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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
PROJECT TITLE
West Area Specific Plan (WASP)

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS
City of Salinas
Community Development Department
65 W. Alisal Street
Salinas, CA 93901

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER
Gabriel Elliott, Project Manager
Community Development Department
City of Salinas
65 West Alisal Street (Second Floor)
Salinas, CA 93901
Telephone: (831) 775‐4246
Fax: (831) 775‐4258
Email: gabriel.elliott@ci.salinas.ca.us

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS
Rexford Title, Inc.; Harden Foundation; Patricia J. Bondesen; Andrew C. Madolora, and Al Mortensen.
C/o Ray Harrod, Jr.
Harrod Builders
365 Victor Street, Suite S
Salinas, CA 93907
Tel: 831‐758‐4368
Fax: (831) 422‐1407
Cell: (831) 596‐7021
E‐mail: razrazorharrod1@comcast.net

PROJECT ENTITLEMENTS
The City of Salinas will be the Lead Agency for the proposed project, pursuant to the State Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15050. Actions that would be
required from the City include, but are not limited to the following:



Certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and adoption of the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP)
Approval of the proposed West Area Specific Plan

An application for rezoning of the Specific Plan Area from New Urbanism Interim (NI) with a Specific Plan
Overlay to Neighborhood Edge (NE)/Low Density Residential, Neighborhood General 1 (NG‐1)/Medium
Density Residential, Neighborhood General 2 (NG‐2)/High Density Residential, Village Center (VC),
Public/Semipublic (PS), Parks (P) and Open Space (OS), with the applicable Specific Plan Overlay District has
not been filed at this time, but is required to be filed. A Development Agreement application, Tentative Parcel
Map application, and Vesting Tentative Tract Map application would also need to be filed.
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However, the EIR will analyze the total impacts of the WASP, including these applications yet unfiled, so that
future filings will not require separate environmental analysis as long as development proposed does not
substantially deviate from the approved Specific Plan.

INTRODUCTION
The proposed West Area Specific Plan (hereinafter referred to as Specific Plan, West Area or WASP) will establish
the land use planning and regulatory guidance including the land use and zoning designations and policies,
development regulations and design standards for the approximately 797‐acre Specific Plan Area. The Specific
Plan will serve as a bridge between the Salinas General Plan and individual development applications in the
Specific Plan Area, applying—and adding greater specificity to—the goals, policies and concepts of the General
Plan for that area. The Specific Plan provides a complete blueprint for development of the Specific Plan Area,
including:





A description of proposed land uses,
Policies, regulations and standards to support the Specific Plan,
Infrastructure needed to support the Specific Plan, and
Implementation and administrative processes needed for plan development.

The Specific Plan has been crafted to be consistent with overall community goals as expressed in the General Plan,
as well as more specific policies and implementation measures contained in other documents. The City of Salinas
Zoning Code requirements will apply to development applications and property within the Specific Plan Area
unless specifically superseded by the development regulations or design standards contained in the Specific Plan.
The Specific Plan will establish the overall land use concept and development framework for the West Area. The
specific planning process involves the following analyses: planning, environmental, financial, and engineering. The
process also includes public comment and contribution; developing a document that will guide the future
development of the Specific Plan Area; and subsequent implementation measures recommended by the Specific
Plan. The contents of the Specific Plan reflect the physical characteristics of the Specific Plan Area, as well as the
City’s goals for land use change in general and for the Specific Plan Area in particular. The Specific Plan establishes
and/or identifies:








The context for the Specific Plan by describing New Urbanism and other design principles, purpose,
relationship to and conformance with the General Plan policies, the preparation process, and the content
of the Plan.
The proposed land use plan, General Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations, development intensities,
and organization of land uses used to meet the objectives of the Specific Plan.
The use classifications and development regulations to implement the land uses contained in the Specific
Plan which will create a New Urbanism style community.
The standards that guide design and planning of residential and mixed‐use commercial development, as
well as parks and other amenities.
The location and classification of roadways and the circulation infrastructure needed to link the Specific
Plan Area to the vicinity road network.
Public services and provides a framework for expansion of infrastructure systems.
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The plans for low impact development features and supplemental storm water collection system that are
being incorporated into the project to comply with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit, Storm Water Development Standards (SWDS) and Storm Water Standard Plans
(SWSP).
The proposed financing plan, project phasing, public facility cost summaries, and funding sources.
The project review process, actions, and approvals needed to implement and amend the Specific Plan.

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING
The City of Salinas is located in northern Monterey County, within the Salinas Valley between the Gabilan and
Santa Lucia mountain ranges. Salinas is situated approximately 20 miles northeast of the city of Monterey, 60
miles south of San Jose (Figure 1), 101 miles south of San Francisco and 325 miles north of Los Angeles. Several
regional transportation routes are located within or near Salinas, including U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101), State
Routes 68 (SR 68) and 183 (SR 183), the Union Pacific Railroad line and the Monterey Regional Airport in Monterey.
Salinas Municipal Airport, a general aviation facility, is located in the southeastern portion of the city.
The Specific Plan Area is located within the Salinas incorporated city limits. It is bounded by San Juan Grade Road
on the west, East Boronda Road (herein referred to as “Boronda Road”) on the south, Natividad Road on the east,
and Rogge Road and the future extension of Russell Road on the north. Gabilan Creek is located east of the Specific
Plan Area, while U.S. 101 and North Main Street are located to the west (Figure 2). Unincorporated land under
the jurisdiction of the County of Monterey abuts the Specific Plan Area on the north and northeast. The City and
County General Plan land use designations for the surrounding areas are illustrated in Figure 3.

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS (APNS) AND PROPERTY OWNERSHIP
The Specific Plan Area includes 13 parcels and several property owners (see Table 1 and Figure 4) as follows:
TABLE 1: WEST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN PROPERTY OWNERSHIP
APN

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION

PARTICIPATING OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE

APPROXIMATE LAND AREA (ACRES)

21123160
21123161

Cloverfield

Mark Kelton

138.36

21101101

Piffero

None

0.78

2112316

Harden

Ray Harrod

72.56

21101102

Sbrana

None

117.95

21123112
21123113

Bondesen

Patricia Bondesen

99.55

21101103

Kantro

None

154.04

21101109

Madalora

Joseph Rivani

108.32

21123159

Santa Rita

None

11.46

21101111

Salinas Union

None

38.97
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APN

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION

PARTICIPATING OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE

APPROXIMATE LAND AREA (ACRES)

21101108

Mortensen

Al Mortensen,
Gary Mortensen

52.85

21101110

Glover

None

1.71

Total

796.55

PLAN AREA PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS
The topography of the Specific Plan Area is nearly flat, with little change in elevation. The overall slope from
northeast to southwest is approximately 0.3%, and there are no natural streams or water bodies present.
However, a portion of the northwestern corner of the Specific Plan Area, at the junction of San Juan Grade Road
and Russell Road, has been designated a 100‐year floodplain area by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). This area is currently located in FEMA Flood Zone A. The remainder of the site is located in FEMA Flood
Zone C. (See FIRM Map #06053C0207G dated April 2, 2009, for the boundaries of the flood zones.)
Although this area is currently being farmed, it contains limited development. Most agricultural activity on‐site
and in the immediate vicinity has consisted of cultivation of various types of row crops. Figure 5 provides and
aerial view of the Specific Plan Area. The site has been heavily disturbed for years from agricultural practices.
None of the parcels have Williamson Act contracts or other encumbrances protecting agricultural activities.
According to maps produced by the State of California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), the
site is considered prime farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. The loss of farmland has been addressed
as part of the Environmental Impact Report for the Salinas General Plan and findings of over‐siding considerations
were adopted by the City Council. There is no native habitat or sensitive or endangered species known to exist
on the site. The Specific Plan Area is not within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or other Natural Community
Conservation Plan.
Urban development consists of McKinnon Elementary School which is part of the Santa Rita Union School District.
The school provides education to students in the north Salinas area from kindergarten to 5th grade. McKinnon
Elementary is located in the southern portion of the Specific Plan Area, near the intersection of East Boronda Road
and McKinnon Street. A few residences and farm structures are clustered within the eastern portion of the area,
adjacent to Natividad Road. Other residences with accessory farm structures are located in the northern portion,
adjacent to Rogge Road, and in the western portion near the intersection of San Juan Grade Road and Boronda
Road.
In addition, there is evidence of structures or development that formerly existed. Close to Natividad Road is an
area of bare ground that could have served as a location for activities associated with agricultural operations.
Along San Juan Grade Road in the western portion is an area of bare ground with some trees along its northern
edge. This was likely at one time the location of a residence that no longer exists.
Existing infrastructure is currently located along Boronda Road including water, sewer, electricity (12kV
underground primary line), storm drainage and dry utilities. PG&E also operates a 60 kV overhead power line
transmission (easement) which runs generally in a north/south direction through the site. Monterey‐Salinas
Transit (MST) currently provides transit access to the site from existing bus stops located along Boronda Road.
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Ambient noise levels are currently low except immediately adjacent to the surrounding arterial roadways and
from noise associated with farming operations.
There is dust generated by farming activities such as tilling, and emissions associated with farming activities such
as tractors and other motorized farming equipment at the site. The area is located in a non‐attainment zone for
the North Central Coast Air Basin.

ADJACENT LAND USE
North: The Bolsa Knolls residential area is located to the north of the Specific Plan Area, on the northeastern
corner of the intersection of Russell Road and San Juan Grade Road. Scattered residences and other non‐
residential uses are also located along Rogge Road to the north. Further to the north is a mix of agricultural land,
rural residences, and the Club at Crazy Horse Ranch formerly known as the Salinas Golf and Country Club. These
land uses are all located in the unincorporated area of Monterey County.
East: Land to the east of the Specific Plan Area is currently used primarily for agricultural production and is zoned
New Urbanism Interim (NI) with a Specific Plan Overlay District. This area is located in the North of Boronda Future
Growth Area (FGA) and a specific plan (referred to as the Central Area Specific Plan [CASP]) has been submitted
to the City and is currently being processed for this area. The CASP proposes a mix of urban land uses, similar to
those proposed for the WASP.
South: Across Boronda Road directly to the south, is the Harden Ranch Specific Plan. The portion of the Harden
Ranch Specific Plan which abuts the West Area is primarily residential. Most of the residences are of the type
associated with low density residential uses, mainly single‐family detached homes. However, some medium
density and high density (apartment) units are located in this area as well. These residential uses are zoned R‐L‐
5.5 (Residential Low Density), R‐M‐2.9 (Residential Medium Density) and R‐H‐1.8 (Residential High Density).
Single‐family detached homes (zoned R‐L 5.5) are also located to the southeast of the Specific Plan (east of
Natividad Road). Other land uses in the Harden Ranch Specific Plan Area include a commercial shopping center
(Shaker Square) located at the southwest corner of Natividad Road and Boronda Road which is zoned Retail
Commercial (RC) and the New Republic Elementary School (Santa Rita Union School District) which is zoned
Public/Semipublic (PS). Extensive commercial development is located generally west and southwest of the
Specific Plan Area, along both North Main Street and U.S. 101. This is the location of some of the major retail
centers in Salinas, including the Northridge Shopping Center, Santa Rita Shopping Center and Harden Ranch Plaza.
These areas are zoned Commercial Retail (RC).
West: The area directly to the west is residential consisting of low, medium and high density residential uses.
These uses are zoned R‐L‐5.5 (Residential Low Density), R‐M‐2.9 (Residential Medium Density) and R‐H‐2.1
(Residential High Density). Also located farther to the west is Santa Rita Elementary School (Santa Rita Union
School District) which is zoned Public/Semipublic (PS).
The City and County General Plan land use designations for the above areas are illustrated in Figure 3.

PLANNING BACKGROUND
SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AMENDMENT, PRE‐ZONING AND ANNEXATION
In 1986, the City entered into the Boronda Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the County of Monterey.
The intent of the MOU was to preserve the best agricultural land located to the south and west of Salinas, and to
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provide certain areas for future urban growth. This future growth was to be predominantly in a northeasterly
direction, between San Juan Grade Road to the northwest and Williams Road to the southeast.
In 2006, the Boronda MOU was replaced by the Greater Salinas Area MOU adopted jointly by the City Council and
County Board of Supervisors. The intent of the MOU was to preserve agricultural lands within Monterey County,
provide future growth areas for Salinas and provide adequate financing for services and facilities for the City and
the County’s Greater Salinas Area Plan area. Subsequent to the adoption of the MOU, the City of Salinas began
the process of amending its Sphere of Influence to include the Future Growth Areas (FGAs) which are located
generally to the north and east of the City. The portion of the FGA which is located generally north of Boronda
Road, west of Williams Road, east of San Juan Grade Road and south of Rogge Road and the future extension of
Russell Road is referred to as the North of Boronda FGA. In December 2007, applications for an amendment to
the City’s Sphere of Influence (to include the FGAs) and Pre‐Zoning and Annexation (for the majority of the North
of Boronda FGA consisting of approximately 2,400 acres) were submitted to the Monterey County Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) for consideration. A Supplemental EIR for the Salinas General Plan Final Program
EIR (SCH#2007031055) was also submitted in conjunction with the subject applications. The applications were
approved by LAFCO on May 19, 2008.
The North of Boronda FGA (which includes the West Area Specific Plan) was formally annexed to the incorporated
City of Salinas on September 8, 2008 and zoned New Urbanism Interim (NI) with a Specific Plan Overlay District.

SPECIFIC PLAN INITIATION
Policy LU‐4 of the Salinas General Plan requires the preparation of Specific Plans prior to development of any
portion of the FGAs (which includes the North of Boronda FGA and the proposed West Area Specific Plan). The
adoption of the West Area Specific Plan by the City is authorized by the California Government Code, Title 7,
Division 1, Chapter 3, Article VIII, Section 65450 through 65457. The Specific Plan is also subject to the
requirements of Article VI, Division 15: Specific Plans of the Salinas Zoning Code.
For planning purposes, the North of Boronda FGA has been generally divided by the City into three separate
proposed Specific Plan Areas – the West Area (WASP), the Central Area (CASP) and East Area (EASP). A fourth
Specific Plan (consisting of approximately 20 acres) known as the Gateway Center Specific Plan (GCSP) was carved
out of the proposed WASP to facilitate the development of a large commercial center. The GCSP was approved
by the City in 2011 and further details are provided under the heading of The Gateway Center Specific Plan, below.
These Specific Plan Areas are illustrated in Figure 3. To date, applications for Specific Plans have been submitted
to the City for the WASP and CASP; no entitlement application has been submitted for the EASP. Infrastructure
development and Circulation improvements have been coordinated among the three Specific Plan Areas through
the overall planning process.
PLANNING PROCESS

A majority of the WASP property owners and developers have been involved with and worked in a collaborative
fashion since approximately 2004 to plan the proposed Specific Plan. The General Plan identifies the level of
development that would be allowable within the FGA (including the North of Boronda FGA and the West Area
Specific Plan). Given this fact, the General Plan land uses, densities, goals and policies, the number of total housing
units and mixed use/commercial floor areas and other factors were the starting point for the specific plan planning
process.
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The General Plan requires that new development in the FGA be based on New Urbanism as well as other design
principles to promote walkability and the use of alternative modes of transportation, provide a variety of housing
choices, ensure access to parks and open space, promote sustainability, etc. To ensure preservation of agricultural
land and to achieve the other benefits of compact urban design, the General Plan mandates that new residential
development have a minimum average density of 9 dwelling units per net residential acre and that this density
not be achieved through an exclusive mix of low and high density units. As a method of ensuring a variety of
housing choices, the General Plan further requires that 15% of the housing units fall within the density range of
16‐24 units per net residential acre and 35% to 45% of the housing units fall within the density range of 7‐14 units
per net residential acre. These factors were also addressed in the planning of the Specific Plan.
The actual distribution of land uses within the Specific Plan is dependent on opportunities and constraints on the
site and the relationship between the Specific Plan and surrounding developed and developing areas. Based on
the above‐stated factors, conceptual land use diagrams were prepared with the intent of implementing the
General Plan within the WASP. More detailed maps and project description materials were then prepared to
incorporate the City’s direction and City staff review of the conceptual diagrams. The overall level of development
in the Specific Plan has been planned to match the level and type of development for the area anticipated in the
General Plan. It is intended that upon approval of the Specific Plan, the document will clearly direct all aspects of
the physical development of the Specific Plan Area.

THE GATEWAY CENTER SPECIFIC PLAN
In 2011, the City of Salinas approved “The Gateway Center Specific Plan”. This 20.23‐acre specific plan is located
at the northeast corner of Boronda Road and San Juan Grade Road. This area was originally envisioned to be part
of the West Area Specific Plan but was subsequently removed and approved as a separate Specific Plan Area. This
area is not included as part of the proposed West Area Specific Plan and is shown as “Not a Part” on the figures
and maps. However, the two specific plans have been coordinated with respect to buffers, pathway connections,
supplemental detention/retention basin design, and other plan features.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The following provides a summary of the proposed project and its key components.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
The principal objective of the proposed project is the approval and subsequent implementation of the proposed
West Area Specific Plan and related entitlements. Proposed land uses in the 797‐acre Specific Plan Area include
residential, mixed use commercial, community park, neighborhood parks, small parks and open space (including
supplemental storm water detention/retention basins). Implementation will involve development of the site
under the New Urbanism Zoning districts of Neighborhood Edge (NE)/Low Density Residential, Neighborhood
General 1 (NG‐1)/Low/medium Density Residential, Neighborhood General 2 (NG‐2)/High Density Residential,
Village Center (VC) as well as the Public and Semipublic (PS), Parks (P), and Open Space (OS) zoning districts. A
Specific Plan Overlay district will also apply to each zoning districts. These Zoning Districts are further described
below.
The Specific Plan includes goals, which are a description of some desired future condition, as a basis for objectives,
policies, implementation measures, and other tools used for achieving the goals. The goals for the Specific Plan
are based on the Salinas General Plan, especially as it applies to the FGA and the principles of New Urbanism
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developed by the City. The design principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), Health
in all Policies, Smart Growth and Green building/streets are also included to promote the creation of a vibrant,
healthy, walkable, safe and sustainable community. The City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit, Storm Water Development Standards (SWDA) and Storm Water Standard Plans (SWSP) are also
addressed in the design. The specific goals are to:








Create a community with a compact form that promotes sustainable neighborhood design and is
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit friendly.
Provide a variety of land uses in easy walking distance of housing including a mixed use village, parks, and
schools to reduce vehicle miles travelled.
Provide parks and other public green space in accordance with General Plan standards that are designed
to be safe and easily accessible to residents.
Provide public services and infrastructure improvements that achieve and maintain City service standards.
Provide an inviting tree‐lined street system which incorporates traffic calming and other measures.
Establish an interconnected sidewalk/pathway and open space system throughout the development
which links to the greater North of Boronda FGA and the City as a whole.
Create a sense of place and unique identity through the use of entry treatments, landscaping,
streetscapes, public art, decorative street lighting, pedestrian amenities and other elements.

LAND USE CONCEPT
The above‐noted goals, design principles and requirements are reflected in the following key features of the
Specific Plan:










Four neighborhoods, each organized around a neighborhood park to provide a public gathering space for
residents, and pathways that connect from residential areas to these parks.
Each neighborhood contains a mix of residential densities meeting General Plan requirements (for
medium and high densities) and housing types.
Location of parks such that all residents will be within an approximately five‐minute walking time of a
neighborhood or small park and ten minutes from the community park.
A central core of public facilities and services that serve all four neighborhoods and residents of the
surrounding area. The central core comprises the Village Center with retail and professional services, an
approximately 30‐acre community park, a middle school, a high school, and medium and high density
residential uses.
A network of pathways and pedestrian‐friendly streets that connect all of the public facilities in the
Specific Plan Area including the Village centers, parks and schools. An east/west off‐street pedestrian and
bicycle shared‐use pathway will be provided along the entire length of the Specific Plan to link the WASP
to the remainder of the North of Boronda FGA (including the proposed CASP) and to other areas of the
City. Bike lanes, sidewalks and pathway connections will also be provided within the Specific Plan and to
off‐site areas.
A Village Center that is easily accessible to the surrounding residential neighborhoods by local streets and
pedestrian pathways as well as to vehicular traffic on Boronda Road.
The Village Center which includes housing and a central green space/plaza that will be one of the primary
focus points in the area.
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Providing traffic calming methods at key intersections and other locations near parks, schools and other
areas to calm traffic and enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety.
Incorporation of decorative street lighting consisting of Light‐Emitting Diode (LED) lighting fixtures and
pedestrian amenities throughout the Specific Plan to promote a sense of place.
Incorporation of Low Impact Development (LID) features throughout the development to reduce and
eliminate the need for large, unattractive, industrial‐looking detention/retention basins. Instead,
supplemental storm water facilities where provided or needed will include varied slopes through grading
and the use of plants and trees and other elements to create a more natural appearance.
Inclusion of numerous Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) measures and design
principles.

SPECIFIC PLAN OVERLAY
The Salinas General Plan requires the approval of Specific Plans prior to development of any land in the FGA. The
Development Regulations and Design Standards not established through the Specific Plan shall be those
established in the applicable regulations of the City of Salinas Zoning Code. Where there is a conflict between the
Specific Plan and the Zoning Code, the Specific Plan would prevail.

GENERAL PLAN LAND USES
In accordance with the General Plan, the Specific Plans for the FGA will specify the ultimate distribution, location
and intensity of land uses in the FGA in accordance with the total development capacities provided under the
General Plan for these areas. The Land Use Designations shown for land located within the FGA boundaries on
the General Plan Land Use and Circulation Policy Map are provided for generally illustrative purposes, provide no
land use entitlements, and are subject to adjustment and refinement as part of the Specific Plan approval process.
The General Plan Land Use Designations for the proposed WASP includes Mixed Use, Residential Low Density,
Residential Medium Density, Residential High Density, Public/Semipublic, Open Space and Park. These
designations are consistent with the existing General Plan Land Use Designations for the site. Upon approval of
the Specific Plan, the location distribution and intensity of these General Plan Land Use Designations shall be in
accordance with the Specific Plan’s proposed land use plan. These Designations and the proposed Zoning Districts
are described below.

LAND USE COMPONENTS
The quantifiable objectives of the proposed project include the development of up to 4,340 residential dwelling
units (with a minimum of 3,553 required under the General Plan), up to 571,500 square feet of commercial/mixed
use building area, and up to 177 acres of public facilities (including three elementary schools, a high school, middle
school, supplemental detention/retention basins and 11 parks). It is anticipated that the Specific Plan Area will
have up to 15,928 residents at project build‐out.
Tables 2 and 3 (below) summarize the net acreages of each land use, the maximum and minimum number of units,
average residential density by neighborhood/district and the maximum mixed use/commercial square footage.
The Specific Plan proposes housing in a variety of densities that correspond with residential land use designations
included in the General Plan as shown below. Residential development will include single‐family dwellings in
relatively low densities of 6 to 8 (minimum 6 du) dwelling units per net residential acre (Neighborhood Edge),
medium density housing in the range of 9 to 15 units (minimum 9) per net residential acre (Neighborhood General‐
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1), and relatively high density multifamily development in the range of 16 to 24 (minimum 16) units per net
residential acre (Neighborhood General‐2). The Village Center (VC) will include residential units, offices, retail,
and professional services. As used in the Specific Plan “Net residential acres are the private lands zoned for
residential uses exclusive of streets, parks, and all other uses.” In addition, to encourage affordable housing
choices, it is proposed that any portion of the planning area which is designated as NG‐2 may be built at a density
of 30 dwelling units per net residential acre as long as the total number of units allowed in the Planning area is
not exceeded and the required percentage of medium and high density units meet General Plan requirements.
As previously indicated, the Specific Plan Area is currently zoned New Urbanism Interim (NI) with a Specific Plan
Overlay district. In conjunction with the approval of the Specific Plan, the site would be rezoned to the following
districts: The corresponding General Plan Land Use Designations are also indicated.

Proposed Zoning Districts*

Existing General Plan Land Use Designations

Neighborhood Edge (NE)
Neighborhood General 1 (NG‐1)
Neighborhood General 2 (NG‐2)
Village Center (VC)
Open Space (OS)
Park (P)
Public/Semipublic (PS)

Residential Low Density
Residential Medium Density
Residential High Density
Mixed Use
Open Space
Park
Public/Semipublic

*A Specific Plan Overlay District applies to each Zoning district.

The proposed residential land uses and zoning districts are further described below:

Neighborhood Edge (NE)
The NE residential areas provide for the development of single‐family detached and attached homes. The
designation allows a minimum of 6.0 dwelling units per net residential acre and a maximum density of 8.0 dwelling
units per net residential acre or 10 dwelling units per net residential acre with an affordable housing density bonus
of 25%.

Neighborhood General 1 (NG‐1)
The NG‐1 district provides for the development of small‐lot single‐family detached homes, single‐family attached
(townhomes, rowhouses, triplexes), and duplexes. Allowable multifamily uses include condominiums, as well as
apartment units. The designation allows a maximum of 14.0 dwelling units per net residential acre or 17.5
dwelling units per net residential acre with a density bonus of 25%.

Neighborhood General 2 (NG‐2)
The NG‐2 district provides for the development of single‐family attached (rowhouses, triplexes), and multifamily
(condominiums, and apartments) units. The designation allows a maximum of 24.0 dwelling units per net
residential acre or up to 30.0 dwelling units per net acre, as long as the maximum unit count for the Planning Area
is not exceeded.

DESCRIPTION OF NEIGHBORHOODS
The Specific Plan proposes four residential neighborhoods, each with an identifiable public gathering place, a mix
of land uses, and a mix of residential densities (Figure 6). The neighborhoods are each centered around a distinct
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neighborhood center or public gathering place. The neighborhood centers are located in easily accessible locations
for both local pedestrians and the automobile circulation system. The neighborhood centers, and the Specific
Plan as a whole, would be designed to provide convenient and easy access for pedestrians and bicyclists, while
accommodating vehicular trips.
As of the writing of this document, the neighborhoods and neighborhood subareas did not have names; therefore,
they are referenced by number below.

Neighborhood 1
Neighborhood 1 is proposed in the southwestern portion of the Specific Plan Area (Figure 6). It is the location of
the current McKinnon Elementary School, which is not proposed to be altered as a part of the Specific Plan.
McKinnon Elementary School currently serves residential areas south of Boronda Road and west of San Juan Grade
Road. McKinnon Elementary School, as well as the neighborhood park, would provide a central public gathering
space for Neighborhood 1. The Specific Plan also proposes one small park within Neighborhood 1. This
neighborhood has an estimate of 961 housing units.
Adjacent to the southwest corner of Neighborhood 1 is The GCSP. This area was subject to a separate planning
process and the specific plan for that property was approved by the City of Salinas in 2011; therefore, it is not a
part of the WASP. However, the plans for The GCSP and the WASP are integrated in two important ways: (1) a
pathway connects the two areas, allowing WASP residents to access the retail services in the GCSP by walking and
bicycling; (2) a supplemental detention/water quality and retention basin, designed as part of The GCSP, is planned
to be expanded to provide additional capacity to support the WASP development to supplement the site/parcel
based LID requirements per the City Storm Water Development Standards (SWDS). Additionally, an 80‐foot wide
noise attenuation setback including a 10‐foot landscaped area and walkway connection to San Juan Grade Road
will be provided along the southern boundary of The GCSP.

Neighborhood 2
Neighborhood 2 is proposed in the northwestern portion of the Specific Plan Area (Figure 6). The neighborhood
is focused on a linear park oriented roughly east to west. The linear park extends through the neighborhood and
connects the community park in the center of the Specific Plan Area with the neighborhood park proposed in the
northwestern portion of the neighborhood. This neighborhood has an estimate of 1,328 housing units. Most of
the neighborhood’s medium and higher density residential areas are near the proposed linear park/community
park areas.

Neighborhood 3
Neighborhood 3 will encompass the southeastern portion of the Specific Plan Area (Figure 6). The neighborhood
includes an elementary school, a neighborhood park, and one small park, which together are the focal points of
the neighborhood. This neighborhood has an estimate of 1,504 housing units.

Neighborhood 4
Neighborhood 4 will encompass the northeastern portion of the Specific Plan Area (Figure 6). The neighborhood
includes a neighborhood park that is connected to the surrounding residential units and the other neighborhoods
by pathways and safe crossings at key intersections. The high school is located west of Neighborhood 4. This
neighborhood has an estimate of 540 housing units.

The Village Center
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The proposed Village Center is the mixed use commercial and activity focus of the entire Specific Plan Area. The
mix of neighborhood‐serving commercial and entertainment opportunities are intended to help the Specific Plan
Area to function as a mostly self‐reliant community, with many necessary goods and services being available
within walking or bicycling distance of residences. The mix of uses in the Village Center may include a grocery
store, and a complement of shops, restaurants, residential units, offices, retail, and professional services. On the
north side of the Village Center is the town square or public plaza. The Village Center may have a development
intensity of up to 1.0 floor‐area ratio (FAR) plus 10 dwelling units per net acre. Conversion of commercial FAR to
residential units is also permitted in accordance the General Plan and Zoning Code to increase the number of
residential units. In addition to the 571,500 square feet of mixed use commercial floor area, a minimum of 91
dwelling units will also be provided. Housing over commercial is encouraged, but not required, within the Village
Center, and the Village Center as currently proposed, would be surrounded by higher density housing types, such
as multifamily (apartments, condominiums), single‐family attached (townhomes, rowhouses) and live/work units.
Table 2 depicts the proposed residential development program for the WASP. Table 3 depicts the proposed non‐
residential development program for the WASP.
TABLE 2: WEST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
AVERAGE
PROJECTED RESIDENTIAL UNITS
PLANNING
RESIDENTIAL
AREA NET
DENSITY
NE
VC
NG‐1
NG‐2
ACRES
(UNITS/ACRE)
Neighborhood 1
101.77
9.4
211
31
563
156

TOTAL
961

Neighborhood 2

155.49

8.5

471

0

415

442

1,328

Neighborhood 3

151.09

9.9

400

60

601

443

1,504

Neighborhood 4

72.30

7.5

272

0

224

44

540

Miscellaneous

1.00

7.0

7

0

0

0

7

481.65

9.0

1,361

91

1,803

1,085

4,340*

Total

*The minimum number of residential units required in the West Area is 3,553 (on approximately 385 net residential acres).
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TABLE 3: WASP NON‐RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Mixed Use Commercial Summary
DESCRIPTION
Village Center (Cloverfield)
Village Center (Harden)
Total Square Feet
Public Facilities Summary
DESCRIPTION
High School
Middle School
Elementary School (1)
Elementary School (2)
Elementary School (3)
Community Park
Neighborhood Parks
Small Parks
Supplemental Det./Ret. Basins
Water Wells/Water Treatment
Total Acres

October 2015

MAXIMUM COMMERCIAL SQUARE FEET
171,500*
400,000*
571,500*
NET ACRES
39.19
20.78
10.98
10.00
10.00
30.83
12.52
6.41
35.03
1.5
177.02

*The Mixed Use Commercial areas (Village Center) are located on 24.7 net acres.

Public Facilities Summary
Public land uses are those uses that serve the general public and are operated and maintained by public or quasi‐
public agencies. Land designated for public or semipublic uses such as schools, parks, open space and utility
systems are crucial to the Specific Plan’s land use concept, and will be subject to the requirements of Article III,
Division 7‐Public/Semipublic (PS) District of the Salinas Zoning Code except as otherwise required by the Specific
Plan or State Law. Public and semipublic land uses in the Specific Plan Area include five schools and three water
well sites. Parks and Open Space are further addressed below.

Schools
A total of five schools will be located within the Specific Plan – three elementary schools, one middle school and
one high school. The elementary and middle schools are located within the boundaries of the Santa Rita Union
School District. The high school is located within the boundaries of the Salinas Union High School District.
One of the three elementary schools—McKinnon Elementary—has already been constructed in Neighborhood 1.
The second elementary school will be located on a 10.0‐acre site in Neighborhood 2, while the other will be located
on a 10.0‐acre site in Neighborhood 3. McKinnon Elementary School currently serves residents of the Harden
Ranch area south of Boronda Road and may continue to do so in the future. The two new elementary schools will
serve primarily students residing in the Specific Plan Area, specifically those living in the residential neighborhoods
adjacent to the schools.
A site is also provided for one middle school in the WASP. The middle school site, approximately 20 acres in size,
is proposed adjacent to and north of the community park and would primarily serve students residing in the
Specific Plan Area.
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The high school site is located in the northern portion of the Specific Plan Area adjacent to Rogge Road. The site
is approximately 38 acres and it has already been acquired by the Salinas Union High School District. The District
has previously approved a new high school facility for the site and is moving forward (separate from the WASP)
with construction plans for the new facility. The high school, which would include sports fields, a stadium and
parking areas, would serve students both within and outside of the Specific Plan Area.

Water Well Sites
Three water well sites are proposed within the WASP. The locations are denoted on Figure 6: Specific
Plan/Illustrative Plan. These proposed facilities will be subject to the approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the
City and may be subject to further environmental review in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.

Parks and Open Space Land Use
A total of 11 parks consisting of a total of 49.76 net acres of public parkland are proposed within the Specific Plan.
This acreage slightly exceeds the City’s Parkland (Quimby Act) requirements of 3 acres per 1,000 persons which
requires 47.78 net acres. Three types of public parks are proposed: community, neighborhood, and small parks.
Except as otherwise provided in the Specific Plan, the parks and open space land uses shall be subject to the
requirements of Article III, Division 6 –Parks (P) and Open Space (OS) District of the Salinas Zoning Code,
respectively. Further details of the proposed parks are described below:
Community Park: The approximately 30‐acre community park will be the focal point of the residential
neighborhoods and the entire WASP and would provide a wide variety of amenities and significant open space to
both residents of the community and surrounding areas. As the largest park in the City’s FGA, it would contain a
significant concentration of sports fields as well as passive recreational amenities. The community park would be
adjacent to an approximately 10‐acre open space area for periodic supplemental storm water detention and
retention. This combined area of park and open space totals approximately 40 acres.
Neighborhood Parks: Four neighborhood parks, which vary from approximately 2.35 acres to 3.63 acres in size are
proposed. They would serve as focal points within each of the four residential neighborhoods and would provide
a variety of amenities and open space to the residents of the WASP and surrounding areas. Proposed features of
these parks would include open space for active recreation and areas for passive recreation. Special features may
be located within these parks to further enhance the character and identity of the neighborhood that each park
serves.
Small Parks: Six small parks, which are 1.86 acres or less in size, and average approximately 1.1 acres, are
proposed. These parks will not be characterized by large sports fields that may be found in the community park
and some neighborhood parks, but they would provide passive open space and recreation, and would include
seating areas, picnic areas, sports courts, and children’s tot lots or playgrounds.

INFRASTRUCTURE, PUBLIC SERVICES, AND UTILITIES
Circulation Network
The WASP circulation system would include a roadway network, a pedestrian and bicycle network, and public
transit. Emphasis would be placed on ensuring connectivity between uses and on creating a safe and efficient
circulation system that complies with City and/or Specific Plan designs and policies. City street standards adopted
for use in development of the FGA would be the basis for street development standards in the WASP. However,
the plan would also emphasize facilitating increased daily pedestrian trips by connecting residential
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neighborhoods to public facilities such as schools and parks, and to retail and employment areas. As such, the
street standards for the FGA are supplemented in the Specific Plan with wide sidewalks, landscaped parkways,
and other pedestrian‐friendly circulation features.
The circulation system would be designed to link with existing City and regional systems. It would also provide
standards for potential connections to development in the CASP located to the east of the WASP and the extension
of existing vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation systems to the south, west, and north. Figure 7 depicts
the proposed vehicular circulation plan for the Specific Plan.

Storm Drainage
The WASP storm water drainage system will need to meet a number of requirements from the City of Salinas, the
County of Monterey, and the State of California. These requirements include LID requirements, water quality
treatment requirements, and hydro‐modification mitigation requirements. In addition, the approach to mitigating
storm water impacts will utilize site/parcel‐ based Post Construction Best Management Practices (PCBMPs) to the
maximum extent practicable (MEP) to maximize infiltration and groundwater recharge, filter any storm water
runoff to meet water quality requirements, reduce the cost of “grey” infrastructure in favor of “green”
infrastructure and mitigate both the post‐project peak storm water runoff rates and the post‐project storm water
runoff volumes, in order to not have a negative impact on any downstream facility.
The storm water conveyance and retention system would include an integrated network of open waterways and
drains, underground storm drain pipes, retention basins, supplemental detention/water quality basins, and a wide
range of PCBMPs and LID features.

Water Supply
The California Water Company (Cal Water) is a private water company that supplies water to the City of Salinas
and could supply potable water to the entire WASP properties. Cal Water is a California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) regulated water utility which has been providing water service in the area since 1962. A single
distribution system provides services to the City of Salinas and Bolsa Knolls while small hydraulically‐isolated
distribution systems provide services to the other communities. In compliance with Senate Bill (SB) 610, Cal Water
will be submitting a “Will Serve” letter indicating that they will provide water service to the proposed Specific Plan
Area. As development of the Specific Plan occurs, existing agricultural wells will be taken out of production.
The Project proposes to construct three wells with a minimum capacity of 1.72 million gallons per day (mgd) each
to meet a maximum day demand at full plan development of 2,257.6 acre feet/year with two wells in operation
and one well in reserve as a backup. Well locations are chosen on the basis of water quality and potential
production capabilities. According to Cal Water’s Assessment Report, it is expected that the proposed wells within
the WASP have a high probability of meeting drinking water quality standards. As a hedge against possible future
changes in water quality, Cal Water may make provisions for on‐site treatment with the design of the wells for
the WASP development.
The proposed on‐site water distribution system would be looped to maintain water quality and would be sized for
minimum system pressures of 20 pounds per square inch (psi) at maximum day demand plus fire flow. The fire
flow requirement for the WASP is 1,500 gallons per minute (gpm) for a minimum of two hours. Under peak day
demand, the system would deliver the required flows with a minimum of 40 pounds per square inch (psi) residual
pressure. The proposed system would tie into Cal Water’s existing system on San Juan Grade Road, Russell Road,
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Rogge Road, Natividad Road, and East Boronda Road. The West Area would be served by 12‐inch diameter and
16‐inch diameter main trunk lines and 8‐inch diameter distribution lines branching off the trunk lines and serving
individual streets.
Utilizing site/parcel‐based post construction BMPs to enhance storm water infiltration to the maximum extent
practicable will enhance groundwater recharge and in turn, future available supply of potable water. Extensive
use of native and naturalizing species is proposed where appropriate to reduce water demands and adapt well to
the soil and wind conditions. The WASP will implement a Water Conservation program requiring the use of low‐
flow toilets and shower heads, demand controlled irrigation systems, and other measures as required by the City.
All landscaping and irrigation in the WASP shall comply with the City’s Water Conservation Ordinance, Water
Efficient Landscape Ordinance and other requirements. Table 4 provides a water demand estimate for the
proposed project.
TABLE 4: WATER DEMAND ESTIMATE (ACRE FEET PER YEAR)
USE
CALCULATION(1)
Retail/Services
571,500 s.f. @ 0.335 gal/s.f./day = 191,453 gpd
Residential
87.57 gal/resident @ 3.67 residents/unit = 321.4 gal/unit/day
Schools
90.95 acres @ 3,500 gal/acre/day = 318,325 gpd
Parks
49.76 acres @ 2,232 gal/acre/day = 111,064 gpd
TOTAL
(1)

ACRE FEET PER YEAR
214.4
1,562.3
356.5
124.4
2,257.6

Final Supplement for the Salinas General Plan Program EIR, Appendix E, Water Supply Assessment – Cal Water

Sanitary Sewer System
The City of Salinas provides its residents with sewer collection facilities and maintenance. The Monterey Regional
Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) provides regional wastewater conveyance, treatment, disposal, and
wastewater recycling services to customers in northern Monterey County including the City of Salinas. The
MRWPCA serves the City with the Salinas Pump Station and the Salinas interceptor. Sewage trunk line
conveyance, treatment, and disposal for the West Area will be provided by the MRWPCA.
The sewer collection system for the Specific Plan Area will be connected to the existing 24‐inch sewer trunk line
on McKinnon Street at the intersection with East Boronda Road. However, the elevation at the connection point
on McKinnon Street and the lowest point of the northwest area of the Specific Plan Area are very similar, making
it difficult to connect the proposed sewer collection system for the northwest area to the existing 24‐inch sewer
system on McKinnon Street. Therefore, the proposed sewer collection system for the northwest area of the
Specific Plan Area may need to be connected to the existing 10‐inch sewer system on Van Buren Avenue near San
Juan Grade Road. The proposed sewer collection system for the remainder of the Specific Plan Area would
connect to the aforementioned existing 24‐inch sewer trunk line on McKinnon Street. The City would provide and
maintain sewer collection once the West Area development is established. All the proposed sanitary sewer
collection system would convey flow to the City’s existing sewers by gravity without the need of any sewer pump
station. Table 5 provides a sewer generation estimate for the proposed project.
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TABLE 5: SEWER GENERATION ESTIMATE
USE
CALCULATION
Retail/Services
214.4 af/yr. @ 90%(1)
Residential
1,562.3 af/yr. @ 50%(2)
Schools
356.5 af/yr. @ 50%(2)
TOTAL

ACRE FEET PER YEAR
193.0
781.2
178.3
1,152.5

October 2015

AVERAGE GPD
172,321
697,464
159,188
1,028,973

(1)

A typical estimate for retail/services sewer demand is 90% of water demand
A typical estimate for residential and school sewer demand is 50% of water demand. Approximately 50% of residential and school water is used for
landscape irrigation.

(2)

Monterey Salinas Transit (MST)
MST will provide transit service to the West area from bus stops located within the Specific Plan and along its
perimeter. Existing bus stops along Boronda Road currently provide service to the site.

Electricity and Natural Gas
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG& E) provides electrical services to the City of Salinas and will provide this
service to the Plan Area. PG&E indicates that sufficient primary line power service exists in proximity of the
proposed site. A 12kV underground primary line exists along Boronda Road which will be extended into the
project. PG&E also currently operates a 60kV overhead power line easement that extends through the WASP
area.
PG&E also provides natural gas service for the City and will provide gas service to the site. PG&E will need to
extend their existing gas service from existing lines located on Boronda Road into the project. Table 6 provides
an electricity demand estimate for the proposed project. Table 7 provides a natural gas demand estimate for the
proposed project.
TABLE 6: ESTIMATED ELECTRICITY DEMAND
USE
USAGE FACTOR (KWY/MONTH)
Retail/Services
15.5 per s.f.(1)
Residential
909 per du(2)
Schools
17,736 per acre(3)
TOTAL

PROJECT
571,500 s.f.
4,340 du
90.95 acres

ESTIMATED MONTHLY USAGE (KWH)
738,188
3,945,060
1,613,089
6,296,337

(1)

2003 U.S. Energy Information Administration Commercial Building Energy Consumption Survey
Average annual electricity consumption per residential customer, U.S. Energy Information Administration
(3)
SUHSD New High School #5 Construction, Subsequent EIR
(2)

TABLE 7: ESTIMATED NATURAL GAS DEMAND
USE
USAGE FACTOR (THERMS)
Retail/Services
0.0225/s.f./month(1)
Residential
40.25/unit/month(2)
Schools
0.0225/s.f./month(3)
TOTAL

PROJECT
571,000
4,340
495,000(3)

ESTIMATED MONTHLY USAGE (THERMS)
12,848
174,685
11,138
198,671

(1) 2003 U.S. Energy Information Administration, Commercial Building Energy Consumption Survey
(2) California Residential Natural Gas Consumption, California Energy Commission
(3) School Estimated square feet: 85,000 s.f. for Elementary School, 125,000 s.f. for Middle School and 200,000 s.f. for High School
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Telecommunications
Extension of existing underground networks adjacent to the Specific Plan Area will be required to provide cable
television, internet and telecommunication service to the site. Dark fiber conduit will be installed at a minimum
along and within all arterial streets within or fronting the Specific Plan Area.

Solid Waste Management and Recycling
Solid Waste generated within the Specific Plan Area is collected by Republic Services of Salinas and delivered to
the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA) Transfer Station that then transports the collected refuse to the
Johnson Canyon Landfill which SVSWA owns and operates by contract. It is estimated that the landfill has 30 years
of disposal capacity to meet the need of current jurisdiction served by the landfill. SVSWA has proposed a
comprehensive approach to providing for solid waste disposal needs of its member jurisdictions for approximately
70 years which includes increased waste division and materials recovery as well as the application of advanced
technologies for processing solid waste. In addition to providing sufficient long‐term capacity, the SVSWA facility
improvements would increase the ability of SVSWA’s member jurisdictions to achieve their Assembly Bill (AB) 939
diversion mandates. Table 8 provides a solid waste generation estimate for the proposed project.
TABLE 8: ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE GENERATION
LAND USE
GENERATION FACTOR(1)
Retail/Services
Residential
Schools
TOTAL
(1)

6 lb./1,000 s.f./day
10 lb./unit/day
0.5 lb./student/day

PROJECT
571,000 s.f.
4,340 units
4,191 students

ESTIMATED SOLID WASTE GENERATION
(LB./DAY)
3,426
43,400
2,096
48,922

Cal Recycle

PHASING
The Specific Plan Area is owned by 11 individual entities, as identified in Figure 4 and Table 1. Two of these owners
are school districts, the remaining are individual private owners. All of these ownerships border one or more
existing public streets that contain, or are planned to contain, most of the utility infrastructure necessary to
support development. The Specific Plan is designed such that each current institutional or individual owner may
develop their property independent of development by other property owners. An agreement among the
property owners allows for this independent development by permitting any developing ownership to obtain from
adjoining ownerships the access and easements necessary for roadways or utilities to support development of
their individual property.
The public schools and public facilities will be constructed based on projections of the need for these facilities as
the Specific Plan Area and surrounding area develop. Similarly, the Village Center will be constructed based on
local and regional market demand for such retail and commercial services.
In general, phasing of residential development within these individual ownerships is projected to proceed from
the surrounding arterial and collector streets toward the center of the Specific Plan Area. However, exceptions
to this can occur for the development of a school, initiation of the community park, or development of a specific
residential property. In such instances roads and utility infrastructure would be extended into more central areas
of the Specific Plan Area to serve those projects.
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Each phase of the development will be graded and all erosion control measures will be required to be installed in
accordance with a SWPP. Infrastructure improvements required for each phase will include but are not limited to
all frontage improvements, storm drainage, sanitary sewer, water line, wet and dry utilities, and other
improvements as determined by the City to serve the needs of the subject phase and/or comply with the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The phasing of the small and neighborhood parks and
certain public improvements could also be subject to a Development Agreement.

APPROVALS REQUIRED (E.G., PERMITS, ETC.)
The City of Salinas will be the Lead Agency for the proposed project, pursuant to the State Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15050. Actions that would be
required from the City include, but are not limited to the following:








Certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and adoption of the MMRP.
Approval of the proposed West Area Specific Plan.
Rezoning of the Specific Plan area from New Urbanism Interim (NI) with a Specific Plan Overlay to
Neighborhood Edge (NE)/Low Density Residential, Neighborhood General 1 (NG‐1)/Medium Density
Residential), Neighborhood General 2 (NG‐2)/High Density Residential, Village Center (VC),
Public/Semipublic (PS), Parks (P) and Open Space (OS). A Specific Plan Overlay District is also applicable to
each Zoning District.
Tentative Parcel Map.
Vesting Tentative Tract Map.
Development Agreement.

A list of other public agencies whose approvals may be required is included at the end of this document.

PAGE 19

INITIAL STUDY – SALINAS WASP

October 2015

This page left intentionally blank

PAGE 20

!

!

!

!

!

Brentwood
Golden Sausalito 80
24 ! ! Walnut Creek
4
!
Gate !
Contra Costa
Berkeley Lafayette
San Joaquin County
NRA 101
! DanvilleCounty
! Oakland San Ramon
Manteca
Escalon
San Francisco !
!
!
!
! Alameda
San Francisco
Tracy
Ripon
205 !
!
County
Dublin
580 Livermore
Hayward !
!

V
U

§
¦
¨

£
¤

!

San Mateo 92
Golden Gate
! !
NRA Foster City
Half Moon Bay
!
! Redwood City
Palo Alto!
Portola Valley

!

Alameda County

Waterford

!

Ceres

§
¦
¨

V
U

Cupertino !San Jose
!

!

V
U

Livingston
Atwater
!

V
U
140

Merced

!

Merced County

99
U
V
59
V
U

165

V
U

Morgan Hill

!

101
£
¤
Gilroy

Santa Cruz County
Santa Cruz

Watsonville
!

Madera

!

V
U
129

er e

y B ay

Marina

!

!

68
V
U

Project Location

San Juan Bautista Hollister
!

156
£
¤

Carmel By The Sea !

Madera County

Dos Palos

!

!

Seaside
Monterey ! !

33
V
U

152

V
U

!

! Capitola

Mo n
t

Sierra
National

49
Forest
V
U
Mariposa County

Gustine

!

Scotts Valley

!

132

!

Newman

Santa Clara County

Los Gatos 85
!

!

V
U

!

17
V
U
9
V
U

120

Turlock

Patterson

!

San Mateo
County 35

V
U

Stanislaus County
!

25
U
V

Salinas

V
U
1!68

Mendota !

§
¦5
¨

180

P

Pinnacles
National
Soledad Park

145

V
U

Fresno County

a

!

ci

Lemoore !

!

fi

101
£
¤

c
O
ce

Los Padres
National
Forest

!

King City

!

V
U
198

Coalinga

V
U
2!
69

!

a

Avenal

Kings County

!

n

41
V
U

Paso Robles

46
V
U
Kern County

!

NEVADA

Atascadero
229

Salinas

San Francisco

!

San Joaquin

Greenfield

1
V
U

Fresno

!

!

Gonzales

Monterey County

Kerman

V
U

San Benito County
!

!

Yosemite
National
Park

Stanislaus
National
Forest

!

Milpitas

280

!

108

Modesto

84

680

880

Tuolumne County

V
U

§
¦
¨

§
¦
¨
V
¦U
¨
V §
U
¦ §
¨
!

Pacifica !

Calaveras County

V
U

V
U

!

Morro Bay

58
U
V

San Luis Obispo County

!

ic
cif
Pa

San Luis Obispo

!

n
ea
Oc

!

Los Angeles

227
101 U
V
£
¤
Pismo Beach

Grover City ! ! Arroyo Grande

Los Padres
National Forest

!

0

³

5

166

V
U
Santa Barbara County

CITY OF SALINAS WEST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

Figure 1: Regional Map
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Figure 2: Vicinity Map
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Figure 3: Adjacent Land Uses
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CITY OF SALINAS WEST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

Figure 4: Existing Conditions

.

Source: City of Salinas, AECOM
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Figure 5: Aerial View
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CITY OF SALINAS WEST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

Figure 6: Specific Plan/Illustrative Plan

Source: City of Salinas, AECOM.
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CITY OF SALINAS WEST AREA SPECIFIC PLAN EIR

Figure 7: Vehicular Circulation Plan

Source: City of Salinas, AECOM.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
Agriculture and Forest
Resources

Aesthetics

X

Air Quality

X

Biological Resources

X

Cultural Resources

X

Greenhouse Gasses

X

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

X

Hydrology/Water Quality

Mineral Resources

X

Noise

Land Use/Planning
X

Population/Housing

X

Public Services

X

Transportation/Traffic

X

Utilities/Service Systems

Geology/Soils

Recreation
Mandatory Findings of
Significance

X

DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by
the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
X

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon
the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Gabriel Elliott

October 14, 2015

Signature

Date
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact"
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No
Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project‐specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project‐specific
screening analysis).
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off‐site as well as on‐site,
cumulative as well as project‐level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less
than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.
4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a
"Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain
how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program Environmental Impact Report (EIR),
or other California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in
an earlier EIR or negative declaration (ND). Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should
identify the following:
a)

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

b)

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

c)

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

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated.
7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental
effects in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a)

The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b)

The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
This section of the Initial Study (IS) incorporates the most current Appendix "G" Environmental Checklist Form,
contained in the CEQA Guidelines. Impact questions and responses are included in both tabular and narrative
formats for each of the 18 environmental topic areas.

I. AESTHETICS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

x

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

x

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings?

x

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

x

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a) ‐ d): Visual resources are generally classified into two categories: scenic views and scenic resources.
Scenic views are elements of the broader viewshed such as mountain ranges, valleys, and ridgelines that can be
seen from a range of viewpoints, often along a roadway or other corridor. Scenic resources are specific features
of a viewshed such as trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings. They are specific features that act as the
focal point of a viewshed. The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates
2002) identified several scenic elements including the following:






Citywide Aesthetics
Gateways
Views from Highway 101
Urban/Agricultural Edges
Architectural Resources

Of the scenic elements provided above, the proposed project does not affect gateway areas to the City or views
from Highway 101. These two topics are not discussed further, but the other three scenic elements are discussed
below.
Citywide Aesthetics: The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates
2002) noted that General Plan buildout would allow development to occur in the City in both vacant and
underdeveloped portions of the community, and that the introduction/expansion of urban uses into these areas
has the potential to interrupt views of natural features, open space, the hillsides, and agricultural resources,
reducing the aesthetic value of these resources. Additionally, new development in the City was found to increase
the amount of light and glare in the community, particularly in areas planned for nonresidential development,
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such as retail and general commercial. It was also found that future development under the General Plan has the
potential to change the visual character of the City.
To minimize and mitigate the impacts on Citywide aesthetics, the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas
General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) presented the following five mitigation measures: Mitigation
Measure A1 requires the City to implement the City’s Gateway Guidelines; Mitigation Measure A2 requires the
City to strengthen and require compliance with the City’s Design Guidelines; Mitigation Measure A3 requires the
City to improve the Lighting Ordinance; Mitigation Measure A4 requires the City to implement landscaping
requirements for all proposed projects; and Mitigation Measure A5 requires the City to review all discretionary
projects for aesthetics impacts. The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges
Associates 2002) concluded that with the implementation of Mitigation Measures A1 through A5, the potential
citywide aesthetics impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Subsequently, the Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicated that aesthetic impacts associated with the FGAs, which includes the WASP, would not be different from
those discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002).
Any future development under the approved General Plan, which includes all development under the proposed
project, would be required to comply with the above‐referenced regulations, policies, and standards.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and
Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Urban/Agricultural Edges: The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges
Associates 2002) noted that General Plan buildout will allow development to occur on and adjacent to land used
for agricultural operations. The expansion of development into these areas may modify certain areas of the
community that currently have distinct urban/agricultural edges.
To minimize and mitigate the impacts on Urban/Agricultural Edges, the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas
General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) presented the following six mitigation measures: Mitigation
Measure A1 requires the City to implement the City’s Gateway Guidelines.; Mitigation Measure A2 requires the
City to strengthen and require compliance with the City’s Design Guidelines; Mitigation Measure A5 requires the
City to review all discretionary projects for aesthetics impacts; Mitigation Measure A6 requires the City to
encourage the maintenance and provision of buffers between urban and agricultural uses; Mitigation Measure A7
requires the City to continue to implement the Boronda Memorandum of Understanding, which directs growth
away from the most productive farmland in the Salinas Planning Area; and Mitigation Measure A8 requires the
City to encourage City‐centered growth through infill projects and incentives. The Final Environmental Impact
Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) concluded that with the implementation of these
mitigation measures, the potential urban/agricultural edge impacts would be reduced to a less than significant
level.
Subsequently, the Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicated that aesthetic impacts associated with the Future Growth Areas (FGAs), which includes the Specific Plan
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Area, would not be different from those discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan
(Cotton Bridges Associates 2002).
Any future development under the approved General Plan, which includes all development under the proposed
project, would be required to comply with the above‐referenced regulations, policies, and standards.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and
Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Architectural Resources: The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates
2002) noted new development and rehabilitation projects may impact significant architectural resources in the
community in two primary ways: 1) new development and rehabilitation projects may be proposed that would be
architecturally and stylistically incompatible with existing architectural resources, detracting from the existing
resources’ aesthetic value and contributing to visual discontinuity in neighborhoods that have a concentration of
significant architectural resources; and 2) new development and rehabilitation projects may be proposed that
would result in the removal of significant architectural resources or that would modify the structure so that the
aesthetic value of the structure is destroyed.
To minimize and mitigate the impacts on Urban/Agricultural Edges, the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas
General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) presented the following three mitigation measures: Mitigation
Measure A5 requires the City to review all discretionary projects for aesthetics impacts; Mitigation Measure A9
requires the City to expand participation in the California Main Street Program; and Mitigation Measure A10
requires the City to consider implementing a historic/architectural preservation program. The Final Environmental
Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) concluded that with the implementation of
these mitigation measures, the potential urban/agricultural edge impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level.
Subsequently, the Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicated that aesthetic impacts associated with the FGAs, which includes the WASP, would not be different from
those discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002).
Any future development under the approved General Plan, which includes all development under the proposed
project, would be required to comply with the above referenced regulations, policies, and standards.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those
addressed in the in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002)
and Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non‐agricultural use?

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

x

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract?

x

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

x

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non‐forest use?

x

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non‐agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non‐forest use?

x

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), e): The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002)
noted that General Plan buildout would result in the conversion of 3,525 acres designated for agriculture to urban
uses. Much of the conversion of the agricultural land within the City limits would be for urban uses and parks.
The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) also indicates that
General Plan buildout would result in agricultural activity in proximity to residential and other urban uses, which
may result in conflicts between the uses. It is noted that agricultural activity can cause nuisances related to air
quality and noise that may disturb surrounding development. Urban activities may also negatively affect nearby
agricultural uses, as increased vandalism often occurs and the introduction of domestic animals may disturb
certain agricultural activities.
The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) noted that the City
would work to preserve important agricultural lands located to the south and west of the City and within the
Salinas Planning Area, and as part of the General Plan process, the community of Salinas indicated that land
designated for future growth outside the City limits should be minimized to protect the valuable agricultural
resources. The FGAs were established in the north of Salinas, north of Boronda Road, and east of the Salinas
Municipal Airport, which are all located away from the best agricultural lands in the south and west. The proposed
project is located within the north of Boronda Road Future Growth Area, which is one of the areas specifically
identified for future growth. The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges
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Associates 2002) notes that a significant impact associated with the conversion of agricultural land in the Future
Growth Areas (FGAs) to residential and other urban uses and potential compatibility issues are anticipated.
To minimize and mitigate the impacts from the conversion of agricultural land in the FGAs and potential
compatibility issues, the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002)
presented the following five mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure AG1 requires the City to continue to
cooperate with the County of Monterey to implement the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding
(GSA‐MOU), which directs City growth to occur generally to the north and east away from the most productive
farmland; Mitigation Measure AG2 requires the City to give priority to redevelopment and infill projects that
reduce development pressure on agricultural lands; and Mitigation Measure AG3 requires implementation of the
“Right‐to‐Farm” Ordinance. This includes noticing residential development within 1,000 feet of an established
agricultural operation that residents in the area may experience inconveniences and discomfort associated with
the normal farming and grazing activities, such as noise and dust. The Notice specifically states that a variety of
activities may occur that may be incompatible with the proposed development and that an established agricultural
operation in full compliance with applicable laws, shall not be considered a nuisance due to changes in the
surrounding area. The Notice also states that a person’s right to recover under a nuisance claim against these
activities may be restricted; and Mitigation Measure AG4 requires the City to encourage the provision and
maintenance of buffers, such as roadways, topographic features, and open space, to prevent incompatibilities
between agricultural and nonagricultural land uses.
The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) concluded that with
the implementation of Mitigation Measures AG1 through AG4, the impacts on potential compatibility issues would
be reduced to a less than significant level; however, while the impacts on agricultural conversion would be
reduced to the extent feasible, a significant and unavoidable impact would remain related to the loss of important
farmland. Mitigation AG5 specifically addressed Agricultural Land Conservation Easement Program, which states
that the City will work with the County of Monterey, and other local jurisdictions, to create and implement an
agricultural land conservation easement program including such measures as securing the dedication of
easements or by paying a mitigation fee that could be used to purchase easements through a mitigation bank.
Additionally, in 2006, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 19422, approving the Agricultural Land Preservation
Program. The resolution adopted a $750.00 per acre mitigation fee for agricultural lands currently designated by
the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping Program as “Prime” or “of Statewide
Importance.”
The City of Salinas certified the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates
2002), adopted a statement of overriding considerations relative to this significant and unavoidable impact, and
approved the Salinas General Plan.
Subsequently, the Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicated that agricultural impacts associated with the FGAs, which includes the WASP, would not be different
from those discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates
2002).
Any future development under the approved General Plan, which includes all development under the proposed
project, would be required to comply with the above‐referenced regulations, policies, and standards.
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Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and
Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Responses b): The Specific Plan Area is currently zoned New Urbanism Interim (NI), therefore, there are no
conflicts with land zoned as farmland. The Specific Plan Area is not under a Williamson Act contract; therefore,
there are no conflicts with Williamson Act contracts. These topics do not warrant additional analysis and will not
be addressed further in the EIR.
Responses c), d): The Specific Plan Area is currently zoned New Urbanism Interim (NI), and used exclusively for
row crop/agricultural production, therefore, there are no conflicts with land zoned as forest land, timberland, or
timber land production. The Specific Plan Area does not have any forest resources; therefore, there would be no
loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non‐forest use. These topics do not warrant additional analysis
and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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III. AIR QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

x

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

x

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non‐attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?

x

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

x

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), c), d), e): Based on the current air quality conditions in the air basin, it has been determined that
the potential impacts on air quality caused by the proposed project will require a detailed analysis in the EIR.
Consequently, the lead agency will examine each of the five environmental issues listed in the checklist above in
the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact on air quality.
At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made, rather all are
considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR.
The EIR will include an air quality analysis that presents the methodology, thresholds of significance, a consistency
analysis, cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented
to reduce impacts on air quality. The project may result in short‐term construction‐related emissions and long‐
term operational emissions, primarily attributable to emissions from vehicle trips and from energy consumption
by the residential and commercial uses. The Specific Plan Area is located within the jurisdiction of the Monterey
Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD). We will consult with the MBUACPD regarding the project’s
potential to cause impacts, and the applicability of the MBUACPD’s Rules and Regulations. The air quality analysis
will include the following:
•

•

A description of regional and local air quality as well meteorological conditions that could affect air
pollutant dispersal or transport in the vicinity of the WASP. Applicable air quality regulatory framework,
standards, and significance thresholds will be discussed.
Short‐term (i.e., construction) increases in regional criteria air pollutants will be quantitatively assessed.
The California Air Resources Board (ARB)‐approved California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod)
computer model will be used to estimate regional mobile source and particulate matter emissions
associated with the construction of the proposed project.
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Long‐term (operational) increases in regional criteria air pollutants will be quantitatively assessed for area
source, mobile sources, and stationary sources. The ARB‐approved CalEEMod computer model will be
used to estimate emissions associated with the proposed project. Exposure to odorous or toxic air
contaminants will be assessed through a screening method as recommended by the MBUAPCD.
Local mobile‐source (carbon monoxide) (CO) concentrations will be assessed through a CO screening
method as recommended by the MBUAPCD. Mobile source CO concentrations will be modeled for
signalized intersections expected to operate at unacceptable levels of service. If the screening method
indicates that modeling is necessary, upon review of the traffic analysis, CO concentrations will be
modeled using the Caltrans‐approved CALINE4 computer model.

PAGE 46

INITIAL STUDY – SALINAS WASP

October 2015

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

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

x

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

x

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

x

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

x

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

x

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

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), b), c), d), e), f): Based on the documented special status species, sensitive natural communities,
wetlands, waters of the US, and other biological resources in the region, it has been determined that the potential
impacts on biological resources as a result of the proposed project will require a detailed analysis. As such, the
lead agency will examine each of the environmental issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide
whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact on biological resources. At this point
a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made, rather all are considered
potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR.
The EIR will provide a summary of local biological resources, including descriptions and mapping of plant
communities, the associated plant and wildlife species, special status species, and sensitive biological resources
known to occur, or with the potential to occur in the project vicinity. This section will discuss the methodology,
thresholds of significance, and a summary of local biological resources (terrestrial and aquatic), including
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descriptions and mapping of plant communities, the associated plant and wildlife species, and sensitive biological
resources known to occur based on past or present observations, or with the potential to occur in the project
vicinity based on habitat conditions. The information in this section will be based on field investigation(s),
biological database searches, including a search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the
California Native Plant Society’s Electronic Inventory, the California Wildlife‐Habitat Relationships database, an
inventory of rare and endangered plants (California Native Plant Society, 2015), and the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service’s list of special‐status species with potential to occur in the region. The analysis will conclude with
a consistency analysis, cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should
be implemented in order to reduce impacts on biological resources and to ensure compliance with the Federal
and State regulations.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
'15064.5?

x

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
'15064.5?

x

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

x

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), b), c), d): Based on known historical and archaeological resources in the region, and the potential
for undocumented underground cultural resources in the region, it has been determined that the potential
impacts on cultural resources caused by the proposed project will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. As such,
the lead agency will examine each of the four environmental issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will
decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact on cultural resources. At this
point, a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made; rather all are
considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR.
The EIR will include a historical and prehistorical overview of the area, the potential for surface and subsurface
cultural resources to be found in the area, the types of cultural resources that may be expected to be found, a
review of existing regulations and policies that protect cultural resources, an impact analysis, and mitigation that
should be implemented with each improvement project. The Northwest Information Center of the California
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) and the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) will be
contacted for file checks to identify known cultural, archaeological, and historic resources and sacred lands in the
project area. SB 18 and AB 52 consultation and consultation with local historical groups will occur as part of this
work effort. The EIR section will provide an analysis including thresholds of significance, impact discussion, and a
discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce impacts associated with cultural
resources.
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist‐Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication
42.

x

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

x

iii) Seismic‐related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

x

iv) Landslides?

x

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

x

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on‐ or off‐site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

x

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‐
1‐B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

x

x

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a‐i), a‐ii), a‐iii), c): The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges
Associates 2002) and Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicate that there are no Alquist‐Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones within the City of Salinas. The analysis cites a
high risk of seismic activity and other geologic hazards associated with earthquakes in Salinas due to the region
being seismically active; however, the analysis also indicates that there are no active faults within the Salinas
Planning Area.
Liquefaction typically requires a significant sudden decrease of shearing resistance in cohesionless soils and a
sudden increase in water pressure, which is typically associated with an earthquake of high magnitude. According
to the Custom Soils Report (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2015), the soils in the Specific Plan Area have
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sand content in the soils ranging from 44‐67 percent. Given the high sandy soils, combined with the region being
seismically active, the potential for liquefaction is present within the Specific Plan Area.
To minimize and mitigate the risks associated with seismicity, Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General
Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) presented the following six mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure GS1
requires the City to assess development proposals for potential hazards pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), requiring mitigation measures to mitigate all identified public safety hazards; Mitigation
Measure GS2 requires the City to use open space easements, buffers, and other techniques when necessary to
avoid public safety hazards; Mitigation Measure GS3 requires the City to implement the most recent geologic,
seismic, and structural guidelines; Mitigation Measure GS4 requires the City during the review of development
proposals involving grading, unstable soils, and other hazardous conditions, to require surveys of soils and geologic
conditions be performed by a state licensed engineering geologist or civil engineer, where appropriate. Based on
the results of the survey, design measures will be incorporated into projects to minimize geologic hazards;
Mitigation Measure GS5 requires the City to implement the City’s Multi‐hazard Emergency Plan; and Mitigation
Measure GS6 requires the City to coordinate with local agencies and organizations to provide emergency
preparedness education and educational materials to its residents and businesses.
The City of Salinas requires a final geotechnical evaluation to be performed at a design level to ensure that the
foundations, structures, roadway sections, sidewalks, and other improvements can accommodate the specific
soils and anticipated seismic activity. The final geotechnical evaluation would include design recommendations
to ensure that the combination of seismicity and soil conditions do not pose a threat to the health and safety of
people or structures. In addition, all new construction in the City of Salinas is required to comply with the
California Building Standards Code, which contains criteria and standards designed to reduce risks associated with
seismicity to acceptable levels. In order to apply this code to site development, the City of Salinas requires that
new construction be in accordance with building, grading and erosion control ordinances and include inspections
during construction to ensure that design standards are met. The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas
General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program
EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007) found that the General Plan goals, policies, and implementation programs, in
combination with the Alquist‐Priolo Act, California Building Standards Code, and City of Salinas requirements,
would reduce potential impacts associated with surface fault rupture, seismic shaking, and seismic ground failure,
to a less‐than‐significant level.
Any future development under the approved General Plan, which includes all development under the proposed
project, would be required to comply with the above referenced regulations, policies, and standards.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and
Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Responses a‐iv): The topography of the Specific Plan Area is nearly flat, with little change in elevation. The overall
slope from northeast to southwest is approximately 0.3%, and there are no natural streams or water bodies
present. Absent any significant slopes, the potential for landslides is highly unlikely. Implementation of the
proposed project would have no impact relative to this topic, does not warrant additional analysis and will not be
addressed further in the EIR.
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Response b): The Specific Plan Area has a low risk of landslides (a form of erosion) due to the relatively flat slopes.
However, all new development would require some land clearing, mass grading, and other ground‐disturbing
activities that could temporarily increase soil erosion rates during and shortly after project construction.
Construction‐related erosion could result in the loss of a substantial amount of nonrenewable topsoil and could
adversely affect water quality in nearby surface waters.
The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requires a project specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) to be prepared for each project that disturbs an area one acre or larger. The SWPPPs include project
specific best management measures that are designed to control drainage and erosion. Further, new construction
in the Specific Plan Area would be required to comply with the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit requirements, the City's Storm Water Development Standards (SWDS), and City Public
Works Standards, all of which are intended to reduce potential erosion impacts to a less‐than‐significant level.
Any future development under the proposed project would be required to comply with the above referenced
regulations, policies, and standards. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new
significant adverse impacts beyond those addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General
Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR
(EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the
EIR.
Response d): Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates; swelling
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can damage structures by cracking foundations,
causing settlement and distorting structural elements. Expansion is a typical characteristic of certain varieties of
clay‐type soils. Expansive soils shrink and swell in volume during changes in moisture content, such as a result of
seasonal rain events, and can cause damage to foundations, concrete slabs, roadway improvements, and
pavement sections.
According to the Custom Soils Report (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2015), the soils in the Specific Plan
Area have a low shrink‐swell potential. This potential is directly related to the linear extensibility of the soils,
which is 1.5 percent. The soil content within the WASP consists of a mixture of sandy and clayey soil.
Regardless of the low likelihood of expansive soils based on the linear extensibility of the soils, the City of Salinas
requires a final geotechnical evaluation to be performed at a design‐level to ensure that the foundations,
structures, roadway sections, sidewalks, and other improvements can accommodate the specific soils, including
expansive soils. The final geotechnical evaluation would include design recommendations to ensure that soil
conditions do not pose a threat to the health and safety of people or structures. Any future development under
the approved General Plan, which includes all development under the proposed project, would be required to
comply with the above referenced regulations, policies, and standards. Implementation of the proposed project
would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those addressed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan
Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed
further in the EIR.
Responses e): The proposed project would not result in the construction or installation of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems. Instead, the proposed project would be served by wastewater
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collection, conveyance, treatment, disposal, and recycling services through the City of Salinas and Monterey
Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA). The sewer collection system for the WASP will be connected
to the existing 24‐inch sewer trunk line on McKinnon Street at the intersection with East Boronda Road. The
proposed sewer collection system for the northwest portion of the Specific Plan Area may need to be connected
to the existing 10‐inch sewer system on Van Buren Avenue near San Juan Grade Road. All the proposed sanitary
sewer collection systems would convey flow to the City’s existing sewers by gravity without the need of any sewer
pump station.
Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this topic, does not warrant additional
analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?

x

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gasses?

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), b): Implementation of the proposed project could generate greenhouse gases (GHGs) from a variety
of sources, including but not limited to vehicle trips, electricity consumption, water use, and solid waste
generation. It has been determined that the potential impacts from GHG emissions by the proposed project will
require a detailed analysis in the EIR. As such, the lead agency will examine each of the environmental issues
listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have a
significant impact from GHG emissions. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these
environmental topics will not be made, rather all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is
prepared in the EIR.
The EIR will include a GHG emissions analysis pursuant to the requirements of the California Governor’s Executive
Order S‐3‐05 and The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). The analysis will follow the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) white paper methodology and recommendations presented in
Climate Change & CEQA, which was prepared in coordination with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as a common platform for public agencies to ensure that
GHG emissions are appropriately considered and addressed under CEQA. Also, a greenhouse emissions analysis
using the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District will be performed. These analyses will consider a
regional approach toward determining whether GHG emissions are significant, and will present mitigation
measures to reduce impacts. The discussion and analysis will include quantification of GHGs generated by the
project using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) computer model as well as a qualitative
discussion of the project’s consistency with any applicable state and local plans to reduce the impacts of climate
change.
The EIR will provide an analysis including the methodology, thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis,
cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to
reduce impacts associated with GHG emissions.
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

x

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

x

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one‐quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

x

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

x

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

x

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

x

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

x

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

x

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a‐c): The proposed project includes the approval and subsequent implementation of a 797‐acre
Specific Plan Area that includes residential, mixed use commercial, a community park, neighborhood parks, small
parks and open space which included supplemental storm water detention/retention basins. These uses are not
expected to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials. Additionally, these uses are not expected to create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. While the proposed project includes five schools within the boundary
of the Specific Plan Area, the land uses are not expected to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
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acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste. Implementation of the proposed project would have no
impact relative to these topics and they do not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in
the EIR.
Responses d): The EIR will include a hazards analysis with a screening‐level of Phase II Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) (limited soil sampling). The hazards analysis will include a review of existing ESAs and any other
relevant studies for the Specific Plan Area to obtain a historical record of environmental conditions. The analysis
will also include a review of recent records and aerial photographs. A site reconnaissance will be performed to
observe the site and potential areas of interest. Public agencies will be interviewed to gather information on the
current and historical use of the properties. If environmental conditions are identified, mitigation measures, as
applicable, will be identified to address the environmental conditions.
This section will provide an analysis including the methodology, thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis,
cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to
reduce impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for
this environmental topic will not be made, rather it is considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis
is prepared in the environmental impact report.
Responses e‐f): The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of an airport or private airstrip; therefore, it
would not result in a safety hazard related to air traffic for people residing or working in the Specific Plan Area.
Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this environmental topic. This topic
does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Responses g): The City has adopted a Multi‐hazard Emergency Plan, which serves as extensions of the California
Emergency Plan and the Emergency Resource Management Plan. The purpose of the Multi‐hazard Emergency
Plan is to respond to emergency situations with a coordinated system of emergency service providers and
facilities. The Emergency Operations Center (EOC) in City Hall serves as the center of the City’s emergency
operations. The Plan also addresses evacuation and movement of people in the event of an emergency. The
proposed project does not impair implementation of or physically interfere with the Multi‐hazard Emergency Plan.
Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to this environmental
topic and will not be further analyzed or addressed further in the EIR.
Responses h): The proposed project is not located in an area that is considered a high risk for wildfires. The
proposed project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires. Implementation of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact relative to this
environmental topic and will not be further analyzed or addressed further in the EIR.
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

x

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

x

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

x

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on‐ or off‐site?

x

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

x

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

x

g) Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area as
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?

x

h) Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

x

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

x

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a‐j): Flood hazards can result from intense rain, snowmelt, cloudbursts, or a combination of all three,
or from failure of a water impoundment structure, such as a dam. Floods from rainstorms generally occur in this
climate zone between November and April and are characterized by high peak flows of moderate duration.
Human activities have an effect on water quality when chemicals, heavy metals, hydrocarbons (auto emissions
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and car crank case oil), and other materials are transported with storm water into drainage systems. Construction
activities can increase sediment runoff, including concrete waste and other pollutants.
It has been determined that the potential impacts on hydrology and water quality caused by the proposed project
will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. As such, the lead agency will examine each of the 10 environmental
issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to
have a significant impact on hydrology and water quality. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of
these environmental topics will not be made, rather all are considered potentially significant until a detailed
analysis is prepared in the EIR.
The EIR will present the existing Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zones and risk of flooding
in the Specific Plan Area and general vicinity as well as summarize onsite hydrology and hydraulic calculations
under existing and proposed conditions. The EIR will also evaluate the potential construction and operational
impacts of the proposed project on water quality. This section will describe the surface drainage patterns of the
Specific Plan Area and adjoining areas, and identify surface water quality in the Specific Plan Area based on existing
and available data. This section will also identify 303D‐listed impaired water bodies in the vicinity of the Specific
Plan Area. Conformity of the proposed project to water quality regulations and the site’s potential to be inundated
by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, will also be discussed. Mitigation measures will be developed to incorporate
BMPs, consistent with the requirements of the City of Salinas SWDS and Salinas NPDES permit with the CCRWQCB
to reduce the potential for site runoff.
This section will provide an analysis including the methodology, thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis,
cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to
reduce impacts associated with hydrology and water quality.
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

a) Physically divide an established community?

x

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

x

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan?

x

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a‐b): The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002)
noted that General Plan Land Use Plan assists in creating a balance between jobs and housing units within the
City, and that a variety of land uses within the City of Salinas creates an important balance between the generation
of public revenues and the provision of public services and facilities. Achieving and maintaining a balance of land
uses ensures fiscal stability and also creates a desirable community in which people can live, shop, work, and
recreate.
New Urbanism principles, a component of the General Plan Land Use Element, were used to design a land use
plan that is compact and pedestrian‐friendly, with a mixture of uses surrounding activity centers/neighborhood
focal points in the WASP. Higher density residential uses are proposed around retail, recreation, and public uses
and all of these core activity centers are proposed to be connected with pedestrian, bicycle, and transit systems.
The quantifiable objectives of the proposed project include the development of up to 4,340 residential dwelling
units (with a minimum of 3,553 required under the General Plan), up to 571,500 square feet of commercial/mixed
use building area, and up to 177 acres of public facilities (including three elementary schools, a high school, middle
school, supplemental detention/retention basins and 11 parks). It is anticipated that Specific Plan Area will have
up to 15,928 residents at project build‐out. This is consistent with the expected intensity of development within
the Specific Plan Area under General Plan buildout conditions as analyzed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002).
The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) noted that the
General Plan may impact the related land use plans and policies that have been adopted to avoid or mitigate an
environmental effect. The Salinas Zoning Code, Salinas Redevelopment Plan, Greater Salinas Area Plan, Salinas
Municipal Airport Master Plan, Monterey County Airport Land Use Plan, Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of
Understanding, are specifically mentioned. Of these seven documents, the proposed project does not affect an
existing Specific Plan, the Salinas Municipal Airport Master Plan, or the Monterey County Airport Land Use Plan,
and the Salinas Redevelopment Plan is no longer in effect. These topics are not discussed further, but the other
three are discussed below.
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Salinas Zoning Code: The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates
2002) noted that implementation of the General Plan will change existing General Plan land use designations for
certain parcels within the City and that existing zoning designations for those parcels may not be consistent with
the new land use designations. A significant impact associated with the Zoning Code may occur where zoning on
specific parcels is inconsistent with new General Plan land use designations for those parcels.
To minimize and mitigate the potential impacts, the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan
(Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) presented Mitigation Measure LU1, which requires the City to review and update
the Zoning Code and Subdivision Ordinance to ensure consistency with the General Plan and to help implement
the General Plan policies and New Urbanism principles. The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General
Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) concluded that with the implementation of the mitigation measure, the
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Subsequently, the Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicated that impacts associated with the FGAs, which includes the WASP, would not be different from those
discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002).
Mitigation AG5 specifically addressed Agricultural Land Conservation Easement Program, which states that the
City will work with the County of Monterey, and other local jurisdictions, to create and implement an agricultural
land conservation easement program including such measures as securing the dedication of easements or by
paying a mitigation fee that could be used to purchase easements through a mitigation bank. Additionally, in
2006, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 19422, approving the Agricultural Land Preservation Program. The
resolution adopted a $750.00 per acre mitigation fee for agricultural lands currently designated by the California
Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping Program as “Prime” or “of Statewide Importance.”
The City certified this EIR and approved annexation of the North of Boronda Future Growth Area, which includes
the Specific Plan Area.
The Specific Plan Area is currently zoned New Urbanism Interim (NI) with a Specific Plan Overlay. The proposed
project includes a rezone to Neighborhood Edge (NE)/Low Density Residential, Neighborhood General 1 (NG‐
1)/Medium Density Residential), Neighborhood General 2 (NG‐2)/High Density Residential, Village Center (VC),
Public/Semipublic (PS), Parks (P) and Open Space (OS). A Specific Plan Overlay District is also applicable to each
Zoning District. The purpose of the rezone is to ensure consistency between the proposed General Plan Land Use
Designations and Zoning. With the approval of the rezoning application, the Specific Plan would be consistent
with the Salinas Zoning Code.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and
Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Greater Salinas Area Plan: The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates
2002) noted that implementation of General Plan will result in development outside the existing City limits, into
the Greater Salinas Planning Area. Development occurring outside of the City limits is subject to the Greater
Salinas Area Plan. The implementation of the General Plan may conflict with the Greater Salinas Area Plan,
resulting in a significant impact.
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To minimize and mitigate the potential impacts, the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan
(Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) presented Mitigation Measure LU2, which requires the City to be consistent with
a portion of Draft Policy LU 3.4 of the Monterey County Draft General Plan, and to cooperate with LAFCO and the
County of Monterey to direct growth outside the City limits to the Future Growth Area, on lands that are served
or are planned to be served, with a full range of urban services, such as public water and sewer, an extensive road
network, public transit, safety and emergency response services, parks, trails, and open space. The Final
Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) concluded that with the
implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Subsequently, the Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicated that impacts associated with the FGAs, which include the WASP, would not be different from those
discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002). The
City certified this EIR and approved annexation of the North of Boronda Future Growth Area, which includes the
WASP.
The project as proposed is consistent with the Greater Salinas Area Plan. All development under the proposed
project would be required to comply with the above‐referenced regulations, policies, and standards.
Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those
addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and
Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding (GSA‐MOU): The Final Environmental Impact Report,
Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) noted that implementation of General Plan will result in the
eventual annexation of additional land to the City in order to accommodate future growth, and that annexed land
will be converted from agricultural use to urban use.
To minimize and mitigate the potential impacts, the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan
(Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) presented the following two mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure LU5
requires the City to continue to cooperate with the County of Monterey to implement the GSA‐MOU, which directs
that City growth generally to the north and east away from the most productive farmland; and Mitigation Measure
LU6 requires the City to encourage City‐centered growth and give priority to redevelopment and infill projects
that reduce development pressure on agricultural lands. The City will also establish an incentive program to
promote these projects, such as priority permit processing and density bonuses for such developments. The Final
Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) concluded that with the
implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Subsequently, the Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007)
indicated that impacts associated with the FGAs, which include the Specific Plan Area, would not be different from
those discussed in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002).
The City certified this EIR and approved annexation of the North of Boronda FGA, which includes the WASP.
The project as proposed is consistent with the GSA‐MOU. All development under the proposed project would be
required to comply with the above‐referenced regulations, policies, and standards. Implementation of the
proposed project would not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those addressed in the Final
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Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and Final Supplemental for
the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not warrant additional analysis
and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
Responses c): The Specific Plan Area is not within an area governed by an adopted habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan; therefore, there are no conflicts with a habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan. This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further
in the EIR.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

x

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally‐important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

x

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a‐b): There is a quarry located in the northeastern portion of the Salinas Planning Area near the FGA,
but outside of the Specific Plan Area. The quarry is designated by the State Division of Mines and Geology as an
Aggregate Resource Area and has been mined for Dolomite deposits for many years. Mining activities are ongoing
at this quarry facility, and are anticipated to continue for at least fifty (50) years. The proposed project does not
conflict with the mining activities at this quarry and there are no other designated mineral resources or mining
activities proximate to the Specific Plan Area. Furthermore, it was determined in the Final Supplemental for the
Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007) that development of the Future Growth Area,
including the Specific Plan Area, would not have a significant impact on mineral resources or mining activities. As
such, implementation of the proposed project would have no impact on mineral resources and this topic does not
warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.
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XII. NOISE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels
in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies?

x

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

x

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

x

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

x

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

x

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a), b), c), d), e), f): Based on existing and projected noise levels along roadways and airports, and
associated with construction projects, it has been determined that the potential impacts from noise caused by the
proposed project will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. As such, the lead agency will examine each of the six
environmental issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the
potential to have a significant impact from noise. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these
environmental topics will not be made, rather all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is
prepared in the EIR.
The EIR will include a noise analysis. The noise analysis will identify the noise level standards contained in
Monterey County and City of Salinas General Plan Noise Elements which are applicable to this project, as well as
any germane, State, and Federal standards. Transportation, stationary, and community noise sources will be
evaluated. Continuous (24‐hour) and short‐term noise measurements will be performed in the Specific Plan Area
and in the project vicinity in order to quantify existing ambient noise levels from existing community noise sources.
The noise study will provide an estimate of existing traffic noise levels adjacent to the Specific Plan Area roadways
through application of accepted traffic noise prediction methodologies. Any significant noise sources other than
local traffic within the Specific Plan Area will be identified and quantified through additional noise level
measurements. The noise study will identify all significant noise impacts due to and upon development of the
proposed project. The noise study will determine the land use compatibility of proposed commercial uses and
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facilities associated with public infrastructure, as it may affect existing noise sensitive receptors in the Specific
Plan Area and in the immediate vicinity. An assessment of construction noise and vibration impacts and potential
mitigation measures will also be provided. The study will present appropriate and practical recommendations for
noise control aimed at reducing any noise impacts.
The EIR will include thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis, cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion
of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce impacts associated with noise.
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

x

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

x

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

x

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a): The quantifiable objectives of the proposed project include the development of up to 4,340
residential dwelling units (with a minimum of 3,553 required under the General Plan), up to 571,500 square feet
of commercial/mixed use building area, and up to 177 acres of public facilities (including three elementary schools,
a high school, middle school, supplemental detention/retention basins and 11 parks). It is anticipated that Specific
Plan Area will have up to 15,928 residents at project build‐out. This is consistent with the expected intensity of
development within the Specific Plan Area under General Plan buildout conditions as analyzed in the Final
Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002). The EIR will provide an
analysis of the potential growth inducing impacts caused by the proposed project.
Response b,) c): The Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002)
noted that the General Plan would not result in the displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing units
or persons since the majority of the FGA designated for future development consist of vacant, agricultural, or
redevelopment of nonresidential land. Additionally, any individual units that require removal would be offset by
the increase in housing by the development of approximately 18,397 additional dwelling units at General Plan
buildout.
The proposed project would necessitate the removal of some existing houses within the Specific Plan Area;
however, any individual units that require removal would be offset by the increase in housing by the development
of approximately 4,340 additional dwelling units at Specific Plan buildout. As such, the proposed project would
not displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people. Implementation of the proposed project would
not result in any new significant adverse impacts beyond those addressed in the in the Final Environmental Impact
Report, Salinas General Plan (Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan
Final Program EIR (EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed
further in the EIR.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

Fire protection?

x

ii)

Police protection?

x

iii)

Schools?

x

iv)

Parks?

x

v)

Other public facilities?

x

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a) i‐v: Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased demand for police and fire
protection in the Specific Plan Area. The project may also increase demand for local schools, parks and other
public facilities. It has been determined that the potential impacts from increased demands on public services
caused by the proposed project will require a detailed analysis in the EIR. As such, the lead agency will examine
each of the five environmental issues listed in the checklist above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed
project has the potential to have a significant impact on public services. A detailed analysis with adequate
mitigation measures will be prepared in the EIR. This analysis will include the examination of public facilities impact
fees as well as police, library and park fees.
During the preparation of the EIR, the public service providers will be consulted in order to determine existing
service levels in the WASP. This would include documentation regarding existing staff levels, equipment and
facilities, current service capacity, existing service boundaries, and planned service expansions. Master plans from
such public service providers and City policies, programs, and standards associated with the provision of public
services will be presented in the EIR.
The EIR will provide an analysis including the thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis, cumulative impact
analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce impacts
associated with public services.
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XV. RECREATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

a) Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?

x

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

x

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Response a‐b): The proposed project includes a total of 11 parks, consisting of 49.76 net acres of public parkland
proposed within the Specific Plan Area. This acreage slightly exceeds the City’s Parkland (Quimby Act)
requirements of 3 acres per 1,000 persons, which requires 47.78 net acres. The Specific Plan includes three types
of public parks: community, neighborhood, and small parks. Further details of each park type are provided below:






Community Park: The approximately 30‐acre community park will be the focal point of the residential
neighborhoods and the entire WASP. It would provide a wide variety of amenities and significant open space
to both residents of the community and surrounding areas. As the largest park in the Future Growth Area, it
would contain a significant concentration of sports fields as well as passive recreational amenities. The
community park would be adjacent to an approximately 10‐acre open space area for periodic supplemental
storm water detention and retention. This combined area of park and open space totals approximately 40
acres.
Neighborhood Parks: Four neighborhood parks are proposed. These parks will vary from approximately 2.35
to 3.63 acres in size. They would serve as focal points within each of the four residential neighborhoods.
These parks would provide a variety of amenities and open space to the residents of the Specific Plan Area
and surrounding areas. Proposed features of these parks would include open space for active recreation and
areas for passive recreation. Special features may be located within these parks to further enhance the
character and identity of the neighborhood that each park serves.
Small Parks: Six small parks are proposed. Small parks are 1.86 acres or less in size, and average approximately
1.1 acres. These parks will not be characterized by large sports fields that may be found in the community
park and some neighborhood parks, but they would provide passive open space and recreation. Potential
amenities include seating areas, picnic areas, sports courts, and children’s tot lots or playgrounds.

In addition to the parkland described above, open space areas, which include LID features, will also be
incorporated throughout the Specific Plan Area to reduce and eliminate the need for large, unattractive, industrial‐
looking detention/retention basins. Instead, supplemental storm water facilities, where provided or needed, will
include varied slopes through grading and the use of plants and trees and other elements to create a natural
appearance.
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Except as otherwise provided in the Specific Plan, the parks and open space land uses will be subject to the
requirements of Article III, Division 6 –Parks (P) and Open Space (OS) District of the Salinas Zoning Code,
respectively.
While the proposed project would increase the demand for parks or other recreational facilities based on the
population growth, the amount of parkland and open space provided within the Specific Plan Area sufficiently
meets the City’s parkland requirements. Construction of the parkland would not result in any new significant
adverse impacts beyond those addressed in the in the Final Environmental Impact Report, Salinas General Plan
(Cotton Bridges Associates 2002) and Final Supplemental for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR
(EDAW/AECOM 2007). This topic does not warrant additional analysis and will not be addressed further in the EIR.

PAGE 69

INITIAL STUDY – SALINAS WASP

October 2015

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non‐motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?

x

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management
program, including, but not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads or
highways?

x

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

x

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

x

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

x

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities,
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities?

x

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a‐b, d‐f): Based on existing and projected traffic volume levels along roadways, it has been determined
that the potential traffic impacts anticipated as a result of the proposed project will require a detailed analysis in
the EIR. As such, the City of Salinas will examine each of the five environmental issues listed in the checklist above
in the EIR and will determine whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact from
traffic. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics will not be made, rather
all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is conducted in the EIR.
The EIR will include a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) to address the impacts of the WASP on the surrounding
transportation system including the roadways, transit service, pedestrian facilities, and bicycle facilities. The TIA
will be conducted to address compliance with the City’s General Plan and other requirements under CEQA. It will
be prepared following applicable guidelines of the City of Salinas, Monterey County, and Caltrans. The EIR will
describe existing and future traffic conditions and will identify the trips that will be generated by the project and
the projected distribution of those trips on the roadway system. The EIR will also analyze traffic impacts associated
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with the project under existing and cumulative conditions. Potential impacts associated with site access, on‐site
circulation, and parking will be addressed in the EIR, as well as the following facilities under existing facilities:

Intersections
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

US 101 SB Ramps & Crazy Horse Canyon Road
US 101 NB Ramps & Crazy Horse Canyon Road
US 101 & Sala Road (Both ramps)
Harrison Road & Sala Road
Crazy Horse Canyon Road & San Juan Grade Road
Hebert Road & San Juan Grade Road
Old Stage Road & Hebert Road/Old Stage Road

23. Natividad Road & E. Boronda Road

8.

N. Main Street/Harrison Road & Russell Road

29. Independence Boulevard & Constitution Boulevard

9.

Van Buren Avenue & Russell Road

30. E. Boronda Road & Constitution Boulevard

24. Independence Boulevard & E. Boronda Road
25. Hemingway Drive & E. Boronda Road
26. Old Stage Road & Constitution Boulevard (future extension)
27. N. Main Street & W./E. Alvin Drive
28. Natividad Road & E. Alvin Drive

10. San Juan Grade Road & Rogge Road

31. US 101 SB Ramp & W. Laurel Drive

11. Old Stage Road & Natividad Road

32. US 101 NB Ramps & W. Laurel Drive

12. San Juan Grade Road & Russell Road

33. N. Main Street & W./E. Laurel Drive

13. Natividad Road & Rogge Road

34. Natividad Road & E. Laurel Drive

14. Natividad Road & Russell Road (future extension)

35. E. Laurel Drive & Constitution Boulevard

15. San Juan Grade Road & Van Buren Avenue

36. N. Sanborn Road & E. Boronda Road

16. US 101 SB ramps & Boronda Road

37. Old Stage Road & Williams Road

17. US 101 NB ramps& Boronda Road

38. N. Main Street & W./E. Bernal Drive

18. N. Main Street & Boronda Road

39. Natividad Road/Sherwood Drive & E. Bernal Drive

19. N. Main Street & San Juan Grade Road

40. E. Laurel Drive & N. Sanborn Road

20. San Juan Grade Road & Boronda Road

41. E. Boronda Road & Williams Road

21. McKinnon Street & E. Boronda Road

42. E. Laurel Drive & Williams Road

22. El Dorado Drive & E. Boronda Road

43. to 45. To Be Determined (3 intersections)

Highway Segments
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

US 101 from San Juan Road to Crazy Horse Canyon Road
US 101 from Crazy Horse Canyon Road to San Miguel
Canyon Road
US 101 from San Miguel Canyon Road to SR 156
US 101 from SR 156 to Sala Road
US 101 from Sala Road to Boronda Road

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

US 101 from Boronda Road to W. Laurel Drive
US 101 from W. Laurel Drive to N. Main Street/SR 183
US 101 from N. Main Street/SR 183 to E. Market Street
US 101 from SR 68/John Street to S. Sanborn Road
US 101 from S. Sanborn Road to Abbott Street

The operations of the study intersections will be evaluated during the weekday morning (AM) and weekday
evening (PM) peak hours for the following scenarios:
Scenario 1

Existing Conditions – Existing traffic volumes

Scenario 2

Project Conditions – Existing volumes plus traffic generated by WASP

Scenario 3

Project with Central Area Specific Plan (CASP) Conditions – Existing volumes plus traffic generated
by the WASP and the CASP

PAGE 71

INITIAL STUDY – SALINAS WASP

October 2015

Scenario 4

Cumulative Conditions – Projected traffic volumes and planned transportation infrastructure
projects for 2035 including traffic generated by pending developments (WASP, CASP, EASP, EDE,
Gateway Retail Center, Northridge Mall Expansion, etc.)

Scenario 5

Cumulative with Project Conditions – Scenario 4 volumes plus traffic generated by the WASP and
the CASP

Scenario 6

Cumulative with Project and CASP Conditions – Scenario 4 volumes plus traffic generated by the
WASP and the CASP

The TIA will include an evaluation of existing conditions, future conditions, cumulative conditions, cumulative plus
project conditions, project area access and circulation, and project alternatives. Future conditions will be
evaluated with the use of a travel model being developed by City traffic staff and AMBAG. Significant impacts will
be identified in accordance with the established criteria, and mitigation measures will be identified to lessen the
significance of impacts.
The EIR will provide an analysis including the thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis, cumulative impact
analysis, and a discussion of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce impacts
associated with transportation/traffic.
Responses c): The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of an airport or airstrip; therefore, it would not
result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks. Implementation of the proposed project would have no impact relative to this
environmental topic.
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

x

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

x

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

x

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

x

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
projects projected demand in addition to the providers
existing commitments?

x

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the projects solid waste
disposal needs?

x

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a‐g): Implementation of the proposed project would result in increased demands for utilities to serve
the project. As such, the City of Salinas will examine each of the seven environmental issues listed in the checklist
above in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have a significant impact on
utilities and service systems. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics
will not be made, rather all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR.
The EIR will analyze wastewater, water, and storm drainage infrastructure, as well as other utilities (i.e. solid
waste, gas, electric, etc.), that are needed to serve the proposed project. The wastewater assessment will include
a discussion of the proposed collection and conveyance system, treatment methods and capacity at the treatment
plants, disposal location(s) and methods, and the potential for recycled water use for irrigation. The EIR will
analyze the impacts associated with on‐site and off‐site construction of the conveyance system, including
temporary impacts associated with the construction phase. The proposed infrastructure which will likely include
a system of gravity pipes, pump station(s) (only as absolutely required), and a forcemain(s), will be presented. The
EIR will provide a discussion of the wastewater treatment plants that are within proximity to the Specific Plan
Area, including current demand and capacity at these plants. The analysis will discuss the disposal methods and
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location, including environmental impacts and permit requirements associated with disposal of treated
wastewater. The EIR will also address the potential for the use of recycled water for irrigation to the extent
allowed by the City’s Waste Discharge Permit issued by the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
(MRWPCA).
The storm drainage assessment will include a discussion of the proposed drainage collection system including
impacts associated with on‐site and off‐site construction of the storm drainage system, including temporary
impacts associated with the construction phase. The EIR will identify permit requirements and mitigations needed
to minimize and/or avoid impacts. The proposed infrastructure will be presented. This will likely include a system
of gravity pipes, storage basin(s), pump station(s) (only as absolutely required), and forcemain(s). This section will
include a consistency review of the storm drainage system with the City’s Storm Water Master Plan (SWMP) and
an analysis of the potential for storm drainage impact to Carr Lake and the Reclamation Ditch.
The EIR will include an assessment of project water demand and supply. Information from the 2007 Final
Supplement for the Salinas General Plan Final Program EIR and Cal Water’s 2010 or later Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP) will be used in determining the available water supplies to meet the demands under
normal, single‐dry, and multiple‐dry year conditions. The EIR will identify whether the City has sufficient supplies
and supply reliability to meet the water demand associated with the proposed project.
The EIR will also address solid waste collection and disposal services for the proposed project. This will include an
assessment of the existing capacity and project demands. The assessment will identify whether there is sufficient
capacity to meet the project demands.
The EIR will provide thresholds of significance, a consistency analysis, cumulative impact analysis, and a discussion
of feasible mitigation measures that should be implemented to reduce impacts associated with utilities and service
systems.
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self‐sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

x

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

x

c) Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

x

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

RESPONSES TO CHECKLIST QUESTIONS
Responses a‐c): It has been determined that the potential for the proposed project to: degrade the quality of the
environment; substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self‐sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal; eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory; create cumulatively considerable impacts; or adversely affect human beings will
require more detailed analysis in an EIR. As such, the City of Salinas will examine each of these environmental
issues in the EIR and will decide whether the proposed project has the potential to have significant impacts on
these environmental issues. At this point a definitive impact conclusion for each of these environmental topics
will not be made, rather all are considered potentially significant until a detailed analysis is prepared in the EIR.
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REPORT PREPARERS
This document was prepared by De Novo Planning Group under the direction of the City of Salinas. De Novo
Planning Group staff participating in document preparation included the following:
•
•
•
•

Steve McMurtry, Principal Planner;
Ben Ritchie, Principal Planner;
Beth Thompson, Principal Planner;
Josh Smith, Associate Planner

OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES THAT MAY REQUIRE APPROVAL INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO
THE FOLLOWING:








Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District: Demolition permit
Central Coast Region ‐ Regional Water Quality Control Board: National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) general construction permit
Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency
Monterey County
Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority
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