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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 15, 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 mdicates 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 1 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 GROUF INC. i-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 EIR contain the comments that raise significant environmental points in the

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

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 EIR. 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 mumbers inserted in the lefi-hand
margin of each letter. Table 1, 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 of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) (August 13, 2009)
. John Bailey, Attorneys at Law (August 20, 2009)

] Brian Finegan, Attomeys 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)

. LandWatch Monterey County (August 24, 2009)

. Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) (August 31, 2009)

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

. California Regional Water Quality Control Board (CRWQCB) (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 1 below summarizes the environmental topic comments contained in each comment letter.

Table 1 Commenting Agencies/Persons and Environmental Issues

Environmental Issues

AMBAG

John Bailey

Brian Finegan

Mark Lasnik

LAFCO

MBUAPCD

LandWatch
MRWPCA
CRWQCB
MCWRA
Caltrans

MCRMA

Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

>

Air Quality

>

Climate Change

Cultural Resources

Geology and Soils

Hazards/Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Public Services

Transportation

Water Supply

Sanitary/Industrial Wastewater

Noise

Cumulative Impacts

Alternatives

Planning Issues

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.




ABAG

SCIATION OF MONTEREY BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS

Courtney Grossman
City of Salinas

Community Development Department
65 W. Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 93901

August 13th, 2009

Dear Mr.-.Courtney Grossman:
AMBAG's Regional Clearinghouse circulated a.summary of notice of your environmental document to
our member.agencies and interested parties for review and comment

The AMBAG Board of Direclors considered the project on August 12, 2009-and has no comments at this

time.

' Thank you for complying with the Ciearinghouse process.

i
-

Sincerely.

A. Nelspn
Flanner, Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments

UP RECGONAL COMMUNITY BINCE 1868
N BLAD CSULTE G e FOOBOY BOS 4 MAEINA, CA 838370805
700 & FAZ 830 BER-BTSE & www.Ambag.ora




2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from AMBAG

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

No response Is necessary.

2.4 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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BriaxN FINEGAN
I ProFPEssionNal. CoORPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT Law
SIXTY WEST ALIEAL BSTREET, BUTTE ]
Post Orrice Box 2058 ‘ !
A Co 831t
Brian FINEGAN SaLTASs, CALIFORNIA ©3008 SALINA'I:S\{J{’];!?.EP%%];E %57-33 a
Eman.] pang q'm e MorTEREY TELEPHONE 375-90662

JoEN L. BATLEY FACSIMILE 757-0820

E-p41L john@binsgan.com

August 20, 2009

Christopher A. Callihan, Esq.
Sr. Deputy City Attorney

City of Salinas

200 Lincoln-Avenue

Salinas, California 93901-2639

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

Dear Chris:

As a representative of UniKool, | 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

1. 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.

2-6 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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Courtney Grossman
Planning Manager

City of Salinas

68 West Alisal Street
Salinas, California 93901

Re: Salinas Ag-Industrial Center Draft Program EIR

Dear Mr. Grossman:

On behaif of the applicant, The Uni-Kool Partners, | submit the following
comments on the Draft Program EIR for the 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 of text in the Draft EIR (pages 2-12 through 2-13), '

Although the conversion of agricultural land is a -matter of significant
concern to the City, the region and the state, the DEIR correctly focuses on three
important considerations that distinguish 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,



Page 2 August 28, 2009

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 piecemeat conversion of other valuable agricuitural farmiands,

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: agricultura! 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 agricuttural 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 118 feet.

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.

" As noted in John Bailey's lefter 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 Cormnplex
are APNs 177-191-001, -002. -003, -004, -005, -011, -013. -014 and -015.
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Unlike the typical case in which agricultural buffers are intended to
separate agricultural uses from non-agricultural uses (usually residential use), in
this case the project itself consists of agricultural (albeit ag-industrial) uses.
Consequently, ;The'typical,:'ag_ffcu'ltUn&i'er'e's_ident‘ial land use conflict that buffers.are
Intended to address tdoes not exist in this case.

For:ali of the above reasons, the agricultural buffers as proposed by the
project are more than atequate.

2. Conservation 'E:asements

The DEIR contains a number of references to City policy calling for the
use of agricultural land conservation easements "to provide for the permanent
protection of.agricultural land.” Policy COS-12 of the City's.Gengral Plan
provides for the payment of-a mitigation fee “that could be used to purchase
easements through a mitigation bank.” Typically, such conservation easements
are granted to.a land conservation organization such 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 easemenit, but fee title to 196.9 acres:of prime row
crop land known as the Odello Ranch (APN 253-014-003) west of the City of
Saiinas. Thus the Ag Land Trust can not only preserve and protect the Jand for
agricultural purposes (as they wouid 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 farmiands. The rent will far
exceed the amount that would ever be received by way of a mitigation fee.

It is clear thatthis unprecedented arrangement contributes significantly
more to the overall ag land conservation effort than a mere conservation
easement or the payment.of in-liei fees. Consequently, the following should be
substituted for Mitigation Measure AG-1 in the final EIR:

"The applicant.shall dedicate to the Ag Land Trust fee title to 196.9 acres
of prime row crop land known as the Odelio 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-on the-envirenment; -it will-simply assure thatthe 196-9-acres Temains in its
historic farming use.
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3. Mitigation Measure Geo-2, padge 2-81

Each individual deveioper 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 GEOQ-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 expressway 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-Koal Partners

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 Comments from Brian Finegan

1.

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 agricuitural 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 1s High.” This conclusion is based on conditions across the Plan Area as described on
page 7, which Landset suggests are relatively uniform (ie., 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
mndividual sites as a basis for their detailed site engineering design. This would streamline
the design process for each individual project. Mitigation measure GEQ-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.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.



Esmeralda Alvarez, Office Technician

City of Salinas

Community Dev't Dept./Housing Division
200 Lincoln Avenue, Salinas, CA 93901
Phone: 831-758-7334/Fax: 831-758-7234

esmerala@eci.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: mwisfgiants@comcast.net [mailto: mwisfgiants@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 21-Jul-09 at 01:30 PM.

Mark Lasnik mwIsfgiants@comcast.net

Attn: Courtney Grossman Regarding: Salinas Ag-Industrial Center Draft EIR The City of
Salinas should find ways to utilize exjsting INDUSTRIAL land instead of PRIME
FARMIAND. The City of Salinas should provide it's citizens with an inventory of
abandoned or under-utilized existing INDUSTRIAL land between Highway 101,
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.



SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER

Responses to Comments from 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 within the center. This 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.

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 INC,



LAF CO of Montcrey County

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION

P.0). Box 1369 132 W, Gabilun Street, Suice 102
Salinas, CA 93902 Sulinas, CA 973901
Tc[t.'phont: (B31) 754-5838 Fax (B31) 754-5831

www.monterey.lafco.ca gov

KATE McKENNA, AICP

Executive Officer

August 24, 2009

Courtney Grossman, Planning Manager
City of Salinas

Community Planning & Development
65 W. Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 9390]

RE:  Comments on Drafli Program Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Salinas Ag-
Industrial Center (Uni-Kool Sitc)

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 Impact Report when the Commission formally reviews the City's future
proposal for a Sphere of Influence 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.

1. City Prezoming. The DEIR states in several places that “LAFCO has the primary
discretion to approve or deny SOJ amendment and prezoning/annexation 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(8)(7) states that: “A commission shall require, as a
condition to annexation, that :a city prezone the tarritory to be -annexed or present
evidence satisfactory to the commission that the existing development entitlements on'the
territory are vested -or .are already-at buildout, :and are consistent with the city's general
plan. However, the commission shall not specify how, or in what manner, the territory
shall be prezoned.”

Montorey RegionglCounty:Sanitation District Sphere of Influence Amendment. The
list of required LAFCO Pproject approvals (page 1-50) should include a Sphere of
Influence Amendment for the Monterey Regional.County Sanitation District (MRCSD),
as well as an annéxation to that Distriet. The MRCSD js a LAFCO-regulated district

dependent upon the Moriterey Regiona) Water Pollution Control :Agency (MRWPCA).
The MRWPCA is a joint-powers agency thatiis not regulated by LAFCO.

3, Justification for a 70-Foot Agricultural Land Buffer. ‘On page 1-39, it is stated that
“independent of mitigation requirements ... the applicant is propesing ... a 70-foot
agricultural buffer easement. ..” inside the southwest and southeast project borders. On
page 2-23, the environmentd] impact of the “Indirect Conversion of Adjacent Agricultural
Land” was determied to be less than significant because the project includes these
buffers. Please describe how the effectiveness of a 70-foot buffer was determined in light
of the particular mix of |and uses, topography, weather patterns, and commodity-specific
farming. practices on and adjacent to the project site.

4. Agricultural Conservation Easements. Mitigation Measure AG-1 (page 2-23) states
anently

that “the applicant shall dedicate agricultural conservation easements to perm

protect agricultural land consistent ‘with the City’s ‘Agricultura] Land Preservation
Program,” and states that the “City Attorney shill verify that easements have been
dedicated prior 1o approval of the Specific Plan.” The mitigation should be specific as to
the size, location, and the soil ‘quality of the 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, Jocation, and the s0jl

quality.

Finally, we encourage the City to continue to ‘work with the County of Monlerey to confirm
compliance with consultation and tax transfer requirements of Government Code section 56425
and the Taxation Code section 99, prior 1o 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 Thom McCue at 754-5838 i you have any
questions and for assistance in initiating the LAFCO boundary change process.

Sincerely, !
ﬁ{i/s————"’ v

Simon Salinas
Chair

[



2.0

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from LAFCO

I.

2.

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

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
1s 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 utilitics needed to serve existing business park/industrial
development at the southeast corner 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.

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 196-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 1:1 agricultural conservation easement acreage

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.



SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER

criterion in the Agricultural Land Preservation Program, on its féce, the applicant’s
proposal would not be consistent with the Program as the 196 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 agnicultural 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 L.and Preservation Program.

EMC PLANNING GROUP TNC.
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August 31, 2009

Mr. Courtney Grossman Sent Electronically to:

City of Salinas te@ci.salinas.ca.us
Community Development Department Original Sent by First Class Mail

65 Wesl Alisal Street
Salinas, CA 93901

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,q 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 0zone 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, 1S 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 (NOXx),
another ozone precursor.




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 2-37.

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 2010.” Would grading and excavation be done over an ej ght-month
period, or would this activity be done in a compressed time frame to realize economies 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 si gnificant. 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 recepters, the impact may be si gnificant and -should

be subject to mitigation per District CEQA Guidelines Table 8.3. Heavy- duty
construction equipment should meet current standards.

Operationa] 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) (1) 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
10,000 pounds that are or must be licensed for operation on highways. This
specifically includes: (1) California-based vehicles; and (2) Non-California-based
vehicles. (¢} Requirements. On or after F ebruary 1, 2005, the driver of any vehicle
subject to this section: (1) 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 100 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 Ibs./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 101.”

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; 10 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 AQ-1 and AQ-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

s (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 Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division

cc: Lance Ericksen, Engineering Division
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from the MBUAPCD

Comment noted. The noted text has been modified to reflect the comment. Please refer to
Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR.

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.

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 less 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.

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.

There is no indication from the applicant that mass grading and excavation would be
compressed into a timeframe of less than eight months to realize economies of scale.

The URBEMIS report included in the draft program EIR as Appendix D indicates that
diesel exhaust would be a small portion of total PM,, emissions during construction of the
proposed project. Daily diesel exhaust PM;, emissions would be less than five pounds per
day over a period of about eight months. The Plan Area is not located near sensitive

I‘CCCptOI‘S.
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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.

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

analysis bases LOS impacts on the percentage of tricks using a particular transportation
facility.

Total construction phase PM;, for the first year of construction would be 1,285 pounds per
day (1,280.3 pounds per day from dust and 4.7 pounds per day from exhaust), with less
than two pounds per day of construction related PM,, in following years. Total operational
PMy 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 (100 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 Teport separate

emissions totals per vehicle type.

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 farmimg regions (i.e., Salinas Valley, Pajaro Vailey, and San ‘Joaguin
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

2-23
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11.

12.

13.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Exhibit 15A 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.

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 PM,, from grading
do not exceed the MBUAPCD standard of 82 pounds per day. Please refer to Section 3.0,
Changes to the Draft EIR.

Please refer to response #11 above.

It 1s 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 mcluded for
implementation in the Specific Plan because the applicant feels that electrified refrigeration
technology 1s not yet widely commercialized and questions remain about whether it will

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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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 funire
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.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC,
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Courtney Grossman

City of Salinas Department of Development and Engineering
68 West Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 93901

' kUG
SUBJECT: DEIR FOR SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER 7

Ploanmaig Py
Senices
Dear Mr. Grossman: 1’4} ° c,"“cu
& ltorest>

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

1. Mitigation Measure AG-1 (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 diese! 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 rectrculated DEIR.

4. Operational Emissions (p. 2-44). Project traffic would generate about 269 Ibs/day

of VOC emissions and 2,304 Ibs/day of NOx emissions, far in excess of Monterey
Bay Unified Air Pollution Contro! District (MBUAPCD)’s thresholds of
significance of 137 Ibs/day for both pollutants. Recommended mitigation
measures include improved energy efficiency, use of alternative €nergy 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




L

industrial project intended to meet the needs of the population as forecast in the
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The finding does not account for mobile
source emissions identified above which are far in excess of the District’s
thresholds of significance. The MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 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 determination.” Such an analysis should be undertaken
to determjne the project’s cumulative impact on regional air quality.

- Climate Change (p, 2-66). The project would generate 389,017 metric tons per

year of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. For comparison, the draft California
Air Resources Board proposed threshold of significance 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 of off-site mitigation measures as
described by the California Attorney General in his memorandum on “The

~ ‘California Environmental Quality Act and Addressing Global Warming Impacts
at the Local Level™.

The following is an excerpt from the Attomey General’s list of feasible mitigation
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 mit; gation projects (e.g.,
altemative 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 of offsets 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
i far from the project, any additional, non-climate related benefits
of the mitigation will be lost to the loca] community.)

* Whether the emissions reductions from off-sitemitigation can be
quantified and verified.

* Whether the mitigation ratio should be greater than 1:1 to reflect
any uncertainty about the effectiveness of the offset.



‘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 of Proposed 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
oceur 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 of precipitation 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
stormwater accumulates rather than infiltrates, that percolation rates are slow and
insufficient to manage stormwater runoff from development.” Please address this
inconsistency.

9. The DEIR states the Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP) will be completed in
2010 and finds, “The project will halt further groundwater intrusion into the
SVGB (Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin) and bring the SVGB 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 SVGB. 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.



(a) The SVWP EIR estimated that urban acreage would replace agricultural
acreage, resulting in decreased water use in.the Salinas basin. This
estimate was not supported by any evidence; it was simply a.stated
assumption. This analysis predates the GPU5 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
exceeded in 2007 — 23 years ahead of schedule, It also predates the
proposed slope policies under GPUS which will potentially 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 EIR, the SVWP cannot meet the
water demand that would result from combined build out envisioned by
the general plans of the Salinas Valley cities and the County. CalWater,
testified recently before the Planning Commission that the level of growth
contained in GPUS5 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
dam). 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.

() 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 EIR 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.

. - ptive Director
LyndWatch Monterey County
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from Land Watch

1.

Please refer back to the comment Jetter 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.

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 mmpacts in CEQA
documents prepared for projects within the District boundary. Given that the MBUAPCD
1s 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.
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 Jine 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, including 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 opcrate 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.

The MBUAPCD currently does not fund or tmplement programs that result in the creation
of certified emissions reductions for criteria air pollutants or GHGs. This is true of the

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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Moyer and School Bus programs that are noted in the comment. Neither program results
in the creation of significant emissions reducnons 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 applicant.
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. Consegquently, 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 untikely 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 quality regulations
promulgated in California and the states where the fleets are licensed. For fleets operating
in California, the state is already targeting GHG emissions reductions from them
by implementmg regulations such as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (see

http: / /www.arb.ca.gov/ fuels/lcfs/1cfs . htm).
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Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 of the Traffic Impact Analysis inchuded in the draft program EIR are
tables that identify the impacts at intersections and road scgments 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 muitigate significant impacts.

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 tmprovements 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, culturai 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.

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. This 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.

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 SYWP 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 docurnents 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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P Monterey Regional Water
- Pollution Control Agency

ﬁm@w “Dedicated to meeting the wastewater and reclamation needs
of our member agencies, while protecting the environment. ”

: . - Treatment Facility and Water Racycling Project:

August 31, 2009 , Mailing Address: P.O. Box 1790, Marina, CA 939331790
Shipping Address Only: 14811 Del Monte Bivd., Marina CA 93933

(831) 883-1118 or 424-1108, FAX: (831) 883-0516

Website: www.mrwpca.org

City of Salinas

Community Development Department
¢/o Courtney Grossman

65 West Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Draft EIR for Salinas Ag-Industria) Center, SCH #2008041171

Dear Ms. Grossman,

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

1. 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) 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.

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 determine 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, Castroville Water District, County of Monterey, Del Rey Oaks, For Ord, Marina Coast Water District, Monterey,
Moss Landing County Sanitation District, Pacific Grove, Safinas, Sand City, and Seasicle



City of Salinas, Community Development Department
Page 2
August 31, 2009

4. Page 2-198. MRWPCA (based on confirming findings from the Carollo Report referenced in
Comment 1. 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 - MRWPCA 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 of providing 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,
Brad Hagemann, P
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.

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.

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 (RDIT) 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 RIDII
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.

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

response is necessary.

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

s s mot Been made. That requirement is already addressed in the prior impact

statement regarding proposed project effects on the City's wastewater conveyance facility
capacity. Please refer to Section 3.0, Changes to the Draft EIR.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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Central Coast Region

Arnold

Linda Adams

‘?‘ecf'”“"yfor Internel Address: http:/fwww. waterboards.ca.govicentralcoasy/ Schwarzen
Environmental 895 Acrovista Place, Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, Cafifornia 93401 Governo,
Proiection Phone (805) 549-3147 - FAX (B05) 543-0397

August 31, 2009

BY ELECTRONIC AND REGULAR MAIL

Courtney Grossman
courtg@ci.salinas.ca.us
65 West Alisal 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
Walter 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 inciude a range of agricultural industrial related uses. The majorily 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 Abbolt 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 shouid 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
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existing recharge value. By adding impervious surface to 85 to 90 percent of the 257-acre site,
the hydrology will Iikely change, affecting recharge and any baseflow contrlbutlon to the
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Reclamation Ditch. The DEIR does not account for any possible impacts, nor presents
compelling evidence, that no impact will occur from reduced infiitration opportunities at 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,

ger W. Briggs'
Executive Officer

cc: (by electronic mail)

Darla Inglis:  dinglis@@lowimpactdevelopment.orq
Denise Estrada: denisee@gi.salinas.ca.us

Carl Niizawa: carin@cl.salinas.ca.us

Jorge Duran: jduran@rja-gps.com

Arminta Jensen: ajensen@r|a-gps.com

Manue! Quezada: guezadam@co.montergy.ca.us

Mark D’Avignon; mark:r.d'avignon@usace.army.mil
Robert Smith: Robert.F.Smith@usace.army.mil

Cameron Johnson: Cameron.L.Johnson@usace.army.mil

cc: (by reguiar mait)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Frangcisco District
Regulatory Section

1455 Market St., Floor 17

San Francisco, CA 94103-1368

SA\CEGAComment Lellers\Monterey County\Salinas Ag Industrial Center dEIR comments.doc




SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER

Responses to Comments from CRWQCB

1.

The referenced June 17, 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 ﬁhdings, 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.of hydromodification 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

EMC PLANNING GROU¥P INC.
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mmplementation 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 12 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 % 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 comiﬂg 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-Year 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 12194 0.1 cubic feet/second
San Jon Road Flow 1153.5 0.2 cubic feet/second

With the site BMP mitigations proposed for the 257-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 evalﬁa_tion indicates Carr Lake peak stage increasing by only 0.001 feet
énd peak downstream flows increasing by less than two huﬂ;dredths of a percent. From
these results, and that of the qﬁaijtative downstream sedimentation analysis, both the
Preliminary Hydrology and Hydrdﬁlics Study and the Salinas-Ag Industrial Center Draft
Program EIR conciuded 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 Stormwater Development Standards
(SWDS), the City reviewed the proposed project for compliance with the noted
Stormwater Development Standards criteria 4A and 4B in context of the feasibility of

water Development Standards 4A and B t0 the proposed project, the

application of Storm
-project

hydromodification mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, and the net post

impact on downstream hydrology.

ENGEOQ 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:

Other junsdictions 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 indicators of erosion on the

channel banks.

b, There is no natural sediment balance or natural sediment 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

TLanding. Reduction of transport of very fine sediments from the existing project site,
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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 44, 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 Valley 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 systern 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.

Stormwater Development Standard Section 4 basically requires that the proposed project
be irnplemented 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.

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
100-year storm event. These graphs show that proposed discharges are higher at some
points and lower at other points during the design storm.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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Chart 1: Discharge to Reclamation Ditch
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Chart 2: Vé]ocity 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 100-year event, high velocity discharges are not a
significant factor. Based on the durations that velocities are above two fps during a 100-
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 projéct along the Reclamation Ditch.

Stormwater 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 stormwater 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 quahty would be a decrease m ﬂow and

“an improvernent in water quality.

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

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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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.

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.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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“WATER RESOURCES AGENCY
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SALINAS ,.CA 93002
(831)755-488D

FAX (831) 424-7936
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B8 BEANCO TIRCLE
SALINAE, CA 93P01-4455

Mr..Couriney Grossman

City of Salinas

Community Develepment Department
65 West Alisal Street

Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: SALINAS AG-INDUSTRIAL CENTER DRAFT EIR - COMMENTS
Dear Mr. Grossman:

Monterey County Water Resources Agency (Agency) appreciates the opportunity to comment.on
the Salinas Ag-Industrial Center Drafi EIR. The project lies entirely within unincorporated
Monterey County and the 157 square-mile Reclamation Ditch (Ditch) watershed area.

This Agency’s mission is to manage, protect, and enhance the quantity and quality of water .and
provide specified flood control.services for present-and future. generations living in Monterey
County. We operate:and maintain the Ditch, which provides 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 1917 and wasnot designed 10 any
specific criteria.

‘We are currently working with the City to develop long-lerm solutions and to mitigale any
immediate impacts that would result from increased peak flows and volumes in the system. The
County is drafting .an impact fee ordinance 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 10 pass a-similar ordinance.

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

Appendix 1

According 1o the reports in Appendix 1 of the draft EIR, the on-site drainage system will use
detention and not relention because the soils on the site are not able to percolale additional runoff
into the ground in a timely manner. Delention and release of the on-site drainage waters allows

Monierey County Water Resources Agency munages, protects, and enhances the quaniity and quality of water and
provides specified flood contral services for present and {uture generations of Momerev County
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the additional runoff generated by the proposed project to enter the Diich and to use that system
to further store and transport that additional runoff to the Pacific Ocean.

The undocumented cover memo in Appendix [ states that there is no significant impact to
maximum water surface elevations or maximum discharges in the Ditch. But the additional
runoff volume sent 1o the Ditch system over the next two plus days afier the end of a 72-hour,
100-year storm, reduces the ability of the Ditch system to handle any additional runoff cvents
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 | 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
recmaining 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, 100-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, 1f on-site retention facilities are net 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 vou for the opportunity to comment on this draft EIR. 1f you have any questions,
please contact Mr. Manuel L. Quezada at (831) 755-4860.

General Manager
Monterey County Water Resources Agency

Cc: Mike Novo. Planming Director, Monterey County RMA
Manue! L. Quezada, MCWRA
Carl Niizawa PE, Deputy City Engineer, City of Salinas
Dave Foote PE, Schaaf & Whecler Consultants
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Responses to Comments from MCWRA
1. Thisresponse addresses the entirety of the MCWRA comment letter.

The analysis of impact for the additional post-project stormwater flow into the
Reclamation Ditch focused on possible impacts to flood control during modeled 100-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.
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Courtney Grossman \fhf" ‘ann;
City of Salinas Planning Department &

65 West Alisal 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 of this development, Caltrans does not betieve that the existing roadway network, nor
any mitigation discussed in the Draft BIR, will adsquately accommodate the project's impacts.
Further, based upon the data in the Draft EIR and owr 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.

Anticipated Gridls inas Traffic Grid. Figure 14 of the trip generation report
indicates that the project will generate 16,219 new daily trips. Of those, 5,839 trips are heavy-
truck trips. Just for perspective, assuming & perfectly even distribution of trucks in a 24-hour
period, this equates to:

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

2. Lack of Di ion R w Inte . While it is not the responsibility of Caltrans
to identify mitigation altornatives for development-related impacts, what we do notice and bring
to your attention now is the lack of discussion in the mitigation documents of 2 potential new
interchange to serve the needs of the project. Understandably, one project would typically not
warrant a mitigation finding of a new interchange: however, considering the scope, size, and
impact of the Salinas Ag Center, it is fitting 1o take a close Jook at such a project. Caltrans
requests that the City of Salinas, the Trensportation Agency for Monterey County (T AMC), and
project consultants discuss further the opportunitics this project has to mitigate its specific
impacts, to Include the alternative of a new interchange. :

“Cultrans improves mobility acrosy Califarnis™
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ge. Thevurrent design forthe new-Airport Road, Intn:rchange ‘Wa not

mtended 10. acoommodme the levels-of traffic being proposed by this projeét. Tslirans has
started the effort o identify the.amount of trips from Unikool which will excsed the design
capacity. This effort will more accurately provide a baseline to determine jmpacts apd
appropriate mitigation at this location. The size of the Unikoo! projeét, without 8. more effective
mitigation package, could in factmegate any of the benefits of the newly construeted Airport
Interchenge project. This will be & detriment to the existing businesses and motorists:.currently

needing traffic relief at this location.

, “Caltrang*hsg- congistently stated-thar

partlclpatmn in the TAMC ngwnal Development. Irnpact Fee Progrem.is cansidered sufficient
to-mitigate cumulative irtipacts of new development. Where confusion seairis:to exist in‘the.

Draft EIR is the pointing 1o TAMC s Regional Fee program for mitigating your: project-spocific

-impacts, which:ig incorrect.

Ramp Merge and Diverge Analysis Methodology. We have noted in the:Drift 'EIR ‘that tamp
Levels of Service (LOS) were. determined usmg puroerous ideal agsumptions which were
scemingly intended for *preliminary planning purposes only” (Nots #1, Appendix A4). The
complex characteristics-of the State Highway System in this area call.into question the use of
these assumptions in the determination of an accurate LOS. ‘Caltrans raquests that the ramp
L.0OS be recomputed to inglude characteristics that reflect existing conditions of the '
surrownding corridor (e.g., heavy truck use, ramp geometries, adjacent ramps distance and
flow, ctc.). This analysisshould-adhere to Chapter 25 of the Highway Capacity Manual,
which provides a measure.of effectiveness and a consistent methodology.

3 OF rotoct Sta itics. As stated.in prcvmus correspondence, Caltrans
Supports. dcvclopmmt that is- cons:stem with State planning priorities intended to promote equity,
strengthen the econonty, protect the environment, and:promote public health and safety. This
includes working with local jurisdictions to-ensure the transportation systerm accommodates
interregional end local motorist travel., However, in light-of the significant impacts created by
this project and the }ack of ‘adequate mitigation, we are poised-to take steps necessery to protect
the traveling public on the State Highway System-and work to avoid Highway 101 mainline
gnidiock in the Sputh Salinas erea. An-example of possible steps we mey need 1o take is the
phasing in of operational strategies such as ramp metering at ctitical highway nodes.

geessary, For the reasons stated sbove, Caltrans does not believe

that the Dra.ﬂ EIR adcquau:ly addresses mitigation for the project’s specific impacts, nor has
sufficient justification for ovemriding considerations been made. We Jook forward to working
with you 1o reso}ve these critical issues, Staff from Caltrans Planning and Traffic Opcrations are
avallable to participate in meetings (in person or via-conference call) to the extent necessary 1o

_meet these goals,

“Caltrang jroproves mobility serosw Gulifornin”
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If you have any questions, or need further clarification on items discussed above, please don’t
hesitate to call me at (805) 542-4751,

Sincerely,

OHN J. OLEJNIK
Associate Transportation Planner
District 5 Development Review Coordinator

cc:  Mike Zeller (TAMCQC)
Rick Sauverwien (MonCoDPW)
John Doughty (AMBAGQG)
Kate McKenna (LAFCQ)
Mark McCumsey (D5)
David Silberberger (DS5)

“Cgjirans improves mobility aerovs Californic™
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Responses to Comments from Caltrans

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.

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 mmprovements identified in the City of Salinas
Traffic Fee Ordinance (TFO) Program and the Tfan3p0rtation Agency for Monterey
County (TAMC) Regional Development Fee Program. .

The ﬁ'an3portation 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 Caltrans’ suggestion, the City,
Caltrans, TAMC, 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.

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 101/Sanborn
interchanges and at U.S. Highway 101/Harmell 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 teview 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

2-55
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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 LOI at the U.S. Highway 101/Airport Road and U S.
Highway 101/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 101/ 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 101. 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 101/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 101/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 potentialty
unavoidable will now be mitigated 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

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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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 purpose 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 seventy of any

environmental impact,

Caltrans also commented that use of the TAMC 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.

The mastef 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 1L.OI
as described in response #3 above. The LOI will facilitate funding and construction of
improvements that mitigate impacts on those facﬂltles thereby expediting near-term

congestion reltef.

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,

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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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
tmprovements address closely spaced ramp junction operations at Sanbormn 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.

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 LOL

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.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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Angust 31, 2009

Mr, Courtney Grossman
65 West Alisal Sireet
Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Salinas Ag-Industrial Center (Umkool) Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.
Dear Mr, ‘Grossman:

The County;of Menterey appreciates the opportunity to cammeni on the EIR for the Salinas Ag-
Industrial Center. The County submits the following.comments:

1.~ A tentative LAFCO map-of fupure-annexation should be included as an exhibit in the DPEIR.

2. ‘On pages 2-119, 2-120 and 2-121 f the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR)

proposes the TAMC Regienal Development fee.and City of Salinas Traffic Fee Ordinance fees as

mitigation for cumulative impacts. Even thongh impacts have been identified and mitigations

‘meagure propased there isno clear distinction between direct and cumulative impacts-and

appropriate mitigation. The DPEIR needs to clearly distinguish between direct and cumulative

impacts and-propose mitigations for those impacts. Because these locations include Caltrans, City

of Salines-and County roadway facilities, implementation of these mitigations must be coordinated

with Caltrans, City of Salinas and County.

Due to the:magnitude of traffic generated by the proposed project, mitigation alternatives-with and

without the Harris Road interchange need to be mentioned in the DPEIR.

4, With.or without ¢onstruction of the Harris Read/ Hi ghway 101 interchange there will be:significant
impacts to County Roads.such as Abbott 8t, Harris Road, Harkins Road, Spreckels Blvd and other
County roads that-intersect with State Highways. 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 measyres are proposed to alleviate damages on pavement from heayy truck
traffic?

6. The DPEIR identifies impacts.at six County intersections and on four road segments and because
of the magnitude of vehicle:and truck traffic direct impacts should be identified and mitigated

-either through a-Countywide Traffic Impact Fee program or a fair share contribution to project

improvements.

L2
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2.0

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Responses to Comments from the MCRMA

1.

2-60

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

annexatton map.

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 LOT with Caltrans.

Please refer to response #2 to Caltrans.

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

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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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. |

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,

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 City 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.

2-61
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This side intentionally left blank.
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- 3.0
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR

Changes made to each section of the draft program EIR text in response to0 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 chdnged 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.

J SUMMARY

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGES S-7 AND S-8 OF THE DRAFT EIR SUMMARY:

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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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 SOl 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 and—pre-
zoninglannexation 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 LAFCO to consider and approve the
proposed SOI amendment and pre-goningfannexation. 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 SOl amendment
and pre-gominglannexation 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, and
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, and—service district

detachments/attachments, and district sphere of influence amendment/annexation in

3.4 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC,
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accordance with local LAFCO policies and the requirements 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

- Amnnexation 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 serv_ice area

Detachments from the Monterey County Resource Conservation District and Salinas
Rura! Fire 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-1. The apphcant shall dedicate an agncmltu:ral conservation easements te—peatm&ﬁeﬂﬂy

Pregf&m and ee title to the Ag Land Trust for 196.6 acres of prime row crop land known

as the Odello. Ranch (APN 253-104-003). The City Attorney shall verify that the
easements-hasve been dedicated and fee title has been conveyed prior to approval of the

Specific Plan.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC. 3-5



3.0 CHANGES TQ THE DRAFT EIR

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 (PM,q). The ozone attainment status 1S
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 vear when averaged over a_three year period the-air basin-has-hadJess—than-three

exceedences—at-any one-monitoringstation. 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 NCCAB 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 of an air quality plan. The MBUAPCD adopted the Monterey Bay Unified Air
Poliution Control District Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1991 and several updates
in subsequent years. The AQMP presents measures to control emissions of volatile organic
earbons 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 nitrogen, 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
plan 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 MBUAPCIY’s construction phase PM,q 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:

3.6 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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2.6 Geology and Soils

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-81 OF THE DRAFT EIR :

GEO-2. Applicants for future projects within the Plan Area shall each prepare a detailed site-
| specific supplemental liguefaction 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 1990. 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 option, the applicant or master
developer may, at the djscretion of the City, choose to conduct a detailed liguefaction
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 of a grading permit.

2.9 Public Services

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-11 0 OF THE 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.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC,
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THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE TO PAGE 2-113 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

Service District Sphere of Influence Amendment/Annexation

The Monterey County Sanitation District is a LAFCO-regulated distrigt 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 (o the District_in order for new development to receive service from the Monterev

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

28. U.S. nghway 101 Northbound between Airport Boulevard and Fairview Avenue
29. U.S. Highway 101 Southbound between Airport Boulevard and Sanborn Road

Ramp Junctions

100. Sguthbound off-ramp at Sanborn Road
102. Northbound off-ramp at Sanborn Road
103. Northbound off-ramp at Airport Boulevard
104. Southbound gn-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. Twe one of the five two study weaving segments would operate at
unacceptable levels of service under background not project conditions. They are presented

below:

3.8 . EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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Northbound U.S. Highway 101 between Airport Boulevard and Fairview Avenue (Segment #28). 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

LOS B.

Improvements along this segment of U.S. Highway 101 are planned as part of the Caltrans Airport
Boulevard reconstruction project (#0318) and are included in the City of Salinas TF O (H38).

Ramp Junctions. Two of the six study ramp junctions would operate unacceptable levels of

service under Backg;ound 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 of Salinas TFO (#32, #37, and
#66). In addition, this offFramp is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City.

Improvements gt this intersection.are ir cluded in.the City.of Salinas. “letter of-intent” with-Caltrans to apply

City TFO fees to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation of the ramp metering signal will

provide near-term capacity relief for the ofFramp at Sanborn Road and enhance safety and operations on the

{15 Highway 101 mainline.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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Northbound U.S. Highway 101 On-Ramp at Fairview Avenue (#106). This ramp junction would
operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour. The following improvement would 1mprove on-

ramp operations at this location Background No Project Conditions:

. Install a ramp metering signal for the U.S. Highway 101 northbound U.S. Highway 101

Fairview Avenue on-ramp.

- Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included tn the Citv of Salinas TFO (£32, #37 and
#66). In_addition, this on-ramp is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City,

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans to apply

City TFQ fees to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation of the ramp metering sional will

provide near-term capacity relief for the on-ramp at Sanborn Road and enhance safety and operations on the
U.S. Highway 101 mainline.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-144 OF THE DRAFT EIR :

= Northbound Offramp at Airport Boulevard (#103)

= Southbound Onramp at Airport Boulevard (#104)

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-148 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

INTERSECTION IMPACTS

Adding traffic from build out of the Plan Area would have a significant impact on the following

study intersections.

Significant aﬂd—PGGeﬂHa}ly-U-}meniable-Impm — 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
mmpact at this intersection. The following intersection improvements would improve the LOS to
D €in the AM and D in the PM:

1. Add a second northbound SR 68 left-turn lane.

o) Converthae northhaund S A9 «iaht Hen lana £
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3-10 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.



_increase in a

SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER

4. Convert the westbound Blanco Road share through-right-turn lane to a through lane.

5 Add adedicated westbound Blanco Road right-turn lane.

%ﬂ—ﬂd—é—tﬂ—tkﬂ-@ﬂﬁr‘-ﬂflmm'ﬂg‘ tThe payment of tra_ﬁic impact fées per the City of Salinas TFO by

developers of individual projects within the Plan Area will mitigate their project impacts at this intersection.

The City will need to consider several chal[enges at this intersection—For-example-widening-the-sonth-feg-of
i Y a9 ata g thivd enraiviao Towe om0 abaritd 4y, a1 14¥0 ndudmgthe

relocation of PG&E electrical equipment located on the southeast corner of the intersection;-and-the-addition
‘or—of-the location of a parkmg Iot on the

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
vehicle’s wait at_the intersection. Per Caltrans significance criteria, the project.

would have a significant impact at this intersection.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC,
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Options for improving operations at this intersection include consolidating access points and eliminating lefi-
turns into and out of the driveways and minor intersections along SR 68 between Foster Road and Blanco
Road, or the installation of a median barrier that would to allow lefi-turns into the minor streets but prevent
lefi-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 corridor. As
pointed our by Monterey County Department of Public Works staff, the corridor merits a systems analysis fo
address these impacts, which is beyond the scope of this study. Caltrans should consider commissioning a

systems analysis of the corridor. Corridor improvements are beyond the scope of a single development.

It should be noted that installation of a traffic signal would improve operations at this intersection to an
acceptable level of service. 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 of the different character of the roadway (i.e. no other signals and this is g multi-lane

highway).

This intersection is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Caltrans, and not the City of Salinas. The

TAMC Regional Development Fee Program is designed to facilitate improvements to the regional roadway

network, including Caltrans facilities, needed to accommodate cumulative development. This fee prosram is

not designed as a mechanism to_mitigate profect specific impacts on Caltrans facilities. Therefore_at this
time, there is no mitigation mechanism in place that will assure implementation of the improvements needed

to mirigate the project impact in a timely manner. In order to approve the project, the Citv must adopt a

statement of overriding considerations for this impact (CEQA Guidelines Section [35093).fmprovements

RN
& sV

O

Mitigation Measure

No feasible mitigation measures are available. The impact is significant and unavoidable.

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MAbE ON PAGE 2-151 THROUGH 2-153 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 s 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.

1.  Consider signalizing the intersection with an eastboﬁnd right-turn gverlap, although
gaps are created by the signal at the Sanborn Road / U.S. Highway 101 SB Ramps

intersection.

2. Lengthen the southbound Sanborn Road left turn-lane pocket.

4.  Add a third northbound Sanborn Road through lane.

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#32 and #37). In
and jurisdiction of Caltrans. Improvements at this

addition. this intersection is within the responsibili
intersection are identified in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans. The Citv will applv 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 respective project building
‘permits. The City shall utilize the fees to fund and '?b6ﬁ§t?ﬁéifiﬁfp’ rovements required at

this intersection in a timely manner consistent with the City of Salinas “letter of intent”

with Caltrans.
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Significant Impact and Petentially Unaveidable - 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 13 second increase in vehicle delay during the AM peak
hour and [9second 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 I.OS 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 Dnve 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-turn
lanes, one shared through/right turn lane, and one dedicated right-turn lane.

Improvements along the Sanborm Road corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#32, #37 and
#66). In addition, this intersection is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City.
Improvements at this intersection are {dentified in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans._The
City will apply Traffic Fee Program fees to fund and construct the identified improvements in a timely

AALE Ragiong
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Mitigation Measure

a less

v

.5 presented earlier would reduce this fmpact to

Implementation of mitigation measure

than significant level.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-155 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

Significant Impact - Airport Boulevard / Terven Avenue (#13) — Signalized. With the
addition of project traffic, the operations at this intersection would change from LOS C to 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 € in both the AM and PM peak hours.

1. Reconstruct the southbound ramps as planned by the Airport Boulevard Phase I

interchange project by conyerting the northbound right-turn 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 lefi-turn and shared through-right lane.

b. Modify the_westbound approach to include a left turp lane, a shared left-
through lane and a right-turn lane.

C. Lengthen the U.S. Highway 101 southbound off-ramp storage pocket.

The Phase I improvements along the Airport Boulevard corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFQ

(H32 and #38). In addition, this intersection is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not
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the City,Improvements to this intersection including the Phase | interchange, westhound approach

modifications, and lengthening of the southbound offramp, are included in the City of Salinas “letter of

intent” with Caltrans,

Mitigation Measure

Implementation of mitigation measure T-5 presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less

than significant leyel.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-157 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

Significant Impact - U.S. Highway 101 / 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
Srontage roads on the east and west sides of U.S. Highway 101 from the Sfuture Harris Road interchange to
the community of Chualar. This would result in the elimination of this intersection.

As stated in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans, as a condition of avproval of the final
Master Parcel Map, the City will require the applicant to prepare a Frontace Road Preliminary Desipn

Srudv whose purpose is to accelerate TAMC's ability to phase and construct improvements included in

TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#7) that will mitiggie the project impact to a less than

significant level. Because a similar study is already programmed in TAMC Revional Development Fee

Erogram (#7), the applicant’s cost to prepare the study will be offset by a fee credit towards the applicant’s
TAMC fee obligations gnd/or the TAMC fee obligations of the master developer and/or individual profect

developers/ 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

3-16 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.



SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER

project for TAMC Reg;onal Development Fee Program Project #7 _A draft Frontag

y shall be com‘_Ieted and subm:tted to TAMC prior to, or

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-158 OF THE 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:

1. Widen and restripe southbound Cooper Road to one lefi-turn lane and one right-turn

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 idmprovements 1 and 2 atthisintersection are not currently included in any fee program. This
intersection operates deficiently 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 of the fee by individual project developers will
mitigate the impact of their individual projects to a less than significant level. If the County does not adopt
an impact fee program_including these improvements prior-to-issuance of the-first-building permit, then each
project developer will be responsible for a pro-rata fair-share of these 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 of Monterey (March 27, 2008). In that event,

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.



3.0 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR

because an established improvement program would not exist through which to ensure the construction of
such improvements, the payment of fair share Jees in and of itself would not be considered effective mitigation
to reduce the cumulative impact to q 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 of another public agency (Caltrans, the County and/or TAMi C) and not the City, and should be
adopted by such other agency (CEQA Guidelines Section 13091(a)4)) and that such impact is therefore
Jound to be unavoidable and acceptable (CEQA Guidelines Section | S092(6)(2)(B)); or b) adopr a statement
of overriding considerations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093).

Improvement 3 is an alternative to the combination of improvements 1 and 2. Widening of Davis Road and

Reservation Road are included in improvements in the TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#8).

TAMC fees are intended to address cumylative improvements to the regional traffic network. However,_in

this cgse, the project impacts are the same as its cumulative impacts and the widening improvements would
mitigate impacts under both scenarios.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-159 OF THE DRAFT EIR :

Significant and Potentjally 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 both-the AM
peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hours:

1. Convert the northbound Davis Road shared through/right-turn lane to a through
lane.

2. Add a dedicated northbound Davis Road right-turn lane.

9. Add a second southbound Davis Road through lane.
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Improvements at this intersection are included in the City’s TFO (H26, #41). The improvements are also
included in and 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 jmprovemenis prior to issuance of the first
building permit for any project within the Plan Area, payment of the fee by individual project developers will
‘mitigate the impact of their individual projects 1o a less than significant level. If the County does not adopt
an impact fee program including these improvements, then each project developer will be responsible for a
pro-rata fair-share of these 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 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 of fair share
Sfees in and of itself 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 jurisdiction of another public agency (Caltrans, 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 15092(B)(2)(B)); or b} adopt a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Guidelines

Section 15093).

Mitigation Measure

Implementation of mitigation measures T-1 (Salinas traffic impact fee); T2 {TAMCregional
developmentimpactfee); 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 2-160 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

Significant and Potentially Unavoidable Impact - SR 68 / ‘Hitchcock Road (#39) - Stop.
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 LOS D in 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 of Caltrans, and not the City of Salinas. The
TAMC Regional Development Fee Program s designed to facilitate improvements to the repional roadway

network, including Caltrans facilities, needed to accommodate cumulative development. This fee program is

not designed as a mechanism o mitigate project specific impacts on Caltrans facilities. Therefore at this

time, there s no mitigation mechanism in place that will assure implementation of the improvements needed

to_mitigate the project impact in g timely manner. In order to approve the project. the City must adopt a
statement of overriding considerations for this impact (CEQA Guidelines Section_15093). Improvements
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Mitigation Measure

No feasible mitigation measures are available, The impact is significant and unavoidable.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-163 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

Significant Impact - U.S. Highway 101 / 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 F in the PM peak hour, with a
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250+ 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.
1.  Eliminateintersection and construct frontage road system.

Improvements in the TAMC Regional Development Fee Frogram (#7) include constructing 2-lane frontage

" roads on the east and west sides of U.S. Highway 101 Sfrom the future Harris Road interchange to Chualar.

This would result in the elimination of this intersection.

As stated in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans,_as _a_condition of approval 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 project impact to g less than

sionificant level Because a similar study is_already programmed in TAMC Regional Development Fee
Prooram (#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 of the master developer and/or individual project

developer/users.

Mitigation Measure

Implementation of mitigation measure T-6 presented earlier would reduce this impact to a less

than significant level.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-163 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

ROAD SEGMENT IMPACTS

Significant Impact - Abbott Street (Harris Road - Firestone Driveway) (Segment #1f). 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.

1.  Widen to a four-lane expressway.

and #10).
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As stated in_the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans, as a_condition of approval of the final

Master Parcel Map, the City will require the applicant to prepare a Frontage Road Preliminary Desion

Study whose purpose is_to_accelerate TAMC’s ability to_phase and construct improvements included in

TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#7) that will mitivate the project 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 avplicant’s
TAMC fee obligations and/or the TAMC fee obligations of the master developer and/or individual profect

developer/ 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 Repgional 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 issyance of a building permit for any development within the

Plan Areéa that represents the 51* acre of development within the Plan Area,

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-164 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

Significant Impact - Airport Boulevard (Terven Avenue — De la Torre 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 fouslane divided arterial.

Improvements along this road segment are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#38). Payment of traffic
impact fees per the City of Salinas TFO will mitigate project impacts on this road segment.

tniercheange-projeci-(#0348): The improvements in Phase 1 of the Airport Boulevard Interchange project are
enough to mitigate the profect’s impacts on this road segment. Therefore, T-1 is adequate mitigation.
THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-164 OF THE DRAFT EIR :

Significant Impact - Blanco Road (Cooper Road — Davis Road) (Segment #3a). With the
addition of project traffic, this ssgment would continue operating at LOS E in the AM peak hour

3-22 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC,




SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER

and LOS F in 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 51gmﬁcance criteria, the
project would have a significant impact on this road segment. Implementatlon of the followmg
improvement would improve this road segment to LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS C in

the PM peak hour.

1.  'Widen Davis Road to a four-lane expressway.

Japroyasaiats-on-thic voad ceowsaat aen ducls Y alisag L oy ..Themdenmg
of Davis Road to four lanes is included as TAMC Regmnal Development Fee Progmm (#8) and City of
Salinas TFO (#26 and #41).

Ler discussions with the County, it was determined that because this improvement is included in the TAMC
Regional Development Fee Program (#8), the County is not planning to add the same improvement to its
future County fee program. Further, given the very small contribution of the proposed project to this road
segment, the tangible impact of the proposed profect would in fact be guite minimal, Though the TAMC

Regional Development Fee Program is not specifically designed to mitigate project level impacts, in this case,
it #s considered to be functional mitigation as it will result in mitication that would otherwise not be

available.

Mitigation Measure

T-2.  Developers of individual proiects 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 separate County-based mitigation mechanism in the unique context of

impacts on the segment of Blanco Road between Cooper Road and Davis Road.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-164 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

Significant Impact - Davis Road (Blanco 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 51gn1ﬁcant impact on this road segment. Implementation of the followmg

improvement would improve this road segment to LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS C in
the PM peak hour.

1. Widen to a four-lane expressway.
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Improvements on this road segment are included in the City of Salings TFO (#26). Improvements are also
included in TAMC Regional Development Fee Program (#8).

Mitigation Measure

Implementation of mitigation measure T-12—(Salinas traffic impact fee program) {TAME
regional-developmentimpaetfee) 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 JUNCTIONWEAVING-SEGMENT IMPACTS

Significant Impact - Southbound U.S. Highway 101 on-ramp betweenHartnell Road-and at
Abbott Street (Segment #10527). With the addition of project traffic, this On-ramp weaving-atea

would remain L.OS B ehange-fromE08-A-t0-LOS-C-during the AM peak hour and change from

LOS C to LOS D during the PM peak hour, with a corresponding 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 weaving
segment. Implementation of the following improvement would improve the ramp operations

1. Install a ramp meter on Abbott to southbound U.S. Hishway 101.

Prohibit southbound U.S. Highway 101 left turn movement onto eastbound Hartnell
Road. This can best be accomplished through a complete median closure at the U.S.
Highway 101/Hartnell Road intersection. Implementation of this improvement
would improve operations on U.S. Highway 101 at this ramp junction, eliminate-the

. -

Frontage road Fimprovements along this segment of U.S. Highway 101 are also included in the TAMC

¥

Regional Development Fee Program (#7).

As stated in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans,_as a condition of anproval of a final Master
Parcel Map, the applicant will be required to design, fund, and construct a metering sional on the
southbound Abbott Street on-ramp to U.S. Highway 101, The meiering sional will provide near-term
capaciry relief on the southbound Abbott Street on-ramp to U.S. Highway 101 to enhance safery 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 final Master Parcel Map, the applicant shall design, fund, and construct a

ignal on the southbound Abbott Street on-ramp to U.S. Highway 101. The

applicant shall obtain-Caltrans approval of the signal prior to or concurrent with the

to or concurrent with the City’s issuance of a building permit for any development that

represents the 76" acre of development within the Plan Area.

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 Cto LOS D during the AM
peak hour and from LOS C to LOS D during the PM peak hour, Per the Caltrans 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
locatidn and minimize gueuing to the US 101 mainline.

1. Widen the southbound U.S. Highway 101 offramp_at the Sanborn Road

intersection.

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO (#32. #37. and

#66). In addition, this offramp is within the regg' onstbility and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City.

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans. Per the
“Jetter of intent”_the City will apply TFO fees to fund 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 of project-traflic,-this .off-ramp-would change-from L.OS C to 1.0S 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 improvernent would improve off-ramp operations at this location.
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L Install a ramp metering signal for the TS 101 northbound TS 101 Fairview Avenue
on-ramp.

Improvements along the Sanborn_Road corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFQ (#32 #37 and
#66). In addition, this offramp is within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City.

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans to apply

City TFQ fees to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation of the ramp metering sional wiil

provide near-term capacity relief for the off-ramp at Sanborm Road and enhance safety and operations on the
US 10! matnline.

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 € 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 ogperations at this

location.

1. Install a ramp metering signal for the US 101 northbound US 101 F airview Avenue
Qn-ramp.

Improvements along the Sanborn Road corridor are jncluded in the City of Salinas TFO (#32 #37 and
#66). In addition, this on-ramp fs within the responsibility and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the City.

Improvements at this intersection are included in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltrans to apply

City TFQ fees to fund and construct identified improvements. Installation of the ramn metering sional will

provide near-term capacity relief for the on-ramp at Sanborn Road and enhance safety 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 Jevel.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-167 OF THE DRAFT EIR:
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2.12 Sanitary and Industrial Wastewater

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 2-190 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

MRWPCA Facilities. Based on_the Sglinas 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 med 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. Aceordingto—the - MRWPCA —the Salinas-Pump—Statiop—and
gres HE-3-P na ey H—he-current-average
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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 up fo 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 treatrment
plant to accornmodate the flows anticipated at build out of the Plan Area. The-propesed-project
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, convevance
pipeline, and regional wastewater treatment plant. weould-pay-fees-to-off-set-the-incremental-cost

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 FIR:
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THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-14 OF THE DRATT EIR:

Significant Impact - Airport Boulevard / Terven Avenue (#13) — Signalized. With the
addition of project traffic, the operations at this intersection would operate at 1.OS F during the

- AM and PM peak hours under 2030 cumulative. Per Caltrans significance criteria, the project
_ﬁ/’ 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 southboﬁnd ramps as planned by the ultimate configuration of Phase
11 Airport Boulevard interchange project; or

» Reconstruct the southbound ramps as planned by the Airport Boulevard Phase I
interchange project by converting the northbound right-turn lane to a free movement.

= Four additional improvements are reguired for mitigation that are not part of the

Phase I or IT Airport Boulevard interchange:

. Modify eastbound Terven Avenue approach from a shared left-through-right
lane to a dedicated left-turn and shared through-right lane.

. Modify the westbound approach te include a left turn lane, a shared left-

through lane and a right-turn jane,

« __ Lengthen the U.S. Highway 101 southbound offramp storage pocket.

. Widen the southbound approach to include a right turn lane, two shared
through lane and a right-turn lane.
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The Phase I improvements along the Asrport Boulevard corridor are included in the City of Salinas TFO
(#32 and #38). Improvements at this intersection are planned but not fully funded as Phase 2 of the
Caltrans Airport Boulevard interchange profect (#0318). Improvements to this intersection including the
LPhase I interchange, westbound approach modifications, and lengthening of the southbound offramp_are
included in the City of Salinas “letter of intent” with Caltans. The widening of the southbound approach
may require additional right-of-way and/or removal of a sidewalk,_which only serves the adiacent property
and does not provide a link to any other destinations. Implementation of the above referenced mitigation and
payment of traffic impact fees per the City of Salinas TFO will mitigate cumulative project immpacts at this
and jurisdiction of Caltrans and not the

intersection. In addition, this intersection s within the responsibili

City.

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-19 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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SALINAS-AG INDUSTRIAL CENTER

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-26 OF THE DRAFT EIR:
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3.2 Growth-Inducing Impacts

THE FOLLOWING CHANGE WAS MADE ON PAGE 3-32 OF THE DRAFT EIR:

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 1.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 (1, 2. 3, 4, and 5) and 177-191-
(001, 13, 14 and 15). WMM
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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 of LAFCO’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
jurisdiction 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 aiready

EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.




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 Hatris Road that abut the Plan Area, but did not
include the above-noted 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 developed. 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.

4.2 EMC PLANNING GROUP INC.
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improvements to address tr

City of Salinas

Department of Engineering and Transportation Services
200 Lincoin Avenue » Salinas, California 93901 » (831) 758-7241

November 16, 2009

Via Electronic Mail and U.S. Mall
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 letter is intended to memorialize the discussions had among City staff, County of Monterey
staff, Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) staff, and CalTrans staff on October

.

21, 2009, October 28, 2009, and November 4,2009. Asyou will recall, our discussions centered

around the anticipated traffic impacts of the above-referenced project and the proposed roadway
affic 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 10 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 Lo 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.

e Include the improvemenis identified in Attachment 1 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-of the-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 Oleynik
November 16, 2009
Page 2 of 3

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:

o 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.

e Further condition the approval to require the project applicant to design and to obtain
CaiTrans’ approval of the metering si gnal 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% 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.

e 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 76" 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.

3., Left Turn Movement From Southbound U.S. Highway 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
TAMC will facilitate as part of existing TAMC Project No. 7, the option of phased design and
construction of frontage road improvements along U.S. 101 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;:

e 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 submitta! of the first complete draft of the
Study to TAMC prior to, or concurrent with, the City’s issuance of a building permit for
any development within the Plan Arca 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 of 3

We understand that the eventual construction of the First Phase will be funded from Greater
Salinas Benefit Zone fees collected by TAMC 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 TAMC will determine 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 of prioritizing 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 information.

Sincerely,

CITY OF SALINAS

Robert C. Russell, 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

I:\!’WAdmin\Crissy\Documcms\ROB\Uni-Koo!.l-lwy 101 Improvermnents.01.11-1 9-09.Lir.doc
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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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