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1.0 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Salinas, acting as the Lead Agency, determined that the proposed Salinas-Ag 

Industrial Center (hereinafter "proposed project") may result in significant adverse 

environmental effects, as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Guidelines section 15064. Therefore, the Lead Agency had a draft program environmental 

impact report (EIR) prepared to evaluate the potentially significant adverse environmental 

impacts of the proposed project. The state review period began July IS, 2009 and ended August 

29, 2009. The public review period began two days later on July 17, 2009 and ended August 31, 

2009. As stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15087(e), the state review period and the public 

review period may, but are not required to begin and end at the same time. 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 program EIR has been prepared to address comments received during the public 

review period and changes to the draft program EIR resulting from the public comments. The 

final program EIR includes the draft program EIR, herein incorporated by reference. This final 

program EIR includes the following sections: 

• Section I contains the introduction to the final program EIR. 

• Section 2 contains comments on the draft program EIR and responses to comments. 

• Section 3 contains the revisions to the draft program EIR summary and draft program 

EIR text resulting from comments on the draft program EIR. 

• Section 4 describes administrative analysis refinements and the potential environmental 

effects of the refinements. 

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. l -1 
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2.0 

_,./ 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

This section presents the comments received on the draft program EIR and Lead Agency 

responses to those comments. CEQA Guidelines sections 15132(b) and 15132(d) require that the 

final program BIR contain the comments that raise significant environmental points in the 

review and consultation process, and written response to those comments. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15132(c) requires that the final EIR contain a list of persons, 

organizations, and public agencies that have commented on the draft BIR. A list of the letters or 

other correspondence received during the public review period is presented below. Each letter is 

included in this document and each is followed by responses to comments raised in the letter. 

Each response is numbered, with each number corresponding to the comment number included 

in the letter (if the author numbered the comments) or to numbers inserted in the left-hand 

margin of each letter. Table I, Commenting Agencies/Persons and Environmental Issues, 

summarizes the environmental topics raised in each letter received. 

The following correspondence was received during the public review period: 

• Association ofMonterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) (August 13, 2009) 

• John Bailey, Attorneys at Law (August 20, 2009) 

• Brian Finegan, Attorneys at Law (August 28, 2009) 

• Mark Lasnik (August 21, 2009) 

• Monterey County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) (August 24, 2009) 

• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) (August 31, 2009) 

• LandW atch Monterey County (August 24, 2009) 

• Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) (August 31, 2009) 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CR WQCB) (August 31, 2009) 

• Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) (August 27, 2009) 

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (August 31, 2009) 

• Monterey County Resource Management Agency (MCRMA) {August 31, 2009) 

Table I below summarizes the environmental topic comments contained in each comment letter. 

Table 1 Commenting Agencies/Persons and Environmental Issues 

Environmental Issues 
C:

>. .c: 
bl) "" i:i >flQ) u ~CJ "' 
Q) 

·a 0 u u C:c.:l u "' ~ .s "' u -
>fl >fl"' µ.. ..--l"' P, "' Cl ~ ):j"' ~ ~ ~ ~ C: ., ~ ~ 'cl ~ u ';;J uC:.c: "" ..--l >fl C: ~ ~ u~ 0...., ·.:;"' "' ..--l"' ~ u ~ ~ ~~ >fl 

Aesthetics 

Agricultural Resources X X X X X 

Air Quality X X 

Climate Change X X 

Cultural Resources 

Geology and Soils X 

Hazards/Materials 

Hydrology/Water Quality X X 

Publie Services 

Transportation X X X X 

Water Supply X 

Sanitary /Industrial Wastewater X 

Noise 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternatives 

Planning Issues X X X 
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AG 
_,;,_:;______:_:__N OF MONTEREY BAY AREAGOVERNMENT_S___ 

Courtney Grossman 
City of Salinas 
Community Development Department 
65 w. Alisal Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

August 13th, 2009 

near Mr.:Courtney Grossman: 

AMBAG'.s Re.gional Clearingtiouse,circulated a .summary of notic_e ~f your environmental clocument to 
our membe.r agencies and interested parties ror revlew and comment 

The AMBAG Board of Directors .considered the project on Augus:t 12, 2009 and has no comments at this 
time. 

)Thank you for complying wit11 the Clearinghouse process. 

Sincerely. 

PJanner, -Association of Monterny Bay Area Governments 

-:iD".~i1J,j1~· U)P f'.E.J~,:oi'.)~-J/1_! ·~-U/A!,J,[;t,lif'( 0I1+::::E !968 
.,~ ..:!~ >''.~~~,E f;\,,,,:- UL r-·.~;-~·· [:i_ S,~J: fE r; ♦ f·'.O. f:•Ot l)Q9 ♦ lvlt\f~IN1\. Ci\ .93933- Ob09-
U-::<')t:: Sf,'.)-j7SO ♦ F!\/ :J'..·31_, 883-375~· • www.t-F11l::ia.g.orq 

www.t-F11l::ia.g.orq


2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Responses to Comments.from AMBAG 

The letter from AMBAC raises no environmental issues as presented in the draft program EIR. 

No response is necessary. 
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BRI.A.:N FINEGAN 
A PROFlU!IS:ION-Al, COR.PORATlO?\' 

A"l"'J'0ID,.EYS A-T LAW 
SIXTY WEST -A,;LISA:L STR;EET,,_ . .ScurrE l 

POST O1:1'.FIC:C: Box ..2(.'.)5'8 
ARn.A CO:PE 63J 

BnIA..N ·FmEGAN 
E..:r-i~Il-.-l»;'JAD.®b~e.~,?Jnl 

SALlN"AS, CALIFORNIA 93902 SA1.,.1NAs 'T)!:_J.lt-:PliOl'l"E 7D7•DB'4l 
M 01','"'TRREY 'J)1::'i,.u-1'"1'iONE 375•~G5.2 

J O:S:N L. B.U.LEY 
FA-CSU.OLE 757•0320 

E..i,.u.IL •John@b.fln8pll..oom 

August20,2009 

Christopher A. Callihan, Esq. 
Sr. Deputy City Attorney 
City of S.alinas 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Salinas, California 93901-2639 

Re: The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Uni-Kool 
Ag-Industrial Park Project 

Dear Chris: 

As a representative of UniKool, I wish to bring your attention to the fact that the 
APNs listed in the Ag-Buffer easement have been amended. Therefore, page 3-
32 of the DEIR, item 1(c) of the Ag Buffer easement (Appendix F) must be 
amended to reflect this change, as follows: 

"... with the exception of County Assessors number 177-132-034, 177-132-035, 
177-132-036, and 177-132-037 [the existing Harris Place industrial 
complex]. 

Should be amended to read: 

"...with the exception .of the existing Harris Place Industrial Complex; this property 
is currently described generally as nine Monterey County Assessors numbers 
177-191-00[1, 2, 3, 4, and 5] and 177-191-[011, 13, 14, 15]." 

Thank you. 

Very Truly Yours, 

~~ 
John Bailey 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Responses to Comments from John Bailey 

I. The comment identifies that parcel numbers described on page 32 of the draft program 

EIR have been amended. This change has been made in the draft program EIR. Please 

refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 
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BRIAN FINEGAN 
J>,. PHOll'U:9BJON.1r,.,L '(:om~ll?A.TIOJ'<' 

,kr.iro.HNJtY AT LA.w 

Sp<:rY Wl!ST /,l.gJ,i4'.L'£T.Il]l)1'T, SUJJ'R J 
•• J"c:',s,r 0ll'll'ICE 'Box 2008 

S!\Ll>fAS, G11:Ull'ORN1A 93002 

August 28, 2009 

.J\.R'BA' ·cm~.E BOl 
S,A.l.-J:;f',,{J\_,S .T;E;(;.B:PRON.K 7~)'7..3.a,,;11J 

Moltt"Bint-Y- :t.Uuz:PnoNE-3?'5~e.ee.e 
J7..A.CSl.J,:rlLJ!, 7,e57~f>:3·0E) 

E,><Aj L ln-lau@b11ne1f1U>:DOm 

Courtney Grossman 
Planning Manager 
City of Salinas 
68 West Alisa! Street 
Salinas, California 939.01 

Re: Salinas Ag-Industrial Center Draft Program El R 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

On behalf of the applicant, Th.e Uni-Kool Partners, I submit the following 
comments on the Draft Program EIR forthe Salinas Ag-Industrial Center. 

Agricultural Resources 

One of the principal areas of concern with respect to the Salinas Ag­
Industrial Center is the .subject of the conversion of agricultural land. The subject 
occupies twelve.pages ofteXUn the Draft EIR (pages 2-12 through 2-13'). 

Although the coriversion ofagricultural land is a matter of significant 
concern to the City, th.e region and the :state, the DEIR correctly focuses on three 
important considerations that clistinguish this project from other projects involving 
ag land conversions: 

1) The purpose of the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center is to provide facilities 
and services essential to the continued viability and expansion of agriculture in 
the Salinas Valley. As the Specific Plan states: The project is "a key component 
in implementing the General Plan's vision of maintaining the agricultural industry 
as Salinas· primary industry." 

2) The applicant has worked closely with the County's primary agricultural 
land conservancy, the Ag Land Trust, to structure an agreed-upon mitigation 
program for the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center. Prior to filing its project application, 
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The Uni-Kool Partners entered into a mitigation agreement with the Ag Land 
Trust providing for the creation of agricultural buffers and ag land conservation 
that significantly exceed the granting of traditional conservation easements. A 
copy of the agreement (referred to herein as the Mitigation Agreement) is 
enclosed, and its terms are explained in detail below. 

3) By addressing the need for agricultural support facilities in a 
comprehensive and cohesive manner, the project has the potential to discourage 
scattered and piecemeal conversion of other valuable agricultural farmlands. 

Two issues related to the conversion of agricultural land that are 
mentioned in the DEIR require further amplification in the context of the 
Mitigation Agreement: agricultural buffers and conservation easements. 

1. Agricultural Buffers 

Agricultural land borders the project site on the southwestern side for the 
full length of the project, and on a portion of the southeastern (Harris Road) side. 
As noted in Section 2.2 of the DEIR, the Specific Plan calls for a 70-foot wide 
agricultural buffer along the southwest boundary of the project, and a 20-foot 
wide buffer along the southeasterly boundary. 

In fact, the effective buffer areas on both sides of the project area are 
significantly wider than the area designated within the buffer easement. The 70-
foot wide buffer along the southwest boundary is part of an 84-foot wide road 
right-of-way (Street B). Furthermore, the project design includes an additional 22 
feet of vegetated bio-swale along the interior (project) side of Road B. See 
Specific Plan page 6-12, Figure 6.6.) Thus the entire area of separation between 
adjacent agricultural operations and project uses is at least 106 feet. 

Similarly, the ultimate right-of-way of Harris Road (currently 65 feet) will be 
94 feet, plus a 22-foot vegetated swale along the interior (project) side. (See 
Specific Plan page 6-10, Figure 6-3.) Thus the entire area of separation between 
operations southeasterly of Harris Road and project uses is at least 116 feet. 1 

Major public roads (such as Street B and Harris Road), particularly with 
separations of 100 feet or more, have in the past been recognized and accepted 
as adequate agricultural buffers. In this case, the width of the agricultural buffers 
was reviewed with and agreed upon by the Ag Land Trust as being adequate. 

1 As noted in John Bailey's letter of August 20, 2009 to Assistant City Attorney Christopher 
Callihan, the assessor parcel numbers of the parcels southeasterly of Harris Road have been 
changed. Consequently. Section 1© of Appendix F, and the DEIR text on page 3-32. should be 
amended to reflect that the new assessor parcel numbers for the Harris Place Industrial Complex 
are APNs 177-191-001. -002. -003, -004, -005, -011. -013. -014 and -015 
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Unlike the typical case in whi.ch agricultural buffers are intendfld ,to 
separate agricultural uses from non-agrfrnJltural uses (usually residential use), in 
this case the project itself consists of agricultural (albeit ag-inclustrial) uses. 
Consequently, the typical.agriculfura/1/,residential land use conflictthat buffers.are 
intended to address d0es not exist in this case. 

Forall of the above reasons, the a.wicultural buffers as prop.osed by th.e 
project are more than adequate. 

2. Conservation Easements 

The DEIR contains a number of references to City policy calling for the 
use of agricultural land conservation easements "lo provide for the1 permanent 
protection of agricultural larn;l:" .Pcilic;y CtlS-12 ofthe City's Genera!Plan 
provides for the payment of'a mltjgl;ltion fee "that could pe used to.purchase 
easements through a mitigation bank." Typically, such conservation easements 
are granted to.a land .conservation organization suoh as the Ag Land Trust. 

In this case, The Uni-Kool Partners have agreed to convey to the Ag Land 
Trust not just a conservation .easement, but fee tltle to 196.9 acres:pf prime row 
crop land known as the Odello Ranch (APN 25.3-014-003) west oflhe City of 
Salinas. Thus the Ag Land Trust can not only preserve and prote.ctthe land for 
agricultural purposes (as they would be able to do with a conservation 
easement), but in addition they will have the rent from the property that they .can 
use to acquire ag conservation easements on other farmlands. The rent will far 
exceed the amount that would ever be received by way of a mitigation fee. 

It is clear thalthis unprece.dented arrangement contributes significantly 
more to the overall ag land conservation effort than a mere conservation 
easement or the paymentof in-lieuiees. Consequently, the following should be 
substituted for Mitigation Measure AG-1 in the final EIR: 

"The applicanlsha/1 dedicate to the Ag Land Trust fee title to 196;9 acres 
of prime row crop land known as the Ode/Jo Ranch (APN 253-014-003)." 

This substitute measure, as noted above, is more effective than the 
granting of a mere conservation easement for the purpose of mitigating the direct 
loss -of agricultural land: as owner of fee title, the .conservancy will have total 
control over the .agricultural use of the property. Furthermore, the Ag Land Trust 
will derive significant rental income from the farming of the property which it can 
use to finance acquisition of other agricultural conservation easements. The 
substitution of this "fee title" mitigation will not cause any potentially significant 
effect-019 the environment; it will-simply assure that the 196:9 acres Temains in its 
historic farming use. 
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3. Mitigation Measure Geo-2, page 2-81 

Each individual developer will be required to prepare a design-level 
soils/geologic report, per Mitigation Measure GEO-1. This design-level 
soils/geologic report should include a determination as to the liquefaction 
potential for the individual developer parcel being studied and require the 
liquefaction study in Mitigation Measure GEO-2 if necessary, based on that 
determination. Please reword MM GEO-1 and GEO-2 accordingly. 

4. Mitigation Measure related to Blanco Road (Cooper Road - Davis 
Road), page 2-164 • 

This road segment is identified in the City of Salinas TFO as segments 
#26 and #41, and is referred to therein as a "four-lane arterial". Therefore, the 
following correction should be made on page 2-164: 

"1. Widen to a four-lane 0J$fessway arterial." 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. We look 
forward to the City's good faith, reasoned responses to these comments and to 
the comments of other individuals and agencies. We encourage the City to 
continue its efforts to complete an informative and legally adequate 
environmental impact report. 

Very truly yours 

Brian Finegan 
For The Uni-Koo 

cc: Steve Kovacich, The Uni-Kool Partners 
Arminta Jensen, Ruggeri-Jensen-Azar 
Ron Sissem, EMC Planning Group 
Larry Seeman, City of Salinas Project Manager 
Christopher Callihan, Esq., Assistant City Attorney 



SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER 

Responses to Commentsfrom Brian Finegan 

l. 

2. 

3. 

Based on the City's preliminary review of the applicant's initial proposal to provide a 

conservation easement for and convey fee title to 196.9 acres of irrigated agricultural land 

to the Ag Trust, the proposal appears to meet the intent of the Agricultural Land 

Preservation Program. As of the date of this final program EIR, the easement agreement 

has yet to be formally completed by the applicant and the Ag Trust. This preliminary 

conclusion is based on the fact that the proposal results in the dedication of an agricultural 

conservation easement and additionally, would generate revenue for the Ag Trust that can 

be used by the Ag Trust to facilitate additional agricultural land preservation activities. 

This latter outcome of the proposal is a significant added benefit that facilitates the City's 

interest in facilitating agricultural land conservation. Therefore, the request to modify 

mitigation measure AG-1 as proposed appears valid. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes 

to the Draft EIR. 

Prior to certification of the EIR and prior to determining whether or not to approve the 

proposed project, the City Council will make the final determination about whether 

implementation of the revised mitigation measure AG-1 meets the intent of the City's 

Agricultural Land Preservation Program. 

The Landset report, included in the draft program EIR as Appendix G, was used as a 

technical input to the analysis of potential geologic hazards within the Plan Area. The 

report includes a conclusion on page 8 that "potential for liquefaction hazard to affect the 

site is High." This conclusion is based on conditions across the Plan Area as described on 

page 7, which Landset suggests are relatively uniform (i.e., soil types, depth to 

groundwater, etc.). Given the relative uniformity of conditions, it would not appear that 

geologic reports prepared for individual development projects would find that the hazard 

at any one individual site is substantially lower than generally concluded by Landset. 

Therefore, the requested modification to mitigation measure GEO-2 may not provide the 

level of mitigation desired by the City. 

As a mitigation option, the applicant or a master developer could, with prior approval of 

the City, choose to prepare a detailed liquefaction hazard analysis for the entire Plan Area 

as recommended by Landset. The detailed analysis could then be used by developers of all 

individual sites as a basis for their detailed site engineering design. This would streamline 

the design process for each individual project. Mitigation measure GEO-2 has been 

modified. to enable this. option. Please refer to .Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

The correction proposed is warranted and has been made. Please refer to Section 3 .0, 

Changes to the Draft EIR. 

2-11EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 



Esmeralda Alvarez, Office Technician 

City of Salinas 
Community Dev'! Dept./Housing Division 
200 Lincoln Avenue, Salinas, CA 93901 
Phone: 831-758-7334/Fax: 831-758-7234 

esmerala@ci.salinas.ca 
www.ci.salinas.ca.us 

**Effective June 29, 2009, City Hall and the Permit Center will be open to the public 
Monday to Thursday, 8:00 am to 5:30 pm, and closed on Friday. 

-----Original Message-----
From: mwlsfgiants@comcast.net [mailto:mwlsfgiants@comcast.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2009 10:30 AM 
To: housingwebmail 
Subject: Contact From Salinas Website 

The following comment was sent from the City website on 2 J-Jul-09 at OI :30 PM. 

Mark Lasnik mwlsfgiants@comcast.net 

Attn: Courtney Grossman Regarding: Salinas Ag-Industrial Center Draft EIR The City of 
Salinas should find ways to utilize existing INDUSTRIAL land instead of PRIME 
FARMLAND. The City of Salinas should provide it's citizens with an inventory of 
abandoned or under-utilized existing INDUSTRIAL land between Highway IOI, 
Blanco/Sherwood, and Spreckles Blvd, such that this project would be placed OR replace on 
that property, instead of existing PRIME FARMLAND. AND furthermore, all plans should 
include requirements to adhere to the USGBC LEED credits and pre-requisites, such that 
new construction and major renovations achieve LEED Certification. Thank you. 

mailto:mwlsfgiants@comcast.net
mailto:mwlsfgiants@comcast.net
mailto:mwlsfgiants@comcast.net
www.ci.salinas.ca.us
mailto:esmerala@ci.salinas.ca


SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER 

Responses to Commentsfrom Mark Lasnik 

1. The issue of prime farmland loss was an important component of the environmental 

review process for the proposed_project. Section 3.5, Alternatives, of the draft program EIR 

examines the potential impacts on loss of agricultural land from locating the proposed 

project on vacant sites designated for industrial use that are located within the City's 

existing Sphere of Influence and that are sizeable enough to support the proposed project. 

It is acknowledged that the City does have an inventory of vacant and underutilized land 

whose acreage in total may be sufficient to support 257 acres of agricultural-industrial 

development. However, a key objective of the proposed project is to establish a major 

agricultural-industrial center of a size that enables consolidation of similar uses in one 

location, thereby promoting synergies among users with.in the center. Th.is in turn would 

help, for example, to reduce existing cross-town truck traffic within the City, reduce air 

emissions, and reduce GHG emissions. The environmental and economic benefits 

resulting from consolidation and synergies would not be realized if the total development 

capacity proposed for the Plan Area were to be distributed across multiple existing 

undeveloped and/or underutilized industrial sites. 

2. As discussed in Section 2.4, Climate Change, of the draft program EIR, the proposed 

Specific Plan includes design standards and development regulations which require future 

development projects to implement of a range of green building measures. The City 

worked extensively with the applicant to ensure that green building measures were 

incorporated into the Specific Plan. A number of these measures mirror LEED 

certification prerequisites and measures that can be implemented to obtain credits under 

LEED. Due to the significant challenges involved adapting LEED (which is largely 

designed as a green building certification process for residential, commercial, and 

institutional projects) to an industrial project, the City will not require future development 

within the Plan Area to be certified under LEED. 

EMC PLANNING GROUP JNC. 2-13 



LAFCQ ofMonterey County______________ 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 1369 132 W. Gabilan Street, Suite 102 
Salinas, CA 93902 Salinas, CA 91901 
Telephone (831) 754-5838 Fax (811) 754-5811 

www.montc:rcy,lafco.ca.gov 

KATE McKENNA, AICP 
Executive Officc:r 

August 24, 2009 

Courtney Grossman, Planning Manager 
City of Salinas 
Community Planning & Development 
65 W. Alisa! Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

RE: Comments on Draft Program Environmental lmpact Report for the Proposed Salinas Ag­
Industrial Center (Uni-Kool Site) 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

On behalf of the Local Agency Formation Commission, thank you for consulting with our staff 
early in the process of developing the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center project proposal. We 
acknowledge that the proposal is anticipated in the City-County 2006 Greater Salinas Area 
Memorandum of Understanding, and appreciate the current opportunity to review the project's 
Draft Program.Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

As you are aware, LAFCO has the statutory responsibility to review changes in local government 
boundaries. For purposes of CEQA compliance, we are a Responsible Agency for the Salinas 
Ag-Industrial Center project. In this role. LAFCO commented on the Environmental Impact 
Report's Notice of Preparation in May 2008. As a Responsible Agency, LAFCO will consider 
the Final Environmental lmpact Report when the Commission formally reviews the City's future 
proposal for a Sphere oflnfluence amendment and annexation. 

At its meeting of August 24, 2009, the Commission authorized me to submit the following 
comments to assist the City in preparing an environmental document that will support the future 
analysis and actions of LAFCO. 

I. City Prezoning. The DEIR states in several places that "LAFCO has the primary 
discretion to approve or deny SOI amendment and prezoningtannexation requests." The 
word "prezoning" should be removed from this statement because LAFCO has no 
authority over the zoning. or pre-zoning. of proposed annexations. 



Government Code section 56375(a)(7) states that: "A commission shall require, as a 
condition to annexation, that •a city prezone the territory to b.e ·ann~ed or present 
evidenae satisfactory to the commission .thllt the existing development entitlements on·the 
territory are vested ·or .are already .:at bufldpu(, ,,md tme copsistent ,with the city's general 
plan. However, the commission shall not specify how, or in what manner, tl1e territory 
shall be prezoned .'' 

2. Montorey RegionaJ,OountyS11nitation Dist11ict Sphe:re oflnflucnce l4mendment. The 
list of requirecl LAFCO project 11ppi:~yafo (page J.,50) should .include a Sphere of 
In.flue.nee Amendment for the Monterey Regional County Sani.tation Di~trict (MRCSD), 
as well as an annexation to that Di~J:ppt. The MRCSD is .a LAFCO•.te!,'Ulated district 
dependent upon tl1e Monterey Regional Water Pollution C_ontrol Agency (MRWPCA). 
The N.IRWPCA is a joint-powers agency thaLis not regulated by LAFCO. 

3.. Justification for a 70"Foot. Agricultural Land Buffer. Ou page l-39, it is stated that 
''independent of mitigation reguiremenfs ... • tl)e applicant is proposing ... a 70-foot 
agricultural buffer easement... " inside the southwest and southe!!Sl project borders. Oll 
page 2-23, the environmen~al .impact of the ''Indirect Conversion of Adjacent Agricultural 
Land;' was detennined to be less than significant because fhe project includes these 
buffers. Please describe how the effe.ctiveness ofa 70-foot buffer was cletermineg jp light 
of the particular mix of land uses, topography, weather patterns, and commodity-specific 
forming practices on and·adjacentto the project site. 

4, Agricultural Conseiwation Easements . .Miti.gation Measure AG-I ·(page 2c23) states 
that "the applicant shall dedicate agricultural conservation easemeqts to permanently 
protect agricultural land consistent with the City's Agricultural Land Preservation 
Program," and states that the "City Attorney shall verify that .easements have been 
dedicated prior to approval of the Specific Plan." The mitigation should be specific as to 
the size, location, and the soil quality of fhe area proposed for the easement(s) by giving 
the specifics of the parcel or parcels involved or, alternatively, by :outlining the criteria 
for the selection of conservation easement parcels, including size, location, and the soil 
quality. 

Finally, we encourage the City to continue to work with the County of Monterey to confirn1 
compliance with consultation and tax transfer requirements of Government Code section 56425 
and the Taxation Code section 99, prior lo submittal of a formal application to LAFCO. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to review and comment on the DEIR. Please contact 
Executive Officer Kate McKenna or Senior Analyst TI10m McCue at 754-5838 if you have any 
questions and for assistance in initiating the LAFCO boundary change process. 

Sin?'''_JL 

Simon Salinas 
Chair 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Responses to Comments from LAFCO 

1. Comment noted. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

2. Comment noted. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

3. Please refer back to the letter from Brian Finegan for an explanation of the origin and 

purpose of the agricultural buffer easements. The buffers serve a function to reduce 

conflicts between activities on adjacent lands used for agricultural production and 

agricultural industrial activities proposed within the Plan Area. Conflicts between 

agricultural uses and the proposed agricultural industrial uses are inherently not as 

substantial relative to conflicts between agricultural uses and more sensitive residential or 

institutional uses (i.e., schools, hospitals, public facilities) for which agricultural buffering 
is typically designed. 

As discussed on page 2-22 of the draft program EIR, a key "feature" of the agricultural 

buffer easement agreement (included in the Specific Plan as Appendix F) is that with one 

exception, extension of utilities across the buffers to adjacent agricultural land is 

prohibited. The exception is that utilities needed to serve existing business park/industrial 

development at the southeast comer of Harris Road and Abbott Street are permitted. This 

prohibition substantially limits the proposed project's potential to remove a key constraint 

to future development of adjacent agricultural lands; the owners of those lands would not 

have access to infrastructure (roads, utilities, etc.) available within the Plan Area. This was 

a key factor in the determination in the draft program EIR that the potential impacts of the 

proposed project on conversion of agricultural land would be less than significant. The 

physical separation of uses afforded by the agricultural buffers also serves to reduce 

potential conflicts that could otherwise be used as a proxy to consider future conversion of 

the adjacent agricultural land as described in the impact statement on page 2-23. 

4. The mitigation measure is based on requirements of the City's Agricultural Land 

Preservation Program. The City did not include specific criteria for determining the 

suitability of proposal conservation easements because it desires to retain flexibility in 

considering conservation easement proposals that meet the overall goal of the Program. 

For example, agricultural land conservation programs sometimes include a requirement 

that the minimum acreage required for an agricultural conservation easement must be 

equal to or greater that than the acreage of agricultural land that would be lost to 

development. As described in the comment letter from Brian Finegan, the applicant is 

proposing to dedicate fee title of a 1 96-acre ranch that has historically been in row crop 

production to the Ag Land Trust to be held in perpetuity as agricultural land. If, for 

example, the City had included a minimum 1:I agricultural conservation easement acreage 
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criterion m the Agricultural Land Preservation Program, on its face, the applicant's 

proposal would not be consistent with the Program as the I96 acre easement would be less 

than the 257 acres within the Plan Area. However, dedication of fee title to the Ag Land 

Trust, an action that exceeds the City's required dedication of a conservation easement, 

provides benefits for agricultural land conservation (rents to the Ag Land Trust) that would 

not be achieved solely with dedication of a conservation easement over the same parcel. 

The annual revenue can be leveraged by the Ag Land Trust to secure additional 

conservation easements or facilitate agricultural land conservation in other ways that may 

not otherwise have been possible. The City Council will consider this benefit of the 

applicant's proposal in its determination about the proposed project's consistency with the 

intent of the Agricultural Land Preservation Program. 
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August 31, 2009 

ML Courtney Grossman 
City of Salinas 
Community Development Department 
65 West Alisa! Street 
Salinas, CA 9390 I 

Sent Electronically to: 
courtg@ki.salinas.ca.us 

Original Sent by First Class Mail 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR THE 
SALINAS AG-INDUSTRIAL CENTER PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

The Air District submits the following comments for your consideration: 

Attainment Status: Inference of"Non-Attainment" Status 
On page 2-28, the DEIR specifies that "Non-attainment infers that the air basin has had less 
than three exceedances at any one monitoring station." This actually refers to ARB's 
nonattainment transitional designation which currently doesn't apply to the NCCAB. For the 
California ozone and PM 10 standards, a "nonattainment" designation implies that the area 
exceeds the applicable standard more than once per year when averaged over a three year 
period. 

The form of the ozone NAAQS requires the use of a 3-year period to determine the average 
number of exceedances per year. The NAAQS for ozone is attained when the fourth highest 
eight hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the 
standard. 

Air Quality Management Plan. Page 2-28. 
In addition to presenting measures to controls emissions of volatile organic compounds (not 
"volatile organic carbons"), the AQMP presents measures to reduce oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 
another ozone precursor. 

mailto:courtg@ki.salinas.ca.us


EIR's Focus on Cumulative Air Quality Impact on Regional Ozone. Page 2-29. 
The DEIR does not quantify any potential relocation of existing ag-industrial businesses 
to the new project area. 

Project Analysis, Construction Emissions. Page 2-3 7. 
The DEIR specifies that development of the Plan Area would take place based on market 
demand and the applicant projects that build-out would occur over an approximate five 
year timeframe, yet "it is unknown which parcels within the Plan Area will de developed 
first or which areas will develop in what order." Given that, the District suggests that 
analysis of project-level construction impacts be deferred until specific project 
applications are submitted. Inasmuch as the District's thresholds of significance are 
expressed as daily standards, phasing and/or scheduling of construction activity have the 
potential to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 

Construction Diesel Emissions. Page 2-38. 
The document specifies that "mass grading and infrastructure construction would occur 
over the entire Plan area prior to development of individual parcels for a period of eight 
months starting in 201 0." Would grading and excavation be done over an eight-month 
period, or would this activity be done in a compressed time frame to realize econ.omies of 
scale? Without knowing the grading/excavation schedule, the daily impacts cannot be 
determined. 

Emissions of Diesel Particulates from Trucks. Page 2-38. 
The DEIR indicates there will be emissions of diesel particulates from truck travel and 
other construction equipment exhaust during a period of at least eight months. Though 
the number of truck trips to import construction materials is quantified, there is no 
quantification of emissions from on-site construction equipment. The document 
concludes that because the health risk from carcinogenic toxic air contaminants such as 
diesel particulate is expressed as an increased risk over 70 years, emissions would be less 
than significant. 

The fact that risk is expressed as an average increase for exposure over 70 years does not 
make a high level of exposure for a short period of time less than significant. In fact, the 
State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) established the 
cancer potency value based on studies with exposure levels less than 70 years (OEHHA 
Technical Support Document for Describing Available Cancer Potency Factors 
December 2002, Pages 426-475 Particulate Matter From Diesel-Fueled Engines and 
Health Risk Assessment For Diesel Exhaust written for the Toxic Air Contaminant 
program, OEHHA, 1998). 

Without documentation of the diesel particulate emissions from construction equipment 
or the impact of these emissions on rnceptors, the impact may be -significant and should 
be subject to mitigation per District CEQA Guidelines Table 8.3. Heavy- duty 
construction equipment should meet current standards. 

Operational Emissions. Page 2-39. 
Inasmuch as "a specific development phasing plan has not been proposed by the 
applicant" (page 2-39), and "There is no definitive means to determine what the 



stationary source emissions would be for build out of the Plan Area because future 
commercial and industrial uses are unknown at this time" (page 2-42), it seems that any 
analysis of air quality impacts at this stage would be speculative. As stated previously, 
the District suggests that project impacts be deferred until specific project applications 
are submitted. 

Anti-Idling Regulation 
Please see Title 13, California Code of Regulations, Section 2485 ( c) (I) regarding idling 
of commercial vehicles, which follows: 

California Code of Regulations 
Title 13. § 2485. Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled 
Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling (a) Purpose. The purpose of this airborne toxic 
control measure is to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate matter and other air 
contaminants by limiting the idling of diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles. (b) 
Applicability. This section applies to diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles that 
operate in the State of California with gross vehicular weight ratings of greater than 
I 0,000 pounds that are or must be licensed for operation on highways. This 
specifically includes: (I) California-based vehicles; and (2) Non-California-based 
vehicles. (c) Requirements. On or after February I, 2005, the driver of any vehicle 
subject to this section: (I) shall not idle the vehicle's primary diesel engine for greater 
than 5.0 minutes at any location, except as noted in Subsection (d); and (2) shall not 
operate a diesel-fueled auxiliary power system (APS) to power a heater, air 
conditioner, or any ancillary equipment on that vehicle during sleeping or resting in a 
sleeper berth for greater than 5.0 minutes at any location when within I 00 feet of a 
restricted area, except as noted in Subsection ( d). 

Higgins Associates Traffic Impact Analysis (July 6, 2009). Page 2. 
What are the passenger car equivalence values used in estimating LOS impacts for 
project generated MHD and HHD trucks? 

Table 6. Page 2-39 of DEIR. 
Table 6 reports 1,942.1 lbs.I day of direct PM emissions. Please specify whether this 
estimate of daily PM emissions generated by the project includes diesel emissions from 
truck trips generated by the project. Because truck diesel PM emissions were not 
separately reported, please state the amount of diesel PM emissions that would be 
produced solely by the MHD and HD truck trips generated by the project (see related 
comment below on p.2-40). 

Truck Trips. Page 2-40. 
"These [truck] trips [2,350 daily trips by MHD trucks, and 3,500 daily trips by HHD 

trucks] would increase diesel exhaust emissions along the city's truck routes leading to 
and from the Plan Area, and along U.S. Highway 10 I." 
Please specify the method of estimating truck trip lengths for purposes of estimating total 
daily emissions by trucks. 
Please state the distribution of project-generated truck trips by route, and report how the 
distribution of truck trips was determined. 



Impacts and Mitigation Measures. Page 2-42. 
Please note than while a full complement of mitigation measures may be applied to 
decrease the impacts of excavation and grading by more than 50%, the magnitude of 
daily excavation is controlling; IO acres of excavation per day, even with a full 
complement of mitigation measures, could be significant. Similarly, 20 acres of grading 
per day could be significant. 

Mitigation Measures AO-I and AO-2. Page 2-43. 
As stated previously, the magnitude of daily excavation or grading determines whether 
impacts would be significant. As presented, AQ-1 would reduce grading/excavation 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. AQ-2, however, may not reduce impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. 

Significant and Unavoidable Impact - Operational Emissions. Page 2-44. 
The District suggests that the Project Applicant consider additional design and mitigation 
measures that could further reduce operational emissions. These include: 

• Electrification of loading docks to reduce emissions from trucks while waiting to 
unload or load 

• Catalyzed particulate filters for diesel-powered trucks 
• Puri-NOx emulsified diesel fuel for diesel-powered trucks 
• ARB-verified retrofit for diesel-powered trucks 
• Repower with CNG/LNG technology 
• Possible coordination of the project with the truck-to-rail project, to reduce MHD 

and HD trucks trips. 

The District would be glad to discuss additional mitigation measures with the Project 
Applicant. 

Sincerely, 

Jean Getchell 
Supervising Planoer 
Planning and Air Monitoring Division 

cc: Lance Ericksen, Engineering Division 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Responses to Comments from the MBUAPCD 

1. Comment noted. The noted text has been modified to reflect the comment. Please refer to 

Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

2. Comment noted. The reference and correction have been made in the draft program EIR. 

Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

3. The possibility that other agricultural industrial uses could relocate to the Plan Area was 

discussed at length on several occasions during the course of the EIR preparation process. 

The City and the applicant do expect that some existing agricultural industrial uses would 

relocate. However, it is probable that the vacated sites would be reutilized over time with 

uses that cannot be known at present. The City determined that it would be too speculative 

to assume that environmental effects of future uses on vacated sites would be Jess intense 

than those uses which relocate to the Plan Area. This determination may; however, result 

in a very conservative assessment of impacts of the proposed project. It is quite possible 

that that replacement uses at vacated sites would not generate the magnitude of truck trips, 

air emissions, GHG emissions, water demand, etc. as do uses such as coolers that could 

relocate to the Plan Area. Consequently, impacts of the proposed project such as 

circulation effects, air emissions generation, GHG emissions, and noise generation may be 

overestimated. The analysis approach is conservative. 

4. Comment noted. Construction activities would occur during site preparation when the site 

is mass graded and initial backbone infrastructure is installed, and over time as individual 

sites are developed and infrastructure is extended to those sites as needed. Mass grading is 

expected over the first eight months, with fine individual site grading to occur as each site 

is developed. It is possible that the need for grading of individual sites will be substantially 

reduced through the initial mass grading process. The draft EIR is programmatic. Each 

individual proposed project will be subject to environmental review, with that analysis 
tiered from this program EIR. 

5. There is no indication from the applicant that mass grading and excavation would be 

compressed into a timeframe of Jess than eight months to realize economies of scale. 

6. The URBEMIS report included in the draft program EIR as Appendix D indicates that 

diesel exhaust would be a small portion of total PM10 emissions during construction of the 

proposed project. Daily diesel exhaust PMrn emissions would be less than five pounds per 

day over a period of about eight months. The Plan Area is not located near sensitive 

receptors. 
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7. Comment noted. Environmental review of individual projects will occur as such projects 

are proposed. Sources of stationary emissions would be identified and addressed as part of 

the project level environmental review and permitting process. 

8. Passenger car equivalents were not utilized as part of the traffic impact analysis. The 

analysis bases LOS impacts on the percentage of trucks using a particular transportation 

facility. 

9. Total construction phase PM10 for the first year of construction would be I ,285 pounds per 

day (I ,280.3 pounds per day from dust and 4. 7 pounds per day from exhaust), with less 

than two pounds per day of construction related PM10 in following years. Total operational 

PM10 at Plan Area build out would be 1,942.1 pounds per day. Medium-duty trucks (79 

percent diesel) make up about 14.4 percent of trips and heavy-duty trucks (JOO percent 

diesel) make up about 21.6 percent of trips. About 34 percent of total trips are diesel­

powered vehicles (mostly medium and heavy trucks). URBEMIS does not report separate 

emissions totals per vehicle type. 

10. Truck trips were estimated as part of the greenhouse gas emissions report prepared by 

Rimpo and Associates, Inc., included in the draft program EIR as Appendix F. The 

average one way distance for each truck trip was estimated by determining the percentage 

of trips originating from zones around the Plan Area. Table B-1 of the Rimpo report shows 

those distances, the percentage originating from each distance, and the average one-way 

truck trip distance for line haul trucks. Line haul trip destinations of San Francisco, Los 

Angeles, and St. Louis were selected as representative. 

Table B-2 of the Rimpo report shows distances for field trucks based on distances to 

representative farming regions (i.e., Salinas Valley, Pajaro Valley, and San Joaquin 

Valley). Table B-3 shows the weighted average distances for line haul and field trucks. The 

weighted average one-way trip distance for line haul trucks was estimated to be 138. 7 

miles, and the average one-way trip distance for field trucks was estimated to be 14.0 

miles. This weighted average trip distance was input into URBEMIS as the average truck 

trip length. Table B-4 shows the total vehicle miles traveled for truck trips. These values 

were used to calculate methane and nitrous oxide emissions associated with diesel fuel use. 

Total VMT /year assumes 365 days per year of operation. The actual VMT/year will be 

substantially less than assumed for purposes of URBEMIS modeling and Rimpo report 

calculations. Most uses in the Plan Area are expected to be seasonal, as agricultural 

industrial operations generally slow dramatically during the approximately six-month non­

harvest season. 

The distribution of proposed project traffic is described in the Traffic Impact Analysis 

included as Appendix K of the draft program EIR. Employee trip distribution is shown on 
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Exhibit ISA of the Traffic Impact Analysis, and field and line truck distributions are 

shown on Exhibits 15B and Exhibit 15C, respectively. Under Background plus Project 

Build Out conditions, approximately 40 percent of line trucks are projected to travel to and 

from the south on U.S. Highway 101, 59 percent to and from the north on U.S. Highway 

101, and approximately one percent to and from the north and south on State Route 183. 

Approximately 62 percent of field trucks would travel to and from the south on U.S. 

Highway 101, 25 percent to and from the north on U.S. Highway 101, with the balance of 

approximately 13 percent traveling on local roadways in the vicinity of the Plan Area. 

Truck trip distribution assumptions were based on an interchange survey conducted by 

Higgins Associates, information provided by the applicant (based on detailed 

understanding of produce market locations), and through review and adjustments made by 

the City as deemed necessary. 

I I. Mitigation measures AQ-2 has been modified to further ensure that it functions to reduce 

potential impacts to a less than significant level. As part of their construction dust 

mitigation plans, future project applicants shall be required to identify the maximum daily 

acreage of grading that can be undertaken, assuming that dust reduction measures 

included in AQ-2 are implemented, to ensure that construction phase PM10 from grading 

do not exceed the MBUAPCD standard of 82 pounds per day. Please refer to Section 3.0, 

Changes to the Draft EIR. 

I 2. Please refer to response # I I above. 

I3. It is recognized that the noted measures can help to reduce truck related emissions. 

However, with the exception of the dock electrification measure, the remaining measures 

are not within the control of the applicant. The applicant does not own or operate the fleets 

of trucks that would travel to and from the site. These are owned by independent 

commercial operators. Therefore, the applicant does not have the ability to implement the 

related measures. 

Public agencies including the California Air Resources Board and the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency are now regulating emissions from transportation refrigeration units. 

Several public agencies and private companies are beginning to partner on truck trailers 

refrigeration electrification technologies or other alternative truck refrigeration 

technologies. One goal is to enable refrigeration systems to be turned off while line trucks 

are loading, thereby reducing diesel emissions from diesel powered motors that normally 

power the refrigeration systems. The applicant considered loading dock electrification 

options during the project design process. This measure was not included for 

implementation in the Specific Plan because the applicant feels that electrified refrigeration 

technology is not yet widely commercialized and questions remain about whether it will 
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become widely commercialized. Given this uncertainty, the applicant determined that the 

cost of installing electrified dock systems is not yet warranted. 

The applicant has had discussions with agencies involved with the possible future truck-to­

rail project. That project was deemed to be too premature and its feasibility too uncertain 

to warrant the current significant capital investments that would be needed to link future 

development within the Plan Area to such a project. Consideration could be given to doing 

so if the truck-to-rail project is ultimately approved, funded, and constructed. 
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l-l<,11/l'rt.~l' Phone: fl.~!-_:; 75-.)712 

\Veh.~ ile: ll'll //1 !.la 11dfl >aLeh .LJl]s 
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Fax: H_Jl-422-9391 

Courtney Grossman 
~2425~<>City of Salinas Department of Development and Engineering 

68 West Alisa! Street 'N~ l :..:,d>~ 

Salinas, CA 93901 II Rec0h1e.d 
If .., 
t:: MJC, -

SUBJECT: DEIR FOR SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER ~ Ph..~.nn;ll~:J ""'4 

~~ services c.,'v
Dear Mr. Grossman: ~ ~>(j 

t-,ltou,s '-9 

LandWatch Monterey County reviewed the draft environmental impact report (DEIR or 
the project which is an agricultural industrial center on 257 acres of Prime Farmland 
partially within or adjacent to the southern city limits of the City of Salinas. We have the 
following comments: 

1. Mitigation Measure AG-I (p. 2-23). This mitigation measure includes 
implementation of two easements- a 70-foot agricultural buffer along the 
southwest boundary of the Plan Area and a 20-foot agricultural buffer along the 
southeast boundary of the Plan Area. The FEIR should describe criteria for 
determining agricultural buffer widths and why these widths were selected over 
alternative widths. 

2. Construction Diesel Emissions (p. 2-3). The analysis fails to address acrolein 
emissions resulting from the combustion of diesel fuel. What would be the 
impact of these emissions on surrounding populations? 

3. Operational Diesel Exhaust Emissions (particulates and acrolein). The DEIR fails 
to address impacts of diesel exhaust emissions from heavy duty truck traffic 
occurring on local streets. Impact information should be provided in the FEIR or 
a recirculated DEIR. 

4. Operational Emissions (p. 2-44). Project traffic would generate about 269 lbs/day 
ofVOC emissions and 2,304 lbs/day ofNOx emissions, far in excess of Monterey 
Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD)'s thresholds of 
significance of 137 lbs/day for both pollutants. Recommended mitigation 
measures include improved energy efficiency, use ofalternative energy sources 
and alternative energy vehicles, development of transit facilities and promotion of 
non-motorized transportation. Off-site mitigation through the purchase of 
offsets through MBUAPCD programs such as the Moyer and School Bus 
programs should be added to the list of mitigation measures to be evaluated. 

The cumulative impact analysis for air quality (p. 3-4) finds the project would not 
have a significant cumulative impact on regional air quality because it is an 
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industrial project intended to meet the needs of the population as forecast in the 
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The finding d.oes not account for mobile 
•source emissions identified above which are far in excess of the District's 
thresholds of significance. The MBUAPCD CEQA Air Qllality Quidelines state 
(Chapter '5, Stationary and Area Source Emissions), "Emissions from sources not 
subject to District permit authority may be deemed consistent with the AQMP if 
such emissions are forecasted in the AQMP emission inventory. The District 
should be contacted for a detemiination. ;, Such an ana\ysis should be undertaken 
to determ,ine the project's cumulative impact on regional air quality. 

5. Climate Change (p. 2-66). The project would generate 389,017 metric tons per 
year ofgreenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. For comparison, the draft California 
Air Resources Board proposed threshold ofsignificance for GHG emissions is 
7,000 metric tons per year. Proposed on-site mitigation measures and measures to 
be undertaken by the State would reduce emissions to 280,678 metric tons per 
year, a 28% percent reduction. Total project GHG emissions after mitigation 
would still have a significant adverse project level and cumulative impact on 
climate change. 

The DEIR does not evaluate the feasibility ofoff-site mitigation measures as 
described by the California Attorney General in his memorandum on "The 
California Environmental Quality Act and Addressing Global Wanning Impacts 
at the Local Level". 

'The following is an excerpt from the Attorney General's list of feasible mitigation 
_j measures: 

If, after analyzing and requiring all reasonable and feasible on-site 
mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing greenhouse gas-related 
impacts, the lead agency determines that additional mitigation is required, 
the agency may consider additional off-site mitigation. The project 
proponent could, for example, fund off-site mitigation projects ( e.g., 
alternative energy projects, or energy or water audits for existing projects) 
that will reduce carbon emissions, conduct an audit of its other existing 
operations and agree to retrofit, or purchase carbon "credits" from another 
entity that will undertake mitigation. The topic ofoffsets can be 
complicated, and a full discussion is outside the scope of this summary 
Document. Issues that the lead agency should consider include: 

• The location of the off-site mitigation. (If the off-site mitigation 
is far from the project, any additional, non-climate related benefits 
of the mitigation will be lost to the local community.) 
• Wheth_er tlie t:missions reductionsfrom_off-site-111i ligation.can be 
quantified and verified. 
• Whether the mitigation ratio should be greater than. I: 1 to reflect 
any uncertainty about the effectiveness of the offset. 
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To comply with CEQA, the FEIR must evaluate potential mitigation 
measures for their feasibility including off-site measures. 

6. Transportation Impacts. The project would have significant project level and 
cumulative impacts on 25 intersections or road segments. To help the reader 
understand the project's impact on the transportation system, the FEIR should 
provide a table identifying impacts, proposed mitigation measures, construction 
schedule for mitigation measures, and mitigation measure effectiveness. 

7. Impacts ofProposed Mitigation Measures. Significant project impacts on many 
intersections and road segments would be mitigated by projects implemented by 
the City of Salinas (TFO), TAMC (Regional Impact Fee Program) or Caltrans. 
Impacts of the proposed mitigation measures should be identified per CEQA 
Guidelines. Additionally, the schedule for implementation of mitigation measures 
should be identified to determine if their effectiveness at reducing impacts would 
occur in a timely manner. 

8. SB 610 Finding (p. 2-171). Cal Water finds that the water supply, storage and 
distribution system would be adequate to meet project demands. The DEIR 
indicates the net decrease in water demand over existing use would be 139 AFY 
(p. 2-183). Part of the analysis indicates that 416 AFY of irrigation water would 
be returned to the basin. As stated on p. 2-185, "Under current conditions, a 
percentage ofprecipitation which falls within the boundary ...has a significant 
chance for being recharged to groundwater given existing soil conditions, 
topography, etc." This finding appears to conflict with the following statement 
(p. 2-99): "The investigation largely confirmed that within the Plan Area 
storm water accumulates rather than infiltrates, that percolation rates are slow and 
insufficient to manage stonnwater runoff from development." Please address this 
inconsistency. 

9. The DEIR states the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) will be completed in 
201 Oand finds, "The project will halt further groundwater intrusion into the 
SVOB (Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin) and bring the SVOB into hydrological 
balance through the year 2030. The Salinas Valley Water Project was designed 
with the assumption that nearly 29,300 acres of undeveloped land would be 
converted to urban uses by the year 2030. The proposed project is representative 
of the conversion of agricultural land to urban use that the MCWRA (Monterey 
County Water Resources Agency) assumed would occur and for which the 
Salinas Valley Water Project was designed to mitigate short-term and long-term 
cumulative water demand impacts on the SVOB. Therefore, the Salinas Valley 
Water Project is assumed to serve as mitigation for impacts on groundwater 
quantity and quality that would occur from the continued demand for groundwater 
created by buildout of the Plan Area." 

The SVWP is already over-sold and untested. 
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(a) The SVWP BIR estimated that urban acreage would replace agricultural 
acreage, resulting in decreased waler use in the Salinas basin. This 
estimate was not supported by any evidence; it was simply a stated 
assumption. This analysis predates the GPl/5 proposals that winery 
corridors, a mix of agricultural, industrial and commercial uses, be 
developed in the Salinas Valley. For example, the SVWP.EIR projected 
that new vineyard acreage would be reached by 2030; in fact, it was 
exce~ded in 2007 - 23 years ahead of schedule. It also predates the 
proposed slope policies under GPl/5. which willpotentially increase 
cultivation on an additional 500,000 previously uncultivated acres. 

(b) Although 2008 AMBAG population projections are similar to the 
population projections in the SVWP BIR, the SVWP cannot meet the 
water demand that would result from combined build out envisioned by 
thegenei:al plans of the Salinas Valley cities and the County. Ca!Water, 
testified recently before the Planning Cornrnission that th.e level of growth 
contained in GPU5 would endanger CalWater's ability to provide water to 
its customers. 

(c) The DEIR on GPUS stated that the SVWP would not halt seawater 
intrusion into the basin by 2030. To do so, according to the DEIR, will 
require increased water diversion. This was specifically not permitted by 
NOAA when it permitted the diversion facility (the rubber 
darn). According to NOAA, increased diversions would unacceptably 
lower stream flows ·below levels necessary to protect endangered 
steelhead. 

(d) The SVWP hasn't been completed yet, .so it is untested. In order to 
deliver water during the growing season, there needs to be enough water 
in the reservoirs. In late February, one reservoir was at 35% capacity and 
the other was at 55% capacity - even after what has been a normal rain 
year. Prolonged drought and climate change may completely change how 
much water is even available for release and diversion. 

(e) It may take many years for sub-areas to recover by sub-surface 
recharge. This is especially critical to all water users in subareas north of 
Chualar. Surface recharge in those areas is "virtually nil," according to 
the Department of Water Resources. 

(f) The SVWP BIR did not consider impacts of climate change on water use, 
rainfall or rising sea levels. All of these could have significant impacts on 

recharge and seawater intrusion. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the document. 

e Director 
tc on erey oun 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Responses to Comments from LandWatch 

I . Please refer back to the comment letter from Brian Finegan for information on the basis for 

establishing the agricultural buffer easements included in the proposed project. Also see the 

response to comment #3 from LAFCO. 

2. A reference exposure level (REL) for acrolein was adopted by the Office of Environmental 

Health Hazard Assessment on December 19, 2008. However, the acrolein standard 

remains suspended in the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District. 

Consequently, the MBUAPCD does not require analysis of acrolein impacts in CEQA 

documents prepared for projects within the District boundary. Given that the MBUAPCD 

is legally responsible for implementing State and Federal air quality laws and regulations, 

including as they may be evaluated in CEQA documents, the MBUAPCD's direction is 

taken regarding analysis of acrolein issues. 

3. Please refer to response #2 above regarding acrolein. 

Regarding diesel emissions, there are no sensitive receptors located along the primary 

routes to and from the Plan Area onto which approximately 99 percent of the line trucks 

would be distributed. Please refer to the response to comment #10 from the MBUAPCD 

for more information on truck trip distribution. Line trucks generate the vast majority of all 

operational emissions for the proposed project, inclucling diesel emissions. 

As described on page 240 of the draft program EIR, the air quality impact analysis is 

considered to be extremely conservative for a number of reasons, the most significant of 

which is that most agricultural industrial operations within the Plan Area (i.e. coolers) are 

likely to operate only six months of the year during the harvest season. Emissions were 

calculated as though uses within the Plan Area operate over an entire 12-month period. 

Further, as described on page 2-66 of the draft program EIR, it is likely that a significant 

volume of the emissions attributed to the proposed project will not be new emissions. The 

City and the applicant anticipate that some existing agricultural industrial business within 

the City will relocate to the Plan Area. It is likely that the proposed project will capture a 

significant percentage of the existing field and line truck trips associated with those 

businesses. Vacated sites will likely be reutilized with activities that are unknown at this 

time. The City felt that it would be too speculative to assume that replacement uses would 

have lesser environmental impacts that the uses that relocate to the Plan Area. Therefore, 

no net reduction in environmental effects was assumed as part of the draft program EIR 

analysis. 

4. The MBUAPCD currently does not fund or implement programs that result in the creation 

of certified emissions reductions for criteria air pollutants or GHGs. This is true of the 
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Moyer and School Bus programs that are noted in the comment. Neither program results 

in the creation of significant emissions reductions, nor are the reductions certified such that 

they could be purchased as off-site mitigation. 

Regarding the cumulative impacts of the proposed project, the comment suggests that the 

cumulative impact analysis methodology described on page 3-4 of the draft program EIR 

does not account for the mobile source emissions calculated for the proposed project that 

are far in excess of MBUAPCD's project level thresholds of significance. The fact that the 

proposed project exceeds MBUAPCD level thresholds of significance is clearly defined as 

a significant unavoidable project level on page 2-44 of the draft program EIR. The 

cumulative analysis is a population based approach and is based on the MBUAPCD's 

accepted cumulative impact assessment methodology. The section of the MBUAPCD 

CEQA Guidelines to which the comment refers is related to guidance for stationary and 

area source emissions, not mobile source emissions. 

5. It is agreed that off-site mitigation for GHG emissions generation may be considered by a 

Lead Agency in certain circumstances as outlined by the California Attorney General and 

described in the comment. The City considered, but declined to require off-site mitigation 

for several reasons. First, as described by the Attorney General, the Lead Agency has 

discretion to consider off-site mitigation after analyzing and requiring reasonable and 

feasible on-site mitigation. The City analyzed and required a range of on-site green 

building and other measures that were incorporated into the Specific Plan by the app1icant. 

These measures could achieve up to a 28 percent reduction in non-truck transport related 

emissions. The City felt this reduction is substantial and consistent with the AB 32 Scoping 

Plan goal for reduction of existing emissions. Consequently, the City feels that no further 

mitigation of on-site generated GHG emissions is necessary. 

Truck emissions represent approximately 70 percent of the total emissions volume 

estimated for the proposed project. As discussed on page 2-62 of the draft program EIR 

and in response #4 above, the operational GHG emissions volume of 389,017 tons per 

year is considered exceptionally conservative. It is highly unlikely that the proposed project 

would generate a significant number of new trips, especially new truck trips, for the 

reasons described on page 2-62. Further, the applicant does not have control of the truck 

fleets that would travel to and from the Plan Area; they would be owned and operated by 

independent interests. Operation of these fleets is subject to air qua1ity regulations 

promulgated in California and the states where the fleets are licensed. For fleets operating 

in C:llliforni_a, the state is 3 1ready _targt!_ting G!fG _elllissio~s red11ctions frc,m them 

by implementing regulations such as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (see 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/lcfs.htm). 
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6. Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 of the Traffic Impact Analysis included in the draft program EIR are 

tables that identify the impacts at intersections and road segments and the improvements 

needed to reduce impacts to a less than significant level where possible. In limited cases, 

impacts and mitigations identified in these tables have been refined based on collaboration 

with Caltrans. Please also refer to the response to comments from Caltrans for more 

information on additional analysis and clarification of traffic impacts, including the timing 

anticipated for improvements needed to mitigate significant impacts. 

7. Individual circulation network improvements that would be implemented over time to 

mitigate impacts of Plan Area build out may have the potential to create significant 

impacts. The improvements are part of the implementation of the "program" of building 

out the Specific Plan area. Potential impacts may be quite variable depending on existing 

conditions in the area where the improvements are proposed, the type and character of the 

proposed improvements, the construction duration period, etc. Air quality, agriculture, 

biological resource, cultural resource, water quality, noise, transportation, and utility 

impacts are possible. Several of these potential effects would be short-term in nature and 

occur only during construction activities. As circulation improvement projects are 

"projects" under CEQA, the City, TAMC, and Caltrans (depending on the agency 

implementing the improvements), will be required to conduct CEQA analysis to identify 

potential impacts and mitigations for each project. Please also refer to the response to 

comments from Caltrans for more information on additional analysis and clarification of 

traffic impacts, including the timing anticipated for improvements needed to mitigate 

significant impacts. Project related mitigations should not result in impacts that are outside 

of the scope of impacts that would result from construction of circulation improvements 

already planned by the City, County, and/or Caltrans/TAMC as part of their respective 

circulation facility improvement programs. 

8. The comment implies that 416 acre-feet of irrigation water would be returned to 

groundwater under post-project conditions. The WSA concludes that under the existing 

agricultural use of the Plan Area, approximately 416 acre-feet of irrigation water currently 

applied to the site percolates to groundwater. Tms volume represents 30 percent of the 

total volume of irrigation water applied to the site. Implicit in this assumption is that some 

portion of the applied water is lost due to runoff, possibly as a result of overwatering 

and/or the fact that the percolation rates of site soils are generally low. 

On page 2-182 of the draft program EIR, data from the WSA about recharge volumes 

under post-Plan Area build out conditions is summarized. Cal Water estimates that 

approximately 15 percent of the total water demand will be used for landscaping. Of that 

amount, approximately 20 percent will infiltrate to groundwater. Applying these factors, 

approximately 94 acre-feet or three percent of the total proposed project demand would be 
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recharged to groundwater. Cal Water used a factor of only 20 percent recharge to account, 

in part, for losses of landscape irrigation water to evaporation, evapotranspiration, runoff, 

and other losses. Losses to runoff can occur in part due to poor percolation rates of soils. 

Hence, the amount of recharge assumed under post-project conditions considers loss 

factors including potentially poor percolation. 

The statement made on page 2-185 as referenced suggests that some portion of the 

precipitation that falls within the Plan Area will percolate and support groundwater 

recharge. It does not suggest that groundwater recharge potential within the Plan Area is 

high. The information on page 2-99 states that percolation rates of Plan Area soils are 

generally low. Storm water runoff volumes are consequently expected to be relatively high. 

Since the relationship between runoff and groundwater recharge is inverse, groundwater 

recharge potential within the Plan Area during storm events is likely to be low. 

Development of the Plan Area would incrementally lower the already low recharge 

potential - an effect that would not substantially affect groundwater levels. 

Implementation of Low Impact Development Design would, as stated on page 2-185, 

partially off-set the effect of reduced recharge potential. 

The statement on page 2-185 does not affect analyses conducted in the draft program EIR 

regarding the total Plan Area water balance and does not affect the WSA finding that the 

proposed project would have a net decrease in groundwater demand of approximately 139 

acre-feet per year. 

9. The comment does not raise a specific environmental issue for the draft program EIR. 

Rather, it raises several points about the ability of the Salinas Valley Water Project 

(SVWP) to mitigate cumulative impacts of groundwater extraction on groundwater quality 

caused by seawater intrusion. It is assumed that the point of the comment is to question 

whether the SVWP will serve as adequate mitigation of the proposed project's potential to 

incrementally exacerbate groundwater quality impacts caused by seawater intrusion. 

The draft program EIR concludes that the SVWP will serve as adequate mitigation of the 

proposed project's potential groundwater quality effects. This conclusion is based on 

factual information developed by a County agency, the Monterey County Water 

Resources Agency (MCWRA). The information is contained in the certified Environmental 

Impact Report! Environmental Impact Statement for the Salinas Valley Water Project that was 

prepared by the MCWRA in April 2002 and in project design documentation. The 

MCWRA has not generated subsequent information that suggests the SVWP will not 

achieve its intended goals or must be redesigned and reconsidered in a new subsequent 

CEQA/NEPA process. 
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The proposed project is consistent with assumptions made for the SVWP that conversion 

of agricultural land to non-agricultural production would result in a decrease in demand 

for groundwater. As stated in the proposed project WSA and reflected in the draft program 

EIR, the proposed project is anticipated to reduce groundwater demand by 139 acre-feet 

per year relative to the current agricultural use of the Plan Area. Therefore, the proposed 

project would also contribute to an incremental reduction in potential to exacerbate 

seawater intrusion impacts relative to existing conditions. Even so, since the proposed 

project will continue to contribute to a cumulative demand for groundwater, it will 

continue to incrementally contribute to conditions that cause seawater intrusion. 

The SVWP is not designed to halt seawater intrusion potential created by the build out 

envisioned in the County's draft GPU 5. The increased demand for groundwater under a 

GPU 5 build out scenario was not known when the SVWP was designed and its EIR 

certified. The commenter's statements that the SVWP is not sufficient to halt seawater 

intrusion caused by build out per existing general plans plus GPU 5 are, therefore, not at 

issue. The SVWP could not have been designed to do so. The salient point is that the 

proposed project is representative of the type of development/ conversion of agricultural 

land to non-agricultural production use that was anticipated in the design and analysis of 

the SVWP and in the MCRWA's conclusion that it would halt seawater intrusion. The 

draft EIR for GPU 5 finds that impacts on groundwater resources and seawater intrusion 

from build out under GPU 5 are significant and unavoidable. The County retains the 

discretion to approve GPU 5 even though significant unavoidable impacts on the 

groundwater and groundwater quality have been indentified for that project. This does not 

change the stated purpose, function, or ability of the SVWP to halt seawater intrusion 

without consideration of GPU 5. 

Though it appears that the County is getting closer to concluding deliberations on the 

GPU 5 EIR and on GPU 5 itself, it remains possible that both documents could be 

modified prior to their certification and adoption, respectively. Therefore, a possibility 

remains that points raised in the comment about the potential impacts on groundwater 

quality as described in the EIR for GPU 5 may require reconsideration. 
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Monterey Regional Water 
Pollution Control Agency 

"Dedicated to meeting the wastewater and reclamation needs 
of our member agencies, while protecting the environment." 

Treatment Facility and Water Recycling Project: 
August 31, 2009 Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1790, Marina, CA 93933-1790 

Shipping Address Only: 14811 Del Monte Blvd., Marina CA 93933 
(831) 883-1118 or 424-1108, FAX: (831) 883-0516 

Website: www.mrwpca.org 

City of Salinas 
Community Development Department 
c/o Courtney Grossman 
65 West Alisa! Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Subject: Draft BIR.for Salinas Ag-Industrial Center, SCH #2008041171 

Dear Ms. Grossman, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject BIR. The Monterey Regional Water 
Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) comments generally pertain to section 2.12 Sanitary and 
Industrial Wastewater, and are as follows: • 

I. Page 2-190. MRWPCA recently retained Carollo Engineers to prepare a Salinas Sewage 
Conveyance Study (July 2009). The Study concluded that the pump station has a firm 
capacity (three pumps running) of33 - 35 mgd and a maximum capacity (all four pumps 
running) of 35 - 38 mgd. In addition, the existing average dry weather flows have been 
relatively stable over the last several years at approximately 12 mgd; existing peak wet 
weather flows, based on pump station flow data, is estimated at 25 mgd. 

2. MRWPCA does not collect both "connection fees and capacity fees". The terms are 
sometimes used interchangeably. The preferred term, in accordance with the Agency's 
May 2000 report on Wastewater Capacity Charges, is "Capacity Fee". In accordance 
with the Agency's policy, the Capacity Fee and monthly user fees are calculated each 
year as part of the Agency's budget preparation cycle. As users connect to the sanitary 
sewer system they will be required to pay the appropriate Capacity Fee based on the flow 
and strength of their wastewater. The Agency encourages the developer to consult with 
Agency staff to detennine and plan for the Capacity fee. The Capacity fee is currently 
slightly less than $3,000 per Equivalent Development Unit (EDU). An EDU equals one 
residential unit. 

3. Page 2-197. Although not significant from an overall water use criteria, the range of 
estimated sanitary wastewater generated 620,000 gpd versus 230,000 gpd (according to 
the WSA) is significant when sizing and constructing wastewater conveyance systems. A 
refinement of these estimates would be helpful to ensure _water supply facilities are not 
undersized (recognizing that fire fighting demand flows typically dictate infrastructure 
sizing) and/or wastewater facilities are not oversized. 

Joint Powers Authority Member Entities: 
Boronda County Sanitation District, Castrovill~ Water District, County of Monterey, Del Rey Oaks, Fon Ord, Marina Coast Water District, Monterey, 

Moss Landing County Sanitation District, Pacific Grove, Salinas, Sand City, and Seaside 

www.mrwpca.org


City ofSalinas, Community Development Department 
Page2 
August 31, 2009 

4. Page 2-198. MR.WPCA (based on confirming findings from the Carollo Report referenced in 
Comment I. above) acknowledges that the Salinas pump station does have existing capacity to 
serve the sanitary sewage flows from the proposed facility. There may have been capacity 
concerns at the time the Salinas General Plan FEIR was prepared, but those concerns are no 
longer valid as they pertain to the proposed project. 

5. Page 2-200. Less than Significant Impact - MR.WPCA Sanitary Wastewater Conveyance and 
Treatment Facility Capacity. We suggest that the authors recognize that the proposed project 
will generate a range of 230,000 to 620,000 gpd of sanitary wastewater. In addition, we 
suggest the following language for the last sentence of the paragraph "The proposed project 
will pay fees to the City to off-set the incremental cost ofproviding the additional facilities and 
will pay a Capacity fee to MRWPCA to pay for their fair share of the existing capacity at the 
Salinas pump station, conveyance pipeline and Regional Treatment Plant." The Agency 
concurs that the impact is less than significant. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIR. 

Sincerely, 

ArLffe~t,~,-
Brad Hagemann, pf,, 
Assistant General Manager 
Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency 
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Responses to Comments from MR WPCA 

1. The comment provides updated information about wastewater flows to and the capacity of 
the Salinas Pump Station. The updated information does not substantially vary from the 
information contained in the draft program EIR, which was also derived from the 
MRWPCA. Nevertheless, the draft program EIR has been modified to reflect the new 
information. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

2. Comment noted. The references to connection fee and capacity fees included in the draft 
program EIR have been modified. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

3. The sanitary sewer generation rate of 620,000 gpd described in the applicant's Engineers 
Report is calculated based on the City's design criteria for conveyance system design. The 
rate is based on rates for industrial areas and includes Rainfall Dependant Inflow and 
Infiltration (RDII) flow. The RDII volume is the amount of surface water estimated to 
infiltrate the conveyance system. It is over and above the wastewater volume anticipated to 
be generated by future development itself. The RDII was calculated at 130,000 gpd of the 
total 620,000 gpd, with the actual wastewater generation rate from future development 
calculated at about 490,000 gpd. 

The WSA sanitary sewer generation rate of 230,000 gpd is based on an assumed 
percentage of the total proposed project water use becoming sanitary wastewater and the 
rest being delivered to the City's industrial wastewater conveyance and treatment system. 
RDII is not accounted for in the WSA rate. The City's design criteria guide the design of 
the conveyance system, but have no effect on calculation of water demand. The RDII 

volume is not drawn from groundwater and its inclusion in calculations used for design of 
the conveyance system does not affect the water balance calculations included in the 

WSA. 

4. The comment does not raise an environmental issue regarding the draft program EIR. No 

response is necessary. 

5. The existing impact discussion includes a reference that the proposed project would 
generate 0.62 mgd of additional sanitary wastewater that would be delivered to the 
regional wastewater treatment plant. As stated in response #3 above, approximately 
130,000 gpd of this amount is inflow to the sanitary wastewater collection conveyance 
system and is not generated by the proposed project itself. The impact statement has been 
modified to state that the proposed project would generate up to 0.62 mgd. 

A portion of the language in the last sentence of the referenced impact statement has been 
modified to reflect the comment. The recommended change regarding payment of City 

----··---- ---- .. 
fees has not been made. That requirement is already addressed in the prior impact 
statement regarcling proposed project effects on the City's wastewater conveyance facility 

capacity. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR. 

2-37EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 



e California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Central Coast Region Linda Adams 

ArnoldSecrctmy for Internet Address: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/ccnlralcoast/ SchwarzenEnvirunmentnl 895 Aerovisu Place, Suite IOI, San Luis Obispo, California 93401 Governo,Protection Phone (805) 549-3 147 • FAX (805) 543-0397 

August 31, 2009 

BY ELECTRONIC AND REGULAR MAIL 

Courtney Grossman 
courtg@ci.salinas.ca.us 
65 West Alisa! Street 
City of Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

CENTRAL COAST WATER BOARD COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT (DEIR) FOR THE SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER PROJECT (PROJECT) 

Thank you for the opportunity to evaluate the above-referenced document. The Central Coast 
Water Board is a responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
The proposed project includes conversion of 257 acres of prime farmland to urban use. 
Probable uses for the site include a range of agricultural industrial related uses. The majority of 
the 257-acre project is located in unincorporated Monterey County, but 17 acres are located in 
the City of Salinas. The Plan Area is bordered by Abbott Street to the northeast, Harris Road to 
the southeast, cultivated agricultural land on the southwest, and existing industrial development 
on the northwest. 

We appreciate the opportunity we had to meet with the applicant, their representatives, and the 
City to discuss this project, and we also appreciate the changes proposed to the project as a 
result of our meeting. Those changes improve the overall project. While we appreciate that 
progress, this letter addresses insufficiencies Water Board staff finds with the DEIR and the fact 
that this project does not fully minimize the potential impacts to water quality. Water Board staff 
finds the DEIR does not sufficiently cover the following: 

Compliance with the City's Stormwater Development Standards (SWDS) - The DEIR 
states the project is adhering to the numeric requirements included in the City's SWDS 
approved by the Central Coast Water Board on December 5, 2008. However, the DEIR and 
supporting documentation do not include an adequate assessment to demonstrate the project 
flows and sediment reductions will not detrimentally affect the receiving water. The May 18, 
2009 Sediment Transport Assessment and Evaluation assess the current condition of the 
receiving channel. However, the evaluation does not assess the potential impacts the project 
flows and altered sediment loading and transport regime will have on the receiving water's 
existing condition, including potential downstream erosion. Water Board staff finds the project 
applicant has not met SWDS numeric criteria 4.B; therefore, the City should not exempt the 
project from adhering to 4.A. If the applicant can not adequately demonstrate the project will not 
have erosive effects to the Reclamation Ditch or change the sediment forming regimes, the 
project must mitigate for potential impacts to flows and sediment forming regimes by adhering to 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

Y Recycled Paper 

mailto:courtg@ci.salinas.ca.us
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/ccnlralcoast
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to support the conclwsionlh,~!(:$/s,,prpJ~t'ivU{i,tra\(e'l1Ydrotogic and water quality impacts that are 
considered less than'CUl)1l.lli11tlvely c6ns[1.Jer.atile. . .. ' '.\:, w, 

Impacts O!'l Receiving ,Vl,lc1terflg',t9r,e,;l!!:fpf"!~eri).;ents - The DEIR does not adequately assess 
the impact prqjecl Wll[,;!l'l~~e om,(fgl~r,!/,'rf~l:iJ'lrd e•f,forts proposed by the MCWRA in the 
"Reclamati.on Ditch watersbea As~esslfl!'!lit:ai:i1l/ManagementStrategy." MCWRA has outlined 
future management pradliqes 10' rti,yitafi"'.e 111'r¢ 1:5•7' S"QUafe•mlle watersl'ied running from its 
headwaters in the Gabilamf~ange doWn:lr:i tbe enrranQetto Moss Landing Harbor. If the City 
approves this project that will ooritrlbUte 'higher .,vofurnes of water, with faster rates and longer 
durations, to the Reclamati1;>1J Dftpb, :the 'N1.Q~RAW,fll h;;ive to mitigate to an .even greater extent 
when conducting revltali:za'ilo~ work wilhln this react,' of the Reclamation Ditch. The FEIR 
should consider the potential.impacts this projectmay'have on Reclamation Ditch management 
strategies proposed by the MCWRA. 

Effects of Reduced Infiltration - The project proposes detaining stormwater runoff, but 
proposes~vety mlnimar-retetilion-ofTunoff:-Wilfioufeonsioering how changes lo • the infiltration 
may impact the Reclamation Ditch. The project applicant states that stormwater retention is not 
feasible because of the soil types existing at the site. However, the project site likely has some 
existing recharge value. By adding impervious surface to 85 to 90 percent of the 257-acre site, 
the hydrology will likely change, affecting recharge and any baseflow contribution to the 

https://Reclamati.on
mailto:8,ePl~JJfatlppc�J.ipj\�G!l:ff'!~l:lf:i~�d~1@fl
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Courtney Grossman - 3 - August 31, 2009 

Reclamation Ditch. The DEIR does not account for any possible impacts, nor presents 
compelling evidence, that no impact will occur from reduced infiltration opportunities al the 
project site. 

If we may clarify any of our comments or be of further assistance, please contact Tamara 
Presser at (805) 549-3334, or email Tpresser@waterboards.ca.qov through September 15, 
2009 and then contact Jennifer Epp at (805) 594-6181 or Phil Hammer at (805) 549-3882. 

Sincerely, 

/t ~ 
,~iggs 
Executive Officer 

cc: (by electronic mail) 

Darla Inglis: dinqlis@lowimpactdevelopment.org 
Denise Estrada: den'isee@:ci.salinas.ca.us 
Carl Niizawa: catln@cl.salinas.ca.us 
Jorge Dl,lran: jduran@rja•gps.com 
Arminta Jensen: ajensen@rla-gps.com 
Manuel Quezada: gu.ezadam@co.monterey.ca.us 
Mark D'Avignon: mark:r.d'avignon@usace.army.mil 
Robert Smith: Robert.F$mith@usace.army.mil 
Cameron Johnson: Cameron.L.Johnson@usace.army.mil 

cc: (by regular mail) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
San Frarncisco District 
Regulatory Section 
1455 Market St., Floor 17 
San Francisco, CA 94103-1368 

S:\CEQA\Comment Letters\Monterey County\Salinas Ag lnduslrial Center dEIR comments.doc 

mailto:Cameron.L.Johnson@usace.army.mil
mailto:Robert.F$mith@usace.army.mil
mailto:mark:r.d'avignon@usace.army.mil
mailto:gu.ezadam@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:ajensen@rla-gps.com
https://jduran@rja�gps.com
mailto:catln@cl.salinas.ca.us
mailto:den'isee@:ci.salinas.ca.us
mailto:dinqlis@lowimpactdevelopment.org
mailto:Tpresser@waterboards.ca.qov


SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER 

Responses to Comments from CR WQCB 

1. The referenced June l 7, 2009 Sediment Transport Assessment and 'Evaluation Salinas Ag­

Industrial Center prepared by the consulting firm ENGEO Incorporated (ENGEO) was 

prepared to evaluate the erosion potential of the downstream receiving water from the 

proposed project and recommend if the project conditions meet the City of Salinas 

Stormwater Design Standards Section 1.5.3.4. In this report, ENGEO found that: 

The Reclamation Ditch is a trapezoidal-engineered earthen channel that lacks the 

geomorphic characteristics of a natural fluvial system. The Reclamation Ditch does 

not contain geomorphic features such as floodplain terraces or channel sinuosity, 

which facilitate sediment transport in natural channels. There is no natural sediment 

balance or natural sediment regime in the Reclamation Ditch. 

The gradient of the channel is too flat to support the transport of the majority of 

sediment regimes likely to occur in the system based on obtained information 

regarding longitudinal channel gradient. 

From site reconnaissance, confirmation that the channel is in a state of sediment 

aggradation, even after smaller storm events. 

Aggravation of downstream erosion by the proposed project is highly unlikely 

because the proposed project's receiving water, the Reclamation Ditch, is globally 

dominated by depositional sediment transport processes. 

Based on sediment transport equilibrium calculations performed in the report, it is 

expected that an increase in channel flow rates of approximately 100% would be 

required before the channel would approach an "equilibrium" sediment transport 

state, where concerns about aggravation of downstream erosion would begin to 

become relevant. 

Given these findings, the channel will remain globally dominated by depositional processes 

and periodic downstream dredging of the channel will still be required in order for the 

channel to operate as a water -conveyance system after the proposed project is 

implemented. Because the channel is operating so far below sediment transport 

equilibrium conditions, and because the channel has not been constructed with the 

geomorphic characteristics of a natural fluvial system, numeric modeling is not needed to 

demonstrate compliance in terms ofhydromodification standards. 

Moreover, the reduction of current sediment loads through the land conversion that would 

result from the proposed project will improve water quality in the Reclamation Ditch and 

reduce potentially detrimental sediment loads relative to existing conditions. The 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

implementation of the proposed project will eliminate the discharge of sediment particles 

associated with existing farming activities. The result should thus be overall lower turbidity 

and lower total suspended solids levels downstream of the proposed project, which would 

benefit the Reclamation Ditch and Monterey Bay aquatic habitat and decrease the 

frequency of dredging operations in the receiving waters of Moss Landing Harbor. 

Storm water runoff from the proposed project was analyzed with regard to its potential 

impact on downstream conditions. The proposed project area sequentially drains into two 

proximate regional detention basins, which serve to buffer the impact of inflows on the 

downstream drainage system. As detailed in the City's Stormwater Master Plan (CDM, 

2004) and Figure I 2 of the draft program EIR, the proposed project area drains into the 

nearby Reclamation Ditch at the inlet of Heinz Lake. From the outlet of Heinz Lake, the 

Reclamation Ditch runs approximately 3 ¼ miles further to Carr Lake before continuing 

further downstream. Carr Lake serves as a regional detention basin, which reduces 

discharge in the downstream portion of the Reclamation Ditch during large watershed 

flows. This volumetric buffer effect is facilitated at the outlet of Carr Lake, the Main Street 

culvert, which restricts the flow rate coming out of Carr Lake. Carr Lake is normally a dry 

agricultural area and fills with stormwater during significant storm events and as such 

serves a vital role in both flood and erosion control in the region. 

Given this downstream hydrology, the stormwater impacts of the proposed project's 

volumetric flow were analyzed (using the unsteady-state HEC-RAS regional model 

developed by Monterey County Water Resource Agency) by its modeled increase in water 

surface elevation of Heinz Lake and Carr Lake, and the increase in modeled flow in the 

Reclamation Ditch between Heinz Lake and Carr Lake (John Street), at the Carr Lake 

outlet (Main Street) and further downstream (San Jon Road) as shown in Table 2, 

Appendix I of the draft EIR: 

Table 2 Potential Impacts of the Proposed Project on Regional 100-Y ear Flood 

Conditions 

Location Existing Condition Increase Unit 

Heinz Lake Stage 56.612 -0.002 feet 

John Street Flow 869.6 -0.17 cubic feet/ second 

Carr Lake Stage 45.308 0.001 feet 

Main Street Flow 1219.4 0.1 cubic feet/ second 

San Jon Road Flow 1153.5 0.2 cubic feet/ second 

With the site BMP mitigations proposed for the 25 7-acre proposed project, it can be seen 

that there is actually a slight decrease in volume driven peak conditions during the regional 
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100-year flood as indicated by the reduction in peak stage in Heinz Lake and peak flow at 

John Street. The evaluation indicates Carr Lake peak stage increasing by only 0.001 feet 

and peak downstream flows increasing by less than two hun_dredths of a percent. From 

these results, and that of the qualitative downstream sedimentation analysis, both the 

Preliminary Hydrology and Hydraulics Study and the Salinas-Ag Industrial Center Draft 

Program EIR concluded that the impact from proposed project flows and sediment 

reduction are less than significant. 

Volumetric proposed project flows are further discussed in detail in response #2 below. 

With regard to compliance with the City of Salinas Storrnwater Development Standards 

(SWDS), the City reviewed the proposed project for compliance with the noted 

Storrnwater Development Standards criteria 4A and 4B in context of the feasibility of 

application of Storrnwater Development Standards 4A and B to the proposed project, the 

hydromoclification mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, and the net post-project 

impact on downstream hydrology. 

ENGEO provided an extensive qualitative analysis that proposed project flow peaks would 

not cause downstream erosion impacts. Although the assessment of did not incorporate 

sediment transport modeling, it would be reasonable to conclude from this analysis that 

such would not be needed to meet the intent of the SWDS criteria 4B. Reasons for this 

conclusion include: 

a. Other jurisdictions with hydromodification mitigation requirements that have been 

adopted include provisions for exempting certain areas from hydromodification 

mitigation procedures where it can be demonstrated by a qualitative assessment that 

meeting a prescriptive quantitative requirement is not necessary, such as enclosed 

pipes, hardened channels, and channels which are aggrading, i.e., consistently 

subject to accumulation over decades and with no inclicators of erosion on the 

channel banks. 

b. There is no natural secliment balance or natural secliment regime in the Reclamation 

Ditch. The system has areas of erosion and sedimentation which have been 

mechanically maintained. The system is not natural as it is primarily a constructed 

trapezoidal earthen ditch which is maintained devoid of vegetation to maintain flood 

control conveyance capacity. Sediment transport into the system has been impacted 

by modification of the floodplains along natural creeks upstream from Carr Lake; 

however,- the subject-property -is not.along-a natural sediment carrying.creek-Prior to 

construction of the Reclamation Ditch (which allowed the property to be farmed), no 

sediment from the proposed project area would have eroded and reached Moss 

Landing. Reduction of transport of very fine sediments from the existing project site, 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

as may be expected upon its conversion from agricultural to industrial uses, will 

benefit the system because these sediments would likely remain in suspension until 

the flows reach the man-made Moss Landing Harbor where velocities may be low 

enough to allow settling and require dredging. 

The application of the alternative requirement, SWDS criteria 4A, is not a reasonable 

option for this proposed project. Unlike hydromodification criteria adopted in Santa Clara 

Valley or Contra Costa County, SWDS criteria 4.A does not include a low flow threshold, 

and therefore may not be practicable. For example, the Santa Clara VaJJey permit allows 

for increased duration of discharges at rates less than 10 percent of the pre-project 2-year 

peak discharge or greater than the pre-project 10-year peak discharge. Without a low flow 

threshold, only onsite retention and percolation could meet the criterion of SWDS criteria 

4.A. Based on the geotechnical report conclusions, adequate onsite retention and 

percolation is not feasible; therefore, the SWDS criteria 4A requirement without a low 

flow threshold exceeds the maximum extent practicable standard. The low flow threshold 

adopted in Santa Clara Valley may be appropriate for natural streams for which it is 

intended, but may not be appropriate for the man-made system through Salinas. 

The proposed project includes low impact development BMPs with detention volumes 

similar to that which would be required to meet Santa Clara Valley hydromodification 

mitigation requirements, but uses a discrete storm analysis in lieu of using a long-duration 

simulation to demonstrate function. The use of discrete storm analysis such as that 

performed by RBF Consulting is more appropriate for local conditions than flow duration 

curves used in the review of long duration simulation because of the sensitive nature of the 

Reclamation Ditch to the timing of flows released from the site. 

Storm water Development Standard Section 4 basicaJJy requires that the proposed project 

be implemented using appropriate hydromodification mitigation procedures or 

demonstrate that the proposed project flows will not cause erosion in the downstream 

streams, creeks, or rivers. For this proposed project, the applicant has essentially met both 

of these options and further demonstrated no significant downstream impacts using 

extensive regional modeling. As such, it the City of Salinas accepts that the proposed 

project meets the requirements of SWDS section 4. 

2. The statement that the proposed project proposes to increase peak runoff rates by 61 

percent over the existing condition does not accurately describe the potential impact of the 

proposed project. The potential impact of the proposed project on runoff rate, volumes and 

durations may be better understood by viewing these graphically. Charts 1 and 2 illustrate 

discharge rates and velocities in the 72-inch outfall pipe to the Reclamation Ditch during a 

10O-year storm event. These graphs show that proposed discharges are higher at some 

points and lower at other points during the design storm. 
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Chart 1: Discharge to Reclamation Ditch 
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Chart 2: Velocity in Outfall to Reclamation Ditch 
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The potential for increased discharges to cause significant erosive effects to the 

Reclamation Ditch depends on the duration of high velocity discharges. In that discharge 

velocities never exceed five feet per second (fps) during the 100-year event, and only 

exceed 4 fps for a short period during the 1DO-year event, high velocity discharges are not a 

significant factor. Based on the durations that velocities are above two fps during a JOO­

year event, it can readily be concluded that even potential mildly erosive discharge 

velocities are rare, short duration occurrences that would not measurably contribute to 

sediment loading. Therefore, no additional mitigation other than the onsite detention 

being proposed should be necessary to mitigate for this potentially significant impact. 

To understand the potential significance of hydromodification of this site, it should be 

understood that delaying runoff from the site [even if there is no increase in the volume of 

runoff as is typically the case with the implementation of low impact design (LID) 

measures] is not necessarily beneficial to the regional drainage system because delayed 

releases can actually cause local peaks to more closely coincide with the timing of system­

wide peak flows. Chart 3 illustrates discharge and stage hydrographs in the Reclamation 

Ditch near the 72-inch outfall. 

Chart 3: Reclamation Ditch Stage and Discharge Hydrograph 
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At the time of peak discharge in the 100-year event in the Reclamation Ditch (hour 50), the 

proposed condition discharge from the 72-inch outfall is lower than the existing condition. 

At the time of peak stage in the Reclamation Ditch in the 100-year event (hour 74) there is 

no discharge from the 72-inch outfall because backwater blocks outflow. 

To mitigate for the added impervious area on the site, a system with multiple detention 

facilities with outflow regulated by orifices and weirs is proposed. The detention basins 

would permit percolation of runoff, but the system analysis was performed assuming that 

there would be no infiltration. The inconsistent layers of silt, clays, and dense sands 

preclude the ability to establish sustainable percolation rates for design, though some 

amount of percolation will occur. The proposed site includes over 55 acre-feet of detention 

storage capacity. This is much more than the existing site which has about 18 acre-feet of 

effective detention based on existing topography and 24-inch outlet. The proposed 55 acre­

feet corresponds to approximately 0.24 acre-feet of detention capacity for each proposed 

impervious acre and that the site proposes to add. This is about 37 acre-feet of detention 

storage, or 0.16 acre-feet per impervious acre over the existing condition. Detention 

storage of about 0.16 acre-feet per impervious acre is typical for hydromodification 

management measures designed to meet Santa Clara Valley or Contra Costa County 

requirements. The proposed detention system was developed to limit impacts on the 

receiving waters. Therefore, it would be reasonable to assume that the proposed project 

includes sufficient detention capacity to mitigate for hydromodification impacts to the 

maximum extent practicable. 

3. The project site is south of the current City of Salinas boundary, and is to be annexed. 

There are currently no plans for development either with the Crty of Salinas or the County 

of Monterey upstream (south) of the proposed project along the Reclamation Ditch. 

Storrnwater development impact downstream within the City is addressed in the City's 

2007 Supplemental General Plan EIR. Most notable is the plan for development in the 

City's Future Growth Area which lies north and upstream of Carr Lake. In the 

Supplemental General Plan EIR the planned mitigation approach for the Future Growth 

Area is described in detail and projects no net additional storrnwater flows up to the 100 

year storm event. As such, no additional impact is seen for Carr Lake. 

All other anticipated growth in the City of Salinas would primarily be infill and 

redevelopment. Given the City's Stormwater Development Standards, the expected net 

impact of redevelopment on stormwater flow and quality would be a decrease in flow and 
--~-----·•- -- -

an improvementin water-quaiity .•• 

4. The draft program EIR notes that the Monterey County Water Resource Agency 

(MCWRA) has a draft Reclamation Ditch Watershed Impact Fee/Nexus Study Summary 
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Report. MCWRA plans for future Reclamation Ditch improvements that increase its 

hydraulic capacity and considers a build out scenario of future development within the 

City and Monterey County's per their respective general plans. Fees collected by MCWRA 

for this and future projects will be used towards the Reclamation Ditch. The future 

planned efforts of MCWRA for improvements to the Reclamation Ditch are based on 

hydrological analysis that assumes complete build out of the City and County General 

Plans within the Reclamation Ditch watershed with no assumed development volumetric 

mitigation for flood control. While this approach is understandably conservative given 

MCWRA's public charge for flood control, it is not reflective of mitigation measures 

anticipated of future development. It is also anticipated that the new pending County 

General Plan will show less development in the Reclamation Ditch Watershed. Therefore, 

there will likely be lower volumes and rates in the Reclamation Ditch Watershed than 

anticipated in the MCWRA planning studies. As such, it is not anticipated that the 
MCWRA plans for improvements will change as a result of this proposed project. 

5. Overall, the existing site percolation and recharge value is negligible. However, all 

available pervious areas are proposed for use to promote surface water percolation. The 

proposed project geotechnical report presents the results of extensive soil testing performed 

to confirm the Plan Area's percolation value and to develop an accurate soil profile over 

the Plan Area. The proposed project soil report concluded that existing soil conditions 

allow for small percolation quantities. However, available percolation "pockets" at specific 

locations per the geotechnical report will be used to maximize surface water infiltration. 

Examples of this include directing roof leaders and other concentrated water to specific 

locations with higher percolation rates per the geotechnical report. 

As indicated in response #2 above, low impact development BMP bioretention features 
will be used that include a significant amount of detention, with enough volume to meet 

typical hydromodification management requirements of other regions. These BMPs 

include low flow orifices and will be configured to promote contact time of detained flows 

with site soils. Because the bottom of these BMPs will be in cut, detained flows will likely 

have better opportunity to percolate into soils with higher sand concentrations, and 

therefore higher infiltration rates, than encountered in the clay soils on the surface. 

However, soils conditions and infiltration rates are highly variable both spatially within the 

site, and over time. 

As a conservative measure, no infiltration is assumed in the stormwater runoff calculations 

for the evaluation of off-site impacts. However, it is likely that a significant portion of the 

volume of frequent rain events will be retained by the bioretention BMPs and either 

infiltrated or released through evapotranspiration. 

Impacts to groundwater supplies are addressed in the water supply section of the draft 

program EIR. 
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August 27, 

Mr..·Courtney Cirossman 
City ofSalinas 
Community Development Department 
65 West Alisa! Street 
Salinas, CA 9390 I 

SUBJECT: SALINAS AG-l'NDlJSTRIAL CENTER DRAFT EIR - CQMMENTS 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

Monterey County Water Resources Agene-y(Agency) appreciates tbe opportunity to commenton 

J ' the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center Draft EIR. The project lies entirely within unincorporated 
Monterey County and the 157 si:iuure-mile Reclamation Ditch (Ditch) watershed area. 

This Agency's mission is to manage, protect, and enhance the. quantity and quality of water 11nd 
provide specified flood comrol services for present and future generations Jiving in Monterey 
County. We operate and maintain the Ditch, whichprovides critical flood protection for most of 
the City of Salinas (City) and surrounding,areas, and receives all the surface runoff from the 
project area. The Ditch was originally .constructed circa J 917 and was :not designed 10 any 
specific criteria. 

We are currently working with the City to develop long-term solutions aod to mitigate any 
immediate impacts that would result from increased peak flows and volumes in the system. The 
County is drafting an impact fee ordinanc.e based on new impervious surfaces within the 
watershed, which will mitigate any resulting impacts. These efforts will maintain the existing 
level of protection within the system. The City is expected to pass a similar ordinance, 

We respectfully request the following comments be addressed in the final EJR document. 

Appendix I 

According to the reports in Appendix I of the draft EIR, the on-site drainage system will use 
detention and not retention because the soils on the site arc not able to percolate additional runoff 
into the ground in a timely manner. Detention and release of the on-site drainage waters allows 

Monlcrey County Water Resources Agency munngcs, protects, uncl enhance::. the quontily nnc.J quality of water nnd 
pwviclc~ spl.'cificd flood control service~ for prescnl nmJ future gcncrntlons of Mo,ncrev CounlY 
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the additional runoff generated by the proposed project to enter the Ditch and to use that system 
to further store and transport that additional runoff to the Pacific Ocean. 

The undocumented cover memo in Appendix I states that there is no significant impact to 
maximum water surface elevations or maximum discharges in the Ditch. But the additional 
runoff volume sent to the Ditch system over the next two plus days after the end of a 72-hour, 
l00-year storm, reduces the ability of the Ditch system to handle any additional runoff events 
and thus, increases the risk of failure in the Ditch system. 

A review of the Appendices to the RJA report ·'Preliminary Hydrology & Hydraulics Study" 
located in Appendix I indicated that of the 55 plus acre-feet of needed storage on the site, more 
than 16 acre-feet were still in use two days after the end of the 72-hour, 100-year storm. This 
remaining storage also increases the risk to the Ditch system because additional storm events will 
not necessarily experience dry detention basins as was assumed for as the initial condition of the 
detention basins for the analysis of the 72-hour, I00-year storm event. 

The impacts to the Reclamation Ditch system are: disposal of additional runoff to that system 
and the slow emptying time of the on-site runoff. Both these impacts place an additional risk of 
failure on the Ditch system. 

The Agency recommends that the additional runoff volume be retained on site. The Preliminary 
Hydrology & Hydraulics Study should be updated for the DEIR to analyze alternative methods 
for on-site stormwater retention. If on-site retention facilities are not feasible or if there are no 
feasible alternative methods, the Agency recommends adding a mitigation measure requiring the 
applicant to pay an impact fee to Water Resources Agency, 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft EIR. If you have any questions, 
please contact Mr. Manuel L. Quezada at (831) 755-4860. 

·.~1{-(_·-· 
eeks /~ 

General Manager 
Monterey County Water Resources Agency 

Cc: Mike Novo. Planning Director, Monterey County RMA 
Manuel L. Quezada. MCWRA 
Carl Niizawa PE. Deputy City Engineer. City of Salinas 
Dave Foote PE. Schaaf & Wheeler Consultants 
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Responses to Commentsfrom MCWRA 

1. This response addresses the entirety of the MCWRA comment letter. 

The analysis of impact for the additional post-project storrnwater flow into the 

Reclamation Ditch focused on possible impacts to flood control during modeled I DO-year 

flood conditions. While the description of additional flow in the Reclamation Ditch is 

acknowledged and with it some incremental risk noted, it does not rise to the level of 

significance for the CEQA analysis. Detailing all risks associated with implementation of 

the proposed project is considered beyond the scope of the EIR. 

Please also refer to the responses to the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control 

Board letter of August 31, 2009, particularly responses #2, #4, and #5, which provide 

additional, more detailed, analysis of the proposed project's drainage system and effects of 

the project on the Reclamation Ditch. 

J 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
50 HIGU6RA STREET 
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415 
PHONE (SOS) 549-3101 
PAX (805) 549-3077 
TOO (805) 549-3239 

Flu )'CMlr powllr.'http:11www dot ca gov/disr0.5/ B~ •nr,-gy d/flcl1n// 

August 3I, 2009 

Courtney Grossman 
City of Salinas Plannin11; Department 
65 West Alisa! Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

COMMENTS TO SALINAS AG-INDUSTRIAL CENTER-UNIKOOL-DRAFT EIR 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5, Development Review, has 
reviewed the above referenced project and offers the following comments in response to your 
summary of transportation-related impacts_ 

Due to the size ofthis development, Caltrans does not believe that the existing roadway networlc, nor 
any mitigation disc1.1SScd in the Draft BIR, will adequately accommodate the project's impacts. 
Further, based upon the data in the Draft EIR and our experience in these matters, we feel that the 
unmitigated impacts will be to the detriment of the transportation network in the area, including but 
not limited to, the State Highway System. 

I. Antjcipated Gridlock to Southern Spljp@§ Traffic Grid. Figure l4 of the trip aeneration report 
indicates that the project will generaic 16,219 new daily trips. Of those, 51839 trips arc heavy­
truck trips. Just for perspective, assuming a perfectly even distribution of trucks in a 24-bour 
period, this equates to: 

-5,839 trucks per day 
-243 trucks per hour 
- 4 trucks per minute 

2. Lack of Discussion Reaardin& ANew lnterchanac. While it is not the responsibility of Caltrans 
to identify mitigation ;J!t=matives for development-related impacts, what we do notice and bring 
to yow attention now fa the lack of discussion in the mitigation documents of a potential new 
interchange to serve the needs of the project. Un.demandably, one project would typically not 
warrant a mitigation finding of a new interchange: however, considering fuc scope, size, and 
impact of the Salinas Ag Center, it is fitting to take a close look at such a project. Caltrans 
requests that the City of Salinas, the Tnmspon.ation AietlCY for Monterey County (TAMC), m,d 
project consultants discuss further the opportunities this project has to mitigate its specifi.c 
impacts, to include the alternative of a new interchange. 

"CIJ/trans impf(JVOII mobl/jty IICl'OIIII c,Ji/"omi•. 
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3. Airport'R;gadlnterobange. 'The 0lll'l'entdesign·for•the nc:wA.cjiyort ~oail,Int=rclwl1wwas not 
intended to accommoda~ the levels oftl'affic being proposed by'thls project Ciilinms has 
starltid the effort to identify the amount of trips fro111 Uniko:ol wbicb will ~ceed the desiil! 
capacity. This effort willmor.e,atrcurately provide a baseline.to detennlne impacts lltld 
appropriate mitigation.111 this location. The size ofthe Unikool project, wit!wut.11 m11re effective 
mitigation package, co]l]d.in factnejate any of the benefits of'the newly constructed Airport 
lnterchan.ge project. This will be a detriment to the existing businesses ·llil:d mototj~ currently 
needing traffic rolief at this location. 

4, Cumulative F9e Programs vs.,Pr9ject Spcolfic Mitigation. Caltrans•luis·collS!stently stllted that 
particlp11tion in.the '.'tAMC Reiglonal Developmcntlmpa9LFee '.Program is con~idered,sufficient 
to m.itiiate cumulative im.pacts ofnew development. Where oo~ion,seehu;:to 'exist iif'th'e 
Dnut ElR ls the polntinJi to 'r.AMC'·s ~gional Fee program fcfr mifi.l~ti)lg yOUr pri!Ject•speoific 
impacts, which is incorrect. 

5. Ramp Merge end Diverge Analysis Methodolo,gy. We hav.e noted in the:I,rid't'EIR thattamp 
Levels ofServiae '(LOS) w.er.e detennined using numerous ideal llSSumptions½which were 
seemingly intended for "preliminary planningpiupcises only" .(Note #l, Appendix A4 ). The 
complex characteristics ofth1;::State Highway System in this area ca!Linto question the use of 
these wumptions in the detennination of en accurate LOS. Caltrans requests that the ramp 
LOS be n:computcd to include characteristlcs thatreflect existing conditions of the 
surro1111ding corridor (e.g., .heavy truok use, ramp geometries, aqjac!:'ntrl!lllps distance and 
flow, cic.). This analysis shouldaclhere to Chapter 25 ofthe Highway Capacity Manual, 
which provides a meuurc ,of effe.ctiv.eness and a eonsistimt methodology. 

6. Caltrans Priority Io Protoct State .Faciljtjcs. As stated. in pre~ious correspondimce, Caltrl!llS 
suppom d1W;:lopmcritthat is consistent with State: plmuring priorities intended to pr.omotc: equil)'., 
strengthen the economy, protect the environment, andcpromote public:healtb and .saf"ty. Thi~ 
includes working with 1ocaljurisdictions to en!lll!'e.the transportation system accommodates 
interr~gional end local ml)torist tn1vc:l HoweYer, in light oflhe sigolncant impact, crc:ated by 
this project and the Jack of adequate mitigation, .we are poised ·to talce steps necessary to :pre,tect 
the traveling public on the State Highway System and work to avoid Highway 10I mainline 
gridlock in the South Salinu area, An example ofpossible .steps we may need to take is the 
phasing in of operational strategies such as ramp metering at critical highway nodes. 

7. Continued Plannjng Effort Necessary. For the reasons stated above, Caltrans does not believe 
that the Draft EIR adcquatc:ly addresses mitigation for the project's specific impacts, nor has 
sufficient justification for overriding conaideratiOIIS been made. We look forward to working 
with you to resolve these critical issues. Staff from Cllltrans Planning and Traffic Operations arc: 
available to participate in meetings (in person or via conference call) to the extent necessary to 
m!il.eUhese..i,:oals. 

"Ca.lcrar,d 1/DprovtJ~ mobilJJ.y UC1"0# CM.lllorniii" 
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If you have any question5, or need further clarification on items discussed above, please don't 
hesitate to call me at (805) 542-4 751. 

Associate Transportation Planner 
District 5 Development Review Coordinator 

cc: Mike Zeller (TAMC) 
Rick Sauerwien (MonCoDPW) 
John Doughty (AMBAG) 
Kate McKenna (LAFCO) 
Mark McCumscy (05) 
David Silberberger (DS) 

"Ca/r.rans; impro~ mobj/ity aC1"0.»'.11 Californ.UJ" 

https://Californ.UJ
https://aC1"0.�'.11
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Responses to Comments from Ca/trans 

1. The comment does not require a response per se. But to clarify, as presented in Figure 14 

of the draft_program EIR, at Plan Area build out, an estimated 5,839 truck trip ends would 

be generated. Thus, assuming a truck arrives and departs (i.e., two trip ends) the Plan Area 

in a 24,hour period, the proposed project will generate 2,920 trucks daily. Daily trip 

estimates were not used to identify impacts. 

2. The commenter correctly notes that an individual project does not typically generate the 

need for a new freeway interchange. The draft program EIR identifies impacts and 

mitigation measures consistent with the improvements identified in the City of Salinas 

Traffic Fee Ordinance (TFO) Program and the Transportation Agency for Monterey 

County (T AMC) Regional Development Fee Program. 

The transportation impact analysis (TIA) for the proposed project (Appendix K of the draft 

program EIR) includes evaluation of Year 2030 Cumulative Conditions without and with 

a U.S. Highway 101/Harris Road interchange located south of the Harris Road and 

Abbott Street intersection. As discussed in the TIA, construction of this interchange would 

shift existing and future traffic from the nearest existing U.S. Highway 101 interchanges 

(e.g., Sanborn Road, Airport Boulevard, and Abbott Street). The ramp junctions, ramp 

intersections, and adjacent local streets at these interchanges would operate better if the 

Harris Road interchange were constructed. However, construction of the new interchange 

would increase traffic along Harris Road south of Abbott Street and Spreckels Avenue 

between Hatton Avenue and State Route 68, which would require additional 

improvements at the State Route 68 and Spreckels Avenue interchange. 

As discussed in response #3 below, consistent with Cal trans' suggestion, the City, 

Caltrans, T AMC, and Monterey County have held meetings and conference calls after the 

close of the draft program EIR public review period in an effort to refine mitigation 

measures included in the draft program EIR. 

3. The mitigation approach for potential impacts of the proposed project at the U.S. Highway 

101/ Airport Road, U.S. Highway 101/ Abbott Street, and U.S. Highway IOI/Sanborn 

interchanges and at U.S. Highway !OJ/Hartnell Road has been refined to clarify with 

more precision how potential Plan Area build out impacts at these locations can be 

. mitigated to a less than significant level. To facilitate this process, the City, Caltrans, and 

TAMC held meetings and conference calls, and refined traffic analyses after the close of 

the draft program EIR public review period. The outcome of the consultations is a "letter 

of intent" (LOI) to Caltrans prepared by the City. The LOI identifies specific physical 

improvements needed and actions to be taken to mitigate project specific impacts. It also 
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identifies the mechanisms that will be used to fund the improvements and actions. The 

LOI and documentation to support it is included in this final program EIR as Appendix A. 

The improvements described in the LOl at the U.S. Highway IOI/Airport Road and U.S. 

Highway IOI/Sanborn interchanges will be funded through the City's TFO. Prior to City 

Council deliberations regarding the proposed project approvals, the City Council will 

consider approving an update of the TFO. Among the updates would be the inclusion of 

the specific improvements listed in the LOI needed to mitigate impacts at these 

interchanges. The master developer and/or future project developers/users would then be 

able to mitigate their incremental project impacts by paying the City's TFO impact fee. 

The improvements would be constructed in a timely manner as needed to mitigate 

impacts. 

Project impacts at the U.S. Highway IOI/Abbott Street interchange would be mitigated by 

requiring the applicant to evaluate, fund, and install metering lights on the southbound 

Abbott Street on-ramp to U.S. Highway I 01. Actions needed to implement this mitigation 

will be required as conditions of approval of the final Master Parcel Map. 

Project impacts at U.S. Highway IOI/Hartnell Road would be mitigated by requiring the 

applicant to fund analyses needed to accelerate TAMC's ability to construct improvements 

in this area that will mitigate the impacts. These improvements are already programmed as 

part of the TAMC Regional Development Fee Program and would be implemented using 

funds collected through that program. Actions needed to implement this mitigation will be 

required as conditions of approval of the final Master Parcel Map. 

Regarding the comment about U.S. Highway 10I/Airport Road interchange, as specified 

in the LOI, reconstruction of the planned Phase I interchange improvements, widening of 

the southbound U.S. Highway 101 off-ramp storage to Airport Boulevard, and intersection 

modifications at Airport Boulevard/Terven Avenue would mitigate project level traffic 

impacts. Therefore, no detrimental effects to existing businesses or motorists are 

anticipated once the interchange modifications are complete. 

The refinement of mitigation actions identified in the LOI is reflected in a number of 

changes to the text of Section 2.10, Transportation and Circulation, of the draft program 

EIR. None of the refinements result in new direct significant environmental impacts, nor 

result in a substantial increase in the severity of any environmental impact identified in the 

draft program EIR. In some cases, impacts that were defined as significant and potentially 

unavoidable will now be rrritigated to a less than significant level as a result of the 

refinements. Implementation of the refined mitigation measures is not expected to result in 

impacts that would not already be expected for future improvements to related facilities to 

be undertaken by the City, County, and/or Caltrans and TAMC through their respective 
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transportation improvement programs. Such effects will be considered in detail .in CEQA 

processes to be conducted for the individual improvement projects. 

As part of its effort to refine project specific mitigation requirements, the City, in 

collaboration with the applicant's traffic consultant, further examined improvements 

needed at several other intersections and road segments -under the control of the City 

and/or the County, The puzpose was to differentiate between improvements needed to 

specifically mitigate project specific build out impacts relative to those needed to mitigate 

impacts under the Background Plus Project Build Out scenario. Changes to the text of 

Section 2. 10, Traffic and Circulation, of the draft program EIR were also made for this 

purpose and to update level of service conditions associated with the changes. None of 

these refinements/ changes result in new significant environmental impacts from the 

proposed project or from implementation of the refined mitigation measures, nor would 

the refinements/ changes result in a substantial increase in the severity of any 

environmental impact, 

Caltrans also commented that use of the T AMC fee to mitigate project specific impacts is 

not appropriate, as that program is designed to mitigate impacts of cumulative 

development on the regional road network. In response, changes have been made in 

Section 2. 10, Traffic and Circulation, of the draft program EIR to eliminate reference to 

the TAMC fee as appropriate mitigation for project specific impacts, There is one 

exception, The County feels that use of the TAMC fee is an appropriate mitigation 

mechanism for impacts on road segment #3a as identified in the TIA and described in 

Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR, of this final program EIR, 

None of the refinements/changes result in new significant environmental impacts from the 

proposed project or from implementation of the refined mitigation measures, nor would 

the refinements/ changes result in a substantial increase in the severity of any 

environmental impact already described in the draft program EIR. 

4. The master developer and/or individual project developers/users will pay the TAMC 

impact fees to contribute towards regional roadway improvements needed to address 

impacts of cumulative developments. Some of these improvements will not be constructed 

before the anticipated build out of the Plan Area, To address near-term project specific 

impacts on regional facilities of specific concern to Caltrans, the City has prepared a LOI 

as described in response #3 above, The LOI will facilitate funding and construction of 

improvements that mitigate impacts on those facilities, thereby expediting near-term 

congestion relief 

5. Per Caltrans request, City staff and the applicant's traffic consultant provided Caltrans 

with additional technical analysis under four scenarios: Existing, Existing plus Phase 1, 
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Background, and Background plus Project Build Out, for six U.S. Highway 101 ramp 

merge-diverge locations that address factors associated with sub-standard design and heavy 

truck traffic. Caltrans did not request analyses for cumulative conditions. These near-term 

improvements address closely spaced ramp junction operations at Sanborn Road to 

northbound U.S. Highway 101 and Abbott Street to southbound U.S. Highway 101 with 

ramp metering, and a widened southbound U.S. Highway 101 off-ramp to address queuing 

onto southbound U.S. Highway 101 at the Airport Boulevard/Terven Avenue 

intersection. No additional impacts were identified. Please refer back to response #3 above 

for a discussion of the refinement of mitigation actions needed to mitigate the identified 

impacts. 

6. The comment is acknowledged. As noted in response #3 above, the City is proposing to 

fund and construct near-term improvements at existing interchanges to improve operations 

and to provide additional vehicle capacity. Ramp metering to control mainline flow at the 

U.S. Highway 101/Abbott Street interchange is part of the refined mitigation approach 

that would be implemented as discussed in the LOI. 

7. The draft program EIR includes a comprehensive list of mitigation measures to address 

proposed project impacts. Some of these mitigations have been refined in consultation with 

Caltrans to ensure that near-term impacts on Caltrans facilities are mitigated, as described 

in response #3 above. Funding for improvements needed to mitigate project specific 

impacts will be available through payment of the City TFO program and direct funding by 

the applicant. 
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MONTEREY COUNTY 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

(83 l) 755-5025 
FAX (831)757-95 I 6 

Mr. Courtney Grossman 
65 West Alisal Street 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Dear Mr. Grossman: 

The Gounty,.,9fM01J.terey appreciates the ..op.porttmitr to comment on the BIR for Jhe Salinas Ag~ 
Industrial Center. The Gollrlty submits the followiµg comments: 

J. A tentative LAFCO m9p offuture ,mnexation should be included as .an exhibit. in the PPEJR. 
2.. On pages 2- I19, 2-120 and 2-121 ofthe Draft ProgrlUJ'l .Environm~ull Jmpact Report .(DPEIR) 

proposes'the T AMC Regional Development fee. ancl City of Salinas Traffic Fee Ordinance fees as 
mitigation for-cumulative impacts. Even though impapts have been identified and mitiga:tions 
meas11Te prqpesecl there is110 clear distinction between direct and cumulative impacts and 
apprepriate mitigation. The DPEIR.needs _te clearly distinguish betwe.en direct and cumulative 
impacts and propose mitigations for those impacts. Because these locations include Caltrans, City 
ofSalinas and County roadway facilities, implementation ofthese mitigations must be co.ordinated 
with Caltrans, City of Salinas and Cotmty. 

3. Due to the magnitude of traffic generated by the proposed project, mitigation altemativeswitb and 
without the Harris Road interchange need to b.e mentioned in the DPEIR. 

4. With or without c.ons.truction .of the Harris Road/ Highway JOI interchange there will be significant 
impacts to County Roads such as AbbotLSt,.Harris.Road, Harkins Road, Spreckels Blvd and other 
County roads that intersect with State l:ijghways. Please propose mitigation measures for direct 
and indirect impacts. 

5. Based on the Traffic Index Caloulations·cited .on page 2-148 of the DPEIR under Traffic Index 
Issues what mitigations•measures are prop.osed to alleviate damages on pavement from beavy truck 
traffic? 

6. The DPEIR identifies impacts at six Cotmty intersections and on four road segments and because 
of the magnitude ofvehick and truck traffic direct impacts should be identified and mitigated 
eitherthrough a .Countywide Traffic Impact Fee program or a fair share contribution to project 
improvements. 

Planning Services Mwiager 
Monterey County, RMA - Planning Department. 

https://betwe.en
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Responses to Comments from the MCRMA 

1. As part of the proposed project consideration process, the City and LAFCO will be 

considering annexation of the unincorporated portion of the Plan Area to the City. If the 

City conditionally approves the proposed annexation, it will then prepare and submit a 

complete Reorganization application to LAFCO. A formal annexation map will be 

prepared as part of the application, consistent with LAFCO requirements. Figure 7, 

Existing Land Use Designations, contained in the draft program EIR, shows the portions 

of the Plan Area now located within the County and which carry County land use 

designations. Figure 2-7 of the Specific Plan includes a map showing the proposed 

annexation area. Please refer to Section 4.0, Administrative Analysis Refinements, for a 

discussion of the proposed annexation boundary and reference to a current proposed 

annexation map. 

2. The draft program EIR identifies improvements needed at all impacted facilities to 

mitigate Background plus Project Build Out scenario circulation impacts. The master 

developer and/or individual project developers/users will provide funding for these 

improvements through payment of the City TFO fee, TAMC fee, and/or County fee 

should the latter then be in effect. Direct project improvements would be made along the 

project site frontage. 

Similar to the City, Caltrans, and TAMC consultation process described in response #3 to 

comments from Caltrans, the City and the County held consultations after the close of the 

draft program EIR public review period. The purpose was to discuss refinements needed to 

the mitigation approach for near-term project impacts on County transportation facilities. 

The County concurred that for the most part, near-term circulation effects on its facilities 

would be adequately mitigated by direct improvements along the Plan Area frontages and 

by mitigation refinements being made through the City's LOI with Caltrans. 

3. Please refer to response #2 to Caltrans. 

4. The applicant and/or master developer will construct and/or upgrade existing Monterey 

County intersection and roadway segments along the Plan Area frontage, which will be 

annexed to the City. These improvements include widening of Harris Road from Harris 

Place to Abbott Street to a four-lane divided arterial, and improvements to intersections on 

Abbott Street and Harris Road along the Plan Area boundary. Harkins Road roadway 

segments within Monterey County's jurisdiction will operate acceptably under Background 

plus Project Build Out conditions and Year 2030 plus Project conditions. Because the U.S. 

Highway 101/Harris Road interchange is not proposed or required as mitigation, no 
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indirect impacts or additional mitigation is identified. Please also refer to response #2 

above regarding City/County consultations regarding the mitigation approach for County 

facilities. 

5. The Traffic Index Calculation is provided as information to local agencies. Pavement 

impacts are not a CEQA issue. These calculations were not used to identify environmental 

impacts. 

6. As noted in responses #2 and #4 above, and in response #3 to Caltrans, the applicant, 

master developer, and individual project developers/users will fund or contribute to a 

package of roadway improvements to mitigate near-term and cumulative traffic impacts. 

Fair-share contributions will be made towards regional and local improvements through 

payment of the TAMC fee and the Gty TFO fee. The master developer and/or individual 

project developers/users will also pay the County traffic impact fee if it is implemented 

prior to issuance of building permits for individual projects within the Plan Area. 

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 
2-61 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
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3.0 
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Changes made to each section of the draft program EIR text in response to comments are 

identified below. The subsections in which changes were made correspond to those found in the 

draft program EIR. The text that has been changed is identified by the page number of the draft 

program EIR on which it is located or would be placed. Text additions are underlined. Text 

deletions are shown in strikethrough. 

SUMMARY 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGES S-7 AND S-8 OF THE DRAFT EIR SUMMARY: 

_) 
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Transportation Exceedence of City, County, T-1, T-2, T-1. Payment of traffic impact fees per the I) Less than 

and Circulation and/or Caltrans level of service T-3, T-4, City's Traffic Fee Ordinance; significant except: 

thresholds at J+-20 of 44 

intersections evaluated in traffic 

scenarios described in this EIR 

T-5, T-6, 

orT-7 

T-2. Payment of traffic impact fees per the 

T AMC Regional Development Im11act Fee 

program. !2ayment ohra!fic imract fees 

ai,13rmtimately 10 

i1Hersections; 

2) Significant and 
under Background Plus Project threagl, !he GeHH",''s p!annea Ge1mtywiae potentially 
Conditions and at-an additional traffic im13aet fee 19regram; unavoidable at 
seven intersections under 

Cumulative (2030) Plus Project 

conditions. 

T-3. First developer within Plan Area funds 

improvements at the State Route 

68/Westbound R,!mp/S11reckels Boulevard 

approximately ll~ 

intersections under 

both Background Plus 

Six of eight U.S. Highway 101 intersection ;\ql13lieaeJ ceestmetiee sf Project and 

weaving sections or ramp junctions im13rnvemeets a!eeg the !2lae A,rea ifeetages Cumulative scenarios 

under Background Plus Project 'Nith ,'\abetr i!>treet aea Hams Reae; and/or unless improvements 

Conditions 

Six new intersections are created by 
T-4. Payment of traffic impact fees through 

the County's planned Countvwide traffic 

needed to mitigate 

impacts ta-the I 
the project and potential impacts 

mitigated through appropriate 
intersection design. 

imp,!ct fee program: 

Payment of traffic impact fees per the 
T AMC Regional Development Impact Fee 

ie!erseetiees that are 
ieeatiaee ie the 
Trame Impact I 
Aeal)·sis are added to 

program. 
the City, TAMC, 

T-5. Payment of 1Iaffic im!)act fees t1er the and/or planned 
City's Traffic Fee Ordinance for use Countywide traffic fee 
con~istent with the City of Salinas Letter of programs; 
Intent with Caltrans; 

3) Significant and 
T-6. Consi~tent with the City of Salinas unavoidable at the 
"letter of intent" with Caltrans and a~ a Airport Blvd./Hansen 
condition of at1t1roval of a final Master St. intersection 
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SUMMARY 

' 

Parcel Ma1;1, A1:111licant to 1;1re1;1are a 

' Frontage Road Prelirninm Desigg Study to 

accelerate constructioll of irn1;1rovements 

1;1rogrammed iri TAMC Regi,onal 

Develo1;1ment Fee Program PrQject #7; or 

I-Z. Consistent with th~ City of Salinas 
Letter of Intent with Caltrans and as a 

condition of ,IJ;1J;1roval of a final Master 

Parcel Ma1;1, A1;11;1licant to design, fund, and 

construct a metering signal on the 

southbound Abbott Street on-ram1;1 to U.S. 

Highway 101. 
' 

Transportati!on Significant impacts on circulation T-1, T-4 See T-1, T-2, T-5, I-6, and T-7 above b ess than sigmfieant 
and Circulatlion conditions on approximately 12.0 + l. l2a:,<mem eftffiffie iff1J3aet fees J3eF the 1) Less than 

roadway segments and weaving Gity's +raffie Fee Gnlmanee; anEI silffii.ficant exce11t: 
segments/ram1;1 junctions under 

+ 1. l2a:,<meat eftraffie ifflj3aet fees f1e!' the 2) Siimifkant and
Background Plus Project 

+AMG Regieaal De•1eleJ3meat Imf,aet Fee 1;1otentially
Conditions and-an additional nine 

' ft==Ogt=El:H1. unavoidable at
Jwe intersections Ul!,der Cumulative' 

a1;11;1roxiiriately four 
(2030) Plus Project conditions. 

si:gme11ts under the 

Cumulative scenariQ 

unless irn1;1rovernents 

' needed to mitigate 

irn1;1acts:are added to 

the City and TAMC 

fee 12rograms. 

Source: EMC Planning Group Inc. 2008 
! 
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3.0 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.3 Project Description 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 1-32 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Proposed SOI Amendment and Annexation 

The applicant is requesting that both the City and the Monterey County Local Agency 

Formation Commission (LAFCO) approve an SOI amendment and to annex 240 acres of the 

Plan Area. In addition, this area must be attached/ detached to and from the service areas of two 

special districts and the sphere of influence of a third must be amended and the unincorporated 

portion of the Plan Area annexed to that district; actions that are subject to LAFCO approval. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 1-35 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

LAFCO has the primary discretion to approve or deny SOI amendment anel pFe 

zoning/annexation requests. If the City first conditionally approves the applicant's requests, the 

City will file a Resolution of Application and submit supplemental application materials to 

LAFCO. This would represent the City's formal request to LAFm to consider and approve the 

proposed SOI amendment and J3Fe zoning/annexation. If LAFCO approves the City's request, 

the City's prior conditional approval for the same actions would then become effective. 

The applicant and the City consulted with LAFCO staff regarding the proposed SOI amendment 

and pFe saning/annexation actions and held a pre-application meeting consistent with LAFCO 

processing requirements. Pursuant to LAFCO requirements the City and the County also held a 

consultation meeting to discuss key issues related to the actions. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 1-42 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

The proposed SOI, annexation of the unincorporated portions of the Plan Area to the City, aB4 

attachment/detachment of the same area to/from the service area of two special districts and the 

amendment of the Monterey County Sanitation District sphere of influence and annexation of 

the unincorporated portion of the Plan Area to the District are within the purview of LAFCO. 

Consequently, LAFCO will act as a Responsible Agency for this EIR. If the proposed project is 

conditionally approved by the City, the City will then request LAFCO to consider approval of 

the proposed Sphere of Influence amendment, annexation, arul-service district 

detachments/attachments, and district sphere of influence amendment/annexation in 
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accordance with local LAFCO policies and the requrrements of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 

Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 1-50 OF THE DRAFT EIR.: 

Local Agency Formation Commission 

• Consideration of the City-certified Salinas Ag-Industrial Center EIR 

• SOI amendment 

• Annexation of a portion of the Plan Area 

■ Annexation of segments of Abbott Street and Harris Road 

• Annexation to the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency service area 

• Detachments from the Monterey County Resource Conservation District and Salinas 

Rural Frre Protection District 

■ Sphere of Influence Amendment for the Monterey Regional County Sanitation District 

and annexation of the unincorporated portion of the Plan Area to the District 

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

2.2 Agricultural Resources 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2- 23 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

AG-I. The applicant shall dedicate an agricultural conservation easements to pe.rmaaently 

J)F0teet agricultllfal land eonsisteflt with the City's f,griE!lllnmil Land Preser¥ation 

PFOgram and fee title to the Ag Land Trust for 196.6 acres ofprime row crop land known 

as the Odello Ranch (APN 253-104-003). The City Attorney shall verify that the 

easements-hawe been dedicated and fee title has been conveyed prior to approval of the 

Specific Plan. 
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2.3 Air Quality 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-28 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

... quality monitoring stations in the air basin. The air basin does not meet the state ambient air 

quality standards for ozone or particulate matter (PM10). The ozone attainment status is 

currently "non-attainment" and the particulate matter attainment status is currently "non­

attainment." Non-attainment infers that the air basin exceeds the applicable standards more than 

once per year when averaged over a three year period the air basia aas aaa less that1. three 

e"eeeaef!ees at aay oae moaitoriag statioa. All other pollutants are not considered to have a 

non-attainment status relative to established state and federal thresholds. Table 4, North Central 

Coast Air Basin Attainment Status, identifies the current status within the N CCAB for each 

criteria pollutant. 

Air Quality Management Plan. The MBUAPCD is delegated with local responsibility to 

implement both federal and state mandates for improving air quality in the air basin through 

implementation ofan air quality plan. The MBUAPCD adopted the Monterey Bay Unified Air 

Pollution Control Disttict Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1991 and several updates 

in subsequent years. The AQMP presents measures to control emissions of volatile organic 

careofls compounds (VOC) from stationary and mobile sources in order to meet the ozone 

standard mandated by the CCAA, as well as measures to reduce oxides of nittogen, another 

ozone precursor. In 2006 the ARB made the AAQS more stringent by adding an 8-hour ozone 

average to the standard. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-43 OF THE DRAFT EIR.: 

AQ-2. Construction Dust Mitigation Plans. Applicants for infrastructure improvements and for 

individual projects on sites over 2.2 acres shall prepare a construction dust mitigation 

p Ian for approval by the City of Salinas Engineering Services Department. Each 

mitigation plan shall identify the maximum number of acres of grading per day that may 

be permitted without exceeding the MBUAPCD's construction phase PMl.11 threshold of 

82 pounds per day. The mitigation plan shall specify the methods of dust control that 

would be utilized, demonstrate the availability of needed equipment and personnel, use 

of reclaimed water for dust control, and identify a responsible individual who, if needed, 

can authorize implementation of additional measures. The mitigation plan shall 

incorporate best management practices to be implemented during all construction 

activities including, but not limited to, the following: 
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2.6 Geology and Soils 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ONPAGEZ-81 OF THE DRAFJ'EIR: 

GEO-2. Applicants for future projects within the Plan Area shall each prepare a detailed site­

specific supplemental liquefaction study. The supplemental liquefaction study shall be 

performed in accordance with the guidelines contained within the California Division 

of Mines and Geology Special Publication 117, as adopted by the State Mining and 

Geology Board in accordance with the State of California Seismic Hazards Mapping 

Act of I990. The supplemental liquefaction study should also include additional cone 

penetrometer test (CPT) borings in order to more accurately characterize the site 

subsurface conditions, determine liquefaction factors of safety, and estimate potential 

ground settlements as a result of liquefaction. As an qption, the applicant or master 

developer may, at the discretion of the City, choose to conduct a detailed liquefaction 

analysis for the entire Plan Area for use by individual project developers in their 

respective project design processes. Final improvement plans shall be prepared subject 

to recommendations in the site specific liquefaction analysis or the Plan Area 

liquefaction analysis and be consistent with applicable recommendations provided in 

the Landset report. Final improvement plans shall be subject to review and approval of 

the City of Salinas Development and Engineering Services Department prior to 

issuance ofa grading permit. 

2.9 Public Services 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ONPAGEZ-110 OF TifE DRAFT EIR: 

LAFCO Considerations 

Annexation of the unincorporated portion of the Plan Area to the City will require that this area 

be detached from the Salinas Rural Fire Protection District and from the Resource Conservation 

District of Monterey County and that the Monterey Regional County Sanitation District Sphere 

of Influence be amended to include the Plan Area with the Plan Area also annexed to the 

District. The detachment request and the Monterey Regional County Sanitation District sphere 

of influence amendment/ annexation will be part of the City's reorganization application to 

LAFCO, which has discretion over service agency attachments and detachments and service 

agency sphere of influence amendments/annexations. 
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THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE TO PAGE 2-113 OF THE DRAFT EJR: 

Service District Sphere of Influence Amendment/Annexation 

The Monterey County Sanitation District is a LAFCO-regulated district that is dependent upon 

the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency. The Plan Area is currently outside the 

District's sphere of influence. The sphere of influence must be amended and the Plan Area 

annexed to the District in order for new development to receive service from the Monterey 

Regional Water Pollution Control Agency. 

2.10 Transportation and Circulation 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-128 TO 2-129 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Weaving Segments 

26. U.S. Highway IQ! J>forthbound between Hartf!ell Road and Abbott Street 

27. U.S. High•.,,•ay IQ! Southbound betweeu Hartfiel! R-0aa aaa Prhliott StFeet 

28. U.S. Highway IOI Northbound between Airport Boulevard and Fairview Avenue 

29. U.S. Highway IOI Southbound between Airport Boulevard and Sanborn Road 

30. U.S. Highway 101 J>forthbouna betweeu Faif¥iew Aveuue and Sanborn Road. 

Ramp Junctions 

I 00. Southbound off-ramp at Sanborn Road 

102. Northbound off-ramp at Sanborn Road 

I 03. Northbound off-ramp at Airport Boulevard 

I 04. Southbound on-ramp at Airport Boulevard 

105. Southbound on-ramp at Abbott Street 

106. Northbound on-ramp at Fairview Avenue 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-136 THROUGH 2-137 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Weaving Segments. +we one of the ave two study weaving segments would operate at 

unacceptable levels of service under background not project conditions. They are presented 

below: 

lVof'thbtJund LsS. HighwflJI 10-! between Ila#nell RIHld and AbbtJtt Sweet (Segment #:Je). This 

weaYing area would operate at LOS D dHFing the AM peak hoHF aud LOS E EH!f'ffig the PM 

peak hour. The followiug improverneut is recornrnenaed \¼Haer 'eackgrouua uo preject 

conditions: 
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•·--Th±iie-e~·wHeessitBbeo·u.,aadEHHt1aartnr1:aee!Hl-R>1,£o>aaedc-Erifl!gflh+t--1taai"'llmR--JmlH!lo~•,eemF1tte!Ea.+t--1sHh1<coJtHHlde----,b94e,-i;:131Jr'00Bh½lil,~i,Ejte~dl-ila+1---,tE£h1te-u,.,.u.S.
' • ~,-Wt. ; 

Highway lQ1/Hartaell Road eol'l.l'leeter iHterseetioa, aad reloeated to the S<istiag OB 1'affiJ3 

to aortheoHHd U.S. Highway 101 from Hartaell Roael_ jast aorth of Abbott Street. This 
' ;1. 

iffiJ3FOvemeat l'.'Owd eliminate the wea,,ing seetioa eatirely. lmJ3lemeatation of this 

iw:13m~•emeat woald be best aeeoff!plisheel throHgh the eoayersioa of Hartaell Road to one 

way traffie (ia the aorthwest direetion) betweea the Hartaell Roael eoHHeetor aael the 

Hartaell Road onram13. The eJEistiBg dri·,eway te a resideaee oa Hartnell Reael near U.S. 

Highway 101 shoHld be reloeated te the interseetioa of Hartaell Road aael the nortllboand 

OHraffifJ to U.S. Highway 101. As a eoHSe<JHeHee ef these iffij3roYemeats, the westbot1Hel 

Hartaell Roael left ram me·,emea.t ea.to setithboHHd U.S. Highway !Ql womel also be 

remo·,ed from tlae U.S. Highway 101/Hartaell ia.terseetioa. 

!il'IJ91'fJw1ments ahmg tl<is segment ~£ U. $. HighwCJJ,' 1()1 are included ;,. the TAJ,«: Regienal 

Dernlepn1e11t Fee Pregm"' (# i7). 

Northbound U.S. Highway 101 between Airport Boulevard and Fairview Avenue (Segment #2/J). This 

weaving area would operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour. The following improvement is 

recommended under background no project conditions: 

• Implementation of the planned reconstruction and relocation of the northbound offramps 

and onramps at the Airport Boulevard interchange would result in weaving operations of 

LOSB. 

Improvements along this segment of US. Highway 101 are planned as part ofthe Ca/trans Airport 

Boulevard reconstruction project (#0318) and are included in the City ofSalinas TFO (#38). 

Ramp Junctions. Two of the six study ramp junctions would operate unacceptable levels of 

service under Background No Project Conditions. They are presented below: 

Northbound U.S. Highway 101 Off-Ramp at Sanborn Road (#102). This ramp junction would 

operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour. The following improvement would improve off­

ramp operations at this location under Background No Project Conditions: 

• Install a ramp metering signal for the US 101 northbound US 101 Fairview Avenue on-

ramp. 

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included in the City o{Sa/inas TFO (#32. #37, and 

#66/. In addition, this off.ramp is within the rewonsibi/ity and iurisdiction of Ca/trans and not the City. 

Improvements at this intersection.are included.in.the-City.of Salinas -~letter ofintent".with.Ca/trans-to apply 

City TFO fees to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation ofthe ramp metering signal will 

provide near-term capacity relieffor the off.ramp at Sanborn Road and enhance safety and operations on the 

US. Highway 101 mainline. 
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Northbound U.S. Highwav 101 On-Ramp at Fairview Avenue (#106). This ramp junction would 

operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour. The following improvement would improve on­

ramp operations at this location Background No Project Conditions: 

• Install a ramp metering signal for the U.S. Highway IOI northbound U.S. Highway 101 

Fairview Avenue on-ramp. 

Improvements along the Sanborn Road com·dor are included in the City ofSalinas TFO (#32. #37. and 

#66). In addition. this on-ramp is within the responsibility and iurisdiction of Ca/trans and not the City. 

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City ofSalinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans to apply 

City TFO fees to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation ofthe ramp meterinf signal will 

provide near-term capacity relief/or the on-ramp at Sanborn Road and enhance safetv and operations on the 

US. Highway 101 mainline. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-144 OF THE ORA.Ff EIR: 

•·---'Ue1.,;.g.,_---i"HHig!!iflfl''WiYifa)Y-'-lH9H],-f'}"lo*fl:"'fl'IIB'><0HHlfBl€Gr-ee~eta,-1¥<,eeten!H---,.HnaHfl:B-e!iJ!lf-!<Rce0,aaaa~aaia'l!a¼-il''\o,bE>Jb'l!0*tt..-,,g>ftrfte!eef-t-t(-11\3'1-/ee.aH','il'ffif½eg 

gegment 261 

I -•-~N~o=rt=h=bo=u=n=d~O=lli=am=p~a=t~A=i~w""ort==B=o=u=le=v=a~rd~C#=I0=3~} 

• Southbound Onramp at Aimort Boulevard (#104) 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-148 OF THE DRAFr EIR: 

INTERSECTION IMPACTS 

Adding traffic from build out of the Plan Area would have a significant impact on the following 

study intersections. 

Significant and Patentially Unavoidable lH1f1aet SR68/Blanco Road (#1) Signalized. With 

the addition of project traffic, this intersection would continue to operate at an overall LOS D 

and LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The corresponding increase in the 

V/C ratio would be 0.01 during both peak hours, with a one to 1.5 second increase in a vehicle"s 

wait at the intersection. Per Caltrans significance criteria, the project would have a significant 

impact at this intersection. The following intersection improvements would improve the LOS to 

D G in the AM and D in the PM: 

I. Add a second northbound SR 68 left-tum lane. 

2. C01wert tfle neFthllsHad gR e8 right rum laae ta a free right rum. This wauld requiJ,e 

a reeeiviag laae ea eastbauna Blaaea Raaa. 
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Add a thiFd westbeund Blaneo Road left tum lane. This will reEJUiFe a reeeiviag lane 

oa seuthbmrnd SR 68. 

4. Convert the westbound Blanco Road share through-right-turn lane to a through lane. 

5. Add a dedicated westbound Blanco Road right-tum lane. 

Adjust sigaal timiag aad iaelude right tum onFlap phasiag oa the southbound, 

eastboum!, and westbound approaches. 

Improvements 1, 4 and 5 are included in the City ofSalinas TFO (#59). !mpF8-;e,91fflt5 2, J 1md 6 are a/5,, 

1'f!Cemme,,ded, but weuld e11ly i111JJ1r,w: epCl'liltie11S tB lew,l ef sen•ice IJ duri"g the P.W peak heu1·. k---t5 

pF8fJesedt.,at the City add these i1',PF8WJme,,ts tB the City efSaliJ.u TFO. #'fl,e City adds i1''fH'61'l!Wlfflt52, 

J lill9d 6 HJ the City ef&ili1'a5 TFV, tThe payment of traffic impact fees per the City of Salinas TFO by 

developers ofindividual projects within the Plan Area will mitigate their project impacts at this intersection. 

If the City dees 11et add these i191fJFBl'Cl'l'IC11ts tB the TFO, thffl titY,'(J/epel's efnew pl'ffeet5 11~'thin the Plan 

A,:ee will J;e , c5JUJH:t;ible fer thei-r pre raui fair sltar•e ref these i1'l'l:f»'Ol'Bi1'lents. In that el'e-nt:, beceffSe an 

established impl'B>'ffl1ent preg-yam weuld net l!!list thFBugh which tB e,,..,,,,, the een!iti'Uetien ef 5"6h 

i1''fJ1'61'ffllfflt5, the PllJIH1C11t ejfair share fees in and ofitseifweuld net be ee11Sidered f!jfeetiw 1'1itigatien tB 

reduee the eumulati1VJ iw,paet HJ a less thai, !iig11ifie<,11t !e,'(Jf. 

The City will need to consider several challenges at this intersection. F-ar l!!llilmple, witleni1ig the seuth leg ef 
t,l,,e iliterseetien HJ ,,_,,,Blhtc a third 1-ecei1>ing lane "" southhewid SR 68 may l'ef]Uire including the..) 
Rlocation ofPG&E electrical equipment located on the southeast corner ofthe intersection, a11d the additien 

ef a HVJstbeund 1,;ght tum kme weuld l'Cfjuire the reee11fig..ratie11 of the location of a parking lot on the 

northeast corner of the intersection. Fer these 1'l!aS011S, the Gil)• must tietffmine H'hethe,· er 1,-at the 

"'-"COl1illll!llded impff,1>emel'lts aFefeasible. 

If the City iaeludes impre•;ements 2, .3, and e in the TFO, implementation of the mitigatioo 

measure would reduce the iffijlaet to a less than sigaifieaat leYel. If the City of :Oaliaas does aet 

include iraprovemeats 2, .3, aad 6 ia the TFO, the iffijlaet would Ile partially mitigated, llut net to 

a Jess than sigaifieant level. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-150 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Significant and Potentially Unavoidable Impact - SR 68 / Hunter Lane (#2) - Stop 

Controlled (Westbound). With the addition of project traffic, the minor street approach of this 

intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour, with a six second 

incre.ise in a vehide.'s wait .at .the intersec_tion. P.er _Caltr.ins significance criteria, the p.roject 

would have a significant impact at this intersection. 
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Options for improving operations at this intersection include consolidating access points and eliminating left­

turns into and out ofthe driveways and minor intersections along SR 68 between Foster Road and Blanco 

Road, or the installation ofa median barrier that would to allow left-turns into the minor streets but prevent 

left-turns out. These options would improve safety and the levels of service at the intersections along the 

corridor but would result in traffic diversions and the need to accommodate U-turns along the com·dor. As 

pointed out by Monterey County Department ofPublic Works staff, the corridor merits a systems analysis to 

address these impacts, which is beyond the scope of this study. Ca/trans should consider commissioning a 

systems analysis ofthe corridor. Corridor improvements are beyond the scope ofa single development. 

It should be noted that installation of a traffic signal would improve operations at this intersection t~ an 

acceptable level ofservice. However, it would also have an adverse impact on the through traffic on SR 68 

and could cause an increase in rear-end collisions. As a result, a traffic signal is not recommended for this 

intersection because ofthe different character ofthe roadway (i.e. no other signals and this is a multi-lane 

highway). 

This intersection is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Ca/trans, and not the City ofSalinas. The 

TAMC Regional Development Fee Program is designed to facilitate improvements· to the regional roadway 

network, including Ca/trans facilities, needed to accommodate cumulative development. This fee program is 

not designed as a mechanism to mitigate proiect specific impacts on Ca/trans facilities. Therefore, at this 

time, there is no mitigation mechanism in place that will assure implementation ofthe improvements needed 

to mitigate the proiect impact in a timely manner. In order to a72.prove the proiect, the City must adopt a 

statement of overriding considerations ror this impact (CEOA Guidelines Section I5093/.14'1tpr0w1ments 

ale1<g this eerride,· s,;oi;/d be added to the TA.WC Regional IJew!lspment Fee Pregmm. Ifthey are, payment 

efthe TAZ.,«:fee by de1.ielepe,rs efimli••ithtel p,vjeet5 within. the Plan AFea weuld mitigate in'l:f)aets 0;ftheir 

prejects at t,4is ir1terseetior1 to a /e55 thar, sigl'lifiGcmt level. Ifimpre1'Cments are net added to the TAMCfee 

prior to the riewdepment ef the first pr9ject withir, the Pkm ,frea, the" eaeh prefeet del'e/eper wHl be 

re&p0Y1Siblefe,· "pre ratafai•· shan: ~fthe ir1tpre·,,er,1ents. [I! that e1'eHt, beeaU5£! t1r1 estahlished i"tpre,'Cme11t 

p,egram weultl net e,cist threug.• whieh to 011su1'e t.•e eerl5tffletien f/)Gt,e.• intpre1,e,1101,ts, the f)6yment effeir 

share fees in t1nd ofitselfweuld "et be eerisiriered effeetbe mitigation to reduec the eu"'u!ati,,e impaet to a 

less than sigriijiearit le,'Cl. In 0rd1JY to tlfJPffll'C the prejeet, t.•e City w1Il w1mld then rieed to eit.,.e,,: a) t1dept 

findi1<g5 tht1t sueh il9tpre,'Cments fire within t,;e re&p0Y1Sibility m,d jurisdietio11 ef anothe,, public age,<Gy' 

(Caltnms, the Ceunly a11d/er TA.',fC) and riot the City, a11d sheuld be adapted by sueh ether age11ey 

(CEQ,4 Guirieli11es Seeti011 !5()91(a)(4)} a11d t.~at sueh i"'lp(let is t,4erefore feu11d to be u11al'0idable a,,d 

aGeeptable (CEQA GuirJe[;,.135 Section 159()2(b)(2)(IJ)}; or h) adept a st<1tement efew1rridi1<g eensirieffltior,s 

(CEQ, 4 Guideli11es Seetio11 ! 5()93). 

Mitigation Measure 

No feasible mitigation measures are available. The impact is significant and unavoidable. 
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T2. Develepel'S ef individual pmjeets within the Plan .A.rea shall pay the TA.J>.4C regienal 

impact fee pri~F te issaanee· ef their respeetiYe prejeet bai!eing permiw. If TM.4C 

ine!ades neeeled imprevemen!s a! !his irn-erseetien in !he TAMC Regienal DeYelepmen! 

Fee Pregram, i~plementatien ef !he mitigatien measure weald reduce impae!s te. !¼ less 

!han signifieae! le~•e!. If T.AJ>.4C dees ne! ine!ade these impreYemen!S in,the fee pregram, 

!he impaet w91.1!d be sjgnif.iean! and llfla¥eidable. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ONPAGE2-151 TIIROUGH2-153 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Significant Impact - Sanborn Road/ Fairview Ave.-U.S. Highway 101 NB Offramp (#6) -

Stop Controlled (Eastbound and Westbound). With the addition of project traffic, this 

intersection would continue to operate at an overall LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours, 

with an unidentified increase in the wait time for a vehicle at the intersection. (Note: the traffic 

model stops calculating the seconds delay when the delay reaches 300 seconds. Under both background and 

project conditions, the wait is greater than 300 seconds [five minutes]). The minor street approach would 

also operate at LOS F during both the AM and PM peak hours. Per Caltrans significance criteria 

the project would have a significant impact at this intersection. The following intersection 

improvements would improve the LOS to A in the AM and B in the PM. 

I. Consider signalizing the intersection with an eastbound right-tum overlap. although 

gaps are created by the signal at the Sanborn Road/ U.S. Highway 101 SB Ramps 

intersection.-) 
_J 

2. Lengthen the southbound Sanborn Road left tum-lane pocket. 

:J. Add an eas!hellfld U.S. Highway 101 efframp righ! t-um lane. 

4. Add a third northbound Sanborn Road through lane. 

3. Add a !hird seathbem-1d l,anbem Read !hmagh lane. 

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included in the City ofSalinas TFO (#32 and #37). In 

addition. this intersection is within the responsibility and iurisdiction of.Ca/trans. Improvements at this 

intersection are identified in the City o(Salinas ''letter ofintent" with Ca/trans. The City will apply Traffic 

Fee Program fees to fund and construct the identified improvements in a timely manner. 

Mitigation Measure 

T-5. Developers of individual projects within the Plan Area shall pay City of Salinas Traffic 

Fee Program traffic impact fees prior to issuance of their remective project building 

pernuts. T!ie City snallufilize t!iefees foTiiiid-ano consfriicfimifrovementsreguii-ed~af 

this intersection in a timely manner consistent with the City of Salinas "letter of intent" 

with Caltrans. 
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lmplementatien ef mitigation measure T I (Salinas traffic imraet fee rrngram) J3resemed 

earlier weuld reduce this impact te a less than signif-icaat level. 

Significant Impact atul Potentially Unavoidable - Sanborn Road/ Elvee Drive-U.S. Highway 

101 SB Ramps (#8) - Signalized. With the addition of project traffic, the operations at this 

intersection would change from LOS C to LOS D in the AM peak hour and LOS E to LOS F in 

the PM peak hour. This equates to a IO second increase in vehicle delay during the AM peak 

hour and 19 second increase during the PM peak hour. Per Caltrans significance criteria the 

project would have a significant impact at this intersection. Implementation of the following 

improvements would improve intersection operations to LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS 

C in the PM peak hour. 

1. Close Elvee Drive at Sanborn Road and extend the north end to Work Street. 

(i.e. Phase I Elvee Drive includes travel lands and bridge while Phase II includes 

parking lane and sidewalk to be built with development of adjacent parcel 

development) 

2. Widen the southbound U.S. Highway 101 offramp to accommodate two left-tum 

lanes, one shared through/right tum lane, and one dedicated right-tum lane. 

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#32, #3 7 and 

#66). In addition, this intersection is within the responsibility andjurisdiction ofCa/trans and not the City. 

Improvements at this intersection are identified in the City ofSalinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans. The 

City will apply Traffic Fee Program fees to fund and construct the identified improvements in a timely 

manner. should he ,,dde,l te the T.4},,fC Regie1,,,f De,•e!epment Fee Pf'egmm. If h41!)• are, M""'""t of the 

T,H«:.fee by del-e!epers ofil'uk,•idual pmjeets wih4i" h¼e Pkm Area 1"euld mitigate impalits oftheirp1-ejeets 

at this i.,te,-selitien te a less than signifiem,t !eve!. If in,pre,>en,ents are net added te the T.4.',,fC Regie.,a! 

De;-e!ep,,.ent Fee Pl'Ogl-am p,<ier te the de,•elepme"t ef the first pl'Ojeet withi" h¼e E'km Area, the" eaeh 

p1'0jeet de,•eleper wil./ he FeBfJensihkfor a pm rata Jfiir shaff! ofthe impr0w1numts. In that ew:nt, beeal,fS(! an 

established impre'lfflie"t pmgram would "et e?dst through 1"hieh to ensure the ee1istfflGti011 of sueh 

impffwenients, the payment effair shan:fees i,r;, a,uJ efitself1Poul:J net be ee,f!iideFed ejfeeff',ie 7'1iitigation t8 

reduce the cumulative impaet te a less tha" sig.,ifieal'lt fe,,ef_ ln et'der te appmW! the pro.feet, the City would 

then need t-e either: a) adep~jimiings that such in1:p,,awm,ents arc •within the responsibility andJurisdiatien ef 

a110A4er puhlie agf!/16)' (Calti-a"5, the Ceu"tJ' amiier T.41,fC} a"d 110t the City•, e11d should be adopted by 

sueh ether agf!/16)' (CEQA Guideli"es &/!tie" 1§09!(a)(ef}) a"d that sueh impelit is #1erefeRJfou11d te he 

u11e,oeidah!e aHd aeeepmhle (CEQA Guide!i"es Seetiel'I f!i.()92(b)(2){B}); er h) adept a stateme11t of 

evel'l'iding ee1~5idel-atie"5 (CEQ,4 Guideli"es &/!tie" l 509J). 
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Mitigatic;>n M.eas.ure 

Implementation of mitigation measure T-5 presented earlier would reduce this impact t~ aless 

than significant level. 

IH!fllemeatatioa of mitigatioa meas\lfe T 2 (TAMC Fegioaal Elevelorl'fle~ fee rr0grafll) 

JlFeseateEl earlieF wolilEl FeEluee 1:flis imraet to a less thaa sigaificam leYel if the imrFOvemeats 

aeeEleEl at 1:flis iaterneetioa aFe aadeEl to the TAMC Regioaal Develormeat Fee PFOgram. lf 
TAMC Eloes aot iaeh1Ele 1:flese imfJFO','emeHts ia its fee flFOgFam, the imraet woulEl be signifieam 

aaEl HHaYoiElahle. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-155 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Significant Impact - Airport Boulevard / Terven A venue (#13) - Signalized. With the 

addition of project traffic, the operations at this intersection would change from LOS C ~o LOS 

F in the AM peak hour and from LOS E to LOS F in the PM peak hour. The increase in delay 

would be 91 seconds during the AM peak hour and 182 seconds during the PM peak hour.. Per 

Caltrans significance criteria, the project would have a significant impact at this intersection. 

Implementation of the following improvement would improve the operations at this intersection 

to LOS D G in both the AM and PM peak hours. 

I. Recoastract 1:fle som:hboHHEl ramrs as rlaaaeEl by 1:fle ultimate eoHfiguratioH of 

Aifj'lort .lloulevarEl imerehange pFOject. 

I. Reconstruct the southbound ramps as planned by the Aimort Boulevard Phase I 

interchange project by converting the northbound right-tum lane to a free movement. 

2. Three additional improvements are required for mitigation that are not part of the 

Phase I or II Airport Boulevard interchange: 

a. Modify eastbound Terven Avenue approach from a shared left-through-right 

lane to a dedicated left-tum and shared through-right lane. 

b. Modify the westbound approach to include a left turn lane, a shared left-

through lane and a right-tum lane. 

C. Lengthen the U.S. Highway 101 southbound off-ramp storage pocket. 

J11,pF01'l!lr,ent5 at !his i11/ei'seeti011 are plem,ed hut r,et fully fimded "5 Phll5e 2 ef !he Cal#iilrf5 Ail'pel't 

Eeulewmj ir,te.-ehm,gepf8/l!fJfJ#QJ)8). !r1,pF01.-e..ts.auhis ;,.1e1~eetiefi.(;jl'fi./r,eh,ded /r, the Cit)· ef&ilir9"5 -

TFO (#J2 alid #J8). 

The Phase I improvements along the Airport Boulevard corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO 

(#32 and #38/. In addition, this intersection is within the responsibility and iurisdiction ofCa/trans and not 
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the City. Improvements to this intersection including the Phase I interchange. westbound approach 

modifications, and lengthening of the southbound off-ramp, are included in the City of Salinas "letter of 

intent" with Ca/trans. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of mitigation measure T-5 presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less 

than significant level. 

Iml"iemefltatiofl of mitigatiof! measure T I (SaliHas traffic impact lee !"fOgram) l"resef!ted earlier 

wmald reduce tll.is iffi!"acl te a less !B.aH sigHifieaf!t leYel. Same issue as before. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE2-157 OF THEDRAFrEffi: 

Significant Impact - U.S. Highway IOI / Hartnell Road Connector (#26) - Stop Controlled 

(Westbound). With the addition of project traffic, the overall operations at this intersection 

would continue to operate at LOS A in both the AM and PM peak hours. However, the worst 

approach at this intersection would continue to operate at LOS F in the AM peak hour (124 

second increase in delay) and change from LOS D to LOS F in the PM peak hour (19 second 

increase in delay). Per Caltrans significance criteria, the project would have a significant impact 

at this intersection. Implementation of the following improvement would eliminate this impact. 

I. Eliminate intersection and construct frontage road system. 

Improvements in the TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#7) include constructing two-lane 

frontage roads on the east and west sides ofUS. Highway 101 from the future Harris Road interchange to 

the community ofChualar. This would result in the elimination ofthis intersection. 

As stated in the City of Salinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans, as a condition ofapproval of the final 

Master Parcel Map, the City will require the applicant to prepare a Frontage Road Preliminary Design 

Study whose purpose is to accelerate TAMC's ability to phase and construct improvements included in 

TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (# 7) that will mitigate the proiect impact to a less than 

significant level. Because a similar study is already prowammed in TAMC Regional Development Fee 

Program (#7), the applicant's cost to prt:pare the study will be off-set by a fee credit towards the applicant's 

TAMC fee obligations and/or the TAMC fee obligations ofthe master developer and/or individual proiect 

developers I users. 

Mitigation Measure 

T-6. Consistent with the City of Salinas "letter of intent" with Caltrans and as a condition of 

a1mroval of a final Master Parcel Map, the applicant sha!I prepare a Frontage Road 

Preliminary Design Study which includes identification of a First Phase Frontage Road 
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project for TAMC Regional Development Fee Program Project #7,- A draft Frontage 

Road Preliminary Design Stud).' shall be cmnpleted and submitted to TAMC prior to. or 

concurrent with the City"s issuance of a building permit for any development within the 

Plan Area that represe~ts the 51;, acr~ ~f development within the Plan Area. 
' . . ,. . ' , ' ' ' ' " • ' '" . ' • . 

lH!j3lementatiea sf mitigatien measHFS T 2 (TM1C Fegienal im13aet fee 13mgi,am) J3Fesemed 

eatlie1 WOHid FedHee this ifflj3aetto a less than signifieant level. 

THE FOLWWING CHANGE WAS MADE ONPAGE2-158 OF TIIE DRAFTEIR: 

Significant and Potentially Unavoidable Impact - Cooper Road / Blanco Road (#37) - Stop 

Controlled (Southbound). With .the addition of project traffic, this intersection would continue 

to operate at an overall LOS A and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The 

worst approach at the intersection would continue to operate at LOS F during both the AM and 

PM peak hours, with a corresponding delay of more than 300 seconds. Per County significance 

criteria, the project would have a significant impact at this intersection. The following 

intersection improvements or roadway widening improvements would improve the overall LOS 

to A in both the AM and PM peak hours, and the worst movement to LOS D in the AM and 
LOS E in the PM: 

I. Widen and restripe southbound Cooper Road to one left-tum lane and one right-tum 

lane: and) 
2. Add a median acceleration lane on the east leg of the intersection to facilitate 

southbound left-turns; or 

3. Widen Davis Road and Davis Road to four lanes each to provide parallel capacity 

and reduce volumes at the Cooper Road/Blanco Road intersection. 

Intersection ilmprovements I and 2 et this iml!l'Se6tie11 are not currently included in any fee program. This 

intersection operates defidently under existing conditions and is within the County's responsibility and 

jurisdiction. The County should include the recommended improvements at this intersection in their 

proposed future impact fee per the Greater Salinas Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) dated August 

2006. 

If the County adopts an impact fee program that includes these improvements prior to issuance of the first 

building permit for any project within the Plan Area, payment ofthe fee by individual project developers will 

mitigate the impact oftheir individual projects to a less than significant level. Ifthe County does not adopt 

an impact fee_program_inc/uding_these improvements prior-to-issuance ofthe-jirst-buildingpermit, then· each 

project developer will be responsible for a pro-rata fair-share ofthese improvements as mitigation as provided 

in Section 3 of the Agreement Regarding Supplement to the Final Program EIR for the Salinas Future 

Growth Area between the City of Salinas and the County ofMonterey (March 27, 2008). In that event, 
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because an established improvement program would not exist through which to ensure the construction of 

such improvements, the payment offair share .fees in and ofitself would not he considered effective mitigation 

to reduce the cumulative impact to a less than significant level. In order to approve the project, the City 

would then need to either: a) adopt findings that such improvements are within the responsibility and 

jurisdiction ofanother public agency (Ca/trans, the County and/or TAMC) and not the City, and should be 

adopted by such other agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(4)) and that such impact is therefore 

found to be unavoidable and acceptable (CEQA Guidelines Section J5092(b)(2)(B)); orb) adopt a statement 

ofoverriding considerations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093). 

Improvement 3 is an alternative to the combination ofimprovements 1 and 2. Widening ofDavis Road and 

Reservation Road are included in improvements in the TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#8). 

TAMC fees are intended to address cumulative improvements to the regional traffic network. However. in 

this case. the proiect impacts are the same as its cumulative impacts and the widening improvements would 

mitigate impacts under both scenan·os. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-159 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Significant and Potentially Unavoidable Impact - Davis Road / Blanco Road (#38) -

Signalized. With the addition of project traffic, this intersection would continue to operate at an 

overall LOS D and LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The wait at this 

intersection would increase by less than one second in the AM and five seconds in the PM. Per 

County significance criteria, the project would have a significant impact at this intersection. The 

following intersection improvements would improve the overall LOS to DC in beth-the AM 

peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak houra: 

I. Convert the northbound Davis Road shared through/right-turn lane to a through 

lane. 

2. Add a dedicated northbound Davis Road right-turn lane. 

3. Add a second southbmmd Davis R-0ad left rum lane. 

4. Add a second soathl>mmd Davis Road rigat rum lane. 

5. Add a thwd eastbom1d Blanco Road left ram lane. 

s. Convert the eastbound Blanco Road shared through/right rum lane to a through 

la-.-

7. Add a dedicated eastbound Blanco Road right tum laae. 

8. Convert soathboHHd and westboand rigat rums 1'o overlap phasing. 

9. Add a second southbound Davis Road through lane. 
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JG. Add a seeond west!Jo\Hld Blanco Road left l'liro laHe. 

11. CoH¥ert !he southlio\Hld Davis Road right mm to a free right tum. 

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City's TFO (#26, #41). The improvements are also 

included in em/ the TAMC Regional Development Impact Fee (#8). In addition, the County should include 

these improvements in their proposed future impact fee per the Greater Salinas Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) dated August 2006. 

If the County adopts an impact fee program that includes these improvements pn"or to issuance of the first 

building permit for any project within the Plan Area, payment oftheJee by individual project developers will 

mitigate the impact oftheir individual projects to a less than significant level. If the County does not. adopt 

an impact fee program including these improvements, then each project developer wiII be responsible for a 

pro-rata fair-share ofthese improvements as mitigation as provided in Section 3 ofthe Agreement Regarding 

Supplement to the Final Program EIR for the Salinas Future Growth Area between the City ofSalinas and 

the County of Monterey (March 27, 2008). In that event, because an established improvement program 

would not exist through which to ensure the construction of such improvements, the payment offair share 

fees in and ofitself would not be considered effective mitigation to reduce the cumulative impact to a less than 

significant level. In order to approve the project, the City would then need to either: a) adopt findings that 

such improvements are within the responsibility and jun"sdiction of another public agency (Ca/trans, the 

County and/or TAMC) and not the City, and should be adopted by such other agency (CEQA Guidelines 

Section I509I(a}(4)) and that such impact is therefore found to be unavoidable and acceptable (CEQA 

Guidelines Section I5092(b)(2)(B}); orb) adopt a statement ofoverriding considerations (CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15093). 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of mitigation measures T-1 (Salinas traffic impact fee)-; T 2 (TAM:c regiooal 

deYeloprnent iHliJaet fee), and T-4 (County fee program yet to be adopted) presented earlier 

would reduce this impact to a less than significant level if the County fee is adopted prior to 

issuance of the first building permit and the fee includes improvements needed at this 

intersection. If Monterey County does not adopt a traffic impact fee program, the impact would 

be partially mitigated, but not to a less than significant level and would be significant and 

unavoidable. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE Z..160 OF THE DRAFT EIR.: 

Sigpififll!!t _3.!l,d ;p_ii_!!!ll1:i'!!_ly_U11ay0Jll.l!k!e _ltnJnu;t - ~!l68_/ }!itc:)!c:oc:)<Jl<>ad (tt_39)_ - _StQp 

Controlled (Eastbound). With the addition of project traffic, this intersection would continue to 

operate at an overall LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours. However, the worst 

approach at this intersection would change from LOS C to WS Din the AM peak hour (a less 
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than one second increase in delay) and continue to operate at LOS F in the PM peak hour (with 

a six second increase in delay). Per Caltrans significance criteria, the project would have a 

significant impact at this intersection. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-161 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

This intersection is within the responsibility and jurisdiction ofCa/trans, and not the City ofSalinas. The 

TAMC Regional Development Fee Program is designed to facilitate improvements to the regional roadway 

network, including Ca/trans facilities, needed to accommodate cumulative development. This fee program is 

not designed as a mechanism to mitigate proiect specific impacts on Ca/trans facilities. Therefore, at this 

time, there is no mitigation mechanism in place that will assure implementation ofthe improvements needed 

to mitigate the proiect impact in a timely manner. In order to approve the proiect, the City must adopt a 

statement of overriding considerations for this impact (CEOA Guidelines Section 15093). lmp1'81>ements 

a!o11g this eo1•rider sho>1ld he added to the TA,WC Regien6l Dewlep1nent Fee !'1'8gmm. {ft,¼ey fJl'e, pa)•me,,t 

oft,¼e TAA«:fee h>• dnelopers ~,Cindi,•idi,al prejeets within the Pla11 A1'f!fJ wo11/,i mitigate imp"6t5 oft.¼eir 

projeets at t,,is interseetion to a less than signifieant iel'fd. {f imp1'81'f!H1et1ts r,,e not addeti to t,;e TAMC 

Regional Dei>elopment F-ee l'l'Of;fflm prior to t,¼e dl!'t>e/opm,mt efthefirstprojeet within the Plan A1'f!fJ, t,¼e,1 

eaeh projeet de1•eleper will he re!lJJOnsihlefo,· a pre rata fair shal'e oft,,e i,i,pro1>eme,1ts. I,, that t!',•e,,t, heaa"5e 

6n established in,pro,,.,,,w,,t program ,ee>1ld ,iot e!£ist t.•reugh whieh to e,15>1,e the ee,,st,..,etion of S>lch 

inip1-o~ie,1wnts, tliCJJ&)'lnent ef:fen"r she,-e:fee5 in end ef#self1~'8!~ld net he eensiderced ejfeetfre mitigation te 

redi,ee t,•e rnm,J,,tii>e impaet to a less t.1<a11 signifiea11t M>el. ln order to BfJfJrei>e t.•e projeet, t.•e City 11>e>1ld 

the,, need to ei#,er: a) ~.findi,igs that 5"Ch in,pro-;e,i1mts al'e within the respe,,sibi!ity a11dj>1risdietion of 

a11other public agency {Cc,ltffl11s, the Co>111ty a,id/01· TA.l.1C) a,i,I ,iot t,,e City, a,i,I sho>1M be adepte<i by 

s>1ch other agfflcy (CEQA C>1idelines Seetio,i 15()I)!(til}(ef)} """ that such ;,.,pr,et is thetefe1'e:foJ>111d to he 

>111a1•oidab/e and acceptable (CEQ,4 C>1ide/i11es Seetio,i 1509;J(b)(2)(B)}; er h) adept a state,11e,,t of 

e1>erridi11g eonsiderations (CEQ,4 C>1idelines Section ! 5/)I)J). 

Mitigation Measure 

No feasible mitigation measures are available. The impact is significant and unavoidable. 

lm13lementation of mitigation meas1He T 2 (TAMC Fegion ae•relo13meBt i!Hflact fee) J3Fesenteel 

earlier woulel recluee this m113act to a less than signifieant le,.,el if the im13ro•rements aFe inelueleel 

in the TAMC regional fee J3FOgFiiffi. If TAMC eloes not include the reeommeneleel iffij'lFOYemeBts 

in the regional fee J3FOgFam, the iffij'laet 'Noulel be significant anel anaYoielable. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-163 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Significant Impact - U.S. Highway IOI / Spence Road (#44)- Stop Controlled (Westbound). 

With the addition of project traffic, the overall operations at this intersection would change from 

LOS D to LOS F in the AM peak hour and would remain at LOS Fin the PM peak hour, with a 
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250+ second increase in delay. Per Caltrans significance criteria, the project would have a 

siwiificant impact at this intersection. Implementation of the following improvement would 

eliminate this impact. 

I. Eliminate-intersection and construct frontage road system. 

Imptpvements in the TA.MC R1;ttfonal Development Fee Program. (#7) include constructing 2-lanefrontage 

roads on the east and west sides ofU.S. Highway 1 OJ from the future Harris Road interchange to Chualar. 
' l' , . • 

This would result in the elimination ofthis intersection. 

As stated in the City o( Salinas "letter o[intent" with Ca/trans. as a condition o( approval of the final 

Master Parcel Map. the City will reguire the awlicant to prepare a Frontage Road Prelimihary Design 

Study whose purpose is to accelerate TAMC's ability to phase and construct improvements included in 

TAMC Region~/ Development Fee Procram (#7) that will mitigate the_ proiect impact to a less than 

significant level. Because a similar study is already programmed in TAMC Regional Develovment Fee 

Program (#71 the applicant's cost to prepare the study will be o~set by a fee credit towards the applicant's 

TAMC fee obligations and/or the TAMC fee obligations ofthe master developer and/or individual proiect 

developerI users. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of mitigation measure T-6 presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less 

than significant level. 

Implementation of mitigation meaSW'e T 2 (TAMC regional development impaet lee) presented 

earlier would reduce thls impact to a less than significant level. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-163 OF THE DRAFT EIR.: 

ROAD SEGMENT IMPACTS 

Significant hnpact - Abbott Street (Harris Road - Firestone Driveway) (Segment #lf). With 

the addition of project traffic, this segment would change from LOS B to LOS E in the AM peak 

hour and from LOS A to LOS E in the PM peak hour. Per Monterey County significance 

criteria, the project would have a significant impact on this road segment. Implementation of the 

following improvement would improve this road segment to LOS B. 

I. Widen to a four-lane expressway. 

Improvements on this road segment are included in the TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#7 

and #JO). 
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As stated in the City of Salinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans. as a condition o(approval of the final 

Master Parcel Map. the City will require the applicant to prl;JJare a Frontage Road Preliminary Design 

Study whose purpose is to accelerate TAMC's ability to phase and construct improvements included in 

TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#7) that will mitigate the proiect impact to a less than 

significant level. Because a similar study is already programmed in TAMC Regional Development Fee 

Program (#7). the applicant's cost to prepare the study will be off-set by a fee credit towards the applicant's 

TAMC fee obligations and/or the TAMC fee obligations ofthe master developer and/or individual proiect 

developer I users. 

Mitigation Measure 

T-6. Consistent with the City of Salinas "letter of intent" with Caltrans and as a condition of 

approval of a final Master Parcel Map. the applicant shall prepare a Frontage Road 

Preliminary Design Study which includes identification of a First Phase Frontage Road 

project for TAMC Regional Development Fee Program Project #7. A draft Frontage 

Road Preliminary Design Study shall be completed and submitted to TAMC prior to, or 

concurrent with the City"s issuance of a building permit for any development within the 

Plan Area that represents the 51" acre of development within the Plan Area. 

Implementation of mitigation measme T 2 (TA14C Fegional development impaet fee) pFesented 

earlier woold reduee this impaet to a less than signiaeant level. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-164 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Significant Impact - Airport Boulevard (Terven Avenue - De la Tone Street) (Segment #2b). 

With the addition of project traffic. this segment would change from LOS A to LOS C in the 

AM peak hour and from LOS D to LOS F in the PM peak hour. Per Caltrans significance 

criteria, the project would have a significant impact on this road segment. Implementation of the 

following improvement would improve this road segment to LOS D A 

1. Widen to a three feur-lane divided arterial. 

Improvements along this road segment are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#38). Payment oftraffic 

impactfees per the City ofSalinas TFO will mitigate project impacts on this road segment. l1'11f3/'8l'eme,,ts en 

this ,ead segment lill'f! alse planned but net folly fended as Phase .2 of the Ca!trtms Airpel't lJeu!ewmi 

intem¼angep,ejeet (#()3/8). The improvements in Phase I ofthe Airport Boulevard Interchange project are 

enough to mitigate the project's impacts on this road segment. Therefore, T-1 is adequate mitigation. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-164 OF THEDRAFTEIR: 

Significant Impact - Blanco Road (Cooper Road - Davis Road) (Segment #3a). With the 

addition of project traffic, this segment would continue operating at LOS E in the AM peak hour 
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and LOS Fin the PM peak hour, with a corresponding volume increase of 17 vehicles in the AM 

peak hour and 18 vehicles in the PM peak hour. Per Monterey County significance criteria, the 

project would have a significant impact on this road segment. Implementation of the following 

improvement would improve this road segment to LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS C in 

the PM peak hour. 

I. Widen Davis Road to a four-lane expressway. 

Jmp1•,nements en this ,ead segment aFe included in the City• ef&,/;nas T.PO (#26 and #1!). The widening 

ofDavis Road to four lanes is included as TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#8) and City of 

Salinas TFO (#26 and #41). 

Per discussions with the County. it was determined_ that because this improvement is included in the TAMC 

Regional Development Fee Program (#Bl the County is not planning to add the same improvement to its 

future County fee program. Further, given the very small contribution ofthe proposed proiect to this road 

segment, the tangible impact ofthe proposed proiect would in fact be quite minimal. Though the TAMC 

Regional Development Fee Program is not /iJJedfically designed to mitigate proiect level impacts, in this case. 

it is considered to be functional mitigation as it will result in mitigation that would otherwise not be 

available. 

Mitigation Measure 

T-2. Developers of individual projects within the Plan Area shall pay the TAMC regional 

impact fee prior to issuance of their respective project building permits. The TAMC fee 

has been determined by the County to be functional mitigation for project level impacts 

in lieu of a sey,arate County-based mitigation mechanism in the unique context of 

impacts on the segment of Blanco Road between Cooper Road and Davis Road. 

Implemeata!iaa sf mitiga!isa measaFe T I (~aliaas traffic impaet fee pFagram) pFeseatee earlier 

v,sale Feeaee this impact ts a less thaa sigaifieaat le•;eJ. 

llIEFOLWWJNGCHANGEWASMADEONPAGE2-1640FTHEDRAFTEIR: 

Significant Impact - Davis Road ~lanco Road - Ambrose Drive) (Segment #4b). With the 

addition of project traffic, this segment would continue operating at LOS F during both the AM 

and PM peak hours, with a corresponding volume increase of 17 vehicles in the AM peak hour 

and 18 vehicles in the PM peak hour. Per Monterey County significance criteria, the project 

would have a significant impact on this road segment. Implementation of the following 

improvement would improve this road segment to LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS C in 

the PM peak hour. 

I. Widen to a four-lane expressway. 
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Improvements on this road segment are included in the City ofSalinas TFO (#26). Improvements are also 

included in TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#8). 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of mitigation measure T-1;!-(Salinas traffic impact fee program) (TAMC 

regioaal EieYelopmeRt impaet fee) presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-166 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

RAMP JUNCTION1NEAVING SEGMENT IMPACTS 

Significant Impact - Southbound U.S. Highway IOI on-ramp 1,etv.'een HaFtnell Raad and at 

Abbott Street (Segment #105i7). With the addition of project traffic, this on-ramp weaviag area 

would remain LOS B chaage from LOS A tee LOS C during the AM peak hour and change from 

LOS C to LOS D during the PM peak hour, with a correspooding volume increase of 447 

vehicles during the AM peak hour and 803 vehicles during the PM peak hour. Per the Caltrans 

significance criteria, the project would have a significant impact on this ramp junction weaviag 

segmeat. Implementation of the following improvement would improve the ramp operations 
elimiaate this impact. 

I. Instill a ramp meter on Abbott to southbound U.S. Highway I 01. 

Z.,.. Prohibit southbound U.S. Highway IOI left turn movement onto eastbound Hartnell 

Road. This can best be accomplished through a complete median closure at the U.S. 

Highway IOI /Hartnell Road intersection. Implementation of this improvement 

would improve operations on U.S. Highway 101 at this ramp junction. elimiaate the 

weaviag segmeat eRtirely. 

Frontage road -!improvements along this segment of U.S. Highway IOI are also included in the TAMC 

Regional Development Fee Program (#7). 

As stated in the City o(Salinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans. as a condition o(approval ofa final Master 

Parcel Map. the applicant will be required to design. fund. and construct a metering signal on the 

southbound Abbott Street on-ramp to U.S. Highway 101. The metering simal will provide near-term 

capacity relief on the southbound Abbott Street on-ramp to U.S. Highway 101 to enhance safety and 

operations on the U.S. Highway 101 mainline. 
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Mitigation Measure 

T-7. Consistent with the City of Salinas "letter of intent" with Caltrans and as a condition of 

approval .of a finaLMaster Parcel Map. the appHcant shall design. fund. and construct a 

metering signal op, tlie .southbound Abbott Street on-ramp to U.S. Highway 101. The 

applicant shall obtain Caltrans anproval of the signal prior to or concurrent with the 

City)issuance gfa building permit for any development that represents the 51" acre of 

developmentwithin the Plan .Area. The metering improvements shall be installed prior 

to or concurrent with the City"s issuance of a building permit for any development that 

represents the 76th acre of development within the Plan Area. 

Implementa.!ien ef mitigatien meas,,.e T 2 (TAMC ,egienal de,,·eJepmellt impaet fe~ p,esented 

earlier weHld reernee !his impaet ta a less tBa.B signifieant JeyeJ. 

Significant Impact• Southbound U.S. Highway 101 Off-Ramp at Sanborn Road (#100). With 

the addition of project traffic, this off•ramp would change from LOS C to LOS D during the AM 

peak hour and from LOS C to LOS D during the PM peak hour. Per the Caltra·ns significance 

criteria. the project would have a significant impact on this ramp junction. Under Existing 

Conditions queuing was observed onto the freeway mainline. Per consultations with Caltrans. 

implementation of the following improvement would improve off-ramp operations at this 

location and minimize queuing to the US 101 mainline. 

I. Widen the southbound U.S. Highway 101 off-ramp at the Sanborn Road 

intersection. 

Improvements along the Sanborn Road com"dor are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#32. #37. and 

#66). In addition. this off:ramp is within the responsibility and iurisdiction of Ca/trans and not the City. 

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City o{Sa/inas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans. Per the 

"letter ofintent". the City will a7!Ply TFO fees to lund and construct the identified improvement. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of mitigation measure T-5 presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less 

than significant level. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-167 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Significant Impact - Northbound U.S. Highway 101 Off-Ramp at Sanborn Road (#102). With 

. -the-addition 0£ project.traffic•.this .off-ramp would change-from.LOS C.to-LOS .C.during the.AM 

peak hour and from LOS C to LOS E during the PM peak hour. Per the Caltrans significance 

criteria. the project would have a significant impact on this weaving segment. Implementation of 

the following improvement would improve off-ramp operations at this location. 
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I. Install a ramp metering signal for the US 10 I northbound US 10 I Fairview A venue 

on-ramp. 

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included in the City ofSalinas TFO (#32 #37. and 

#66). In addition, this off'.ramp is within the responsibility and iurisdiction of Ca/trans and not the City. 

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City o(Salinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans to apply 

City TFO fi:es to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation o[the ramp metering signal will 

provide near-term cgpacity relie[for the off'.ramp at Sanborn Road and enhance safi:ty and operations on the 

US 101 mainline. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of mitigation measure T-5 presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less 

than significant level. 

Significant Impact - Northbound U.S. Highway 101 On-Ramp at Fairview Avenue (#106). 

With the addition of project traffic, this off-ramp would change from LOS C to LOS C during 

the AM peak hour and from LOS D to LOS D during the PM peak hour. Per the Caltrans 

significance criteria. the project would have a significant impact on this weaving segment. 

Implementation of the following improvement would improve off-ramp operations at this 

location. 

I. Install a ramp metering signal for the US IOI northbound US IOI Fairview Avenue 

on-ramp. 

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#32, #37, and 

#66). In addition. this on-ramp is within the responsibility and iurisdiction of Ca/trans and not the City. 

Improvements at this inter.section are included in the City ofSalinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/trans to apply 

City TFO fi:es to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation o(the ramp metering signal will 

provide near-term capacity relief/or the on-ramp at Sanborn Road and enhance safi:ty and operations on the 

US 101 mainline. 

Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of mitigation measure T-5 presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less 

than significant level. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-167 OF THE DRAFT EIR.: 

Signifieam lmpaet Northlnmnd U.S. Highway 101 between Faimew Avenue and Sanbom 

Road (Segment #30). With the additiee ef prejeet traffie. this wea-v-iag area ,,..,.owd remaia at 

LOS Il dariflg the A},4 peak hoar aad ehaage from LOS C te LOS D dariag the PM peak hoar. 
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with a eaFFCSf'BBding •1olarne iaerease of 126 •1eaieies duriag ilie AM peak hmu and 181 vehieles 
Elliring ilie P:M peak' hom. Per 'ilie Caltrons si~ifie~~e eriteria, t~e pFOjeet would h~ve a 

signifimmt ,jlfflla£l1:.0B this road segH1eat. Iraplemeakttioa ()filie fellawing irnpra,;ement would 

irapra•,e iliis wea,;ing segrneat to irnprn11e.t0 LOS ,C iB the PM peak ham. 

1. Canstl'Uet a ealleetor distributer rnadway between ilie aarta-bouad U.S. Highway 

IQ! ramps to and &om I1aif¥iew Road aad Sanl,am Road. A eolleetm distributor 

rnad is a distinet roadway separated &o!Il the maialine &eeway lanes whase sole 

PUfJlOSe is to aeeess the on and off ra!IlpS. By moving ilie ramps to the eolleetor 

distri~or 10aelway, fewer ,,,ehieles 'NO~IEI be present wiiliia the wea,;iag area, 

thereby pro•1ieiag mare weaYiag opportuaities. Boili ramp's to anel &om I1airYiew 

Aveaue aad Sanborn Roael are reeammended to eanaeet to this eolleetor distributor 

raaeway, and Caltrans should also eonsieler ineorporati'lg the aorthbouael Airport 

Boule>1ard ramps as well. Implementation of iliis irnpro•1emeat woulel result ia 

aeeeptable weaving operations. 

Jn,pfflw:ments akmg this segment ef US. Highway]()} aff! i11eluded in the City efSaliHas TF'O (#12 ami 

-#J.7f. 

Mitigation Measure 

IraplementatioB of mitigatioB measure T l (Saliaas traffie impaet fee pFDgram) presenteel earlier 

woulel reE!uee this impaet to a less ilian signifieant leYel. 

2. 12 Sanitary and Industrial Wastewater 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-190 OF THEDRAFTEIR.: 

MRWPCA Facilities. Based • on the Salinas Conveyance Study recently completed by Carollo 

Engineers in 2009 for the MRWPCA, the Salinas Pump Station has a firm capacity (three pumps 

running) of 33-35 mgd and a maximum capacity (all four pumps running) of 35-38 mgd. In 

addition, the existing average dry weather flows have been relatively stable over the last several 

years at approximately 12 mgd. Existing peak wet weather flows, based on pump station flow 

data, is estimated at 25 mgd. Aeeoreliag to ilie MR\l/PCA, ilie SaliBas Pmnp StatioB anel 

Iatereeptar have a peak eapaeity of about Je million galloBs per elay (mgel). The euffent a•1erage 

flow is about B mgel wiili peak flov.'s up to 18 mgel. The MRJNPCA treatment plant has a 

permitteel eapaeity of 29.e mgel. Capaeity of wastewater faeilities is aaseel oa peak flow, Bot 

average or total flow. The~ MRWP~CA collects both eoaneetioa ft!es and capacity fuesftornnew 

users to off-set the cost of providing for their additional demands. (Jeanift!r Goazales, persoBal 

eommumeatioa, I1ebruary 11, 2QQ9). 
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THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-200 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Less Than Significant Impact - MRWPCA Sanitary Wastewater Conveyance and Treatment 

Facility Capacity. At build out, the proposed project would generate !!IL!Q 0.62 mgd of 

additional sanitary wastewater. MRWPCA has indicated through its Can and Will Serve Notice 

that there is adequate capacity in its Salinas Pump Station and regional wastewater treatment 

plant to accommodate the flows anticipated at build out of the Plan Area. The JlfOJlOSed Jlfojeet 

Developers of individual projects within the Plan Area will pay a capacity fee to the MRWPCA 

to pay for their fair share of the existing capacity at the Salinas Pump Station. conveyance 

pipeline. and regional wastewater treatment plant. would Jlay fees to off set the meremental eost 
ofJlfOviding the additional seFYices. 

No new MRWPCA facilities would need to be constructed to accommodate flows from the 

project; therefore, the project would not result in indirect impacts on the environment that might 

otherwise occur if construction of new facilities was required to serve it. 

3.0 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

3.1 Cumulative Impacts 

Transportation and Circulation 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-11 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Potentially Signifieant and Unavoidable Impaet Sanbom Road / lllvee Dfive U.S. Highway 

101 Southbound Ramps (#8) Signaliiaed. This i,atefsectio,a would operate at a,a oyerall LOS F 

duri,ag the AM a,ad PM: Jleak hems UHdef 2030 eumulati'fe plus Jlfojeet ao inttlfehange traffie 

eo,aditioas. Per the Caltra,as sigaifiea..ee eritefia the Jlrojeet would have a sigaifieant imJlact at 

this interoeetioa. The fullowi,ag imJlro•,ements are reeommeaded UHdtlf 2030 cumulative Jllus 
project ao iatereha..ge eoaditions. 

••---1cC=1l00s,se;!--ll!a%P,l't'e,ee-1Dc1nn·,,,,,.ee-aae1et;,S,aanneabeonml>-!<Rc<c0*al€d1-iaai,a"'dcH!C3*Etffe!fnl€dl"thEnEe!-lB'llB*rt'Bh!H!eaBGd-ft00-1\1N/e0Pltl~,;s!lntreee,eetct. 

•·--'¥)Vch1€.dl€en,a~tEfh>eee,ss,0:i;uHthm,be0Hun,aed-U1,''"·S1>c.,-;aHHiggh,a·\'\1,,a·aeJy'-+I0IH-1-EOcHffi-ffilaeEm"JJl3--ft0EHaHe!€e00nmHmne0edaaat,eee-ct1Ar>r100--,J,eenftcat1E1Jw>mm 

lanes, oae shared thfough/right tum lane, a,ad o,ae dedicated right tum lase. 

•·-~,/\A,.iddEl-aa4tnh1lf·r.id~aoe0~rtEllh>!lb>00HUHned-,eS,aanaPbo,0mFncRK.eoa,adEHJthflllfFEO.,uegg;ah-±laaana<e!!,. 

•·--,A'\.EdkodhaHlthuitardi-5<so31uil1tc¾lhtllb>0ouun,a,sdc1S;;aiHBHb*0*mtl-lR~.00,aa.dHthlll,rff0»H1J;gh$-cllaai,ri,a,e-ce. 

Add a seeoad southbouad Sa,abom Road left tum lase. 
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l/1'1Pffll'til'l1ents ale/If; the &mbem Read 66FFirier aYe inelwied in the City efSalin615 TFO (#J-2, #87 a,:id 
,,-\ #66).In ~dditien, ~4/5 interseetie11 /5 within the Yesp~ibilitj• t111dfel'isdietien efCaltrans. lmfee;~~~ t1t 

·.-2'.•i_ :·: \:,· .•. ,,,, .. r·, , __ :,.,,,- _. . ,..,.. _\lr •. _ ., .. ,
,,:,.;.,,,./• th/5 interseetien sheuld be added te the TAJ.IC Rf!giena! IJe1.efepn1eflt .T?ee P,eg1wm. Jfthej' al'f!, ptlj'ment e:f

,:}_--- ,,,_ : ,\,__ ·:. _,, ,. . ,.-. '.;.. ' ' .'' ,' < \,' . ·: -·-·. ' , _.. ~' 
the T,4.'.fCfee ii:,· all del'fdepdis efindMdual pn,jiii:ts 11~t;tin the Plan Aret1 11e,uld mitig,,le the GU,mulati,oe 

. '" ,:,· ' ' -.·'}·. "'';,/_' _· ·. , •. ·' . ' • ;.. . ·, '.:\ •. , . '.. . - . _:" , ..',· .. ·' ;'t"' • : . •':';'.'}'' 

in~ets efthe pejeet tit th/5 interseetien te a fe55 than signifietmt lf14-el. Jfimpl'fJ~'til'l'lents ilYe 11et added te the 
' - \'){, _\,'', ;h.. - ,l ' ' ,_, . • ' • - . • . -. . • . ., 

T,411'/C Regienal IJe1oelepnient ,f?ee P,egfflm prier te tl•e d,i,,'(!/epment ef the first pejeet within the Plan 

A,;;,,, then 'tit pr~feet dc1't!!epers ,;ii! be. l'Csponsible fer a JJffl rata fair she,:,, 'of the imprel't!ments. Jn that 
·,, ,- . . , '. • : . • . • f . • ,t\ ' ' . ' 

e1oent, beeause t111 establis-hed imp1'61'til'l'lent pYegYSm would net e!ds-t through whieh te ens-uYe the 

eenstruetim, efsueh i,1~1'til'l'lents, ·the payment effair shim;jee5 in a11d ofitseifweu!d net be 66ns-idered 

effeeti1't! mi#gfiltien te reduee the e;mmlati;'t! impaet te a less than sign!fi61i1nt lewd. !n erder te app1'6w the 

prejeet, t,~e City 11euld then need te either· a) adept findings thtit sueh impre1'f!l11ents fill'C within the 

FB5JJensibility and jurisdietien efanetherpubliG ag,m1ry· (Ca/trans, the Ceui,tj• and/er TAJ,1C) and 11et the 

City, and should be adepted bj,• such ethe,· ageney (CEQA Guidelines Seetien 15{)9I(fil)(1)} and that sueh 

i,iipact /5 thereferefeund te be una1'8idable and aeeeptable (CEQA Guidelines Sectien 15092{/rX2)(B)}; er h} 

adept a statemmt eje1't!ffidillf; censideratiens (CEQA Guidelines Seetien ! 509]). 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-14 OF THE DRAFTEIR: 

Significant Impact - Airport Boulevard / Terven Avenue (#13) - Signalized. With the 

addition of project traffic, the operations at this intersection would operate at LOS F during the 

AM and PM peak hours under 2030 cumulative. Per Caltrans significance criteria, the project 

..) would have a significant impact at this intersection. Either of the following improvements is 

required to mitigate the impact under 2030 Cumulative conditions: 

• Reconstruct the southbound ramps as planned by the ultimate configuration of Phase 

II Aimort Boulevard interchange project: or 

• Reconstruct the southbound ramps as planned by the An;port Boulevard Phase I 

interchange project by converting the northbound right-tum lane to a free movement. 

• Four additional improvements are required for mitigation that are not part of the 

Phase I or II Aimort Boulevard interchange: 

Modify eastbound Terven Avenue approach from a shared left-through-right 

lane to a dedicated left-tum and shared through-right lane. 

Modify the westbound approach to include a left turn lane, a shared left- / 

through lane and a right-tum lane. 

Lengthen the U.S. Highway IOI southbound off-ramp storage pocket. 

Widen the southbound approach to include a right turn lane, two shared 

through lane and a right-tum lane. 
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The Phase I improvements along the Airport Boulevard corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO 

(#32 and #38). Improvements at this intersection are planned but not fitlly fimded as Phase 2 of the 

Ca/trans Airport Boulevard interchange proiect (#0318). Improvements to this intersection including the 

Phase I interchange. westbound approach modifications. and lengthening o[the southbound offramp, are 

included in the City ofSalinas "letter ofintent" with Ca/tans. The widening ofthe southbound approach 

may require additional right-of-way andIor removal ofa sidewalk. which only serves the adiacent property 

and does not provide a link to any other destinations. Implementation ofthe above referenced mitigation and 

payment oftraffic impact fees per the City of Salinas TFO will mitigate cumulative proiect impacts at this 

intersection. In addition. this intersection is within the responsibility and iurisdiction ofCa/trans and not the 

City. 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-19 OF THE DRAFT EIR: 

Petentially Signifieant ans. Unaveidahle lmpaet Davis Reas. / Blanee Read (#38) 

Signalh,ed. This intersection would operate at an o,·erall LOS F during the AM and PM peak 

hours under 2030 eumulative phas prajeet no interchange traffie eonditions. Per the Monterey 

County signifieance eriteria. the prajeet would han a signifieant impaet at th.is intersection. The 

following improvements are reeommended under 2030 eumulative plus prajeet ne interchange 

eonditions. 

•---<C:::;,ao.,n-v,e,ert~t~h"'e,-nneortrtllhil3!,eou·11Bn<ld~DPaa,;ya,is;----1iRe<co!fa>Edkshaaairet:e,ed~ttthll'1F'0oaagelhac,/--J1rctigf!'hlactt--tttl11Hm'll-llaarnn"'e-1teeoH1-a-1ts!shr1roo·a11gehh 

lanec 

•·--,A'\,ed1<adHa'Hld<!ead1lf·e.aa-Bte~di-nneortl:'Hlh>0!ieouuBef!d-JDc1aca•'">'i,ss-iR~.ooaa;diH'riHegffihcF-t-BtlllllffiFfHliaaBnece. 

•--~,A'\,edkldhal-.'l<se~e,.;olfnlfdhsS!o~ui-!t;ehcl3beoeuBned--JD=>aa·"1li1Ss--JR~.00iaa<d:Htle!tftH1rui!A1'!l-llaanHe-,e. 

• 
0--+P,..,ds1<d'l-ila,-,s;,e'<'e>0o"'e"'dHss,o~ua1tcfhlfa>Eo,.uHnHdHD"'a"·•"·is-s.JoR«o0iaa<diH'rttigahllt'-lttu111rm&-1laan0<eec. 

•·--,A'\~,Ii,;,I1-;aa-1c1tn>-1i.ardA-Pe,.asstt'llb<'louu,ae.fld-1Ba11Isaaun<'eoA-4Ri-<oa<aHdl-l<le>tcftHlruHm'll-ll<>an....,.e. 

•--~CGioun,;veertrt-tlfhHe,-,,eaasssttllbeouuBn<ld~BBlflalfnl€e'0oe-l<Rc€o>aae<'ldHiJshlbaair'€e<ld~tl'fhrlfeo11»gelhlb,/--J1rctigE!lhaatt--tttl11HmH-llaalfln"'e-1tl€0H1-a-1t~hlfroouagehh 

lanec 

• 0--,A'\<Edkidhaa--ad<!edei1iE'e>aat<te*dheeaa,s;ttbl>o&ull'n&dE!-!Blllaaie0<e2<0HiRict'o>aa>€d..sEe·gh$tHtt~111rmn-1ilaain'l<e~. 

•--_.jC'.:!e<+n"''"''e..rt0-ss,0»11~tl>hbl>oA111111n'l<di--iaanR<dEl--\,v.,.<e'!TSt!c!cb>Ao"'u£1n<ld➔Fl'H.g~hltt-tttallfll.Ff1SS-ttoo-ilevyeier,i;laaip~p.,hhaa1sliin11<g"'. 

•·--,AA,rtldiad!-ial-!l<Se~eaeo1tB>€dHHA<09lrtt'thBB&00'!1,l¼flA,aEHD~a,-,•.R•is-s+Rc1,o*al£al-Flfl'i!g£1htH1ruHm'H-!laaaa;eec. 

•·-~,AA,rtJdied,-iaJ-S<se*e,eo1tn1EdHsiEo,.alttbhlil>ooaae!ldEl-±D~a,-,·.R·is-s-J,R~.o*aHdl-'tt!hH1F'00Ua£ghb-J,laainF1<e~. 

• 0--,AA,~d1,ad1-;a....,,.se"<e'<'o"'n"'d~,w11ceeS1st'llb>Aoaiu£1nH!ld-1Bi.Jl1<1a£1neeoo.JoR«,00ia'l<dl-!<le!fftH1ruHA1'H-!!aannece. 
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Imprewments 8t this inteP.ieaion 8/r! indHded in the City '.5 TF'O (#2e 8nd #11) 81<d the TA.'K Regio118l 

Dewlepment Impact Fee (#8). In 8ddition, the County s.~91Jld imlwie thit; interseetion in their p,epesed 

faturo imp8~_feeperthe CSA NIOUdatedA,,gust 2{)(}6. 

Ifthe Ce,ml!}· adepts an impa6tfeepr9!f1'il"' thllt inel-udes these imp,evements prior te issua11ce ofthe fest 

bui!di,,,g permit for tlt'lj" f11'9ieet witki11 the Plan Al'elil, jJilyment ef the fee BJ' all prejeet dew!!epers will 

mitigate the eumulatfre impaet oftheprejeet te a less th•m signifia,nt lewd. {!the Ceimty dees not adept an 

imp6et fee p,egram ine!uding thesr, imp,ei<ements pri& te issua.'16C ofthe fest huildil'lg pem1i~ 9/l pmjeet 

developers will be responsible je,· a p,e 1'6f6 fair share efthese inp, e111ments a5 mitigation a5 fJffl!'ided in 

$eetien 3 ofthe Agreement Reglilnling Suppleme11t te the Pii,al PYogram EIRfa,· the &lina5 Put/#'£! G,,owth 

Area between the City ef&lina5 and the County• ofJ1enterey (A/arch 27, 2008). 111 thllt e-.'fflt, beeause an 

esf6b!ished impow,ment pl'eg1'flm wouhl net eJ<ist through whieh te ensuro the eenstruetio11 of such 

impmwments, the payment q,Cfair sh6rofees in flnd efitselfwould not be co11Sidered effectiw; mitigliltio,. te 

,educe the e,m,uh;til'IJ impaet te a fess than signijie!ilnt lei-el. 111 01'1ier te 6IJ9Preiv; the prejeet, the City• would 

the,, need to eithe,:· !,} adoptfindings t.~at sud, imp,ei'C/9,e,1ts affl u'ithin the re5pomibility• andjuri5fiictio11 ef 

9nofherpub!ic ,w,ncJ' ,(Ca!t1'611'15, the Cou,ity and/or TAJ,,fC) and not the City•, and should be adepted by 

such other r,geney· (CBQA Guidelines &et/on }5W!(a}(1)! and thflt such impact is therefore found to be 

un,woidable and £lC/iejJtab!e (C.EQA Guidelines Seet/011 15()!);lfh)(2)(B)!; or b) adopt 6 sflilfe,ffent of 

ow11'Fidi11g eensidei'OtiBl'fS (CEQA Guidelines &ct/011 15()93). 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-26 OFTIIE DRAFTEIR: 

Potentially Signifieant aBd Una,·oidal,le Impact U.S. 101 Northbound Weaving Segment 

between Barteell Rd. aBd Abbott St. (Segment #2ti). This weaving segment woula operate at 

LOSE and LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours, respeetively. Per Caltrans signifieanee 

criteria the eumulative project wOHld have a sigaifieaat impact on this weaving segment. The 

fullowing ifflj3r0'1ements are recommended under 2030 eumulative plus prnject no interehange 

eonditions. 

••-~Pl-'ir1to>llHtilib'lfitkri~g:hht-ttitwEm'fllfs~frtf0omm-->1vl'f.-e!Sstti'b>Eo>llu>En>iidHHilaHrlnmte!!illHJR:c,;o,aaf1d-eeoon&n11<e~ct4oo,re-ttoo-Uw.S~.,---+lt10+l-fl'anefld 

relocate them to the eJiisting northbolli!d oaramp at Hartnell Road. This 

improvemeat would effecti•iely eliminate the sracly weaYing seetion. 

•--CHaoaan-¥'1"1ert14-lH""ai"'rtn"'aee11lfHR~o9iaa.d;J--l't<>o""o*nMe!--''W.Yaavy~trEFaaflffi'l<cc-ll(i>En>--tHhlfe>--naoartFEJahvvl'f:e!Sst-t-<dl¼H"F<e!fe!l'ttlf·01ra1-1)--Jb1><eetti"1,1-<·e!€eS1n>--tEhaee 

Haftnell Road connector aad the Hartnell Road oaramp. 

•~~RK.c!!el1to>eeaatHeHti!lhc!!e-<eHsl!E½<isS'ltEin'!igM3dflrivvc!!l!'Wllaav~·-,tso-;aH<re"'s*iadt!ieB11<ee1eH>OH1HH'iiaa,rtn'ffieecllH--<R<c<.03,ai<ElH'ln.,eaarF-tU1-ct.,,,1,~.➔1-.,0'±1--ltEtOHtEfhlf!e 

iaterseetiea efHartaell Road aad the northbound oa FaH!J.'l to U.S. 101. ------- -- --·-· ----- --- -· ------- -- --- ----- ----·-· -----··-- - -----·, ---···--- ---- - ' --- -·- -- ••• - •• --- ••••••• 

••--P-ro'>lha1i-Rbttit--J!~eftFHt1HUFURl!sHafr'Eo>11mA--Eth-e➔H..aiairtnf'EaecelH-l➔Re1c.ooaa,dEHe!€0>11nffiac!!e€1etE€01rr--<031ne1tE€0H.soc11u,11tllh>£b>Eoo,iHfllH>€dHcU,,.~s~.➔1-lOf-ll~aaft 

the U.S. JQl/Hartaell Road eoaneetor interseetion. 
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lmpr,nements i,. the TAUG Regien61! Deye;epment bnpaet Fee begram (#7) indude ce"sm1eti1,g twe 

kme fi'entt,ge re,.uis en the east and west sides ef U .&. Highway IO.' frem t.4e fau,re Ha""'s Ro61d 

i"tere.¼ange te CJ,.,,,/a,-_ This would, imprew tmffie epel'Bti.ens en U.S. Highwa)" 1Of h)· elimi1<61ti,ig 1<1i1tor 

intersectiel!s a/e,ig t.¼e eorndo,s This read segment is withiH the respe,isimlity a,id j1,11<isdi€tieH efCalmms, 

and r,et the Cit)· t>f SaliruJ5. b1'1[}1'f!•"ements alo,ig this eel'l'ider sheuld be 6lilded te the TA,WC RegieHal 

Dei"C!epment I,1'1f}<1£t Fee Preg;-,,m. ff they are, f'61)~ne,,t efthe TAMC:fee by· all de1"Biepers ef iHdi,·idua/ 

p~jeets within the Plan AYe61 weu!d mitigate the cumulali1>e impaets ef#,epreject en this read ,;egmer,t te a 

fe55 th61n signijkal!t !ew!. Ifimpmyements 6/l'f! 11et added te the TAMC Rcgie11al De·,"Biepme11t hnpact Fee 

PFBg1r,mpl'ier te the de,"C!8J!lllei1t eft.¼efirstpreject withir, the P/a1< A,;ea, ther, 61llpreject de,·e/epers will he 

respo1<siblefo1· a p1,e ratafair share efthe in'lf}re;·emel!ts. [11 that el'lil'lt, bee61use an established impre·,>ement 

preg,"m would, net <Edst through m¼ieh te ensure the eenstruclien ofsue., impro,e,ne11ts, the payment offeir 

sharefees ir, and t>fitselfweukl, not be considered ejfe.li»e mitigelien to reduce the cumulali1>e i1npact to a 

le55 ther, signijietmt level. [n order te appre1>e t.¼e project, the City· would then need to either: a) adept 

findings that such imprewments are within the respemihility and fa,risdictien ef another· public agency 

(Celt,r,ns, b¼e Ceu111y end/or TA1,1C} {IHd net the Citj•, and sheuld be adeptod by· sueh ether egertC)' 

(CEQ,4 Guidelines &ction 1509! (aX1)) e,,d that such impact is therefe,'f! feu"d to he u,unoid61ble and 

acceptable (CEQA Guideli11es &ctieH 15092(b)(2XJJ)); e,, b) adopt e steteme,,t efe»erridi11g eemidei'tltions 

(CEQ,4 Guidelines Sectien 15093). 

3. 2 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-32 OF TIIE DRAFT Effi: 

The AG Land Trust Inc. and the County are parties to the easement agreement as shown in draft 

easement agreement included in Appendix F of the Specific Plan. The agreement specifically 

states in section l.c.2: 

No services, municipal or otherwise, shall be extended to serve the 

property that is currently in agricultural use as of the date of this Buffer 

Easement that is located to the southeast and/or southwest of the Buffer 

Easement Property for as long as this Buffer Easement is in effect, with 

the exception of the existing Harris Place Industrial Complex. This 

property is currently described generally as the following nine Monterey 

County Assessors numbers: 177-191-00 (l, 2, 3, 4, and 5) and 177-191-

(001, 13, 14 and 15). County Assessors ffilmaer 177 132 Q:l4, 177 B2 

Q35, 177 J:l2 OJe, aad 177 132 Q37 [the existing Harris Place industrial 

complex]. 
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4.0 
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYSIS REFINEMENTS 

CHANGE IN SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AND ANNEXATION 

BOUNDARIES 

Subsequent to the close of the public review period for the draft program EIR, the City received 

comments from Caltrans and Monterey County regarding project impacts to circulation facilities 

under their control. Please refer back to the comment letters from Caltrans and to comment 

letter from Monterey County Resource Management Agency and to the respective responses to 

those comments found in Section 2.0, Response to Comments. After the close of the public 

review period, the City held several meetings with Caltrans and the County aimed to address 

comments from each agency. During meetings with the County, County staff suggested that the 

City consider modifying the boundaries of the proposed Sphere of Influence Amendment and 

the proposed Reorganization (annexation) to include roadways adjoining the Plan Area as well 

as a segment of Abbott Street south of Harris Road. 

The Determination of Boundaries Standards subsection ofLAFCO's Standards for Evaluation of 

Proposals, includes standards for establishing appropriate annexation boundaries, one of which is 

as follows: 

4. Boundary lines of areas proposed to be annexed shall be located so 

that all streets and rights-of-way will be placed within the same 

jurisdictioo as the properties which abut thereon. 

Per this standard, the City is proposing minor modifications to the Sphere of Influence 

Amendment and annexation boundaries to ensure they are logical and consistent with LAFCO 

standards. The originally proposed Sphere of Influence Amendment boundary has been 

modified to include the segment of Harris Road that abuts the Plan Area and an approximately 

1000-foot long segment of Abbott Street located south of Harris Road which abuts lands already • 
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4.0 ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYSIS REFINEMENTS 

within the city limits. The total area being proposed for inclusion within the Sphere of Influence 

Amendment is now 246.2 acres, which consists of the unincorporated portion of the Plan Area 

and the two noted road segments. Appendix B includes a map of the modified Sphere of 

Influence Amendment boundary as proposed by the City. 

The originally proposed annexation boundary as shown in Figure 2-7 of the Specific Plan 

included the segments of Abbott Street and Harris Road that abut the Plan Area, but did not 

include the above-npted segment of Abbott Street south of Harris Road. Appendix C includes a 

map of the modified annexation boundary as proposed by the City which includes the additional 

Abbott Street segment. With this addition, the total area proposed for annexation is 254 acres. 

The total area consists of 240 acres of the unincorporated Plan Area, plus approximately 14 

acres that comprise the three noted road segments. 

The modifications to the Sphere of Influence Amendment and annexation boundaries do not 

create environmental impacts not previously identified in the draft program EIR, nor do they 

result in an increase in severity of impacts identified in the draft program EIR. The additional 

areas to be included in both boundaries are existing roadways that are fully develaped. The 

boundary revisions themselves will not create new development potential or result in changes to 

these roadways that were not already identified in the draft program EIR, where applicable. 

ANALYSIS OF A STUDY INTERSECTION 

Presentation of the effects of the proposed project at intersection #40, State Route 68/Foster 

Road, was unintentionally omitted from the draft program EIR. Impacts at this intersection are 

significant and potentially unavoidable under cumulative conditions as described on page 173 of 

the TIA, which is included in the draft program EIR as Appendix K. No improvements are 

recommended for this intersection under any scenario and payment of TAMC fees is described 

as the mitigation measure. The omission does not materially affect the conclusions of the draft 

program EIR or the final program EIR as no physical improvements are recommended and 

payment of the TAMC fee is required regardless of the project impact at this intersection. 

Caltrans considers payment of the TAMC fee to be sufficient to address cumulative impacts on 

regional transportation facilities. 
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APPENDIX A 

CITY OF SALINAS LETTER OF INTENT WITH CALTRANS 



,.,. 
• * City of Safinas 

;i Department of Engineering and Transportation Servicest"~ _..,,"r. 
l.tFOf:tT'" 200 Lincoln Avenue• Salinas, California 93901 • (831) 758-7241 

-/ 

November l 6, 2009 

Via Electronic Mail and U.S. Mail 

John Olejnik 
Department of Transportation, District 5 
50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, California 93401-5415 

Re: Salinas Ag-Industrial Center (UniKool Project)-U.S. Highway 101 Corridor 
Improvements 

Dear Mr. Olejnik: 

This Jetter is intended to memorialize the discussions had among City staff, County of Monterey 
staff, Transportation Agency for Monterey County (T AMC) staff, and CalTrans staff on October 
21, 2009, October 28, 2009, and November 4, 2009. As you will recall, our discussions centered 
around the anticipated traffic impacts of the above-referenced project and the proposed roadway 
improvements to address traffic operation impacts at the U.S. 101 interchanges at Sanborn Road, 
Airport Boulevard, and Abbott Street. Following is a summary of the three main areas of 
discussion and the conclusions reached during our discussions at the staff level. Please 
understand that any changes to City policy, including the City's Traffic Fee Ordinance, require 
consideration and approval by the Salinas City Council. With respect to those items which 
require City Council approval, we intend to present those items to them at or before their 
consideration and approval of the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center project 

1. U.S. Highway 101 Interchanges at Sanborn Road and Airport Boulevard. 

With respect to these two interchanges, both of which are located within the existing Salinas city 
limits, City staff proposed the following to address anticipated traffic impacts from the Salinas 
Ag-Industrial Center project: 

• Include the improvements identified in Attachment I and Attachment 2 in the City's 
Traffic Fee Ordinance (TFO) program as individual specific, funded projects. Design 
and construct these TFO Projects within the framework of the City's Capital 
Improvement Program. 

• Monitor traffic conditions in the vicinity of these TFO Projects as a part of the City's 
existing traffic monitoring program to determine the schedule for the design and 
construction-ofthe-improvements shown in Attachment -1 and-Attachment-2 in.a.timely 
manner related to the construction of the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center project and other 
projects within the City. 



John Olcjnik 
November 16, 2009 
Page2of3 

2. Abbott Street Metering Light at Southbound U.S. Highway 101. 

With respect to this anticipated improvement, located outside the existing Salinas city limits, 
City staff proposed the following: 

• Include as a condition of approval that the project applicant (The UniKool Partners) 
design, construct, fund, and install a metering signal on the southbound Abbott Street on­
ramp to US 101 to mitigate anticipated project impacts to the US 101 mainline. The 
proposed improvements are shown on Attachment 3. 

• Further condition the approval to require the project applicant to design and to obtain 
CalTrans' approval of the metering signal prior to, or concurrent with, the City's issuance 
of a building permit for any development project within the Plan Area that represents the 
51 st acre of development, based on the total area of developed parcels within the Salinas 
Ag-Industrial Center Plan Area, as that area is defined in the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center 
Speci fie Plan. 

• Further condition the approval to require the project applicant to construct, install, and 
commission the metering signal prior to, or concurrent with, the City's issuance of a 
building permit for any development within the Plan Area that represents the 76th acre of 
development, based on the total area of developed parcels within the Salinas Ag­
Industrial Center Plari Area, as that area is defined in the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center 
Specific Plan. 

3. Left Turn Movement From Southbound U.S. Hie:hway 101 onto Hartnell Road. 

We understand various agencies' desire to eliminate the left turn movement from southbound 
U.S. 101 onto Hartnell Road and to improve the frontage roads in this area as a means to 
improve safety and circulation. Through our discussions on this issue, we further understand that 
T AMC will facilitate as part of existing TAMC Project No. 7, the option of phased design and 
construction of frontage road improvements along U.S. 10 l between the city of Salinas and the 
unincorporated area of Chualar. With respect to this issue and TAMC Project No. 7, City staff 
proposed the following: 

• Include as a condition of project approval that the project applicant (The UniKool 
Partners) prepare a Frontage Road Preliminary Design Study (the "Study") for the area 
with Monterey County located between the southern Salinas city limits and Spence Road. 
The Study will include identification of a First Phase Frontage Road Project for TAMC 
Project No. 7 (the "First Phase") to remove or relocate the left movement from 
southbound U.S. 101 onto Hartnell Road. The condition will require that the project 
application bear the cost of preparing the Study with the understanding that the cost will 
be offset by a corresponding fee credit toward the project applicant's regional traffic fee 
obligations resulting from their development of the project within TAMC's Greater 
Salinas Benefit Zone. 

• Further condition the approval to require the submittal of the first complete draft of the 
Study to T AMC prior to, or concurrent with, the City's issuance of a building permit for 
any development within the Plan Area that represents the 51" acre of development, based 
on the total area of developed parcels within the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center Plan Area, 
as that area is defined in the Salinas Ag-industrial Center Specific Plan. 



John Olejnik 
November 16, 2009 
Page 3 of3 

We understand that the eventual construction of the First Phase will be funded from Greater 
Salinas Benefit Zone fees collected by T AMC and/or the City from development that occurs 
within the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center and other new projects near the City of Salinas. We 
further understand that T AMC will detennine the construction schedule for the First Phase 
improvements. The intent of identifying the First Phase improvements and designating their 
funding is to provide TAMC with a means ofprioritizing and implementing the construction of 
the First.Phase project in their capital improvement program. 

I believe this letter accurately describes the discussions had among the various interested 
agencies and the commitments of each with respect to those items listed above. As we have 
discussed previously, refined mitigation measures addressing the items discussed in this letter 
will be incorporated in the Final Program EIR for this project. 

As you may know, the Salinas Traffic and Transportation Commission will consider the Salinas 
Ag-Industrial Center project at its December 10, 2009 meeting and the Salinas Planning 
Commission will consider this project at its December 16, 2009 meeting. We anticipate the 
Salinas City Council will consider this project in January 2010. We look forward to these 
Commission's and the Salinas City Council's timely approvals of this project. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or if you need additional infonnation. 

Sincerely, 

CITY OF SALINAS 

~ ~,l.1116410/ 
Robert C. Russel~ P.E. 
City Engineer 

Enclosures: Sanborn Road/ US 101 Improvements, dated November 13, 2009 
Airport Boulevard/US 101 Improvements, dated November 13, 2009 
Abbott Street Metering Light at SB US 101, dated November 13, 2009 

cc: Artie Fields, City Manager 
Vanessa Vallarta, City Attorney 
Christopher A. Callihan, Sr. Deputy City Attorney 
Alan Stumpf, Community Development Director 
Courtney Grossman, Planning Manager 
James Serrano, Transportation Planner 
Larry Seeman, Project Manager 
Don Bachman, tAMC Deputy Executive Director 
Yazdan Emrani, P.E., Director of Public Works, Monterey County 
Rick Sauerwein, Management Specialist, Monterey County 
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APPENDIX B 

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE BOUNDARY REFINEMENT MAP 
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APPENDIX C 

ANNEXATION BOUNDARY REFINEMENT MAP 
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