of hot work area. 

• The SSO shall inspect the hot work area before start and shall then make daily inspections. 

• Welding and cutting would comply with 2016 CFC) Chapter 35- welding and Hot Work. 

• Electric arc hot work would comply with CFC Chapter 35. 

• Piping manifolds and Hose Systems for Fuel Gases and Oxygen would comply with CFC 

Section 3509. 

• Cylinder use and storage shall comply with 2016 CFC Chapter 53, “Compressed Gases.” 

• Equipment would be approved by MSRFPD, including torches, manifolds, regulators, or 

pressure reducing valves, and any acetylene generators. 

• Personal Protective Clothing would be selected to minimize the potential for ignition, 

burning, trapping hot sparks, and electric shock. 
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• A fire watch will be in place for a minimum of 30 minutes, or longer as considered 

necessary by the SSO, following any hot work. 

• Any ignitions would be immediately extinguished (as possible) by site personnel and 

the fire department would be notified of the incident. 

The SSO shall have the responsibility to ensure safe Hot Work operations and shall have the 

authority to modify hot work activities associated with construction and maintenance activities, 

and to exceed the requirements in NFPA 51B and 2016 CFC, to the degree necessary to prevent 

fire ignition. Workers performing hot work must be trained on the hot work information and 

criteria in this CFPP. 
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8 RED FLAG WARNING AND HIGH-TO-EXTREME FIRE DANGER 
PROTOCOL 

Red Flag Warnings are issued by the National Weather Service and indicate that conditions are 

such (low humidity, high winds) that wildfire ignitions and spread may be facilitated. To ensure 

compliance with Red Flag Warnings restrictions, the SSO will monitor National Weather Service 

website at the site (http://www.srh.noaa.gov/ridge2/fire/briefing.php) and implement the 

following protocol during Red Flag Warnings: 

• Construction related activities will be limited and precautions may be taken onsite during 

periods of a Red Flag Warning, when conditions such as low humidity and high winds are 

present.  

• Red flags will be prominently displayed at the entrance gate and main office, indicating to 

employees and contractors that restrictions are in place.  

• Any hot work (work that could result in ignition sources or increase fire risk), grading, or 

any other work that could result in heat, flame, sparks, or may cause an ignition to 

vegetation will be prohibited.  

• Project areas may be evacuated where personnel may be exposed to higher risks.  

• If vehicles are required to be used during Red Flag Warning conditions, vehicles shall 

remain only on designated access roads on the site.  

High-to-extreme Fire Danger days are determined by U.S. Forest Service through their National 

Fire Danger Rating System. Warnings are issued to CALFIRE and local and regional fire 

managers to help them estimate fire danger for a given area. In the event of high-to-extreme fire 

danger days, the SSO will assess the dangers and ensure implementation of any applicable red flag 

warning protocol or other risk reduction and fire prevention measures listed within the CFPP, as 

appropriate. 
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9 FIRE SAFETY BRIEFINGS, INSPECTIONS, AND TRAINING 

9.1 Briefings and Inspections 

The SSO will conduct routine, unannounced inspections a minimum of once, weekly. The SSO 

will develop an inspection check list to document these inspections. The SSO also will ensure the 

following measures are taken: 

• Prior to Project construction, Project personnel will receive training on the contents of 

this CFPP, along with additional fire safety and fire prevention information provided by 

an informed SSO (or designee). As possible, firefighters from MSRFPD may attend these 

meetings and provide input, which has a dual benefit of informing site personnel and 

providing Project familiarity for the firefighters.  

• Site supervisors/foremen will be responsible for sharing CFPP content with consultants 

and construction personnel throughout the duration of the Project. A review of the 

content of this CFPP would take place at a formal safety briefing at a minimum of once 

per month.  

• Daily safety tailgate sessions will be held and include an assessment of the day’s fire-

related risks or hazards and the mitigation for each. 

Compliance, including monitoring compliance, with this CFPP is mandatory. All levels of 

project management have the authority to shut down any operation that presents an inappropriate 

amount of fire risk or hazard until it can be properly addressed. 

Violations of any of the requirements of this CFPP will be addressed by the SSO or other 

supervisory personnel, immediately. All Project-related vegetation fires, regardless of size, shall 

be promptly reported to the SSO and MSRFPD to determine if appropriate fire prevention 

measures are being taken. 

9.2 Training Requirements 

9.2.1 Basic Fire Safety Training 

The SSO and or site supervisors/foremen will present basic fire prevention training to employees 

upon employment, and shall maintain documentation of the training, which includes the 

following: 

• The Project-specific FPP 

• Review of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Fire Protection 

and Prevention (29 CFR 1926.24) 
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• Proper response and notification in the event of a fire; 

• Instruction on the use of portable fire extinguishers, and hand tools, such as shovels, 

and recognition of potential fire hazards. 

The SSO will train persons entering the site on the fire hazards associated with the specific 

materials and processes to which they are exposed and will maintain documentation of the 

training. Employees and contractors would receive this training at the following times: 

• Upon first entering the facility 

• When changes in work processes necessitate additional training 

Upon returning to the site after having been gone longer than 90 days 

9.2.2 Site Supervisor Fire Safety Training 

Prior to Project construction, site supervisors will receive a minimum of 1 hour training on 

wildland fire prevention and safety. This training would be provided by the SSO or qualified 

designee. This training will then be shared with all construction personnel by the site supervisor 

or the SSO.  

Each site supervisor will be trained on the following: 

• Fire reporting 

• Extinguishing small fires in order to prevent them from growing into more serious threats. 

• Fire prevention 

• Identifying work activities that may result in a fire hazard  

9.2.3 Communication 

The ability to communicate with personnel working on the Project site is mandatory, and the 

SSO will ensure the following communication protocol are enforced.  

• Construction crews will be required to have a cell phone or satellite phone, and/or radios 

that are operational within the area of work to report an emergency.  

• Contact information for lead construction personnel will be provided to respective 

agencies.  

• Communication pathways and equipment will be tested and confirmed operational each 

day prior to initiating construction activities.  
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• Fires and medical emergencies will be immediately reported to MSRFPD via 9-1-1. 

• Each on-site worker will carry at all times a laminated, CFPP card listing 24-hour contact 

information, including telephone numbers for reporting an emergency, and immediate 

steps to take if an incident occurs. Information on the CFPP card will be updated as 

needed and redistributed to all workers before the initiation of any construction activities. 

The Project’s compliance monitor will provide the CFPP cards to the site’s SSO prior to 

construction kick-off so that all site staff can be provided training and receive their cards. 
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10 PROJECT PERSONNEL FIRE FIGHTING LIMITATIONS 

Responding to fires at the Project site, whether structural, wildland, or other, is the responsibility 

of MSRFPD. Because their response to the site may require several minutes or more, Project 

employees and contractors should provide only initial firefighting efforts, and only if they have 

had appropriate training. No employee or contractor shall fight a fire beyond the incipient stage 

and the arrival of professional fire suppression personnel. Involvement in firefighting is 

voluntary and should only be attempted by trained, qualified individuals. 
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11 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE PLANS AND POLICIES 

The CFPP complies with the applicable components of the following state and local fire 

prevention and safety plans and policies: 2016 California Fire Code, as adopted by Monterey 

County and Mission Soledad Fire Protection District. 
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12 REVIEW AND APPROVAL 

The signatory reviewing officials are acknowledging that Paraiso Springs Resort, LLC has 

established a CFPP, which, when properly implemented, maintained, and enforced will result in 

fire hazard and risk reduction for the Project’s construction phase. Reviewing agencies do not 

accept any responsibility for the applicant’s interpretation or implementation of this CFPP prior 

to, during, or following the construction of the Project or for any resulting actions associated 

with these activities. 

Reviewed by: 

_____________________    _______________________ 

Paraiso Springs Resort, LLC     Date 

Site Safety Officer 

__________________________   _______________________ 

Mission Soledad Rural Fire Protection District Date 

Approved by: 

__________________________   _______________________ 

Paraiso Springs Resort, LLC     Date 

Project Manager 
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List of acronyms and abbreviations 

CFR   Code of Federal Regulations 

FM   Factory Mutual 

MSRFPD  Mission Soledad Rural Fire Protection District 

NFPA   National Fire Protection Association 

O&M   Operations and Maintenance 

OFPP   Operational Fire Prevention Plan 

OSHA   Occupational Safety and Health Administration  

Proposed Project Paraiso Springs Resort Specific Plan 

RFW   Red Flag Warning 

SSO   Site Safety Officer/Fire Safety Coordinator 

TBD   To be determined 

UL   Underwriters Laboratory 
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Definitions 

Fire Watch: A Paraiso Springs Resort selected individual will be assigned as “Fire Patrol” 

specifically to monitor work activities when an activity area includes hot work or work that could 

result in ignitions. The Fire Patrol personnel shall regularly patrol the area on foot and monitor the 

area for any signs of fire or unsafe practices. They shall have no other duties and shall not be sitting 

in a vehicle or using a cell phone or computer except for emergency-related calls or for checking 

for Red Flag Warning or other fire hazard or weather conditions. 

Fire Extinguisher: Essential firefighting tools to be staged near work activities including water 

fire extinguisher, and a minimum 10 pound 4A:80BC Dry Chemical Fire extinguisher. 

Hot Work: Hot work is any activity or process that involves open flames or that generates sparks 

or heat and includes: Welding and allied processes; heat treating; grinding; thawing pipes; powder-

driven fasteners; hot riveting; torch-applied roofing; and any similar applications producing or 

using sparks, flame or heat 

Plan: The Operational Fire Prevention Plan (OFPP). 

Red Flag Warning (RFW): A Red Flag Warning is issued for a stated period of time by the 

National Weather Service using pre-determined criteria to identify particularly critical wildfire 

danger in a particular geographic area. All construction and maintenance activities shall 

temporarily cease during RFWs. 

Site Safety Officer/Fire Coordinator (SSO): The Site Safety Officer/Fire Coordinator and their 

designees serves as the fire safety coordinator and is the liaison to the emergency service agencies 

and all contractors or inspectors on the jobsite for emergency incidents and construction-related 

activities. The SSO has the authority to stop any project work that appears to pose a particular fire 

risk or hazard.  
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1. SUMMARY 

This Operational Fire Prevention Plan (OFPP) provides basic direction for fire safety awareness 

on the Paraiso Springs Resort Project site during ongoing facility operations. This OFPP provides 

standard protocols and approaches for reducing the potential of ignitions for typical operational 

and maintenance site activities. When employed, the concepts discussed herein will help minimize 

and avoid ignitions as well as extinguish any ignitions while they are small and controllable.  
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2 INTRODUCTION 

The Paraiso Springs Resort (Project) site rests upon Paraiso Hot Springs, located approximately 

130 miles south of San Francisco in unincorporated southern Monterey County in the western 

foothills of the Central Salinas Valley, approximately seven miles west of the City of Greenfield 

at the western terminus of Paraiso Springs Road. The Project site is located at 34358 Paraiso 

Springs Road and is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 418-381-021-000, 418-361-004-

000, and 418-381-022-000. 

The Project area is about 235 acres nestled in the mouths of the Paraiso Springs Valley and Indian 

Valley, extending westward into the foothills between the crest of the Sierra de Salinas Foothills 

and the Salinas Valley. The site is bordered to the east by grazing and farmland, and to the north, 

south and west by the Santa Lucia Mountains. The Project’s structures include a hotel, day-use 

area (Hamlet), a spa and fitness center, 60 timeshare condominiums, and 17 timeshare villas 

centered on the European theme of wellness treatment and education associated with the existing 

mineral hot springs. The following Operational Fire Prevention Plan (OFPP) has been prepared 

for the Project site once construction has been completed. 
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3 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this OFPP is to eliminate the causes of fire, prevent loss of life and property by fire, 

and to comply with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHA) standard on fire 

prevention, 29 CFR 1910.39. It provides employees with information and guidelines that will assist 

them in recognizing, reporting, and controlling fire hazards. The Project’s Fire Protection Plan 

provides additional fire prevention and safety requirements including for landscape and fuel 

modification maintenance. 

Paraiso Springs Resort is committed to minimizing the threat of fire to employees, visitors, and 

property. The Project complies with all applicable laws, regulations, codes, and good practices 

pertaining to fire prevention. This OFPP serves to reduce the risk of fires at the Project site in the 

following ways: 

a. identifies materials that are potential fire hazards and their proper handling and 

storage procedures; 

b. distinguishes potential ignition sources and the proper control procedures of those materials; 

c. describes fire protection equipment and/or systems used to control fire hazards; 

d. identifies persons responsible for maintaining the equipment and systems installed to 

prevent or control ignition of fires; 

e. identifies persons responsible for the control and accumulation of flammable or 

combustible material; 

f. describes good housekeeping procedures necessary to ensure the control of accumulated 

flammable and combustible waste material and residues to avoid a fire emergency; and 

g. provides training to employees with regard to fire hazards to which they may be exposed. 
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4 ASSIGNMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY 

Fire safety is everyone's responsibility. All employees should know how to prevent and respond to 

fires and are responsible for adhering to company policy regarding fire emergencies. 

4.1 Management 

Management determines the Paraiso Springs Resort fire prevention and protection policies. 

Management will provide adequate controls to provide a safe workplace and will provide adequate 

resources and training to its employees to encourage fire prevention and the safest possible response 

in the event of a fire emergency. 

4.2 Plan Administrator (Site Safety Officer/Fire Safety Coordinator) 

A Site Safety Officer/ Fire Safety Coordinator (SSO) shall administer the OFPP for Paraiso Springs 

Resort and shall maintain all records pertaining to the plan. The Plan Administrator shall also:  

• Develop and administer the Paraiso Springs Resort fire prevention training program. 

• Ensure that fire control equipment and systems are properly maintained. 

• Control fuel source hazards. 

• Conduct fire risk surveys (see Appendix A) and make recommendations. 

• Oversee employee implementation of measurements listed in the OFPP. 

• Communicate with Mission Soledad Rural Fire Protection District: 

a. Meet with MSRFPD representatives annually on-site during inspections to discuss 

ongoing fire prevention measures 

b. Contact the MSRFPD Fire Chief or his/her designee whenever there is a fire on site, 

even if the fire is extinguished by site staff 

c. Contact the MSRFPD during annual employee training and invite representatives 

to provide fire prevention, response, and protocol training 

SSO contact information: 

Name* Position Contact Number 

TBD Site Safety Officer TBD 
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4.3 Supervisors 

Supervisors are responsible for ensuring that employees receive appropriate fire safety training, 

and for notifying the SSO when changes in operation increase the risk of fire. Supervisors are also 

responsible for enforcing the Paraiso Springs Resort fire prevention and protection policies. 

4.4 Employees 

All employees shall: 

• Complete all required training outlined in Section 6 of the OFPP before working without 

supervision. 

• Conduct operations safely to limit the risk of fire. 

• Report potential fire hazards to their supervisors. 

• Follow fire emergency procedures. 

• Incorporate basic ongoing monitoring utilizing checklists like those provided in 

Attachments A through D.   
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5 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

5.1 Good Housekeeping Procedures for Minimizing the Potential for 
Ignitions during Operation and Maintenance 

To limit the risk of fires, employees shall take the following precautions: 

• Minimize the storage of combustible materials. 

• Make sure that doors, hallways, stairs, and other exit routes are kept free of obstructions. 

• Dispose of combustible waste in covered, airtight, metal containers. 

• Use and store flammable materials in well-ventilated areas away from ignition sources. 

• Use only nonflammable cleaning products. 

• Keep incompatible (i.e., chemically reactive) substances away from each other. 

• Perform “hot work” (i.e., welding or working with an open flame or other ignition sources) 

in controlled and well-ventilated areas. 

• Keep equipment in good working order (i.e., inspect electrical wiring and appliances 

regularly and keep motors and machine tools free of dust and grease. 

• Ensure that heating units are safeguarded. 

• Report all gas leaks immediately. Responsible Person shall ensure that all gas leaks are 

repaired immediately upon notification. 

• Repair and clean up flammable liquid leaks immediately. 

• Keep work areas free of dust, lint, sawdust, scraps, and similar material. 

• Do not rely on extension cords if wiring improvements are needed and take care not to 

overload circuits with multiple pieces of equipment. 

• Ensure that required hot work approvals are obtained. 

• Turn off electrical equipment when not in use. 

5.2 Equipment and System Maintenance 

The SSO will ensure that equipment is maintained according to manufacturers' specifications. 

Paraiso Springs Resort will also comply with requirements of the National Fire Protection 

Association (NFPA) codes for specific equipment. Only properly trained individuals shall perform 

maintenance work. 
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The following equipment is subject to the maintenance, inspection, and testing procedures: 

• equipment installed to detect fuel leaks, control heating, and control pressurized systems; 

• portable fire extinguishers, automatic sprinkler systems, and fixed extinguishing systems; 

• detection systems for smoke, heat, or flame; 

• fire alarm systems; and 

• emergency backup systems and the equipment they support. 

5.2.1 Fuel Modification Zone/Landscape Maintenance 

All site landscaping and designated fuel modification zones will be maintained on an ongoing basis 

by the site’s landscape contractor or staff.  Maintenance shall include, at a minimum: 

• Removal of all dead and dying plant material, litter, and accumulated debris 

• Thinning of plant material to avoid excessive growth  

• Raising tree canopies to provide separation between the lowest branch and ground fuels 

such that a minimum of 6 feet separation is achieved 

• Remove large shrubs and other plants that cannot be maintained to allow 6 feet of 

separation between ground fuels and the lowest tree branches 

• Landscaping and the first fuel modification zone adjacent the built area will be irrigated 

and maintained in a hydrated condition 

• Thinning zones; the outer fuel modification zone will be thinned to result in 50% ground 

cover by native plants and will include creating spacing between shrubs and shrub 

groupings to result in an interruption of fire spread 

• Work will be performed as needed, on an ongoing basis. 

• Work will be annually inspected in June by MSRFPD or an agreed upon 3rd party inspector 

who will provide a compliance letter confirming the site meets the fire adapted landscape 

guidelines. 
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5.2.2 Red Flag Warning and High-to-Extreme Fire Danger Protocol 

Red Flag Warnings are issued by the National Weather Service and indicate that conditions are 

such (low humidity, high winds) that wildfire ignitions and spread may be facilitated. To ensure 

compliance with Red Flag Warnings restrictions, the SSO will monitor the National Weather 

Service website at the site (http://www.srh.noaa.gov/ridge2/fire/briefing.php) and implement the 

following protocol during Red Flag Warnings: 

• Maintenance-related activities will be limited, and precautions may be taken onsite during 

periods of a Red Flag Warning, when conditions such as low humidity and high winds are 

present.  

• Red flags will be prominently displayed at the entrance gate and main office, indicating to 

employees and guests that restrictions are in place.  

• Any hot work (work that could result in ignition sources or increase fire risk), grading, or 

any other work that could result in heat, flame, sparks, or may cause an ignition to vegetation 

will be prohibited.   

• If vehicles are required to be used during Red Flag Warning conditions, vehicles shall remain 

only on designated access roads on the site.  

High-to-extreme Fire Danger days are determined by U.S. Forest Service through their National Fire 

Danger Rating System. Warnings are issued to CALFIRE and local and regional fire managers to 

help them estimate fire danger for a given area. In the event of high-to-extreme fire danger days, the 

SSO will assess the dangers and ensure implementation of any applicable red flag warning protocol 

or other risk reduction and fire prevention measures listed within the OFPP, as appropriate. 
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6 TYPES OF HAZARDS 

The following sections address the major workplace fire hazards at Paraiso Springs Resort’s 

facilities and the procedures for controlling the hazards. 

6.1 Electrical Hazards 

Electrical system failures and the misuse of electrical equipment are leading causes of workplace 

fires. Fires can result from loose ground connections, wiring with frayed insulation, or overloaded 

fuses, circuits, motors, or outlets. 

To prevent electrical fires, employees shall: 

• Make sure that worn wires are replaced. 

• Use only appropriately rated fuses. 

• Never use extension cords as substitutes for wiring improvements. 

• Use only approved extension cords [i.e., those with the Underwriters Laboratory (UL) or 

Factory Mutual (FM) label]. 

• Check wiring in hazardous locations where the risk of fire is especially high. 

• Check electrical equipment to ensure that it is either properly grounded or double insulated. 

• Ensure adequate spacing while performing maintenance. 

6.2 Portable Heaters 

All portable heaters shall be approved by the SSO. Portable electric heaters shall have tip-over 

protection that automatically shuts off the unit when it is tipped over. There shall be adequate 

clearance between the heater and combustible furnishings or other materials at all times. 

6.3 Office Fire Hazards 

Fire risks are not limited to Paraiso Springs Resort’s resort facilities. Fires in offices have become 

more likely because of the increased use of electrical equipment, such as computers and fax 

machines. To prevent office fires, employees shall: 

• Avoid overloading circuits with office equipment. 

• Turn off nonessential electrical equipment at the end of each workday. 

• Keep storage areas clear of rubbish. 
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• Ensure that extension cords are not placed under carpets. 

• Ensure that trash and paper set aside for recycling is not allowed to accumulate. 

6.4 Cutting, Welding, and Open Flame Work 

The SSO will ensure the following: 

• All necessary hot work approvals have been obtained prior to work beginning. 

• Cutting and welding are done by authorized personnel in designated cutting and welding 

areas whenever possible. 

• Adequate ventilation is provided. 

• Torches, regulators, pressure-reducing valves, and manifolds are UL listed or FM approved. 

• Oxygen-fuel gas systems are equipped with listed and/or approved backflow valves and 

pressure-relief devices. 

• Cutters, welders, and helpers are wearing eye protection and protective clothing as appropriate. 

• Cutting or welding is prohibited in sprinklered areas while sprinkler protection is out of service. 

• Cutting or welding is prohibited in areas where explosive atmospheres of gases, vapors, or 

dusts could develop from residues or accumulations in confined spaces. 

• Cutting or welding is prohibited on metal walls, ceilings, or roofs built of combustible 

sandwich-type panel construction or having combustible covering. 

• Confined spaces such as tanks are tested to ensure that the atmosphere is not over ten 

percent of the lower flammable limit before cutting or welding in or on the tank. 

• Small tanks, piping, or containers that cannot be entered are cleaned, purged, and tested 

before cutting or welding on them begins. 

• Fire watch (designated employee(s) who are assigned to monitor sites where hot work is 

occurring) has been established. 

6.5 Flammable and Combustible Materials 

The SSO shall regularly evaluate the presence of combustible materials at Paraiso Springs Resort. 

Certain types of substances can ignite at relatively low temperatures or pose a risk of catastrophic 

explosion if ignited. Such substances require special care and handling. 
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1. Class A combustibles 

These include common combustible materials (wood, paper, cloth, rubber, and plastics) 

that can act as fuel and are found in non-specialized areas such as offices. 

To handle Class A combustibles safely 

• Dispose of waste daily. 

• Keep trash in metal-lined receptacles with tight-fitting covers (metal wastebaskets that 

are emptied every day do not need to be covered). 

• Keep work areas clean and free of fuel paths that could allow a fire to spread. 

• Keep combustibles away from accidental ignition sources, such as hot plates, soldering 

irons, or other heat- or spark-producing devices. 

• Store paper stock in metal cabinets. 

• Store rags in metal bins with self-closing lids. 

• Do not order excessive amounts of combustibles. 

• Make frequent inspections to anticipate fires before they start. 

Water, multi-purpose dry chemical (ABC), and halon 1211 are approved fire extinguishing 

agents for Class A combustibles. 

2. Class B combustibles 

These include flammable and combustible liquids (oils, greases, tars, oil-based paints, and 

lacquers), flammable gases, and flammable aerosols. 

To handle Class B combustibles safely: 

• Use only approved pumps, taking suction from the top, to dispense liquids from tanks, 

drums, barrels, or similar containers (or use approved self-closing valves or faucets). 

• Do not dispense Class B flammable liquids into containers unless the nozzle and 

container are electrically interconnected by contact or by a bonding wire. Either the 

tank or container must be grounded. 

• Store, handle, and use Class B combustibles only in approved locations where vapors 

are prevented from reaching ignition sources such as heating or electric equipment, 

open flames, or mechanical or electric sparks. 

• Do not use a flammable liquid as a cleaning agent inside a building (the only exception 

is in a closed machine approved for cleaning with flammable liquids). 
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• Do not use, handle, or store Class B combustibles near exits, stairs, or any other areas 

normally used as exits. 

• Do not weld, cut, grind, or use unsafe electrical appliances or equipment near Class B 

combustibles. 

• Know the location of and how to use the nearest portable fire extinguisher rated for 

Class B fire. 

Employees will be trained on proper extinguisher selection for various fire types.  For example, 

water should not be used to extinguish Class B fires caused by flammable liquids. Water can cause 

the burning liquid to spread, making the fire worse. To extinguish a fire caused by flammable 

liquids, exclude the air around the burning liquid. The following fire-extinguishing agents are 

approved for Class B combustibles: carbon dioxide and multi-purpose dry chemical (ABC). 

6.6 Smoking 

Smoking is prohibited in all Paraiso Springs Resort buildings. Certain outdoor areas may also be 

designated as no smoking areas and designated smoking areas will be designed with a fire retardant 

surface and fireproof smoking receptacles for discarded waste. These areas will be setback from 

unmaintained vegetation.  The areas in which smoking is prohibited outdoors are identified by NO 

SMOKING signs. 
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7 TRAINING 

THE SSO shall present basic fire prevention training to all employees upon employment prior to 

working without supervision, and shall maintain documentation of the training, which includes: 

• review of 29 CFR 1910.38, including how it can be accessed; 

• this Fire Prevention Plan, including how it can be accessed; 

• use of fire safety checklists (Attachments A through D) 

• good housekeeping practices; 

• proper response and notification in the event of a fire; 

• instruction on the use of portable fire extinguishers  

• recognition of potential fire hazards and fire types and  

• proper extinguishment methods based on the fire type. 

Supervisors shall train employees about the fire hazards associated with the specific materials and 

processes to which they are exposed and will maintain documentation of the training. Employees 

will receive this training: 

• at their initial assignment; 

• annually; and 

• when changes in work processes necessitate additional training. 
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8 PLAN REVIEW AND APPROVAL 

The SSO shall review this Fire Prevention Plan at least annually for necessary changes. 

The signatory reviewing officials are acknowledging that Paraiso Springs Resort, LLC (applicant) 

has established an OFPP, which when properly implemented, maintained, and enforced will result 

in fire hazard and risk reduction for the Project’s construction phase.  

Reviewed by: 

___________________________    _______________________ 

Paraiso Springs Resort, LLC      Date 

Site Safety Officer 

__________________________    _______________________ 

Mission Soledad Rural Fire District      Date 

Approved by: 

__________________________    _______________________ 

Paraiso Springs Resort, LLC     Date 

General Manager 
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	The property owner and resort operator shall have electrical conductivity monitored on the same schedule as the water level measurements. Any changes in vegetation stress identified through the monitoring shall be identified as to whether it is caused by water quality effects, groundwater levels, or both. 
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