Chapter 7

Comment Letters

This chapter contains the written comments received on the DEIR. The
comments and responses are grouped in five categories: federal agencies, state
agencies, local agencies, organizations, and individuals. Table 7-1 below
identifies the commenters and assigns a number to their correspondence. Where
more than one letter or correspondence was received from a commenter, the
letters are given alphabetic subscripts with the commenter’s number. For
example, the numbers O-1a and O-1b would be applied to two letters that were

submitted by the same organization.

The individual comment letters are marked to identify the specific issues raised
in the letter, and numbered accordingly in the margin. The responses are
organized in accordance with the appearance of the comment in the letter. So,
response O-1a.1 would respond to the first comment in letter O-1a, response O-

1a.2 to the second comment, and so on.

To reduce the size of this chapter, most comment letters have been reproduced
two pages per printed page. Accordingly, most printed pages comprise two

numbered pages.

Table 7-1. List of DEIR Commenters

Comment Letter Page
Number Commenter Number
Federal Agencies

F-1 U.S. Dept. of Commerce - National Oceanic and Administration Fisheries 7-5
State Agencies

S-1 California Coastal Commission 7-9

S-2 California Department of Conservation 7-12
S-3 California Department of Fish And Game 7-14
S-4 Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 7-23
S-5 Department of Toxic Substances Control 7-34
S-6 California Department of Transportation, District 5 7-37
S-7 Native American Heritage Commission 7-41
S-8a Office of Planning and Research (transmittal letter) 7-44
S-8b Office of Planning and Research (transmittal letter) 7-48
S-8c Office of Planning and Research (transmittal letter) 7-53
S-9 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region 7-56
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Comment Letter Page
Number Commenter Number
Local Agencies

L-1a Assoc. of Monterey Bay Area Governments 7-73
L-1b Assoc. of Monterey Bay Area Governments 7-74
L-2 City of Gonzales 7-75
L-3 City of King City 7-78
L-4 City of Marina 7-81
L-5 City of Salinas 7-84
L-6 City of Seaside, Resource Management Services 7-112
L-7 County of San Benito 7-115
L-8 County of Santa Cruz 7-117
L-9 King City Airport Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 7-119
L-10 Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 7-121
L-11 Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District 7-133
L-12 Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 7-163
L-13 Monterey Salinas Transit 7-168
L-14 Moss Landing Harbor District 7-170
L-15 Salinas Union High School District 7-171
L-16 Transportation Agency of Monterey County 7-320
Organizations

O-la Ag Land Trust 7-331
O-1b Ag Land Trust CRPB & MC - Concerned Residents of Pebble Beach and Monterey County 7-332
0-2 Alliance of Monterey Area Preservationists (AMAP) 7-368
0-3 California Native Plant Society 7-369
0-4 California Oaks Foundation 7-371
0O-5a Carmel Valley Association 7-375
O-5b Carmel Valley Association 7-376
O-6a Carmel Valley Traffic Committee 7-443
0O-6b Carmel Valley Traffic Committee 7-449
O-7 Citizens for Sustainable Monterey County 7-455
0-8 Coast Property Owners Association 7-458
0-9a Friends, Artists, and Neighbors of Elkhorn Slough (FANS) 7-464
0-9b Friends, Artists, and Neighbors of Elkhorn Slough (FANS) 7-465
0O-10a Helping our Peninsula’s Environment (HOPE) 7-512
O-10b Helping our Peninsula’s Environment (HOPE) 7-526
0-10c Helping our Peninsula’s Environment (HOPE) 7-532
O-11a LandWatch 7-544
O-11b LandWatch 7-545
O-11c LandWatch 7-547
O-11d LandWatch 7-549
O-11e LandWatch 7-551
O-11f LandWatch 7-554
0-11g LandWatch 7-557
0O-12a League of Women Voters 7-877
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Comment Letter Page
Number Commenter Number
0O-12b League of Women Voters 7-890
0O-13a Monterey County Cattlemen’s Association 7-891
0O-13b Monterey County Cattlemen’s Association 7-897
0-14a Monterey County Farm Bureau 7-902
O-14b Monterey County Farm Bureau 7-935
0-15 Monterey Institute for Research in Astronomy (MIRA) 7-939
0O-16 The Nature Conservancy 7-942
0-17 Plan for the People 7-947
0O-18a Prunedale Neighbors Group 7-956
0O-18b Prunedale Neighbors Group 7-962
0-19 Save Our Peninsula Committee 7-970
0-20a Sierra Club, Ventana Chapter 7-973
0-20b Sierra Club, Ventana Chapter 7-975
0-20c Sierra Club, Ventana Chapter 7-978
0O-21a The Open Monterey Project 7-993
0-21b The Open Monterey Project 7-999
0-21c The Open Monterey Project 7-1,001
0-21d The Open Monterey Project 7-1,003
0O-21e The Open Monterey Project 7-1,038
O-21f The Open Monterey Project 7-1,042
0-21¢g The Open Monterey Project 7-1,049
0O-21h The Open Monterey Project 7-1,050
O-21i The Open Monterey Project 7-1,051
0-21j The Open Monterey Project 7-1,054
0-21k The Open Monterey Project 7-1,055
Individuals

-1 Brennan, Janet 7-1,171
1-2 California Water Service Company 7-1,172
1-3 Clark, David and Madeline 7-1,177
1-4 Del Piero, Marc 7-1,178
1-5 Doering, John 7-1,179
1-6 General Farm Investment Company (C. Bunn) 7-1,180
|I-7a Haines, Jane 7-1,189
I-7b Haines, Jane 7-1,190
I-7¢ Haines, Jane 7-1,193
I-7d Haines, Jane 7-1,197
I-7e Haines, Jane 7-1,199
I-7f Haines, Jane 7-1,202
1-79 Haines, Jane 7-1,203
1-8 Hale, Robert 7-1,205
1-9 Houston, Lance 7-1,206
1-10 Kasunich, Doug and Susan 7-1,282
1-11 Knauf, Katherine and Don 7-1,284
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Comment Letter Page
Number Commenter Number
1-12 L&W Land Company and Sakata Ranch 7-1,285
1-13 Mitchell, Eddie 7-1,288
1-14 Phelps Family and Omni Resources 7-1,294
1-15 Pratt, Nancy 7-1,298
1-16 Robbins, Margaret 7-1,299
1-17 Rosenthal, Richard H. 7-1,317
1-18 Sanders, Timothy 7-1,318
1-19a Theyskens, William 7-1,325
1-19b Theyskens, William (addendum) 7-1,330
1-20 Weaver, Mike 7-1,332
1-21 Zischke, Jaqueline 7-1,335
Late Letters

0O-5¢ Carmel Valley Association 7-1,337
O-10d Helping our Peninsula’s Environment (HOPE) (Later Letter) 7-1,346
0-22 Action Pajaro Valley (Late Letter) 7-1,349
|-22 Carver, Robert (Late Letter) 7-1,350
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* have become or are nearly extirpated. These population trends in conjunction with the large

ST, F-1
&Y.
& “ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
5 5 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
“e.,% & NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
res of Southwest Region
777 Sonoma Ave., Room 325
Santa Rosa, CA 85404-4731
October 17, 2008 Tn response refer to:

151416SWR2008SR00380

Monterey Coun

Planning and Building

Carl Holm, Assistant Director Inspection Administration
Monterey County Planning Department T 909002
168 W. Alisal Street, 2"! Floor OCT 20 2008

Salinas, California 93901 fxg E @ E \f E g

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the September 2008 Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the 2007 Monterey County General Plan. NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) received a notice seeking written comments on the DEIR on Septemiber 5, 2008.
Our comments on the Septeraber 2008 DEIR for the 2007 Monterey County General Plan are
provided below. Please also refer to our October 2, 2006, comments we provided to the
Monterey County Planning Department on the County of Monterey’s Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report for the 2006 Monterey County General Plan.

Many rivers, streams, and creeks within Monterey County support federally-threatened South-
Central California Coast (S-CCC) Distinct Population Segment (DPS) steelhead (Oncorhyrchus
mykiss, 71 FR-834). ‘Many of theses watercourses are designated as critical:habitat for S-CCC -
steelhead (70 FR 52488). NMFS is responsible for the protection of S-CC@E:steelhedd pursuant +
to the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973,.as amended (16.U. S C.:1531 et.seq. ) and ... | -~

implementing regulations promulgated thereunder.

-NMEFS has determined the S-CCC steelhead DPS is suffering a:sigrificant decline: in overalls:
abundance and productivity, is becoming increasingly fragmented, and that four sub-populations

scale anthropogenic influences (e.g., water diversions, the influences of large dams, agricultural
practices [including irrigation], urbanization, loss of wetlands and riparian areas, roads, grazing,
gravel mining, and logging) on habitat conditions lead to the conclusion that this DPS continues
to decline toward extinction. Further adverse effects to steelhead and their designated critical
habitat as a result of water use are of primary concern to NMFS relative to the DEIR.

Specific comments

Page 4.3-14 refers to “the central coast steelhead”, but should be changed to South-Central
California Coast steelhead.

&

—

vt

JREE
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Agency, Planning Department Federal Agencies

. Page 4.9,

i Page 4.9-1: The DEIR does not address lagoons/estuaries within Monterey County. The DER: . 7
.should describe how. the General Plan. will avoid impacts to these important habitat R O

F-1

Page 4.3-78 states, “Work in Salinas River and Arroyo Seco River channels is exempted if it is
covered by a (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) 5-year regional Section 404 permit, approved by
the (California Department of Fish and Game), and approved by the (Monterey County Water
Resources Agency).” This sentence is incorrect. The existing 5-year regional Section 404 3
permit expires on October 31, 2008, and does not include any channel maintenance activities in
the' Arroyo Seco River. We expect the Monterey County Water Resources ' Agency will apply for
another 3-year regional Section 404 from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which will require
Federal Endangered Species Act consultation between NMFS and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers; we do not expect the Monterey County Water Resources Agency will propose to
authorize channel maintenance activities in the Arroyo Seco River.

Page 4.3-97: We support the development and adoption of a stream setback ordinance. Setbacks
must be adequate to (1) sufficiently remove harmful human activities near watercourses, and (2)
prevent:the need for costly and invasive human interventions in the stream-ecosystem::The
stream setback ordinance should apply not only to those rivers and creeks listed on page 4.3-97, 4
but to all watercourses supporting steelhead. We would like to work with Monterey County on
the development of & stream setback ordinance because local regulations affecting stream
corridor health and function directly. affect our ability to conserve and protect steelhead and their
habitat.

Page 4.3-103; Area Plan Policies: Although some Area Plans have supplemental policies
supporting water quality protection related to construction impacts on soil erosion and 5
sedimentation, all Area Plans should have policies regarding construction-related soil erosion
and sedimentation.

ﬂ“he DEIR: should ac}mow]edve that NMFS has listed approximately. 472 miles;a
designated:critical habitat in: Monterey-County for S-CCC DPS steelhead and describe hovy:the:’
General Plan.will avoid. 1mpacts to steelhead critical habitat. . . i i

Page 4.9-48: When referring to the issuance of a biological opinion, the DEIR: should state that - 8
NMEFS, in addition to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, also issues biological opinions.

Page 4.9-47; Endangered Species Act: The ESA was enacted to identify species at risk of.
extinction, to provide a means to help such species recover, and to protect the ecosystems of
which declining species are a part. Section 9 of the ESA prohibitions on ‘take’ applies to the
activities of everyone - every state, city, and county government, every business, and every
citizen.  Local agencies are liable under the ESA for issuing permits which result i take of
federally-protected species.

In addition to sections 7 and 10 of the ESA, section 4(d) has rules that include a sét of limits on
the application of the ESA ‘take’ prohibitions for specific categories of activities that contribute
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to the conservation of listed steethead or adequately limit their adverse impacts. The limits.can
be thought of as exceptions to the ‘take’ prohibitions.

One of the limits, Limit No. 12 — Municipal, Residential, Commercial and Industrial
Development and Redevelopment (MRCI), may be applicable to Monterey County. As a general
matter, MRCI development (and redevelopment) has 2 significant potential to degrade habitat
and injuré or kil steelliead in a variety of ways. With appropriate safeguards, MRCI ** "~
development can be specifically tailored to minimize impacts on listed fish to the extent that
additional Federal protections would not be needed to conserve the listed DPS. To be approved
for a limit on ESA ‘take’ prohibitions, a program must adequately contribute to the conservation
of salmonids and meet their biological requirements. By providing limitation from take liability,
NMEFS encourages governments and private citizens to adjust their programs and activities to be
“salmon safe”. For more information, contact NMFS or see http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/ESA-
Salmon-Regulations-Permits/4d-Rules/Index.cfm.

Page 4.9-55, Section 4.9.5.2:
read ... or regulations, or by the CDFG, USFWS, or NMFS...".

Page 4.9-74: Pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO-1.3, we recommend the County contact
NMES when proposed projects may affect steelhead or their habitat. If the project will not take
or harm listed fish, then there is no need to modify the activity, or to contact NMFS. If,
however, after reviewing the project, it seems likely it will take or harm listed fish, orthere is
uncertainty about whether take or harm may occur, the acting agency, entity, or individual
should contact NMES to seek more information on evaluating the project’s impacts and
determining ways to avoid harming the fish and violating the ESA.

«* Thank you again for the opportunity to-comment.on the DEIR and we look forward:to working' -
. .with the County in the future;: Please contact:Mr. Bill Stevens at (707):575-6066, or via e-mail at
William. Stevens @noaa.gov, if you have.any questions concerning these comments. ..oz~ % .

el Sincerglyr -

p

=5

Dick Butler

Santa Rosa Area Office Supervisor
Protected Resources Division

cc: Russ Strach, NMFS, Sacramento

“NMES” should be added to the end of the first two paragraphs, to

10
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Feb-02-08  04:38em  Fron-Coastal Commission 831-4274877 T-402  P.002/003  F-052 é? . Fab=02-08  04:380m  From-Coastal Commission §31-4274877 T-402  P.003/003 F-U52
BTATE OF CALIFORNIA~THE RESDURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHVARZENECGER. Sovomor Carl Holm, Monterey County

| CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION y zn:? Genezrazlol;l;n Draft EIR
5 CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE Fel ruary 2,
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 | Page 2
SANTA CRUZ, CA 05080
PHONE: (831) 4274863
FAX: (831) 427-4877

— In any event, we look forward to seeing a revised final EIR that addresses these and previous
comments that we have submitted. Please contact me if you have any questions or would like to
discuss our comments further.

February 2, 2009

Carl Holm, Assistant Director Canad /69 Sincerely,

Monterey County Planning Department £ . #a/ o7 N

168 West Alisal Street, 2ad Floor 43T pm ) MW/
Salinas, CA 93901 Katie Morange

Subject: Monterey County 2007 General Plan Draft EIR Coastal Planner

. cc: OPR Cleringhouse
Dear Mr. Holm: AMBAG Clearinghouse

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Monterey County 2007 General Plan. Please note that we have previously
provided comments on the earlier version of the EIR (letter of April 2, 2004), on the Notice of
t Preparation for the EIR for the 2006 General Plan document (letter of March 14, 2006), on the
! Draft EIR for the 2006 General Plan document (letter dated October 16, 2006), and on the |1
General Plan drafts themselves, including, most recently our letter of July 25, 2006. Please
continue to consider those previous comments as the County moves forward with subsequent
i General Plan drafts and environmental review. The purpose of this letter is not 1o reiterate those
l past comments, but rather is provide some general feedbacl ding the relationship of the
General Plan 1o the Local Coastal Program (LCP) and related CEQA documents.

As we have noted previously, we understand it is not the County’s intent to use any part of the
| General Plan document as the basis for an LCP amendment or update. We further understand
; that any such LCP update amendments pursued by the County will be pursued separately in the !
! furure through their own planning processes. As a result, and due to ongoing budget and staffing

shortfalls, we have not thoroughty reviewed the current d preferring instead to allot our -

available review time to future coastal zone documents and proposals. However, despite

indications in the text that the General Plan and EIR are meant to cover only the inland portions
of the County, cursory review of the EIR document indicates that a significant amount of data
collection appears to have been included for the coastal zone portion of the County, and is |
represented in various exhibirts, tables, and text throughout the document (e.g., the Biclogical

Resources chapter shows and describes vegetation cover, special-status species, and habitats in

the entire County). Although we understand the need to provide overall context in the EIR,

given the County’s stated position regarding the General Plan’s lack of relationship to the coastal
: zone, we have not reviewed this informatio in relation to coastal zone resources and potential
i LCP updates and/or amendments related thereto. Please clarify if our understanding is incorrect,

and the EIR/General Plan is intended to form the basis for future LCP planning. I so, we may i

have more comments for you. !
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Feb-02-08  U4:38m  Fron-Coastal Commission B31-4274877 T-402  P.00I/003  F-052

/iy, California Coastal Commission
K Central Coast District Office

2/ FAX TRANSMITTAL

.
E DATE: 7/ / 09 NUVBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING COVERSHEET: 7,

‘ PLEASE DELIV RTO: FROM: .

! Cavl Hol Kate Mova nac

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
i 725 Front Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508
FHONE NUVEER: Phone: (831) 427-4863

FAX NOMBER: Fax: (831-427-4877
1E7-51

Please nofify sender if you gi_

COMPANY:

receive a clear or complete copy of this transmittal
REGARDING:

Oemunad. "P]m/\ I)a]@,_ (,amwwvd%

California Coastal Commission - Central Coast District Office
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1 Feb-02-2008 (6:31 From=DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION 18163273430 T-578  P.00I/00Z  F-381 /ﬁ’l
! . NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, SOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

DIVISICN OF LAND RESQURCE PROTECTION
BDUKSTREET o MS19-Q1 » SACRAMENTO, CALFORNIA 95814
PHONL. 916 /3200850 « FAX 916/327-3430 o TOD 916/3242556 o WESSITE CONSOIVGTON.CALE0Y

S-2

February 2, 2009

: VIA FACSIMILE (831} 757.8516
! Mr, Carl Holm, Assistant, Director

Monterey County Fesource Management Agency
i 168 West Alisal Street, 2! Floor

Salinas, CA 93901-2680

Dear Mr. Holm:

i Subject. Draft Emvironmental Impact Report {DEIR) far the 2007 Monterey County General Plan

The Department of Conservation’s (Department) Division of Land Resource Protection (Division)
has reviewed the DEIR for the referenced project. The Division monitors fanmiand conversion
on a statewide basis and administers the Galifomia Land Conservation (Williamson) Act and

other agricultural laxd conservation prog We offer the A and
recommendations with respect to the project's impacts on ) fand and
Project Description 1

The 2007 General Plan is a comprehensive update to the existing 1982 Monterey County
General Plan provuhng goals and polices to guide future development and to preserve

natural and from urban ment to 2030. The 2007 Plan covers
alt unincarporated aoruons of the caunty The 2007 General Plan directs urbanization to
d cities and to d ity Areas and Rural Centers. As maximum

development poteritiat is not expected to occur during the 2007 plannir.g horizon, the Plan
also provides analvr§|s for longer-term full build out to 2092,

Important Farmlands

The DEIR states there are 236,142 acres identified as Important Fasmland and 1,065,577
acres of grazing land. 763,396 acres are protected under Williamson Act contracts, Famland
7 Security Zone (FS2) or other enfarceable restrictions as of 2007. The DEIR does an 2
admirable job of discussing the existing environmental setting. We suggest the following be
included in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) refated to changes in agricuitural
resouwrces proposed by implementation of the 2007 General Plan.

The DEIR referenc.es that additional information pertaining to the Department's Important
Farmiand Mapping and Monitoring can be found under secticn 4.2.2 (sae section 4.2.3.3,
reference to regulsitory framework). The reference is incorrect; the carrect reference is 4.2.4,

Grazing lands are an important natural/agricultural resource in Monterey County. The
Department suggests the FEIR include the Depariment's Monterey County Important
Farmland Map. The 2006 Map is available at the Department's website and indicates the
focation of grazing lands in the County.

The Department of Conservaricn’s mission is ta balance today’s nud.v With tomorrow's challengas and foster mle]hgem, sustainable,
and efficient use of California’s energy land, and mineral resources,
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Feb=02-2008 16:3 Fron~DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION 18163273430 T-§78  P.002/202  F-30

Mr. Carl Holm, Aszistant Director

February 2, 2009 S-2

Page 2 of 2

The DEIR indicates that implementation of the 2007 General Plan will result in the
conversion of 2,571 acres of important farmland to urban fand uses. Of this amount, 476
acres of important farmland are within incorporated cities Sphere of Influence. The DEIR
states that conversion of the remaining acreage is most likely to ocour in the Community
Areas of Boronda, Castroville, Chuatar and Pajaro. The Department recommends the FEIR
include a table indicating the esti breakd: of impartant farmland acreage figures
per Area Plan. The table could be similar to Table 4,9-2 that indicates the approximate
acreage of different vegetation types by Community Areas.

The Department sugports the County’s proposed policy to adopt and implement a program to
mitigate for the loss of Important Farmland resulting from a change of land use designation or
annexation. Until the program is established, the County may wish to consider that the
California Famlane Conservancy Program is authorized to accept donations of funds if the
Depariment of Con:servation is the designated beneficiary and it agrees to use the funds for
purpases of the pragram in a county specified by the donor.

W

son Act Lands
son Act Lands

The Department recommends that the County’s more restrictive Williamson Act contract
terms (20-year versus 10-year) be included in the discussion of Williamson Act contracts in
Section 4.2.4.1. Additionally, we recommend that Exhibit 4.2.2 be replaced with the Monterey
County 2007 Williainsan Act Map. The map is available from the Department website and
pravides a compretensive picture of the County Wiliamson Act prime and nonprime fands,
Familand Security ;7one lands and lands undergoing nonrenewal of the contract.

The DEIR states thut implementation of the 2007 General Plan will result in the conversion
of 6,874 acres of Wiliamson Act land to urban uses. The DEIR also indicatés that 299 of
the 6,874 acres designated for conversion, are located within the Spheres of infiuence of
the County’s incomporated cities, The Department suggests the FEIR breakdown the 6,874
acres ta the numbe - of Williamson Act prime and nonprime acres. Additionally, the FEIR
could include a tabl: that provides readers a breakdown of where conversion of Williamsan
Act acreage is expected, i.e. 40 Williamsen Act prime acres in the Clty of Castrovilie.

Thank yau for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 1f you have questions an our
comments, or requie technical assistance or information on agricultural land conservation,
please contact Adele Lagomarsino at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento, California
95814; or, phane (916) 445-9411. )

.

D)ot
Dan-Gtis

Program Manager
Williamson Act Program

argly

cc:  State Clearinghouse

8:48 FROM-DF & 550 2433004

1
ac s Canuiunin

T-282  P.002/008  F-O

o

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
hitg:fwww.dfg.cagov

Central Region

1234 East Shaw Avenue

Fresno, California 93710

(659) 243-4005

February 3, 2009

Carl Holm

Resource Management Agency —
Planning Department

County of Monterey

168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor

Salinas, California 93901

Subject: Draft General Plan 2007 (DGP)
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
SCH No, 2007121001

Dear Mr. Holm:

¢

The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the Monterey County Draft General
Plan 2007 and the Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) which addresses the
adoption of the General Plan Update. We recognize this draft represents a monumental
effort to update the 1982 General Plan and commend the County on its efforts to
address the challenges of balancing various and competing needs into the foreseeable
future. We endorse the guiding objectives of the DGP, and offer comments with the
intent of supporting implementation of those objectives.

The Department's comments are focused on helping the County identify and conserve
the unique and ct istic natural resources found throughout Monterey County. We
recognize the desirability of concenirating growth into those areas where there is
existing or planned infrastructure and insuring the continued viability of agricultural
lands in the County. We believe both these objectives are consistent with the objective
of protection of areas of important natural resources. We offer the following comments

to aid in generaj plan implementation and pretection of public trust resources.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Authority: The Departmentis a
Trustes Agency with the responsibility under CEQA for cor riting on pojects

that could impact fish and wildlife resources. Pursuant to Fish and Game Code

Section 1802, the Department has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for blologically
sustainable populations of those species. As a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
resources, the Department is responsible for providing, as avallable, blological expertise
to review and comment on environmental documents and impacts arising from project
activities, as those terms are used under CEQA.

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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16:4T  FROM-DFG 550 2433004 T-202 P.003/008  F~R06
S-3
Carl Holm
February 3, 2009
Page 2

Habitat Connectivity: The Department supports incorporating open space goals
and policies to provide for habitat connectivity between conservation lands within the
County and between neighboring counties. California’s Wildlife Action Plan
(http:/Awww.dfg.ca. goviwildife/wap/eeport. himl) directs us to work with local agencles
to protect large, relatwely unfragmented habitat areas, wildlife corridors, and

under-p ity types, The Department recumrnends a
comprehensive approach to producing a map of existing and potential open space
areas and a wildlife corridor system to connect those areas.

The W Governors A iation (WGA) recently recognized the importance of
maintaining wildlife corridors and crucial wildlife habitat with a 2007 policy resolution
entitled “Protecting Wildlife Migration Corridors and Crucial Wildlife Habitat in the West.”
The WGA 2008 “Wildlife Comidors Initiative Report” summarized the importance of open
spaces and wildlife corridors: “Large, intact and functioning ecosystems, healthy fish
and wildlife populations, and public access to natural landscapes contribute fo the
West's quality of fife and economic well-being. Important wildlife movement corridors
and crucial wildlife habitats within these landscapes are critical to maintaining these
Western qualities”. The fuil report can be found at

(hitp:/fwww. westgov.org/wga/ findex.htm).

D 1t i | ion, and overuse of water resources increasingly
isolats the County’s open space areas and reduce their fish and wildiife habitat vaives.
Many of the protected open space areas are too small to maintain viable isolated wildtife
populations. In many cases, only the surrounding unprotected open space areas allow
species to persist within the protected areas by prowdlng larger habltat patches and
corridors connecting 1o larger habitat p 1g species df y within open
spaces will require expanding protected areas and maintaining habitat connectlvtty
between them. Incorporating wildlife corridors into the Conservation and Open Space
Element would facilitate species conservation and, therefore, maintain the value of open
space within Monterey County.

To facilitate conservation of habitat linkages, the Department recom
general plan include an overlay map of linkages required to maintai
in protected areas and other imporiant habltat patohes which are likely to remain
undeveioped. Without a map the planning efforts are
likely to slowly erode remaining habitat connectlwty and result in projects with
significant, unmitigated impacts. A general wnnechvrty map can be developad without
bemg parcel-specific. General plan policy should be developed to protect

in the mapped linkages.
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4 Some impontant linkages to maintain and/or enhance include the following: Santa Lucia
! to Gabilan Mountains, Gabilan/Diablos to Santa Cruz Mountains, Santa Lucias to Fort

: Ord, and the Monterey Peninsula to Santa Lucias. The Department would be happy to
work with you on mapping these linkages, Identifying other important linkages, and
developing effective policy for their maintenance.

Goal AG-4 Proposed Winery Cori The prop! winery cormridors fall within

San Joaquin kit fox range. Associated policy should include requirements to minimize

habitat fragmentation. In addition to kit fox habitat connectivity, linkages are necessary
! to allow wildlife movement between river corridors and upiand habitats, and between
the Gabilan and Santa Lucia mountain ranges.

Where a project has the potential fo inhibit wildlife movements, it should be designed to
minimize the poten'llal impacts to wildlife movement. To reduce crop damage and
Jation pemnit req 1o the Department, policy should require

fencmg to limit deer access to any new vineyards. General Plan policies should also
require that any wire mesh fencing in San Joaquin kit fox range be constructed of mesh
not smaller than six {6) by six (6) inches at ground leve! or other designs which are
permeable to kit fox. General Plan policies for winery corridors should require breaks

i every 0.25 miles to allow passage of all wildlife where winery projects would fragment

wildlife habitat.

J Goal AG-5: Goal AG-5 promotes compatibility between agricultural uses and
environmental resources, specifically solls and water quality. We support this goal and
request that policies under AG-5 aiso promote compatibllity between agricuituraf uses
! and biological resources. The DEIR identifies substantial impacts to biological
ing from anticipated agricutfural expansion under the proposed Generai
Pian. For example, the DEIR anticipates the loss of 7,709 acres of annual grasslands,
due to development, and 7,536 acres due to agricultural conversion, with no means
cuitently identified to compensate for San Joaquin kit fox habitat losses.

Goal 08-5: This proposed goal would "Conserve designated critical habitat for listed
plant and animal species designated as federal or state threatened or endangered
specles and critical habitats designated in area plans.” The Department recommends
clarifying the term “critical habitat,” revizing this goal and subsequent policies to be
consistent with the CEQA definition of “endangered, rare, or threatened species,” and
reevaluating the reference to area plan species lists since the area plans do not appear
1o contain species lists.

“Critical habltat” is 2 Federal designation applied to some Federally listed species. it
applies only to Federal projects. The United States Flsh and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
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- . . ; . . - Mitigation Measure BIO-1.3 and Policy 08-5.6: Mitigation measure BIO-1.3 in the
has.nolt demgngted .crmfcaalgalzltart f::rd many_FederaIIy listed species. The State has no DEIR and polley OS-5.6 in the DEIR require biological surveys only for projects which
equivalent on for P 3 . the County determines would affect special status species or sensitive natural
- ) . N . . communities. This may lsad to a biological survey requirement only when special
While the Department supports the goal of conserving critical han'ﬁ}» we note that this status species are already known to occur on a project site. The Depaﬂmenﬁ
. goat and its supporting policies seem to misinterpret “critical habitat’—applying it to recommends that this measure and policy be revised to require that biological surveys
: State-listed species, species designated by area plans, and Federally listed species should be required fo determine if projects would affect biological resources,
which may have no critical habitat designation. Policies 0S-1.7, 1.8, 5.1, 5.17, refer to |
different classes of resources with “critical habitat.” This may lead to confusion when . One reasonable trigger may be to require biological surveys when a project would
: policies are applied to projects. Clarification of the term “critical habitat” and revising the { disturb or remove naturally occurring (including naturalized) vegetation. Such a policy
goals and policies to reflect the CEQA definition of “endangered, rare, or threatened,” | would correspond with the botanical survey guidelines developed by the Department
may aid in more effective general plan implementation. (http:/Avww.dfg.ca.gov/bi data/cnddb/pdfs/guidepit.pdf). Other circumstances may
’ 6 : a[so watrant biological surveys even when naturally occurring vegetation wouid not be
X The CEQA Guidelines define “endangered, rare, or threatened” in Section 15380. ' disturbed or remaved, such as when b“',[d'ng demolition could result in the loss of
I Since the DGP is a “project,” as defined by CEQA, and an intent of CEQA is to avoid, | important bat roosts and the direct "take” of bats. Adopting a general plan policy to hire |
i minimize, and (as a last resort) compensate for impacts to endangered, rare, or i biological staff may aid in determining appropriate biological studies for each project.
threatened species, Goal OS-5 should be consistent with the CEQA definition. The - . 5 )
CEQA definition includes ail species listed under the State and Federal Endangered ',eqamn;sim?ﬁen itis alregday et woukd :'ggmbxffmsb?;g;ﬁhw than
Species Acts as well as those species which meet the criteria in Section 15380(b). For resources, would strengthen subseguent CE iows i i .
: example, the California Native Plant Society maintains lists of rare species which meet ! o . QA revisws In the following ways:
| tpe criteria for CEQA consideration, but are not on State or Federa! endangered species !  assist in determining whether projects which would normally be categorically
lists. i exempt may not be exempt because of location or a reasonable possibility of
. L ) . X . a significant effect (CEQA Guidelines §15300.2 (a) and (c)); circumstances
The proposed OS-5 language referring to species listed in area plans is problematic 1 which would go undetected in the absence of biological surveys
because the area plans presented in the DGP do not designate species or critical ! tod 1 epi . . .
. habitats to be conserved. If the area plans will contain lists, they should be consistent ! * Zs;dmelli: ::tsa:gsig:’n?;azssennes for CEQA reviews as required by CEQA
| with the CEQA definition of “endangered, rare, or threatened” as discussed above. N ) ‘
| Species which may not meet the criteria in Section 15380(b), but are of local ¢ assist in disclosing the impacts of a project
' importance, can be included in addition to those which meet the CEQA criteria. The « assistin conserving biological resources which are currently undocumented
area plans should also recognize that the status of species will change over time; any ;
area plan lists should not be considered static. Policy 05-5.12: This policy requires Department consultation for impacts to “Areas of
] ) ! Special Biological Significance” (ASBS). While we support the underlying intent to
' Policy 0S-5.4: This goal relies on the USFWS tfo prescribe mitigation measures for protect these areas and would participate in discussions of impacis to them, please note
projects which affect critical habitat. This may be problematic because Federal critical that these areas are designated by the State Water Resources Control Board. The 9
habitat designations apply only to Federal projects. We are unaware of any mechanism extents of ASBSs do not represent the range of species and natural communities which
‘ that would require the USFWS to consuit on non-Federal actions which may affect 7 ‘ should be addressed in CEQA analyses. As a Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife
| critical habitat. The Depariment recommends developing a general plan policy which ! resources, the Department is respansible for providing, as available, biological expertise
| parallels the Federal Endangered Species Act critical habitat regulations by requiring | tggg‘xew a,"gt nment on envir and impacts arising from all
‘ the County and fts applicants to develop mitigation which avoids destroying or adversely I project activities.
modifying critical habitat. .
! \
I 1
i i
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Affordable Housing Overtay Area for the Monterey Airport and Vicinity: The
Department requests that the area identified for affordable housing near the Monterey
Airport be reconsidered. The area bounded by State Route 68, Olmstead Road, Via

and the d drai 10 the east is an intact coastal terrace prairie
dominated by native perennial grasses. The combination of this plant community with
the mima-mound topography found on-site is exceptionally rare, often associated with
rare endemic plant species, and typically comprises wetlands as defined by the
California State Fish and Game Commission. This particular site is known to support
several endemic, special status plant species, some of which indicate seasonal
wetlands in coastal prairies:

Table 1. Special-Status Plant Species Known to Occur at the Affordable Overlay
Area for the Monterey Airport and Vicinity

C Name Status

Alllum hickmarnii Hickman’s onion CNPS 1B.2

Cordylanthus rigidus ssp. seaside bird’s beak
littoralis

SE, CNPS 1B.1

Piperia yadonii Yadon’s piperia FE, CNPS 1B.1

Trifolium polyodon Pacific Grove clover SR, CNPS 1B.1
Trifolium buckwestiorum Santa Cruz clover CNPS 1B.1

SE: State Endangered; FE: Federat Endangered; SR' State Rare; GNPS 1B.1: Calfomia Native Flant Society seriousty endangered
in Calfforaia; GNPS 18.2 fairly snangered in California.

Development of this site may require an Incidental Take Permit, pursuant to

Section 2080 of Department of Fish and Game Code. For State Rare species such as
Pacific Grove clover, we cumrently do not have a mechanism to permit “take.” The
Department recommends that this site be managed for its significant natural resource
values instead of being targeted for housing.

Lockwood Rurai Center: The proposed Lockwood Rurat Center boundaries include
Critical Habitat for the Federal endangered vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta
lynchil). The proposed rural center area south of Jolon Road, and a portion of the area
north of Jolon Road and west of Lockwood-Jolon Road, overlaps entirely with Critical
Habitat Unit 29A as designated by the USFWS, Designating this area as a rural center
for development conflicts with the proposed general plan Goai OS-5, which would
“conserve designated critical habitats...” In addition, much of the overlapping area
appears to contain vernal pool and swale features. Please see our other comments
abova regarding Goal 0S-5 and the use of the term “critical habttat.”
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Oak Tres Replaoement- The North County and Garmel area plans require 1:1 oak tree
r it with 1-gallon p The remaining area plans contain no cak tree
replacement policies. All the p\anning areas contain oak woodlands. The Depariment
recommends an eak woodtand and cak tree policy for all planning areas. Pelicy should
be developed to minimize or avoid the net loss of oak woodlands.

Tree planting mitigation ratios are typically greater than 1:1 to compensate for tree
plantings which faii to reach maturity. Allowing a 1:1 ratio will likely lead to a net loss in
trees, potentially resulting in unmitigated impacts.

In addition, tree plantings alone may not mitigate the loss of an oak woodland.
T we rec loping policy Whlch requires replacmg areas of oak
winadisnde " oa nrr.vaﬂt i ale ie Cods (PRCY

weodlands when a project cak ic Resources Code (PRC)
Section 21083.4 autiines the tools available to offset ignificant oak woodland impacts,
The Depariment encourages general plan policy which reflects the provisions of PRC
Section 21083.4. The prowsxons include cak woodland conservation easements,

k t tree with a y period, 1 of
degraded oak woodlands, and contnbutmns m the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund,
The Department is wilting to provide a letter of support should the County submit a grant
proposal to obtain funds to develop an oak conservation element for the general plan,
oak protection ordinance, or an oak weodland management plan, pursuant to the Oak’
Woodlands Conservation Act.

Mitigafion Measure BIO-1.2: The Department supports this measure and encourages
its implementation, which would require the County to develop a conservation plan to
sustaln the Salinas Valley San Joagquin kit fox population. A Natural Communities
Con:_ﬁrvation Plan may be an appropriate tool for the Salinas Vatley and adjoining
foothilis.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2007 General Plan and DEIR. K
you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Dave Hacker,
Environmental Scientist, at 3196 Higuera Street, Suite A, San Luis Obispo,
California 93401, by telephone at (805) 594-6152, or email at dhacker@dfg.ca.gov.

Jeffrey R. Single, PhD.
Regional Manager

cc:  See Page Eight
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In order to assist you and your staff, | have attached a copy of the State Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection General Plan Fire Safety Element Standard 1
Recommendations. | am confident that you will find them useful in your revision
process.
If | can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely,
GEORGE W. HAINES
Unit Chief

Carl Holm, Assistant Director

RMA-Planning Department &% 0. 4 7,

) Tl

168 West Alisal Street Robert E Taylor /7(.0\/

Salinas, California 93901 ! )
Assistant Chief

Dear Mr. Holm: Attachment

This letter is in response to your request for comments'on the Comprehensive Update cc: Bcr%ar:'; E?r::tte

of the 1982 Monterey County General Plan. The California Department of Forestry and Y

Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) administrative unit charged with wildland fire protection in

Monterey County is known as the San Benito—Monterey Unit. CAL FIRE provides

wildland fire protection to 1.3 million acres of State Responsibility Area (SRA) from

seven fire stations and one conservation camp located in Monterey County. In addition

to the CAL FIRE equipment located within Monterey County, there are two air tankers,

an aerial command aircraft and a helicopter located in adjacent San Benito County.

The state funded fire equipment located in Monterey County is sufficient to meet the

stated CAL FIRE goal of controlling 95% of SRA wild fires in the first burning period. 1

Structural fire protection in the county (Local Responsibility Area or LRA) is the

responsibility of local government and is provided by various fire protection districts and

special districts, of which five have contracts with CAL FIRE to manage and staff their

departments. Pebble Beach Community Services District, Cypress Fire Protection

District, Carmel Highlands Fire Protection District, Aromas Tri-County Fire Protection

District, and South Monterey County Fire Protection District all contract with CAL FIRE.

As | am sure you are aware, the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection
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Purpose and Background: The State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (BOF/Board) is
required to review and make recommendations to the fire safety element of general plan updates in
accordance with Government Code (GC) §65302.5. The review and recommendations apply to those
general plans with State Responsibility Area (SRA) (Public Resources Code 4125) or Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) (GC 51175).

The statutory requirements for the Board review and recommendations pursuant to GC 65302.5
(@)(1) and (2), and (b) are as follows:

® "The draft elements... to the fire safety element of a county's or a city's general plan...shall be
submitted to the Board at least 90 days prior to... the adoption or amendment to the safety
element of its general plan [for each county or city with SRA or VHFHSZ]."

® "The Board shall... review the draft or an existing safety element and report its written
recommendations to the planning agency within 60 days of its receipt of the draft or existing
safetyelement...."

= Ptior to adoption ofthe draft element..., the Board of Supervisors... shall consider the
recommendations made by the Board... If the Board of Supervisors...determines not to accept
all or some of the recommendations...," the Board of Supervisors... shall communicate in
writing to the Board its reasons for not accepting the recommendations.

Methodology for Review and Recommendations: The Board has created a standard list of fire
protection evaluation factors and recommendations related to these factors. The factars and
recommendations provide civic planners general plan goals and policies for mitigation of fire hazard
and risks. The factors and recommendations were developed using CAL FIRE technical documents
and input from local fire departments.

The recommendations on the attached list are the Board's general recommendations for any entity..
Each entity should evaluate their general plan using the factors and include the appropriate
recommendations from the list.

Page 2 of 9
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High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Adopt newly proposed Title 24 CCR'Midland Urban
Standard List of General Plan Safety Element Interface Building Codes.
Recommendations
32 Identification of substandard fire safe housing relative to fire hazard area. ) Yes (1 Partial L1 No
1. General Plan References and Incorporates County or Unit Fire Plan: O Yes 0 Partial O No

Recommendation: Identify plans and actions to improve substandard housing structure
Recommendation: Identify, reference or create (if necessary) a fire plan for the entity. Plan conformance with contemporary fire standards in VHFHSZ or SRA. Plans and actions should
should incorporate the general concepts and standards from any county fire plan, fire include structural rehabilitation, occupancy reduction, demolition, reconstruction, community
protection agency (federal or state) fire plan, and local hazard mitigation plan. education, and community based solutions.
Recommendation: Ensure fire plans incorporated by reference into the GP contain 33  Compatibility of development, construction and building standards relative to access,
evaluations of fire hazards, assessment of assets at risk, prioritization of hazard mitigation flammability and fire flow. 3 Yes (O partiar (L o
actions, and implementation and monitoring components.

Recommendation: Ensure existing residential structures, and other "legacy" substandard

residential structures, meet current fire safe ordinances pertaining to access, water flow,

2. Land Use Mannino: signing, and vegetation clearing.

2.1  Goals and policies include mitigation of fire hazard for future development. — ves O pargay 0 No 3.4  Consideration of occupancy category effects on wildfire protection. 1 Yes D Partidl ~ No
Recommendation: Ensure the fire safe development codes used as standards for fire Recommendation: Ensure risks to uniquely occupied structures, such as seasonally
protection for new development in the VHFHSZ portions of the entity's jurisdiction meet or occupied homes, multiple dwelling structures, or other structures with unique occupancy
exceed statewide standards used for State Responsibility Area in 14 California Code of characteristics, are considered for appropriate and unique wildfire protection needs.
Regulations Section 1270 et seq.

35  Urban development and wildfire encroachment resistance features. [ VYes 1 partat (ine
Recommendation: Include policies and recommendations that incorporate fire safe buffers
and greenbelts as part of the development planning. Ensure that land uses designated near Recommendation: Ensure residential housing zoning provides minimum fire safe standards,
high or very fire hazard severity zones are compatible with wildland fire protection particularly in VHSHSZ or SRA. For example, zone designations that allow less expensive
strategies/capabilities. housing should conform to contemporary fire safe building and development standards.

2.2 Disclosure of wildland urban interface hazards includin Veryﬁ[igh Fire Hazard Severity Zones 3.6 Fire engineering structures (sprinklers/alarms). ©Yes [ partial (A no
designations and Communities at Risk designations: Yes \J Patial I No

Recommendation: Ensure new development proposals contain specific fire protection plans,

Recommendation: Specify whether the entity has a VHFHSZ designation and include a map actions or referenced codes for fire engineering features for structures in VHFHSZ. Examples
of the zones. Clearly indicate any area designated VHFHSZ pursuant GC 51173 Adopt CAL include codes requiring automatic sprinklers in VHFHSZ.
FIRE proposed Fire Hazard Severity Zones including model ordinance terms and conditions
developed by the Office of the State Fire Marshal for establishing VHFHSZ areas.

4. Conservation and Open Space:

3.  Kousiino:

41 Identification of critical natural resource values relative to fire hazard areas.

3.1 Incorporation of current fire safe building codes. D Yes O Pattial O No D Yes O partia O o
Recommendation: Adopt the International Fire Code Council Urban Interface Model Code for Recommendation: Determine maximum acceptable wildfire size and initial attack suppression
new development in wildland urban interface areas in State Responsibility Areas or local Very success rates for protection of critical natural resources.

Page 30f9 Page 40f9
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Inclusion of resource management activities to enhance, rotet‘.)ion of gpen space (prescribed
burning, fuel breaks, vegetation thinning and removal). ves \J Partial {J No

Recommendation: Provide vegetation management fire mitigation measures that provide
protection of open space natural resources, reduce fire hazards to adjacent assets, and allow
for safe fire suppression tactics.

Mitigation fe{ unigye pest.disease and other forest health issues leading to hazardous
situations. U ves U partial U No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies that address unique pest, disease, exotic
species and other forest health issues in open space areas relative to reducing fire hazard.

Integration of open space into fire safety effectiveness. OYes o Partial - No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for reducing the wildland fire hazards within
the entity's boundaries and on adjacent private wildlands, federal lands, vacant residential lots,
and greenbelts. Wildland fuels should be treated in those areas to reduce the intensity of fires.
Identify goals and policies for engaging adjacent wildland owners regarding hazard mitigation
plans on lands with fire hazards that threaten the entity.

Policies for dedication, construﬁion and maintenance of systematic fire protection
improvements in open space. Yes — Partial — No

Y : Establish goals and policies for incorporating, systematic fire protection
improvements for open space. ~ Specifics should include standards for adequate access for
firefighting, fuel modifications for open space within and on the perimeter of the entity,
mitigation planning with agencies managing open space, water sources for fire suppression,
and other fire prevention and suppression needs.

Urban forestry plans relative to fire protection: 0 ves O Partial O No

Recommendation: Ensure residential areas have appropriate fire resistant landscapes and
discontinuous vegetation adjacent to open space or wlldland areas.

Recommendation: Evaluate and resolve existing laws and local ordinances which conflict_
with fire protection requirements. Examples include conflicts with vegetation hazard reduction
ordinances and listed species habitat protection requirements.

Cireulation and Access:

Existing and planned transportation system incorporates requirements for designs that

minimi6 Wildfﬁ damage to natural resources and minimizes hazards to human life.
D Yes \U partial U No

Page 5 of 9
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6.1

6.3

Recommendation: Incorporate adequate access for firefighting, especially for existing
legacy" neighborhoods in VHFHSZ, SRA. Goals for standards for access should be
consistent to those in 14 CCR 1270.

Adequacy of existing and future transportation system to incorporate fire infrastructure
elements such as turnouts, helispots and safety zones. [ Yes [ Partial T3 No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for transportation system fire infrastructure
elements or otherwise reference appropriate supporting documents where these topics are
addressed.

Adequate access to high hazard areas. (1 Yes [ Partial (2 No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies that delineate high hazard areas, establish
adequate access that meets or exceeds standards in 14 CCR 1270 for lands with no
structures, and maintaining conditions of access in a suitable fashion for suppression access
or public evacuation.

Standards for evacuation of residential areas in high hazard areas. D ves < Partial (3 No
Recommendation: Goals and policies should be established to delineate residential

evacuation routes and evacuation plans in high fire hazard residential areas.

e Safe Re #ulations:

Fire Hazard Mapping Designations O ves D partial Do

Recommendation: Specify whether the entity has an official VHFHSZ designation and
include a map of the zones. Clearly indicate any VHFHSZ pursuant GC 51175. Adopt CAL
FIRE proposed Fire Hazard Severity Zones.

Adopt or incorporate local fire safe ordinances which meet or exceed standards similar to
those in 14 CCR § 1270 for State Responsibility Area. (2 Yes 0 partial & No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for specific ordinances addressing evacuation
and emergency vehicle access; water supplies and fire flow; fuel modification for defensible
space: and home addressing and signing.

Geographic specific mitigation measures for fuel modification and fire risk reduction.
O Yes O Partial 1 ho

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies that identify structures that have adequate
fuel modification or other features that provide adequate fire fighter safety when tactics call for
protection of a specific asset (i.e. which houses are safe to protect).

Page 6 of 9
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suppression activities.

7. Emergency Services:

71 Map/description of existing emergency service facilities and areas lacking services:
[ Yes [ Partial 1 No

Recommendation: Include descriptions, maps, and standards for levels of emergency
services. Review, develop or incorporate Local Agency Formation municipal services reviews
for evaluating level of service, response times, equipments condition levels and other relevant
emergency service information.

Recommendation: Incorporate goals and policies that establish emergency services
consistent with state or national standards.

Recommendation: Ensure new development includes appropriate facilities to assist and
support wildfire suppression.

7.2 Assessment and projection future emergency service needs: QD Yes ,_ Partial ® No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for new development emergency service
needs and ensure appropriate levels of service are established consistent with state or
national standards.

7.3 Adequacy of training. O Yes &1 Partial D o

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for emergency service training that meets or
exceeds state or national standards.

7.4 Inter-fire service coordination preparedness/mutual aid and multi jurisdictional fire service
agreements. [ Yes () Partial [ No

Recommendation: Adopt the Standardized Emergency Management Systems for responding
to large scale disasters requiring a multi-agency response. Ensure and review mutual aid and
cooperative agreements with adjoining emergency service providers.

Page 7 of 9
BOF Fire Safety Element GP Review and Standard Recommendations

August 29, 2007
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State Agencies

8.1

82

83

8.4

85

91

S-4

Post Recovery and Maintenance: The Recovery and Maintenance recommendations address
an opportunity for the community and landowners to re-evaluate land uses and practices that
affect future wildfire hazards and risk.

Revaluate hazard conditions. D Yes 01 Patial 1 No

Recommendation: Incorporate goals and policies that provide for reassessment of fire
hazards following wildfire events. Adjust fire prevention and suppression needs
commensurate for both short and long term fire protection needs. Develop bum area recovery
plans that incorporate comprehensive recovery and fire safe maintenance.

Incorporate wildlife habitat//endangered species considerations. (1 Yes (1 Partial 1 No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies for consideration of wildlife
habitat/endangered species into long term fire area recovery and protection plans.

Native species reintroduction. O Yes 1 Partidl 1 No

Recommendation: Incorporate native species habitat needs as part of long term fire
protection and fire restoration plans.

Evaluation of redevelopment. ) Yes (1 Partial 1 No

Recommendation: In High and Very hazardous areas, ensure redevelopment utilizes state of
the art fire resistant building standards with 100 foot set backs (when possible) to ensure
adequate defensible space is maintained around structures.

Long term maintenance of fire hazard reduction mitigation projects () Yes (1 Partial (1 No

Recommendation: Provide polices and goals for maintenance of fire hazard reduction
projects, activities, or infrastructure.

Flood and Landslides: Recommendations for flood and landslides hazards, risks and
vulnerabilities relative to past wildfire should be developed to mitigate potential losses to life,
human assets and critical natural resources.

Establish flood and landslide vulnerability areas related to post wildfire conditions.
D Yes O Pattia ID No

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies that address the intersection of flood
flandslide/post fire bum areas into long term public safety protection plans. These should
include treatment assessment of fire related flood risk to life, methods to control storm runoff in
bum areas, revegetation of bum areas, and drainage crossing debris maintenance.

Page 8 of 9
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August 29, 2007
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S-4 i Wl S-5

i
E —

: \(‘ Department of Toxic Substances Control

10. Terrorist Preparedness and homeland security impacts on wildfire ®rotection:

These recommendations are included to ensure that ter ‘orist preparedness actions do not : — Maureen F. Gorsen, Director
substantially increase fire risk or unduly restrict emergency response. Linda S. Adams 8800 Cal Center Drive Amold Schwarzenegger
Secretary for Sacramento, California 95826-3200 Governor

. N N L Environmental Protection
101 Communication channels during incidences. D yee Q pariial O o

Recommendation: Establish goals and policies consistent with the Governor's Blue Ribbon
Fire Commission of 2005 for communications and interoperability. Example goals and policies

should address fire personnel capability to communicate effectively across multiple frequency October 31, 2008
bands and update and expansion of current handheld and mobile radios used on major mutual
aid incidents.

Mr. Carl Holm

102 Fire prevention barriers. | ves partal D o H Planning Manager

Monterey County Planning Department

Recommendation: Identify goals and policies that address vital access routes that if removed 168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor

would prevent fire fighter access (bridges, dams, etc.). Develop an alternative emergency |

access plan for these areas. Salinas, California 93901
10.3  Prioritizing asset protection from fire with lack of suppression forces. [= Yes — parial I, No REVIEW OF THE MONTEREY COUNTY 2007 GENERAL PLAN (AMENDED) DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR), SCH #2007121001 DATED
Recommendation: |dentify and prioritize protection needs for assets at risk in the absence of SEPTEMBER 2008

response forces.
Dear Mr. Holm:
Recommendation: Establish fire defense zones that provide adequate fire protection without
dependency on air attack. Thank you for providing the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) the
opportunity to review the Monterey County 2007 General Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report dated September, 2008.

End Standard Recommendations (version 8/29/07) ! DTSC is the State's lead agency for the environmental cleanup and realignment of
! closing military bases and maintains jurisdiction over all hazardous substance and
. hazardous waste issues with the exception of petroleum contamination. The basis for
J DTSC's regulatory authority is found in California Health and Safety Cede, Division 20,
i Chapters 6.5 (Hazardous Waste Control}, Chapter 6.8 (Hazardous Substances Account
"‘ Act), and California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5. :

The Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Broad (CCRWQCB) has authority
over the remediation of petroleum sites and the protection of the waters of the State of
California. The CCRWQCB regulatory authority is found in the Porter-Cologne Water
Quality Control Act, California Water Code and California Code of Regulations, Title 23,
Divisicn 3, Chapter 15 and 16. In addition, the Air Resources Board would be
concerned with impacts to air quality.

DTSC generally reviews the environmental documents to determine whether the
proposed project could have potential impact on public health and worker safety
because of the possible presence of residual chemical contaminants and/or munitions

. ) Page 9 of 9 and explosives of concern (MEC).
BOF Fire Safety Element GP Review and Standard Recommendations

August 29, 2007

@ Printed on Recycled Paper
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1 8-5

Mr. Carl Holm

Qctober 31, 2008

Page 2

Please ensure that any reuse planned for property on the former Fort Ord facility is
consistent with the approved Fort Ord Reuse Plan dated June 1997. This is the -
document that the regulators use to ensure cleanup levels support reuse of various
parcels.

The comments below were previously submitted to your agency for the 2006 General
Plan DEIR. These are being resubmitted to ensure completeness of our review.

Table 1-2 Executive Summary Table, Mitigation Measure 4.3 Water Resources.
Volatile Organic Compounds and other contaminants have been found to impact the
groundwater resources at numerous sites in Monterey County, and the most notable is
the former Fort Ord. Although the Fort Ord and Monterey Peninsula Airport prohibition
zones and the associated County Ordinance are mentioned briefly in Section 4.3 (Page (3
4.3-72) of the DEIR, DTSC encourages the County to research the extent of
groundwater impacts that have been identified in Monterey County. For instance, the
former Fort Ord drinking water wells have been impacted with low concentrations of
Trichloroethene (TCE). These other organic contaminants should be added to
mitigation measure Table 1-2 and other appropriate tables throughout the document.
Information with respect to the status of the former Fort Ord cleanup program can be
found at www fortordcleanup.com. You can also view various Land Use Covenants for
groundwater use restrictions for Fort Ord on the DTSC’s web page,
www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov

Section 4.3.4, Page 4.3-100 Well Competition and Adverse Well Interference.

This section describes the impacts of wells in close proximity or adjacent to each other
that can be thought of as competing for the same groundwater resources. It should be | 4
noted that interference with groundwater contaminant plumes should also be avoided.
If upon pumping, the cone of depression interferes with a contaminated groundwater
plume, adverse effects will result.

Section 4.13, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The presence of MEC has been
identified in the former Fort Ord area. The MEC areas are being identified, evaluated
and remediated by the Army, although DTSC feels that MEC should be listed as a
hazardous material on page 4.13-2. [n addition, the Army feels that reasonable and 5
prudent actions be taken when performing intrusive activities on the former Fort Ord
site. The Army recommends that construction personnel involved in intrusive activity
attend MEC recognition and safety training as offered by the Army in accordance with
Record of Decision, No Further Action Related to Munitions and Explosives of Concern

$-5

Mr. Cari Holm
Octobér 31, 2008 T T
Page 3

Track 1 Sites, February 2005. The Army requires to be notified, by the landowner, prior | 5
to the start of planned intrusive activities. The link for registering for this training can be
found at www fortordcleanup.com.

, please feel free to contact me at (916) 255-3664.

eresa'McGarry
Hazardous Substances Scientist
Sacramento Office
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

cc:  Ms. Gail Youngblood
Fort Ord BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Department of the Army
Environmental and Natural Resources
Post Office Box 5004
Presidio of Monterey, California 93944-5004

Mr. Grant Himebaugh

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region -

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 10

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street

Post Office Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther Moskat

California CEQA Tracking Center
1001 | Street, 25" Floor

Post Office Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806
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8-6
STATF.OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD 8¢ Govemor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 2007 Monterey County General Plan
50 HIGUERA STREET October 28, 2008
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415
PHON: (805) 549-3101 Page2
FAX (805) 549-3077
TDD (805) 5493259 Flex your power!
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist0S/ Be energy efficrent! planning purposes, but should not be used for design and operations decisions (assumptions 3
may include an average shoulder width, average frequency of driveways or turn lanes, etc.).
October 28, 2008
4. The Transportation Agency for Monterey County conducts traffic counts in April and August
SCH#: 2007121001 cach ycar, and may be coordinating their counts with the Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Commission, the Council of San Benito County Governments, and the 4
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG). This type of data is valuable
Carl Holn} for AMBAG's regional travel demand model. If it has not already been done, AMBAG
County of Montercy, Resource Management Agency should be d to discuss dinated count efforts with the County of Monterey.
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901-2680 5. 'The network of Amtrak thruway buses that pass through Monterey County and connect (o the
intercity rail lines should be mentioned, along with their impact on regional traffic.
RE: 2007 MONTEREY COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
6. We support the conclusions in the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) alternative, noting
Dear Mr. Holm: that funding for the second and third tier (Bus Rapid Transit and Light Rail) will be difficult
o . X L . to obtain. Furthermore, it should be noted that lower frequency and lower quality service is 6
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District S, has reviewed the 2007 General uniikely to yield successtul TOD. The assumptions about transit system charactcristics must
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report and offers the following comments. [ ed thoroughly b ny Tusi n about regional impacts on
either traffic or land development.
GENERAL COMMENTS
SPECIFIC COMMENTS
1. Caltrans supports the county’s adoption of the Regional Development Impact Fee Program
that originated from the Transp ion Agency for M y County’s 2005 Nexus Study, 1. The definition of archacology should not be limited to prehistoric resources, and | 7
and iis use for ihe mitigation of cumuiative regionai iraffic impacts in Monterey County. The 1 archacological resources can be older than 10,000 years (4.10.2). |
program is consistent with both California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines
and Caltrans objectives, assuming that project-specific impacts will continue to be addressed 2. Please include a discussion of the Salinan Indians, whose main territory is Monterey County | g
on a case-by-case basis to determine appropriate mitigation. Impacts to mainline (4.10.2.2).
transportation facilities must be considered in addition to access points.
. o 3. The citation of “California Register ot Historic Places” should actually be “California 9
2. Caltrans supports local develop that is with State planning priorities ded Register of Historical Resources” (4.10.3.1).
to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and promote public
health ax?d. safel}/, We accomplish (l:lis by working with local jurisdictions to flchieve a 2 4. The sccond sentence of the Open Space and Conservation Element has one unclear clause:
shared vision of how the transportation system should and can accommodate interregional “on such matters archacological resources.” Also, the term “Native American descendants” | 10
and local travel and development. should be replaced with “Native Americans” (4.10-17).
3. Because C'fxllrans is ible for the safety, ions, and mai of the State 5. Please include the proposed bicycle bridge over the Salinas River (Spreckels 11
transportation system, our Level of Service (LOS) standards are used to determine the Boulevard/Reservation Road Bicycle Path and Bridge).
significance of the project’s impact. We endeavor to maintain a target LOS at the transition
between LOS C and LOS D on all State transportation facilities. In cases where a State 6. On page 4.6-39, there is a statement suggesting that an increase in county truck volume from
facility is already operating at an unacceptable 1.OS, the Department would consider 3 12,600 to 18,600 per day would be insignificant in terms of capacity-related impacts. The
additional trips to be a potentially significant cumulative traffic impact, and they should be potential significant impacts of such a change should be considered, noting that there are
dd 1. The methodologies used to calculate the [LOS should be consistent with the very few north-south and east-west shipping corridors in the region, and that impacts may be
methods in the current version of the /Zighway Capacity Manual. Also, some of the general regional in nature.
assumptions that may have been used to calculate LOS for this report may be suitable for
“Caltrans improves mability across California” “Caltrans improves mobility across Califoraia”
Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
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$-6 $6
2007 Monterey County General Plan 2007 Monterey County General Plan
October 28, 2008 October 28, 2008
Page 3 Page 4
7. Inreference to the above comment, we suggest a policy that encourages placement of Bee: Steve Price
agricultural processing, industrial and manufacturing oriented land uses adjacent to existing Aileen Loe
or probable railroad spurs, yards, and sidings. There is no discussion of the possibility of an Tim Gubbins
intermodal transfer facility for freight containers on trains. Planning strategies today that Gary Ruggerone
align shipping modes in future years will provide opportunities to growers and shippers when Doug Heumann
the economics of increased rail use (as a business framework) and the economics of climate |13 Dave Murray
change and air quality requi (ina latory fi k) set the conditions to compel Chris Shacffer
rail use. The environmental benefits of transferring freight from truck to rail can be Dan Herron
substantial, with one full freight train eliminating 280 trucks or 1100 cars from regionat Paul McClintic
roadways. The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Judy Lang
(AASHTOY) Freight-Rail Bottom Line Report, which provides the source figure of 4 to 5
trucks per rail car, may be found at http://freight.transportation.org or http://www.go2 | .org.

District 5 staff will continue to be committed to working closely with you to achieve a shared vision
of how the transportation system should and can accommodate interregional and local travel.

s have ons o need furth iociccad sbove Slanon Ao ot
1f you have any questions, or need further o items discussed above, please do not
at (

or el
<t clarifica
hesitate to contact David Kuperman at (805) 549-3131 or david_kuperman(@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely, =
l)/\Vll) MURRAY, é@

District 5 North Region

/—\

cc:  Nick Papadakis (AMBAG)
Debbie Hale (TAMC)

“Caltrans improves mobility across California” “Caltrans improves mohility across Californiz”
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ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
- GOVERNOR

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

Qctober 29, 2008
Monterey ©
Pianning ana Beic
Inspeciion Administ

Carl Holm

Monterey County

168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901-2680

Subject: 2007 Monterey County General Plan
SCH#: 2007121061

Dear Carl Holm:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on October 28, 2008, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the profect’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A tesponsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This Tetter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental réview
process

Sincerely,
%~ ]
Terry Rotferts

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
ce: Resoitzces Agency - N :

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, Galifornia 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613° FAX (916)323-3018 www.opr.cagov

E> &
oy

CYNTHILA BRYANT
DIRECTOR

Document Details Report 87

State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2007121001
Project Title 2007 Monterey County General Pian
Lead Agency Monterey County
Type EIR DraftEIR
D ipti Note: Program EIR
The General Pian serves as the blueprint for growth in unincorporated inland areas of Monterey
County by designating-land for various urban and non-urban uses including agricultural, commercial,
industrial, residential, and public/quasi-public. GP 2007 carries over most of the policies and fand use
designations that composed GP 2008, with a number of key revisions. The following describes GP
2007, with items that represent a change from GP 2006 marked with an asterisk or listed under "Other
GP 2007 Provisions.
Lead Agency Contact
Name  Carl Holm
Agency Monterey County
Phione (018) 755-5103 Fax
email
Address 168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
City Salinas State' CA  Zip 93901-2680
Project Location
County Monterey
City Carmel-by-the-Sea
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways multiple
Airports  multiple
Railways multiple
Waterways muitiple
Schools  multiple
Land Use This Is an update to the 1982 General Plan effective county-wide. Various zoning and fand use
designations
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricuitural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects;
Drail { ics/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public
Services; i ; Schools/Uni ities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Ct i rading; Solid Waste; Toxic/t ; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water
Quatity; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 4; Cal Fire; N
A it 2 of Parks and ion; Office of Services; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics;

California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 5; Department of Housing and Community Development;
Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 3; Native
American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission

Date Received

09/05/2008 Start of Review 09/05/2008 End of Review 10/28/2008

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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7 : S8 g,
«No“’ "’{/@ e,
. & %
STATE OF CALIFORNIA Arnold STATE OF CALIFORNIA § ;&%
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 3 3 H
915 GAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364 > GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH "Ab 0
SACRAMENTO, CA 956814 J Ry
{916) 653-4082 STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT
(918) 8575890 - Fax ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER CENTHIA BRYANT
bor 12, 2008 @QJ}”’ , GOVERNOR DIRECTOR
September 12, O Mont
1028 November 5, 2008 Plarning g
Jnspection Administrati
Garl Hotm o £ CLEARING HOUSE\
County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency STAT NOV 97 2008
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor Carl Holm :
Sali A 939012680 n
alinas, CA 93901-2 Monterey County R E C E Ev E D
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor A
RE: SCH#2007121001 2007 Monterey County General Plan; Monterey County. Salinas, CA. 93901-2680 W M o H/GIDK
Subject: 2007 Monterey County General Plan
Dear Mr.Hoim: SCH#: 2007121001
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHG) has reviewed the Notice of Completion (NOC) referenced above. Dear Carl Holm:
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project that causes a substantial advarse change in the o . X
significance of an historical resoutce, which includes sa I effect requiring the preparation of The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the Smte»Clearmghouse after the end
an EIR (CEQA Guidetines 15064(b)). To comply with this provision the lead agency is required to assess whether the project of the state review period, which closed on October 28, 2008. We are foﬂyardmg these comments to you
will have an adverse impact on historical resources within the area of project effect (APE), and if so to mitigate that effect. To ‘because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental
adequately assess and mitigate project-related impacts to the NAHC the following document.
actions: |
lity Act de ot require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
v Contactthe iate regional ion Center for a record search. The record search will determine: ‘ ;he California fn\:‘x:mnz:‘txa‘loQua 1y Ad t:z;“ :l; 3 1 & into your ?‘mal envivonmental
»  ifa partor all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources. N owever, we ge ¥ 4 A N the pr "
= Ifany known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent £o the APE. i document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.
= Ifthe probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE. 3 . : : :
= Ifasurvey Is required to ine whether previ cuttural are present. Please contact the-State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
¥ Ifan archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparafion of a professional repart detailing the ‘ environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey: l : the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2007121001) when contacting this office.
= The final report ining site forms, site signi and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately !
1o the planning department. -Ali information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and ' Sincexel
associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic ' o4 co
disclosure. | i z‘ See S-5
= The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been compieted to the appropriate H v"{
regianal archaeolegical Information Center. !
¥ Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for: { Terry RoBerts
* A Sacred Lands File Check. USGS 7.5 minute guadrangie name, township, range and section required. N Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse
* Alist of appropriate Native American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to assist in the 1
mitigation measures. Native Ameris ont List
v Lack of surface evidence of archeolagical resources does not preciude thelr subsurface existence. Enclosmres
= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan rthe and of . Re Ager
per California Envi Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of cei Resources Agency
identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culiurally affikiated Native American, with
knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.
* Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan i for the of artifacts, n
consuttation with cutturally affiliated Native Americans, '
= lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation plan.
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the
process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a
dedicated cemetery.
1 e P
Sincerely, :
ity Santhez /
Program Analyst
CCG: State-Cleasinghouse i
j 1400 10th Street  P.0. Box 3044  Sacramento, California 95812-3044
i (916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
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~, See S-5

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director

Linda S. Adams 8800 Cal Center Drive Arnold Schwarzenegger
_ Secretary for . Sacramento, California 95826-3200 Fnor
Environmental Protection

October 31,2008

Nov 05 2008}
ouse|

STATE CLEARING H

Mr. Carl Holm -,

Planning Manager

Monterey County Planning Department
168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, California 93901

REVIEW OF THE MONTEREY COUNTY 2007 GENERAL PLAN (AMENDED) DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR), SCH #2007121001 DATED
SEPTEMBER 2008

Dear Mr. Holm:

Thank you for providing the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSCy the
opportunity to review the Monterey County 2007 General Plan Draft Environmental
impact Report dated September, 2008.

DTSC is the State’s lead agency for the environmental cleanup and realignment of -
closing military bases and maintains jurisdiction over all hazardous substance and
hazardous waste issues with the exception of petroleum contamination. The basis for
DTSC's regulatory authority is found in Califernia Health and Safety Code, Division 20,
Chapters 6.5 (Hazardous Waste Control), Chapter 6.8 (Hazardous Substances Account
Act), and California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5.

The Central Goast Regional Water Quality Contro! Broad (CCRWQCB) has authority
over the remediation of petroleum sites and the protection of the waters of the State of
California. The CCRWQCB regulatory authority is found in the Porter-Cologne Water
Quaiity Control Act, California Water Code and California Code of Regulations, Title 23,
Division 3, Chapter 15 and 16. In addition, the Air Resources Board would be
concerned with impacts to air quality.

DTSC generally reviews the environmental documents to determine whether the
proposed project could have potential impact on public health and worker safety
because of the possible presence of residual chemical contaminants and/or munitions
and explosives of concern (MEC).

® Printed on Recycled Paper

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
State Agencies

Final Environmental Impact Report

Monterey Coul

nty 2007 General Plan 7-45

March 2010

ICF 00982.07

$-8a
See S-5
Mr. Carl Holm
October 31, 2008
Page 2

Please ensure that any reuse planned for property on the former Fort Ord facility is
consistent with the approved Fort Ord Reuse Plan dated June 1997. This‘is the
document that the regulators use to ensure cleanup levels support reuse of various
parcels.

The comments below were previously submitted to your agency for the 2006 General
Plan DEIR. These are being resubmitted to ensure completeness of our review.

Table 1:2 Executive Summary Table, Mitigation Measure 4.3 Water Resources.
Volatile Organic Compounds and other contaminants have been found to impact the
groundwater resources at numerous sites in-‘Monterey County, and the most notable is
the former Fort Ord.. Although the Fort Ord and Monterey Peninsula Airport prohibition
zones and the assaciated County Ordinance are mentioned briefly in Section 4.3 (Page
4.3-72) of the DEIR, DTSC encourages the County to research ttie extent of
groundwater impacts that have been identified in Monterey County. For instance, the
former Fort Ord drinking water wells have been impacted with low concentrations of
Trichioroethene (TCE). These other organic contaminants should be added to
mitigation measure Table 1-2 and other appropriate tables throughout the document.
Information with respect to the status of the former Fort Ord cleanup program can be
found at www.fortordcleanup.com. You can also view various Land Use Covenants for
groundwater use restrictions for Fort Ord on the DTSC's web page,

www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov

Section 4.3.4, Page 4.3-100 Well Competition and Adverse Well Interference.

This section describes the impacts of wells in close proximity or adjacent to each other
that can be thought of as competing for the same groundwater resources. |t should be
noted that interference with groundwater contaminant plumes should also be avoided.
If upon pumping, the cone of depression interferes with a contaminated groundwater
piume, adverse effects will result.

Section 4,13, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The presence of MEC has been
identified in the former Fort Ord area. The MEC areas are being identified, evaluated
and remediated by the Army, although DTSC feels that MEC should be listed as a
hazardous material on page 4.13-2. In addition, the Army feels that reasonable and
prudent actions be taken when performing intrusive activities on the former Fort Ord
site. The Army recommends that construction personnel involved in intrusive activity
attend MEC recognition and safety training as offered by the Army in accordance with
Record of Decision, No Further Action Related to Munitions and Explosives of Concern
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Track 1 Sites, February 200_5, The Army requires to be nofified, by the landowner, prior
to the start of planned intrusive activities. The link for registering for this training can be
found at www.fortordcleanup.com.

, please feel free to contact me at (916) 255-3664.

Sacramento Office
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

Ms. Gail Youngblood

Fort Ord BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Department of the Army

Environmental and Natural Resources

Post Office Box 5004

Presidio of Monterey, California 93944-5004

Mr, Grant Himebaugh

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street

Post Office Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther Moskat
California CEQA Tracking Center

10011 Street, 25™ Floor

Post Office Box 806
Sacramento, California 95812-0806

ARNOLD SCEWARZENEGGER
GOVERNOR

STATE OF CALIFORNTA

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

December 3, 2008

Carl Holm

Monterey County

168 W. Alisal Street, 2nd Fioor

Salinag, CA 93901-2680

Subjéct: 2007 Monterey County General Plan See §-5
SCH#' 2007121001

Dear Car) Holn:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on December 2, 2008, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed.. If this comment package is not in oxder, please notify the State

Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in futwe

conespondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A résponsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comiments regarding those
activities involved iri 2 project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
Jequired to be camied out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”
These comments ave forwarded for use in preparing your fival environmental document. Should you need
mote information or clarification of the enclosed cormments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.
This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you bave any questions regarding the environmental review
process.

Sincerely,

\Mz Lt
Terry R8berts

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures ' " s
co: Resowrces Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018°  www.0prca.gov

N
OroAS

X

Hpigse®

CYNTHIA BRYANT
DIRECTOR
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SCH# 2007121001 =
Project Title 2007 Monterey County General Plan ,‘ ] =
\‘ Department of Toxic Substances Control

Lead Agency. Monterey County -

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director .
Linda S. Adams 8800 Cal Center Drive Arnold Schwarzenegger

retary for Sacramento, California 95826-3200 : Governor

Type EIR' Draft EIR
inti Sec
Environmental Protection

Note: Program EIR

The General Plan serves as the blueprint for growth in unincorporated inland areas of Monterey
County by designating land for various urban and non-urban uses including agricultural, commercial,
industrial, residential, and public/quasi-public. GP 2007 carries over most of the policies and fand use
designations that composed GP 2008, with a number of key revisions. The following describes GP

ip

2007, with items that represent a change from GP 2006 marked with an asterisk or listed under "Other Ootober 31 g B
GP 2007 Provisions. ctober 31, 2008 loe
H RECEIVED (5287
Lead Agency Contact ; 0.5 2008 a
. Name  Carl Holm : . Mr. Carl Holm qu ==
Agency Monterey County | Planning Manager o t/
5.7 ING HOUSE
”"““?’ (916)755-5103 Fax ‘ Monterey County. Planning Department STATE CLEAT/_,,_.,,'
email i
Address 168 W. Alisal Street, 2id Floor 156;? W. A(}Ixsal Str'eeé,a g“d Floor
City Salinas State CA~ Zip 93901-2680 ; nas, Cafifornia 3901
|

REVIEW OF THE MONTEREY COUNTY 2007 GENERAL PLAN (AMENDED) DRAFT .,

Project Location
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR), SCH #2007121001 DATED

County Monterey H
City' Carmel-by-the-Sea ‘ SEPTEMBER 2008
. Region | .
Y Lat/Long ! 3 Dear Mr. Holm:

- Cross Streets i L
Parcel No. ! -
;’;Zshi‘:j Range Section Base I Thank you for providing the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) the

[ opportunity to review the Monterey County 2007 General Plan Draft Environmental
Proximity to: i Impact Report dated September, 2008.

Highways multiple R . .
Airports  multile DTSC is the State’s lead agency for the environmental cleanup and realignment of

Limores mutve closing military bases and maintains jurisdiction over all h
. : ; azardous substance and
Wa;f;zzz z:i:g:: Bﬁ_zsaédous w]aste issues with the exception of petroleum contamination. The basis for
’s regulatol ity i iforni . ivisi
Land Use  This is an update to the 1982 General Plan effective county-wide. Various zoning and land use Chapters 695 (Haza?sghucgl%;ss‘{guCn:"Itr:O(';a"égmIta Hg%n?Hand 2afetySCOde‘ oo Aocor
; . , Chapter 6. azardous Substances Account

designati o
esignations Act), and California Code of Regulations, Title 22; Division 4.5.
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects; Th : y '
. / - " . ! e Central Coast Regional Water Quality C i
Drainag E Jobs; Flood Plal g; Forest Land/Fire Hazard: ast Quality Control Broad (CCRWQCB) has authority
Gealogic/Selsmic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public gvrT_rfthg rer_rllﬁdlatlon of petroleum sites and the protection of the waters of the State of
Services; i rks; Schools/Universities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil alifornia. The CCRWQCB regulatory authority is found in the Porter-Cologne Water

Quality Centrol Act, California Water Code and California Code of Regulations, Title 23,

Erosion/C: i rading; Solid Waste; Toxic/t Traffic/Ci i ion; Water o
Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildife i Division 3, Cl_wap_ter 15 and 16. In addition, the Air Resources Board would be
concerned with impacts to air quality.
Agency; D of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 4; Cal Fire; ) .
DTSC generally reviews the environmental documents to determine whether the

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Office of Emergency Services; Galtrans, Division of Aeronautics;
Galifornia Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 5; Department of Housing and Community Development;
Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 3; Native
American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Department of Toxic Substances Control

proposed project could have potential impact on public health and ke fi
: t
because of the possible presence of residual chemical ¢ nants andior munit
- t
and explosives of concern (MEC). ertaminants andfor muniions

Date Received 09/05/2008 Start of Review 09/05/2008 End of Review ~ 12/02/2008 }
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Please ensure that any reuse planned for property on the former Fort Ord facility is
consistent with the approved Fort Ord Reuse Plan dated June 1997. This is the
document that the regulators use to ensure cleanup levels support reuse of various
parcels.

The comments below were previously submitted to your agency for the 2006 General
Plan DEIR. These are being resubmitted to ensure completeness of our review.

Table 1-2 Executive Summary Table, Niitigation Measure 4.3 Water Resources.
Volatile Organic Compounds and other contaminants have been found to impact the
groundwater resources at numerous sites in Monterey County, and the most notable is
the former Fort Ord. Although the Fort Ord and Monterey Peninsula Airport prohibition
"zones and the associated County Ordinance are mentioned briefly in Section 4:3 (Page
4.3-72) of the DEIR, DTSC encourages the County to research the extent of
groundwater impacts that have been identified in Monterey County: For instance, the
former Fort Ord drinking water wells have been impacted with low concentrations of
Trichloroethene (TCE). These other organic contaminants should be added to™
mitigation measure Table 1-2 and other appropriate tables throughout the document.
Information with respect to the status of the former Fort Ord cleanup program can be
found at www.fortordcleanup.com. You can also view various Land Use Covenants for
groundwater use restrictions for Fort Ord on the DTSC's web page, .

www.envirostor.dtse.ca.gov

Section 4.3.4, Page 4.3-100 Well Gompetition and Adverse Well Interference.

This section describes the impacts of wells in close proximity or adjacent to each other *
that can be thought of as competing for the same groundwater resources. It should be
noted that interference with groundwater contaminant plumes should also be avoided.
1 upon pumping, the cone of depression interferes with a contaminated groundwater
plume, adverse effects will result. .

S

Section 4.13, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The presence of MEC has been
identified in the former Fort Ord area. The MEC areas are being identified, evaluated
and remediated by the Army, although DTSC feels that MEC should be listed asa
hazardous material on page 4.13-2. In addition, the Army feels that reasonable and
prudent actions be taken when performing intrusive activities on the former Fort Ord
site. The Army recommends that construction personnel involved in intrusive activity

| attend MEC recognition and safety training as offered by the Army in accordance with
Record of Decision, No Further Action Related to Munitions and Explosives of Concern

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

1‘ . S-8b
See S-5

Mr. Carl Holm
Qctober 31, 2008
Page 3

Track 1 Sites, February 2005. The Army requires to be notified, by the landowner, prior
to the start of planned intrusive activities. . The link for registering for this training can be
found at www fortordcleanup.com.

If you av; any quesﬁm}%, please feel free to contact me at (916) 255-3664.
oy p

theresa McGarry
Hazardous Substences Scientist

Sacramento Office

Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

ccl Ms. Gail Youngblood
Fort Ord BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Department of the Army
Environmental and Natural Resources
Post Office Box 5004
Presidio of Monterey, California 93944-5004

Mr. Grant Himebaugh ]
Regional Water Quality Control Board :
Central Coast Region

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101

San Luis Obispo, California 93401

Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street

Post Office Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812-3044

: Mr. Guenther Moskat

California CEQA Tracking Center
1001 | Street, 25" Floor

Post Office Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA~THE RESOURCES AGENCY

i CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300

PHONE: (§31) 427-4863
FAX: (831) 427-4877

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE S-8¢

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 . See S-1

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

GOVERNOR

S-8¢ e,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA See S-1 §’ * E(U‘D
(GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH %‘.% w&?
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT orou
ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER cm-;];lg; gln‘;{;:m

iionteray Coumy
g

iration

February 5, 2009 :
| Planning ahe 301
Nsoection Admini

Carl Holm

Monterey County

168 W. Alisal Strect, 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901-2680

Subject: 2007 Monterey County General Plan
SCH#: 2007121001

Dear Carl Holm:

The enclosed comment (s) on your Draft EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end
of the state review period, which closed on February 2, 2009. We are forwarding these comments to you
‘because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental
document.

The California Environmental Quality Act does not reuire Lead Agericies to respond to late comments.

However, we you to i those additional into your final
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
environniental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to
the ten-djgit State Clearinghouse mumber (2007121001) when contacting this office.

Sincerely,
A e
/sWZ sl
oberts

Terry Re
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0,Box3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov

b~ | RECEIVED
2-2-09] FEB 04 2009

e |
See §-1 TTATE CLEARING HOUSE

7200 7/ 2-lpe / February 2, 2009
Carl Holm, Assistant Director

Monterey County Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Subject: Montérey County 2007 General Plan Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Holm:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Monterey County 2007 General Plan. Please note that we have previously
provided comments on the earlier version of the EIR (letter of April 2, 2004), on the Notice of
Preparation for the EIR for the 2006 General Plan document (letter of March 14, 2006), on the
Draft EIR for the 2006 General Plan document (letter dated October 16, 2006), and on the
General Plan drafts themselves, including, most recently our letter of July 25, 2006. Please
continue to consider those previous comments as the County moves forward with subsequent
General Plan drafts and environmental review. The purpose of this letter is not to reiterate those
past comments, but rather is provide some general feedback regarding the relationship of the
General Plan to the Local Coastal Program (LCP) and related CEQA documents,

As we have noted previously, we understand it is not the County’s intent to use any part of the
General Plan document as the basis for an LCP amendment or update. We further understand
that any such LCP update amendments pursued by the County will be pursued separately in the
future through their own planning processes. As a result, and due to ongoing budget and staffing
shortfalls, we have not thoroughly reviewed the current documents, preferring instead to allot our
available review time to future coastal zone documents and proposals. However, despite
indications in the text that the General Plan and EIR are meant to cover only the infand portions
of the County, cursory review of the EIR document indicates that a significant amount of data
collection appears to have been included for the coastal zone portion of the County, and is
represented in various exhibits, tables, and text throughout the document (e.g., the Biological
Resources chapter shows and describes vegetation cover, special-status species, and habitats in
the entire County). Although we understand the need to provide overall context in the EIR,
given the County’s stated position regarding the General Plan’s lack of relationship to the coastal
zone, we have not reviewed this information in relation to coastal zone resources and potential
LCP updates and/or amendments related thereto.. Please clarify if our understanding is incorrect,
and the EIR/General Plan is intended to form the basis for future LCP planning. If so, we may
have more comwments for you.
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1 Carl Holm, Monterey County -

! 2007 General Plan Draft EIR See S-1 ‘
February 2, 2009 ;

Page 2 California Regional Water Quality Control Board
i adems Central-CoastRegion-- . —
Secretary for Internet Address: http://svww.swrcb.ca.gov/rwgeh3 Governer.
E’g" 'j"":‘""” 895 Aemv\;;a Place, s.m: 10 : ngxxx; ggx;pg. Cg\;;v;ma 93401
X rotection A 9
In any event, we look forward 1o seeing a revised final EIR that addresses these and previous one (805) 549-3 (803)
comments that we have submitted. Please contact me if you have any questions or would like to !
discuss our comments further. : February 5, 2009
si " BY ELECTRONIC MAIL
incerely, :
| . i Carl Holm . Montereyc‘ngq\‘
! i anning an: [Pliletly]
y 4M/I’g/{/ w&g@w%te@kcaﬂ» " A Inspesiion Adminisiration
¢ ounty of Monterey, Resource Management Agency
Iéa"emhf;f““ge } 168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
oastal Hanner . Salinas, CA 93901

cc: OPR Clearinghouse
AMBAG Clearinghouse

Dear Mr. Holm: hl& e-mall 2-$§-09
4:20pm
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, 2007 MONTEREY COUNTY

i
|
i
‘ GENERAL PLAN, MONTEREY COUNTY, SCH# 2007121001
|
|
|

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the 2007 Monterey County General Plan (General Plan). The Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) is a responsible agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Water Board staff understands that the
project is a comprehensive update of the existing 1982 Monterey County General Plan.

General/Opening Comments

' Water Board staff supports and commends Monterey County for developing the goals
and policies contained within the General Plan addressing issues critical to effective
watershed profection such as the development of sustainable water supplies,

i groundwater recharge area protection, stream setbacks, habitat protection, centralized
development, water conservation and reuse, centralized wastewater. treatment and

i recycling, and collaborative regional planning. The successful implementation of policies

addressing these critical issues should effectively restore and protect water quality (i.e.

help mitigate potential cumulative impacts from projected land use activities). Monterey

County is on the forefront of addressing some of these critical issues.

In some cases, the DEIR does not appear to link policies within the General Plan that
could be applicable to impacts as mitigation measures. Given the DEIR Executive
Summary Table (1-2) is not specific regarding which General Plan goals and policies
apply, and the environmental impact discussions within DEIR section 4 neglect to
identify all applicable General Plan policies as mitigation measures, we must assume 2
that all policies within the General Plan are binding mitigation measures pursuant to the
: DEIR. We did not aftempt to identify and itemize General Plan policies as DEIR
i mitigation measures for each and every discussed “Issue/lmpact” As such, our
i comments below are generally in the form of issue discussions accompanied by

California Envis F ion Agency
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suggested modifications to or additional policies within the General Plan that should be'

implemented as measures to mitigate the environmental impact of General Plan
implementation.

Sustainable Water Supply & Healthy Watershed Functions — General Comments

Water demand for the existing developed areas of Monterey County is currently not
sustainable and is resulting in cumulative watershed (both surface and groundwater)
impacts. This is alluded to in various portions of the DEIR Water Resources section”.
The DEIR indicates the development and implementation of new water sources,
conjunctive use strategies, and conservation and reuse are required to meet future
demand. However, the DEIR does not recognize that these measures along with the
restoration and protection of existing water resources are required to meet existing
demand in a sustainable manner. Monterey County must take more holistic approach to
protect and manage its water resources. A holistic water resource management
approach requires healthy watershed functions as the primary geals and includes
metrics for meeting sustainable water supply demand. This holistic approach also
includes a clear understanding of the " interrelationships between surface and
groundwater resources within and between each of the watersheds. The economic
viability and environmental health of Monterey County (particularly the health of its
watersheds) are intricately dependent on one another.

Sustainable water supplies for future development can only be achieved within healthy
functioning watersheds. Abundant and clean water does not exist in watersheds that do
not function properly. Therefore, the goal for achieving sustainable water supplies to
meet existing and future water demand should be met first and foremost through
restoring and maintaining healthy watershed functions. We agree the potential impacts
to water supply (surface waters and groundwater basins) are significant as a result of
future growth within Monterey County. However, we are confident they are also
avoidable (not unavoidable as indicated in the DEIR) should demand be met through
sustainable practices and comprehensive watershed management programs that
restore and maintain healthy watershed functions. The development of sustainable
water supplies to meet future demand is predicated on restoring healthy watershed
functions under existing developed conditions prior to placing additional demands on
the already strained watersheds.

Healthy watersheds have physical and biclogical integrity, with conditions that are
observable and measurable. Healthy watersheds meet all of the following conditions:

1 The Seaside Aquifer and Pajaro Valley Groundwater Basin are currently in overdraft resulting in
seawater intrusion and other water quality impacts i with dimini imilative capacity and
concentration effects due to reduced aquifer volume and contaminant loading (primarily nutrients and
salts). The Carmel River and Carmel River Lagoon riparian habitats are currently impacted as a result of
California America Water Company's over allocation of approximately 10,730 acre-feet per year from the
Carmel River which is the primary public water supply (approximately 75%) for most of the Monterey
Peninsula. DEIR section 1.6.1.2 states: “The three major watersheds in the County (Salinas, Carmel and
Pajaro Rivers) are all in state of overdraft.” In addition, there are extensive and well documented nitrate
impacts throughout the Salinas Valley.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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» Rainfall surface runoff at pre-development levels;

« Watershed storage of runoff, through infiltration, recharge, baseflow, and
interflow, at pre-development levels;

» Watercourse geomorphic regimes within natural ranges (stream banks are stable
within natural range; sediment supply and transport within natural ranges); and

« Optimal riparian and aquatic habitats (including: stream flow, in-channel, water
column, and biotic conditions).

Consequently, the restoration and maintenance of healthy watershed functions could be
achieved by watershed management plans that:

Maximize infiltration of clean storm water, and minimize runoff volume and rate;
Protect riparian areas, wetlands, and their buffer zones;

Minimize pollutant loading (to surface water and groundwater);

Protect recharge areas;

Maximize groundwater recharge (that will not result in groundwater impacts);
Minimize and eliminate overdraft;

Maintain surface water baseflows;

Promote water conservation and reuse;

Provide sufficient ongoing monitoring; and

Provide long-term watershed protection.

The General Plan contains numerous goals and policies addressing various
components of what Water Board staff would consider a comprehensive watershed
management program. However, the DEIR and General Plan do not link them together
as part of a long-term comprehensive watershed management strategy. The General
Plan should include a clear strategy that considers healthy watershed functions as
necessary to assure sustainable water supplies. The strategy should establish realistic
goals that can be evaluated by measureable outcomes.

Regional Watershed Management

The water supply issues facing Monterey County require a collaborative and integrative
approach to the development of sustainable water supplies. Monterey County’s ongoing
collaborative development and implementation of watershed management plans and
groundwater management plans is discussed in section 4.3.3.2 of the DEIR and the
DEIR proposes additional policies (PS-3.16, PS-3.17 and PS-3.18) under mitigation |4
measures WR-1 and WR-2 for the collaborative development of new water supply
projects. However, Water Board staff could not find any additional specific policies
within the General Plan or mitigation measures within the DEIR specifically identifying
regional watershed management as a priority. Water Board staff strongly supports
Monterey County’s current efforts in developing regional solutions to developing
sustainable water supplies given they clearly identify management of the watersheds as
ecosystems and not just that of a water [supply] resource.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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DEIR Impact WR-3: Agricultural and resource development (i.e., limited fimber
harvesting and mineral resources extraction) land uses consistent with the
General Plan would increase sediment and nutrients in downstream waterways
and violate water quality standards. (Less-Than-Significant Impact):

' To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to conduct or
require a third party to conduct a regional, collaborative [with San Luis Obispo County}
fluvial geomorphology study of the Salinas River watershed to evaluate impacts
associated with in-stream and off-channel sand and gravel mining and other activities.”
This policy statement could fit in the General Plan under Mineral Resources Goal 0S-2.

DEIR Impact WR-~1: Residential, commercial, industrial, and public uses
consistent with the 2007 General Plan would introduce additional nonpoint
source pollutants to downstream surface waters, substantially degrading water
quality. (Less-Than-Significant Impact): 6

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to add
“Impacted soil and groundwater sites” to General Plan Public Services Policy PS-2.6.

i DEIR Impact WR-4: Land uses and development consistent with the 2007

i General Plan would exceed the -capacity of existing water supplies and
necessitate the acquisition of new supplies to meet expected demands
(Significant and Unavoidable Impact);

DEIR Impact WR-6: Land uses and development consistent with the 2007
General Plan would increase demand on groundwater supplies in some areas;
the associated increased well pumping would result in the continued decline of
groundwater levels and accelerated overdraft. (Significant and Unavoidable
Impact); 7

DEIR Impact BIO-2: Potential Adverse Effects on Sensitive Riparian Habitat,
Other Sensitive Natural Communities and on Federal and State Jurisdictional
Waters and Wetlands (Less Than Significant with Mitigation for 2030 Planning
Horizon and Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation for Buildout);

DEIR Impact BIO-3.1: Potential Disturbance and Loss of Native Fish and Wildlife
Species Movement Corridors (Less than Significant with Mitigation for 2030
Planning Horizon and for Buildout):

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to develop a
policy to continue the collaborative development and implementation of watershed

i P

i 2 See June 4, 2008 RWQCB letter to San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building
] regarding: Viborg/Calkins Mitigated Negative Declaration (Conditional Use Permit ED07-082)
i
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management plans® and develop additional regional watershed management plans as
necessary to assure healthy functioning watersheds and sustainable water supplies. All
new watershed management plans or updates to existing plans shall include 7
performance goals, metrics and monitoring specifically focused on restoring and
maintaining healthy watershed functions. This policy statement could fit in the General
Plan Public Services Policy statement under Water Quality and Supply Goal PS-2.

DEIR impact WR-4, WR-6, BIO-2 and BIO-3.1:

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to develop a
policy to continue the collaborative development and implementation of groundwater
management plans and develop additional regional groundwater management plans as
necessary to assure healthy functioning watersheds and sustainable water supplies. All
new groundwater management plans or updates to existing plans shall include
performance goals, metrics and monitoring specifically focused on restoring and
! maintaining healthy watershed functions. This policy statement could fit in the General
Plan Public Services Policy statement under Water Quality and Supply Goal PS-2.

DEIR Impact WR-7: Land uses and development consistent with the 2007
General Plan would increase demand on groundwater supplies in areas. currently
experiencing or susceptible to saltwater intrusion. Increased groundwater
pumping in ceriain coastal areas would result in increased saltwater intrusion.
(Significant and Unavoidable Impact);

DEIR Impact WR-9: Land uses and development consistent with the 2007
General Plan would result in an increase in the number of private wells in
unincorporated areas of the county. Approval of wells in these areas would result
i in well interference impacts. {Less-Than- Significant Impact); 9

i DEIR Impact WR-4, WR-6, BIO-2 and BIO-3.1:

’ To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
t the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to modify
General Plan Public Services Goal PS-3.15 as follows and include a realistic near term
timeline for development and implementation of the proposed guidelines:

To ensure accuracy and consistency in the evaluation of water supply availability,
Monterey County Health Department, in coordination with the MCWRA, shall develop
guidelines and procedures for conducting water supply assessments and determining
water availability. Water supply assessments shall be_based on cumulative sustainable
demand required to maintain healthy watershed functions (i.e. will not result in effects

? Salinas River Watershed Management Action Plan; Carme! River Watershed Assessment and Action
Plan; Pajaro Watershed Water Quality Management Plan; Pajaro River Watershed Integrated Regional
Water Management Plan; Monterey Peninsula, Carmel Bay and South Monterey Bay Integrated Regional
Water Management Plan.
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on instream flows necessary to support riparian vegetation, wetlands. fish, and other
aquatic life, including migration potential for steelhead) and to prevent overdraft and
seawater intrusion. Adequate availability and provision of water supply, treatment, and
conveyance facilities shall be assured to the satisfaction of Monterey County prior to
approval of final subdivision maps or any changes in the General Plan Land Use or
Zoning designations.

DEIR Impact WR-1, WR-3 and WR-9:

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to actively
participate in the development and implementation of the Salinas Valley groundwater
nitrate study required pursuant to Senate Bili 1, Perata (Water quality, flood control,
water storage, and wildlife preservation) adopted on September 30, 2008. This policy
could fit in the General Plan Public Services Policy statement under Water Quality and
Supply Goal PS-2.

General Plan Public Services Goal PS-2: Assure an adequate and safe water
supply to meet the county’s current and long-term needs:

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to modify
General Plan Public Services Goal PS-2 in the following manner:

Assure healthy functioning watersheds to provide an adeguate, sustainable and safe
water supply to meet the county’s current and long-term needs.

Groundwater

Groundwater management is an integral component of watershed management given
the interrelationships between surface water and groundwater quality and quantity. The
primary groundwater quality and quantity issues within Monterey County are overdraft,
seawater intrusion, contaminant loading [especially nitrate and salts] and recharge area
protection. Water Board staff commends Monterey County for their current regional
efforts and for developing goals and policies within the General Plan that address these
issues. Subsequently, our recommended mitigation measures below are generally
programmatic in nature and build upon the existing General Plan policies and various
regional projects currently being developed or implemented by Monterey County.

DEIR Impact WR-1 and WR-6:

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to develop a
policy requiring project applicants for new development to identify and delineate
groundwater recharge areas within the hydrologic influence of the proposed project.
This policy statement could fit in the General Plan Water Quality and Supply Goal PS-2.

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Monterey County should use these data to update and maintain the Hydrologic
Resources Constraints and Hazards Database within Monterey County Geographic
Information System (GIS) identified in General Plan Public Services Policy statement
PS-2.6.

DEIR Impact WR-1:

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Manterey County to develop an
ordinance prohibiting the siting of commercial and industrial facilities producing or
handling hazardous chemicals (ie. gas stations, dry cleaners,
fertilizer/herbicide/pesticide facilities, etc.) within known groundwater recharge areas or
sole source [water supply] aquifers. This policy could fit in the General Plan under
Water Quality and Supply Goal PS-2.

Wastewater Management— General Comments

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
in addressing wastewater, the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring
Monterey County to identify, assess, document, and address requirements of the Basin
Plan and other surface water and groundwater protection policies established within
Monterey County. Requirements of these plans and policies should protect surface

planning, design, construction, operation, and maintenance mechanisms.

The Basin Plan emphasizes the pursuit of regional wastewater management and
includes the following Management Principle (Chapter V, Section I1IB):

“The number of waste sources and independent treatment facilities shall be
minimized and the consolidated systems shall maximize their capacities for
wastewater reclamation, assure efficient management of, and meet potential
demand for reclaimed water.”

That principle conforms to the Basin Plan goals (Chapter |V, Section 1):

“To manage municipal and industrial wastewater disposal as part of an integrated
system of fresh water supplies to achieve maximum benefit of fresh water resources
for present and future beneficial uses and to achieve harmony with the natural
environment, and to continually improve waste treatment systems and processes to
assure consistent high quality effluent based on best economically achievable
technology.”

To achieve Basin Plan goals and management principles, use of onsite septic systems
should be minimized where a regional wastewater system is available. To mitigate the
environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan, the EIR should

California Envir Protection Agency
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! Monterey County 8 February 5, 2009 : Monterey County 9 February 5, 2009
‘ include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to consider onsite systems as responsible party is available to addi the failing tewater systems. Highland
. temporary measures until access to a regional wastewater system is feasible. Sanitary Association and the various Las Palmas homeowners associations are
noteworthy examples. The DEIR should address this environmental impact. The
To mitigate the environmental impacts of development for 2030 and 2092 (“Buildout”) General Plan Public Service policies PS-4.3 and PS-4.7 do not establish criteria
consistent with the General Plan, the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring specifying that these organizations be omitted as an acceptable “provider’” of new
Monterey County to have policies that: a) strongly favor new developments being wastewater systems.
annexed into regional Monterey County wastewater treatment system service areas,
connected to the nearest urban or rural center collection system, or b) require Monterey To mitigate the environmental impacts fo surface water and groundwater from new
County to build a new wastewater treatment system to meet the needs of the planned wastewater systems developed under the General Plan, the EIR should include a
development. To justify a new wastewater treatment system, the Water Board would mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to adopt an enforceable regulation 17
require: a) a detailed third party evaluation indicating connection to the nearest prohibiting HOAs, developers, or other similar private organizations from being
Monterey County regional, urban, or rural center wastewater and reclamation facility is designated service provider, unless it is infeasible for Monterey County to establish a
not feasible, or b) Monterey County to develop a Water Board approved Urban Area community service area (CSA) or similar public service provider- A CSA or similar
Wastewater Master Plan. should have the ability to levy additional fees as necessary to ensure an adequate
funding and management structure is in place for operation and maintenance of the
It is the joint goal of the Water Board and the Monterey County Environmental Health wastewater systems. At a minimum, mitigation measures should include policies that
Division (EHD) to protect water quality and public health from impacts associated with : require financial guarantees (e.g., performance bonds) for the operation and
onsite wastewater discharges (i.e., septic systems). A memorandum of understanding i maintenance of the system. Such systems also must be operated by an appropriately
(MOU) between the Water Board and the EHD has historically been in effect but is in ! qualified and licensed operator. Property deed resfrictions may be necessary in some
the process of renewal. This MOU defines cooperative roles for the EHD and the Water | 16 : instances to ensure adequate long term operation and maintenance.
i Board with respect to compliance with the purpose and intent of statewide standards, ‘
i Basin Plan criteria, and applicable local regulations governing onsite wastewater Wastewater Management - Salts Management
systems. The Water Board intends this MOU to assist in creation of a partnership ‘ Salts (sodium, chloride, and total dissolved solids) loading from wastewater is a major
between the Water Board and the EHD to protect water quality and public health in cause of groundwater quality degradation. Salty wastewater also inhibits a community’s
areas where the utilization of onsite wastewater systems occur.  Under the MOU, the | ability to recycie water. The DEIR should address this environmental impact. To mitigate
EHD shall ensure that the siting, design, approval, installation, operation, maintenance, | the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan, the EIR
and monitoring of all onsite wastewater systems shall be in conformance with Basin i should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to adopt an enforceable
Plan requirements. | regulation requiring all brine disposal to be performed offsite at a certified brine |18
” . . i receiving facility, or be disposed of in a manner that will not have an effect on
To mitigate the environmental impacts to groundwater and surface water of | groundwater quality. In addition, mitigation measures for salt management should
development consistent with the General Plan, the EIR should include a mitigation ! include a prohibition of self-regenerating water softeners (those which discharge salt) in
measure requiring Monterey County to establish a policy requiring the renewal of and k all new development. These mitigation measures are key to reducing the environmental
adherence to the MOU between the Water Board and EHD. The MOU should be impacts of wastewater discharges.
updated as needed.
To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan, Win—g—y_gaé:\il%loart;;M\;avr;?erenézzte g‘gﬁgs‘z‘;gg the state legislature declares, “...that the
?he EIR should |nc_]ude a mitigation measure requiring Montergy County to dgve[og and people of the state have a primary interest in the development of facilities to recycle
lmplem_e_nt an onsite wastewater_ ma['agemem P'a'! n urbamzmg. areas to mvesngalte water containing waste to supplement existing surface and underground supplies and to
\?vr;itgln:g?::es I:g%;ﬁr”;h:un?::)at'svheo‘:{gpgg‘z fosr:mre%efr:lgCe Co;?::ﬁ:: thS)le tgfsggzlitfi assist in meeting the future water requirer_ne_nts_of the state.” The Water Board strong!y 19
y ¥ pian sho P! P encourages the use of recycled water for irrigation and other non-potable uses. To this
onsite V\{astewater system limitations to prevent groundwater or surface water end, the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to be an
degradation. active participant in the implementation of the adopted State Water Resources Control
Wastewater Management - Home Owner Associations and Community Service Areas Board Water Recycling Policy” by:
Our records indicate that Monterey County wastewater treatment systems, reclamation, -
and disposal facilities operated by home owners associations (HOAs), developers, or 17 ¢ Currently available for public review and pending approval at the February 3, 2009 State Water
other similar private organizations have often lead to environmental impacts, since no Resources Conwrol ~ Board meeting.  Information available at:
http:/iwww.swrch.ca.goviwater recycling him|
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a. Promoting and mandating water recycling for new development projects within
Monterey County’s jurisdiction.

b. Actively participating in the locally driven and controlled collaborative process for
the preparation of salt and nutrient management plans for each basin/sub-basin
within Monterey County, including compliance with CEQA.

DEIR Impact WR-5: Land uses and development consistent with the 2007
General Plan would increase the demand for water storage, treatment, and
conveyance faciliies that would have significant secondary impacts on the
environment Significant and Unavoidable Impact);

DEIR Impact WR-8: Land uses and development consistent with the 2007
General Plan would result in sewer- and septic-related water quality impacts,
including those associated with reuse of treated water and migration of septic
tank leachfield wastewater effluent to groundwater that would violate water
quality standards. (Less-Than- Significant Impact)

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to include
conservation and recycling in General Plan Public Services Statement PS-3.9.

Wastewater Management — Grey Water Ordinance
DEIR Impact WR-4 and WR-5:

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to include a
policy to develop a countywide grey water ordinance in support of General Plan Public
Services Policy Statement PS-3.10.

Wastewater Management — Sewage Disposal
DEIR Impact WR-8:

To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan,
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to update its
sewage disposal ordinances contained within Chapter 15.20 of Monterey County Code
to be consistent with the development of onsite wastewater management plans and the
most current onsite wastewater system criteria with the Basin Plan.

Wastewater Management - Future Connection Mandates

State Water Resources Control Board Water yeling Policy
benefits of recycled water; mandaies for its use; i roles; c d of

i -basin i plans; irrigation projects including streamlined
permitting; groundwater recharge projects; anti ion; emerging ituents/c i of i
concern; and incentives for the use of recycled water.

California Envi; 1 F ion Agency
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General Plan Public Service policies PS-4.5 and PS-4.6 require Monterey County staff i

to develop criteria and provide proof of the adequacy of wastewater treatment services
for new facilities. These policies do not apply the requirement to existing satellite
wastewater systems for possible future connections. Continuance of existing satellite
wastewater treatment systems can have cumulative impacts to surface waters and
groundwater. To mitigate for the environmental impacts of development consistent with
the General Plan, the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey
County to include a Public Service policy stating existing satellite wastewater treatment
systems must establish a connection to regional, urban, or rural center wastewater
treatment system when these systems become available.

In addition, the mitigation measure should require adoption of an enforceable regulation
requiring any new development's wastewater collection system be tied into the nearest
county regional, urban, or rural center wastewater treatment facility when available,
followed up by abandonment of an existing satellite system, if applicable. Monterey
County should require assurances that the existing wastewater system is capable of,
and agrees to accept maximum projected wastewater flows from the project at ultimate
build-out. These mitigating measures are key to reducing impacts to surface water and
groundwater.

Agriculture — Stream Setback
DEIR Impact BIO-2:

According to the DEIR, existing agricultural land use is not considered a significant
impact on Sensitive Riparian Habitat because of General Plan polices AG-5.1 and AG-
5.2. These policies support programs and policies that reduce erosion and protect
surface and ground water, but they do not directly protect Sensitive Riparian Habitat,
other sensitive natural communities or federal and state jurisdictional waters and
wetlands. To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the
General Plan, the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County
to develop policies that explicitly ensure the compatibility of agricultural uses and
riparian and aquatic habitat.

The stream setback ordinance required as mitigation for Impact BlO-2 would be a
valuable measure to protect riparian habitat. The description of the mitigation measure
recommends that the ordinance apply to discretionary development and to conversion
of previously uncultivated agricultural land on slopes greater than 10% for erodible soils
and greater than 15% for normal soil. To mitigate the environmental impacts of
development consistent with the General Plan, the ordinance should apply to newly
cultivated agricultural lands and conversion of existing agricultural uses to more
intensive crops that may have greater impact on the environment, such as strawberries,
nursery and greenhouse crops. Intensive agriculture has a high potential to impact
riparian habitats on all slopes and soil types. The ordinance should remove slope as a
requirement for applicability.
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1
! Agriculture ~ Food Safety and Environmental Protection Increased runoff from developed areas is the key cause of other adverse water quality
and beneficial use effects. Attention to maintaining the pre-development hydrograph will
DEIR Impact BIO-3.1: prevent or minimize other problems and will limit the need for other analysis and
mitigation.
Environmental issues and impacts from agricultural land use are not acknowledged and 9
assessed in the DEIR. The impacts of irrigaied agriculture on biological resources have Projects in Monterey County may be subject to the NPDES Phase Il Municipal
intensified in recent years because of food safety concerns, such as potential exposure Stormwater Permit (Permit). The Permit reguires new development and significant
of crops to pathogens such as E. Coli and salmonella. Some produce buyers have redevelopment projects to reduce runoff volume and pollutant load to the Maximum
required growers to demonstrate and document that potential vectors for these |54 Extent Practicable (MEP). In most cases, MEP standards are not met by conventional
pathogens such as wildlife and domestic live stock are excfuded from production fields site layouts, construction methods, and storm water conveyance systems with “end of
and that there are distinct zones between cultivated production and habitats. Currently, pipe” basins and treatment systems that do not address the changes in volume and
common food safety practices include the removal of vegetated buffers, installation of rates of storm water runoff and urban pollutants (including thermal pollution). Low
wildlife exclusionary fences along corridors, removal and trimming of riparian Impact Development practices meet the MEP standard and are more effective at
vegetation, installation of rodent and bird poison bait stations between habitats and reducing pollutants in storm water runoff, at a reasonable cost.
fields, removal of trees and non-productive vegetation from field edges, and the draining
or treating of reservoirs and basins. Low Impact Development (LID) is an alternative site design strategy that uses natural
and engineered infiliration and storage techniques to control stormwater runoff where it
To mitigate the environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan, is generated. LID practices are dispersed across a site to minimize runoff. LID serves to
the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to develop preserve the hydrologic and environmental functions altered by conventional stormwater
supporting policies that ensure safe food supplies and protection of environmental management. Water Board staff considers a project that includes all of the following
resources. Monterey County should develop a program that coordinates food safety and elements to be a “Low Impact Development” project: runoff volume control, peak runoff
environmental protection requirements for growers. rate control, and flow frequency duration control. 2%
Agriculture — Pesticides and Agency Coordination [ DEIR Impact PSU-7: Development and land use activities contemplated in the
General Plan may result in the need for new or expanded stormwater drainage
DEIR Impact WR-3: ' facilities. (Less-Than-Significant Impact);
The DEIR Impact WR-3 summary states that nutrients and sediment in downstream DEIR Mitigation Measure PS-1: Policy S-3.9 - require all fulure developments to
waterways are impacts from agricultural land uses. Pesticides should be included along implement the most feasible number of Low Impact Development (LID)
with sediment and nutrients. Several water bodies in Monterey County are on the Clean techniques into their stormwater management plan. The LID techniques may
Water Act Section 303(d) list for impairments from pesticides. Recent water quality include, but are not limited to, grassy swales, rain gardens, bioretention cells,
monitoring data for agriculiural drainages in Monterey County indicate the presence of tree box:
currently applied agricultural pesticides at concentrations that have been documented to 25
cause toxicity to aquatic species. Properly implemented LID is appropriate mitigation to prevent adverse water quality and
beneficial use effects from runoff of developed areas, not just to decrease the need for
Policies in the Agricultural Land Use section of the General Plan support programs and new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities. The stated mitigation measure looks at
policies that protect and enhance surface and ground water resources. In addition to LID on a technique (understood to be a Best Management Practice) level. To be
supporting these programs, the EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring effective, LID needs to be invoked as a design approach and implemented into the early
Monterey County to develop programs with County Agricultural Commissioner and site design and planning phases.
Monterey County Water Resources Agency that work directly with agriculture to protect
and enhance water quality from agricultural discharges. These programs should A development that only incorporates some LID techniques into an otherwise
coordinate with the Water Board Conditional Waiver for lrrigated Agriculture Program conventional design would not likely achieve the water quality benefit that comes from a
and other Water Board programs project that is designed using LID principles. To mitigate for the environmental impacis
of the General Plan, the mitigation measure should require projects to contain all of
Hydromodification 26 these elements. The DEIR also does not document the potential cumulative
environmental impacts to watershed hydrology from existing and other planned
development in the area.
California Envi P ion Agency California Environmental Protection Agency
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DEIR Impact WR-10: Land use and development consistent with the General
Plan would result in alterations to existing drainage patterns. Such changes
would increase erosion, both in overtand flow paths and in drainage swales and
creeks. (Less-Than-Significant Impact):

The DEIR discussion for WR-10 states that development consistent with the General
Plan would result in a gradual increase in impervious cover. To mitigate for the
environmental impacts of development consistent with the General Plan, the EIR should
include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey County to implement a policy to limit
the percentage of impervious cover for developments and to examine the effect of
imperviousness on a watershed scale. '

Detention ponds as a mitigation approach for hydrologic changes are not sufficient
because they replace only a scant fraction of the storage capacity of hillslopes that was
lost, convert what was once spatially distributed subsurface runoff into a point discharge
at a surface water outfall, and reduce the rate and change the location of groundwater
recharge and subsequent discharge®. To mitigate the environmental impacts of
development consistent with the General Plan, the EIR should include a mitigation
measure requiring Monterey County to require, where feasible, new development to be
consistent with a Low Impact Development project as described above.

DEIR Impact WR-11: Land uses and development consistent with the General
Plan would result in increases in stormwater runoff and peak discharge. Existing
storm drain systems, including urban creeks and rivers, may be incapable of
accommodating increased flows, potentially resulting in increased onsite or
offsite flooding. {Less-Than-Significant Impact):

General Plan Safety Element Policy S-3.1 requires post-development, offsite peak flow
drainage limited to pre-development peak flow drainage. While controlling the peak flow
is important for flood control and stream erosion, the environmental impacts of
development consistent with the General Plan altering the hydrology are not sufficiently
: addressed by only limiting the peak flow. If one only controls the peak, the resulting
. drainage can cause downstream channel erosion/modification and impact water quality
and fish habitat.

Riparian and Wetland Buffers
DEIR Iimpact BIO-2;

' DEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1.1: Baseline Inventory of Landcover, Special
Status Species Habitat, Sensitive Natural Communities, Riparian Habitat, and
Wetlands in Monterey County;

® Konrad, C. &, Booth, D. (2005). Hydrologic changes in urban streams and their ecological significance.
American Fisheries Society Symposium, 47:157-177
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DEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-2.1: étream Setbéck Ofdinance:

The functions of riparian corridors include streambank stability, sediment reduction, and
flood protection. The EIR should include a mitigation measure requiring Monterey
County to complete a Riparian Corridor Study in order to develop a riparian protection
ordinance for Monterey County. In additicn, Monterey County should establish realistic
near term timelines for the implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1.1 and BIO-2.1
’ regarding the identification and mapping of critical habitat and the development of a
countywide stream setback ordinance. (Note: These mitigation measures are currently
required to restore and protect riparian habitat under existing developed conditions.)
| Mitigation measure BIO-2.1 should include the following language: “Monterey County
shall coordinate with the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board for the
development and review of the county-wide stream setback ordinance.”

The proposed mitigation measure BIO-2.1 develops a stream setback ordinance but
does not address setbacks to wetlands. Wetlands are both a highly productive and
sensitive resources biologically, support a great diversity of plant and animal species,
provide essential habitat for a high number of special-status species and serve critical
water purification and groundwater recharge functions. Development setbacks are
necessary around wetlands to provide a buffer to prevent disturbance of important

X runoff. To mitigate the environmental impacts of the proposed General Plan
1 development, in addition to the proposed Stream Setback Ordinance, Monterey County
should develop an ordinance for wetland setbacks. The Greater Monterey Peninsula
Plan calls for a setback to wetlands. The remainder of Monterey County should have a
similar wetland setback requirement. Development should be set back a minimum
i distance to protect the wetland and provide an upland buffer. Larger setbacks should
i apply to wetlands supporting special-status species or associated with riparian systems
and lands under tidal influence.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis — Water Resources
DEIR Impact CUM-2: Surface Water Quality:

The cumulative impacts analysis does not consider the interrelationships between
groundwater and surface water quantity and quality. This is likely the result of the lack of
a specific framework for the development and implementation of a long term watershed
management strategy as part of the General Plan.

The incremental effects of the land use related impacts and increased water supply
demand on “surface water quality” is “cumulatively considerable” not “less than
cumulatively considerable” as stated under CUM-2 of the Executive Summary Table (2-
: 1) and section 6.4.3.3 of the DEIR. Existing land use conditions and water supply
demand has resulted not only in well documented surface water quality impacts, but
also surface water quantity related impacts. Surface water quality impacts are primarily
attributable to contaminant loading (ie. sediment, nutrients, pathogens and
herbicides/pesticides, etc.) and loss of riparian habitat (buffers). Water quantity related

California Envii Protection Agency

3 Recycled Paper

wildlife habitat, and to filier sediments and pollutants from disturbed areas and urban-
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Monterey County 16 February 5, 2009 Monterey County 17 February 5, 2009
habitat impacts resuiting in the loss or degradation of aquatic and riparian habitat are ‘ cc:
attributable to overdraft — both surface water diversion and groundwater pumping - and | .
loss of recharge due to impervious surfaces and storm water runoff that result in Allen Stoh Mary Anne Dennis
. decreased surface water and subsurface base flows. By virtue of the interrelationship Director Monterey County
: between groundwater and surface water guantity and quality alone, a cumulative Monterey County Water/Land Resource Protection Branch
: impacts analysis end point of “cumulatively considerable” for surface water quality Environmental Health dennism@co.monterey.ca.us
. would be anticipated. This would be in agreement with that of the cumulative impacts strohaj@co.monterey.ca.us
; analysis results for groundwater quality.
Richard Le Warne Kathieen Thomasberg
The analysis outlined in DEIR section 6.4.3.3 only considers surface water quality Assistant Director Monterey County
related impacts and suggests cumulative surface water quality impacts will be primarily Monterey County Water Resources Agency
mitigated via the Water Board's implementation of TMDLs and the irrigated agriculture Environmental Health thomasberak@co.monterey.ca.us
general waiver program, along with a handful of policy statements within the General lewarner@co.monterey.ca.us
Plan. We could evaluate the appropriateness of mitigation measures if the DEIR
described the Monterey County measures that will be Implemented to address TMDLs. Curtis Weeks Yazdan Emrani
Additional General Plan policies and mitigation measures related to storm water runoff, General Manager Director
groundwater recharge, sustainable water supply development and stream setbacks also Monterey County Monterey County
warrant discussion within  the cumulative impacts analysis. Although we anticipate | 28 Water Resources Agency Public Works
i measurable success in mitigating additional surface water quality impacts with these weeksc@co.monterey.ca.us emraniy@co.monterey.ca.us
H programs/policies on a project by project basis, the potential cumulative impacts of all
i the land use related potential water quality impacts will go unchecked without a long Pat Treffry Roger Van Horn
term watershed management strategy that links them all together. Monterey County Monterey County
Environmental Health Environmental Health
i In addition, for a long term watershed management strategy to be effective, it needs to treffrypt@co.monterey.ca.us vanhornrw(@co.menterey.ca.us
be based on clearly identified performance goals and metrics for achieving them that
are based on the physical, chemical and biological parameters of healthy watershed I Alana Knaster Elizabeth Krafft
functions. Only then will Monterey County be able to provide long term sustainable Deputy Director Monterey County
water supplies for projected growth. Monterey County Water Resources Agency
Resource Management Agency krafftea@co.monterey.ca.us
Monterey County’s sweeping authority over land use practices and water supply is the knastera@co.monterey.ca.us
primary controlling factor in mitigating potential water quality and quantity impacts on a
watershed basis above. Therefore, the collaborative development and implementation Eric Lauritzen
of a successful long term watershed plan lies primarily within County oversight. That Monterey County
responsibility cannot be considered separately from the General Plan. Ag. Commissioner
. lauritzene@co.monterey.ca.us
Thank you for your attention to this letter. We look forward to your responses in the
EIR. If you have questions, or would like to meet to discuss these comments, please
contact Jennifer Epp at {(805) 594-6181, or Matt Thompson at (805) 549-3159.
Sincerely,
k %W &/ iitc Corame
i Roger W. Briggs
' . Executive Officer
SACEQAIComment Letters\Monterey Countythonterey County 2007 General Pian.dot
i California Envi 17 ion Agency California Epvironmental Protection Agency
| !{5 Recycied Paper &3 Reaycled Paper
‘ i
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SSOCIATION OF MONTEREY BAY AREA GOYERNMENTS

October 13, 2008

Mr. Carl Holm
Monterey County
-+ Planning Department s e e
168 West Alisal Strest, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

RE: MCH# 20080902 — Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2007
Monterey Co. General Plan

Dear Mr. Holm:
AMBAG’s Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary of notice of your
environmental document to our member agencies and interested parties for review and

[ comment. . T 1

The AMBAG Board of Directors considered the project on October 8, 2008 and has no
comments at this time. P, -

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process.
Sincerely,

u/o {\“‘Y’J

Nicolas Papadakis
Executive Director

SERVING OUR REGIONAL COMMUNITY SINCE 1968
H 445 RESERVATION ROAD, SUITE G 4 FO. BOX 809 4 MARINA,CA 93933-0609
i (831) 883-3750 4 FAX (831) 883-3755 + www.ambag.org
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WMenterey Coung/
Planning and Bui!gi/ng
Inspection Ad~inisiration

January 23, 2009

‘ M. Car] Holm

County of Monterey
| Planning Department

168 W, Alisal Street, 1¥ Floor
‘ Salinas, CA 93901

RE: MCH# 20081208 — Notice of Availability
2007 General Plan Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Holm:
AMBAG’s Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary of notice of your
environmental document to our member agencies and interested parties for review

and comment. 1

The AMBAG Board of Directors considered the project on January 14, 2009 and has
no comments at this time:

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process.

Sinegpely—" N

John Doughty
Bxecutive Director

SERVING OUR REGIONAL COMMUNITY SINCE 1968
445 RESERVATION ROAD, SUITE G 4 PO. BOX 809 + MARINA, CA 95935-0809
(831) 883-3750 4 FAX (831) 883-3755 4 www.ambag.org
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Maria Grozoa
Mayor

Nt bro Tean

S oy
Coamaimenber

Rene 1. Aleniler

P, BOX 647 147 FOURTE ST, GOKZALES, cmyon\m $8626
PHIONE €81 675.6000 FAX: (@31)675:2644.- L GPTREE
idonte roy County
Planning aritt5n!
Inspectiiomn Adimimistret

January S, 2009

Fernando Amments, Cliginmen
Monterey Cownrsy Bl off Supervisors
168 W. Afisaf Streer, Moor

Salinas; CA 93901

Re: Ciry of Gonzales. Comments on 2007 Monterey County General Plan Update
Dear Chairman Armenta and Members of the Board of Supervisors

The City of Gonzales continues to follow the evolution of the_ County General Plan
Update because our interest in the future- of the County and because of the Update's
potential effects upon the City of Gonzales. At several times during the County General
Plan Update process the City has offered comments, most recently by letters on
November 21, 2006 and December 4, 2006.

The City appreciates that the County has made various adjustments to certain plan

policies along the lines that we previously requested. However, we believe that several

parts of the plan text. still warrant adjustment. Attached to this letter, and indicated by
italics. are comments on specific policies that we recommend be modified. These are the
same comments that the City made on these specific policies in the letter of November
21, 2006. The County policies of concern are included for reference.

Gonzales will-continue to be a safe. clean. familv-friendly community. diverse in heritage. and
1 to working collab vely to preserve and retain its small town charm

L-2

CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF GONZALES
COMMENTS ON SELECTED GENERAL PLAN UPDATE POLICIES
January 5, 2008

5 "Work with AMBAG and, cities to direct the majority of urban growth
including hlg)her density housing developmem into cities and their sphere of mﬂuence
with an emphasis on redevelopment and infill. "

Comment:  Gonzales is essentially built-out with only d handfid of remaining vacant or
under-utilized parcels, all of which are small and together cannot provide for more than
about ten additional dwellings.  These cannot make a dent in the level or residential
demand projected for the area. FFurther, the City'’s ability to promote redevelopment of
residential properties is alimost non-exisient, and has been made even more limited by
recent case law.  Any real response to growth pressures for residential, commercial, |2
industrial and public uses will have to be through conversion of unincorporaied
agricultural properties general east of and ontside the City's current boundaries.

This proposed General Plan policy has the effect of forcing higher density development
into the cities that already have relatively high density, while the county General Plan
Update continues, to allow low-density, upscale housing in the outlying areas. It is
important (o keep in mind that the cities need some areas of relatively lower density,
large lot resid ! de in order to higher-end housing and a socio-
economic balance and all the benefits that can bring to the life of the city. If the County
wishes 1o retain this policy then it should conform to the same community development
standards as the cities and the Plan should be amended to make that happen so that
County development is also at higher densities.

LolicylU-219  The County shall critically review development proposals and general
plan amendments within the cities to assure that the impacts of growth in the cities on the
County's infrastructure are adequately quantified and fully mitigated.”

Comment: Projects upon which the County shonld comment are generally defined by the

inter-governmental referral process defined in the government code. These. are generally
new projects on the cities' edges. Mitigation requivemen’s are typically. established
through CEQA compliance documents.  We do not disagree that development within 3
cities affects County infrastructure, but it is equally true that County development affects
the infrastructure of the cities. The Clity of Gonzales is heavily impacted by traffic,

especially heavy irucks that originate’ in the County. The City provides the affordable
housing that supports agricultural workers within the County and bears the related
services costs. What is needed is an overall assessment of shared infrastructure impacts
and a mutually accepiable program for mitigation. Short of that, the County could find
the cities demanding mitigations of all kinds for County projects. This policy should be

Conzales will continue to be a safe. clean. family-friendly community. diverse in heritage. and
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deleted or revised to state that "The County will coordinate with the cities to evaluate
devel oposals both in the County gnd within the cities in order to discuss issues | 3
efmutual concern and to mitigate; where feasible impacts on respective infastructure”.
KiNGg CiITY

Policies AG-2.1 through 2.3 L7 F O R NI A
AG-2.1 "Agricultural support facilities such as coolers, cold storage, warehouses, Sent Via E-mail and Certified Mail
parking lots, greenhouses, temporary and permanent worker housing and offices,
processing equipment and facilities, agricultural research facilities, loading docks,

. . ) v . Lo January 29, 2009
workshops established to serve on-site and/or off-site fanning and ranching activities
shall be considered compatible and appropriate uses in the Farmiands, Permanent
Grazing, and Rural Grazing land use designations. The County shall establish an
ordinance that determines which uses require a discretionary permit." Carl Holm, Assistant Director
County of Monterey

AG-2.2 "The establishment and retention of a broad raneé of asriculrural support Planning Department
AG-2.2 "The establishment and retention of a broad rangé of agricultural support 168 West Alisal, 2% Floor
businesses and services to enhance the full development potential of the agricultural Salinas, CA 93901
industry in the County shall be encouraged and supported.”

Subject: Comments on 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft Environmental impact Report
AG-2.3 "Agricultural processing facilities for products grown in and out of the County (September 2008) - County File # PLN070525
ge cpmpauble and appropnateﬂ land uses in the Farmlands, Permanent Grazing and Rural 4 Dear M. Holm,

razing land use designations.

: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft
Comment:  These policies are a major expansion of the range of uses allowed by the Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on the
Counly in the past, and in essence allow gradual conversion of the Countys best adequacy of the DEIR. The City of King's primary considerations pertain to impacts on
agricultural lands into an agricultural industrial park. I'or many years the County's agricultural lands and City-centered growth.

/)r{l/c_y,‘ w/uc]z \w)/'kc‘d‘wlcll,‘ was fo Illl}il[ uses on (/gl‘lc‘ll/[lll‘qll))’ zoned property to those The following comments provide an overview of the policy and mitigation considerations that the
uses supporting agriculture on that site. The L‘""/'@'l{ drafi Plan language is (1 major City of King would like the County to address in the 2007 Monterey County General Plan and
change in the County s former protective treatment of the agricultural arcas. This new DEIR.
language will result in conversion of significant areas into inappropriate uses, and
increase rural traffic and roadveay safety problems that are already significant in several " Impact AG-1 (Loss of Important Farmland) states that 2,571 acres of important Farmiand
areas of the S dinas Valley. These policies encourage isolated work environments instead Wil be removed from the agricultural land uss designation through General Plan buildout
€as Of e S €y 1nese p ©5 ¢ age tsolale N ChLS ste The DEIR should describe the type, amount, and location of farmland conversion
of putting workers within cities where they can be housed and enjoy services. These resuiting directly or indirectly from both project i itation and growth i 1t
policies work against creating a good jobs housing balance within the cities and County. Feasible mitigation measures should be considered if implementation of the project will |1
result in any conversion of Important Farmland. Consideration should be given to the
Agricultural support and processing facilities are needed, but most of these facilities purchase of agricultural conservation easements on land of at least equal quality and size
should be located within the designated agricultural industrial parks of the Salinas as partial gompgn&atlon for theﬁnrept loss of agrlcyltural fand, as well as f°! the mitigation
walley cities, where infrastructure has been developed at considerable public expense. of growth inducing and cumulative impacts on agricultural land. Conservation easements
'l.a ey cities, where infrastructure as been developed at considerable public expense. can protect a portion of those remaining land resources and lessen project impacts in
The encouragement ojthese uses outside the cities widermines the financial viability accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15370.
the established and traditional farm service centers. If the County wishes to allow a
range of agricultural support uses on the farms, then these should be limited to the ® Impact AG-1 (Loss of Important Farmland) evaluates policies from the General Plan
principal of allowing only those uses that must be located on the farm to function at all ﬁ;ggg‘rj‘i © ;:rm;r:dth?é a;em'_‘m:g"rii?t:‘:a:“'?]'sn'e“:e ad};’i;\?evg?pat%t: an;qisic;"\ézféon 0{
Cerve . ” rODEELY. The ity reauests these Jjes be revise " 8 - ever, nol
ZIIL{ /.htjl »‘LL‘L 0{_1/% /rha‘limm pr (fpcl(/}. ] /)hL Wil ,f( Uests II'ZLI,?LI nj/lcbr;s ‘hf r/u "\;“/l, {0 acknowledge the inconsistency between the city-centered growth concept supported by |2
irect fiture agricultural support and processing uses 10 indusirial parks in the General Plan and Policies AG-2.1 and AG-2.3. These policies promote the
the incorporated cities. Uses allowed in the rural farming areas should be limited to development of agricultural support and processing facilities in the unincorporated area
those uses that are soils de fent or that cannof ¢ffectively. unction except on the farm on lands designated as Farmland, Permanent Grazing and Rural Grazing. The General
te and whic, ] N Plan is averly vague in its definition of agricultural support facilities:
Gonzales will continue to be a safe. clean. family-friendly community. diverse in heritage. and :r%Rls(t:rgcl:-tIiRArlrnZU;roi-{a;f;ﬁ[el:jlig r;lfansr:he us_te of ad/strucizl;re_i \apd or land
1o working colle vely to preserve and retain its small town charm principally pport on-site andfor of-site tarming or
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ranching activities including but not jimited to coolers, cold storage, loading docks,
and workshops.

While the City of King strongly supports the agricultural industry, Policies AG-2.1 and AG-
2.3 could lead to the development of a more industrial character in the unincorporated 2
areas of the County, rather than preserve the rural environment and Important Farmland.
To be consistent with the city-centered growth concept, the County should include
mitigation measures or General Plan programs to direct these industrial fadilities to more
appropriate areas within the incorporated cities and close to infrastructure and housing.

»  [mpact AG-2 {Agricultural Use Zoning and Willlamson Act Contracts) discusses potential
conflicts between the 2007 General Plan and agriculturally zoned land or land under a
Williamson Act contracts. However the discussion does not adequately address the
CEQA threshold - conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
contract. The discussion should be expanded to address and mitigate the following
issues:

o Additional impacts the project may have on lands under Williamson Act contract 3
such as potential contract cancellations or nonrenewals.

o Whether the project may result in zoning precluding agricultural use in
agricultural preserve areas as defined in the Willlamson Act (Government Code §
51230).

o Impacits on current and future agricultural operations, land-use conflicts, and
potential increases in property values and taxes from project implementation.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. The staff contact in this office is
Maricruz Aguilar, Assistant Planner. Please contact her as needed with any questions (831) 386-
5916.

Sincerely, a%
Mhchue{Howsprg
Michael Powers

City Manager

| cc: City Manager
i City Council
Community Development Department
City Clerk
|
|
|
|

212 S. VANDERHURST AVENUE e KiNG CiTY, CA 93930
PHoNE: (831) 385-3281 e Fax: (831) 386-6887
i WWW.KINGCITY.COM
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Calderon, Vanessa A. x5186

From: Maricruz Aguilar [maguilar@kingcity.com)]
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2009 6:20 PM

To: ceqacomments

Subject: City of King Comment Letter - County GP DEIR

To Whom It May Concern:

T am attaching an electronic copy of the City of King's comments regarding the Monterey
County’s General Plan Draft EIR. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Original will follow.
Thank you,

Maricruz Aguilar, Assistant Planner

02/03/2009
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L-5
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
200 Lincoln Avenue Salinas, California 93901 (831) 758-7201 Fax (831) 758-7368

1,‘3“lonle,re} Col
January 8, 2009 iannin® and
Spec cn Az~

Carl Holm, Assistant Planning Director
County of Monterey RMA

Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: 2007 GENERAL PLAN AND DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONME
IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Holm

The City of Salinas submits the following comments on the County of Monterey's 2007 General
Plan and Draft Program Environmental [mpact Report. Many of the City's comments have been
previously submitted in response to the 2006, version of the General Plan Update.  These
concerns remain applicable where similar policies exist. ~ Copies of the City's prior
correspondence dated October 6, 2006 and September 25, 2007 are attached.

Land Use

Greater Salinas Area Plan Policies GS-1.1 through GS-1.12 identify multiple Special Treatment
Areas (STAs) and Study Areas (SAs), including Butterfly Village, Spence/Potter/Encinal Road
and Highway 68/Foster Road among others. These STAs and SAs are intended to establish
standards to guide development at those locations. In some cases, this is accomplished quite
effectively. For example, GS 1.4 stipulates that development would only be allowed under
specific conditions, within the identified land use boundaries shown in the Area Plan. In other
areas, discussed further below, the Greater Salinas Area Plan does not establish clear guidelines
for orderly development or does so in a manner that is inconsistent with the Greater Salinas Area
Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOU)

As you know, the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOU) was
adopted at a historic joint session of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors and Salinas City
Council on August 29, 2006.

Some of the key elements of the GSA-MOU (excerpted and paraphrased below) were:

« City growth to the North and East, except as provided in the agreement;
+  County support for the City's Future Growth Area annexation proposal to LAFCO;

Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
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Carl Holm Carl Holm

2007 Monterey County General Plan
January 6, 2009

2007 Monterey County General Plan
January 6, 2009

County support for the City's Fresh Express and Uni-Kool annexation proposals, subject 1.3, however, the addition of general commercial uses as contemplated by Policy GS-1.5, or any
to appropriate environmental review, and subject to appropriate agricultural conservation commercial uses other than row-crop agriculture along this agricultural, scenic corridor would
easements; not be appropriate.

+  Agricultural easements to the west and south; The City of Salinas has been diligent in its adherence to maintaining a distinct urban boundary.

Unfortunately, that distinction is often blurred by commercial ventures at important gateways

*  Consultation with the City in the planning process for any development in the Greater into the City. Of particular note is the cluster of heavy commerecial, storage and even a mobile
Salinas Planning Area; home park at the northerly entrance to the City as viewed from US 101. We fear that similar

conditions are evolving along Highway 68 just south of Salinas as a series of metal buildings,

+ No development by County contiguous to the City limits if those proposals require either ostey'ﬂslbly "ﬁll.lt sta.nds" are being developed. The aforementioned Policy GS-1.5 affirms the
or both a General Plan amendment or a rezoning. Proposals requiring such changes shall City's concern in this regard.
be referred to the City for consideration and possible annexation;

The City also questions Policy GS-1.6 addressing the potential development of commercial uses

«  City and County support for regional transportation system (TAMC); on commercially designated parcels between Harrison Road and Highway 101 to the north of the

. : City. It is the City's position that any commercial development along this city gateway should

«  County development of a County-wide Traffic Impact Fee within 18 months of the be limited to only the redevelopment of those properties containing existing development.

adoption of the County General Plan; Additional development is inherently in conflict with the idea of city-centered growth and in
’ conflict with the spirit of the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding.  Absent

« City and County cooperation regarding the alignment of the future Westside Bypass 1 further consultation with the City. any undeveloped properties between Harrison Road and | 1
wh (ch shall establish a deve]npma:t boundary for the City: N Highway 101 should be designated and limited to agricultural farmland use.

o TPevelanment in area west of Pavic Road and east of th v Westaide By, If not limited to row crop production, as a gateway into the City of Salinas (if not annexed into
;X;ll‘;;;l;l ?gutvhe Bo;;;lda Iz;d;;’;fopl‘r:e;;l\lsre;“;l;;l‘iub: l;;;lite d ;;exp;;;;;;r; (;fél t\;'; the City of Salinas), at minimum the properties should be developed to a very high architectural
retail sales capacity and shall take place after annexation; standard.

. : . . . . Policy GS-1.11 establishing a study area for Espinosa Road suggests the intention of the
C:t} and County to wol.'k.coopcram ely to add.rcss mpac ts on the Rr.:clamallon Ditch introduction of industrial uses in this location. Consideration of a General Plan policy and the
Watershed Area, recognizing that a comp! rehensive ﬁm.n cing program 15 needeld. County establishment of a Special Study Area would is not an appropriate solution to a code
to complete a nexus study and hearing process, within 36 months of adoption of the . M . . S . . L
GSA-MOU [August 29. 2009 enforcement concern. The introduction of industrial uses in this location - in near proximity to
3 [August 29, - the City of Salinas is in conflict with the principles of city-centered growth and again in conflict
with the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding.
Our review of the 2007 General Plan and Draft Program EIR has focused first and foremost on : e
an analysis of consistency with the GSA-MOU. The City of Salinas is pleased to see that the The City of Salinas is also concerned regarding Policy GS-6.2 permitting the development of
Land Use Map for the Greater Salinas Area has been amended to restore an Agricultural land use - ) . S s 4 -2 pert g veop
dosienation to those lands proviously considered in the prior versions of the Rancho San Juan coolers, cold rooms, loading docks and farm equipment shops on agriculturally designated land.
& pre - X © p P . These are industrial activities and as such should be located in an appropriate industrially
Specific Plan (pre Butterfly Village). The exception being those existing developed commercial desionated. city-centered location
parcels adjacent Highway 101 at the northerly entrance to the City. As we have mentioned in stgnated, eity )
our informal monthly City — County staff meetings, it would be appropriate to designate that area Circulation
northeasterly of the City as a Special Study Area (SA) subject to specific planning requirements I—
and its potential annexation into the City of Salinas. The discussion regarding the public transportation services provided by Monterey-Salinas
The City maintains its advocacy of city-centered growth and was therefore, concerned to see an Transit fails to mention the service provided to South County. 2
2‘;13::‘;ﬁiﬁi‘ﬁ&:ﬁ:&eg&iﬁ?é;r the development of general commerefal uses in the vicinity The City is pleased to see that the Capital Improvement and Financing Plan (CIFP) are to be
R completed within the 18 month period established by the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of
The City appreciates the agricultural-tourism nature of “The Farm, " as addressed in Policy GS- Understanding (GSA-MOU). It is interesting that the County has determined that Level of
2 3
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Carl Holm Carl Holm
2007 Monterey County General Plan 2007 Monterey County General Plan
January 6, 2009 January 6, 2009
Service (LOS) D is being proposed as a County standard. LOS D is more typically an urban County of Monterey consider the Agricultural Land Preservation Program established in |5
rather than rural standard. LOS D may be appropriate in designated Community Areas; however consultation with the County of Monterey as a potential regional model [Resolution No. 19422
as an overall standard for the County, it may condone traffic congestion in rural locations where | 2 (NCS)] for the loss of important farmland.
traffic problems are typically not anticipated. Regrettably, the electorate did not see the ultimate
value in Measure Z (the 2 cent sales tax initiative to address region and local serving roads) Water Resource M: t
which makes it all the more imperative that the County of Monterey along with other regional
entities adopt timely transportation congestion/safety policies. The Water Resources section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2007 Monterey
County General Plan update commendably addresses many of the hydrologic conditions
throughout the County of Monterey. However, with the attention that the community has given
Can Lake, and with the concerns expressed by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency,
The City of Salinas questions Policy OS-1.1 encouraging the establishment voluntary restrictions the City was surprised to note that Section 4.3 Water Resources did not address this significant
to the development potential of property located in designated visually sensitive areas. Monterey natural stormwater management facility along with the accompanying 1907 Reclamation Ditch
County is visually stunning, Areas which are deemed to be visually sensitive should have that was created to enable the cultivation of this watershed feature.
development regulations and public review processes established to ensure that Policies OS-1.2
through OS-1.9 remain viable. It is vital that the County implement Paragraph #13 of the GSA-MOU and work in good faith
3 with the City and other interested parties to complete its comprehensive financing program for
Regarding Policy OS-3.7 encouraging #he voluntary preparation of a coordinated resources the Reclamation Ditch, including finalization of the nexus study and hearing process.
plan inwat eds of State I impaired waterways; the City of Salinas
encourages the County of Monterey to require the preparation of stormwater management and The City did note the reference to existing storm drain systems and the potential that they may be
control plans meeting the requirements as imposed on the City by the state Central Coast insufficient to accommodate future "Special Treatment Areas" outside of the city-limits. The
Regional Water Quality Control Board. This is particularly relevant to those properties within properties within these "Special Treatment Areas” must be included in the solution to address the
the Zone 9 watershed area as defined by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency. deficiencies identified by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency.
6
Safety The Reclamation Ditch is a man made feature connecting the regions natural watercourses:
Gabilan and Natividad Creeks and Alisal and Tembledero Sloughs. As these natural and man-
Safety policy S-2.3 provides for an exemption to the guidelines established by FEMA and the made riparian and drainage features are improved the City of Salinas encourages the County to
National Flood Insurance Programs as well as ordinances enacted by the Monterey County establish policies that would establish a recreation trail extending from the foothills of the
Board of Supervisors for grading activities carried out in the course of routine agricultural Gabilan Mountains to the beach at Moss Landing for the benefit of all our respective residents.
operations. It has been the City of Salinas’ experience that the greatest contributor to the
siltation of the creeks and their tributaries flowing through the City is a result of upstream The City of Salinas appreciates that the County of Monterey has had many challenges throughout
agricultural grading practices. The City of Salinas recommends an agricultural grading policy 4 its lengthy General Plan Update process. The City also acknowledges that the adoption of the
that would result in the detention/retention of storm and irrigation water on-site.  Table PS-1 GPU initiates the requirement to bring all of the County's land use, zoning and development
indicates that agricultural lands result in no net increase in harmful run-off. This statement is policies into conformance with the General Plan. In this regard, the City of Salinas urges the
contrary to the herbicide and pesticide measurements that have been collected in the stream County of Monterey to limit the permissive and conditionally permissive land uses and
corridors flowing through the City as a result of upstream agricultural operations. Drainage and development that may be considered in Agriculturally designated lands which surround the cities
agricultural management and mitigation monitoring plans should be required for run-off into the of the Salinas Valley to maintain the distinct urbanlrural boundaries that contribute so
regional watershed. significantly to the beauty and bounty of this region.
Agriculture
The 2007 General Plan update anticipates the conversion of approximately 2,571 acres of
Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Although the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) states that no mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is feasible, the City was 5
pleased to see the commitment to the preparation, adoption and implementation of a program to
mitigate for the loss of that farmland in Policy AG-1.2. The City of Salinas recommends that the
4 5
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Carl Holm
2007 Monterey County General Plan
January 6, 2009

City of Salinas

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
200 Lincoln Avenue Salinas, California 93901 (831) 758-7201 Fax (831) 758-7368

The City is grateful for the progress that that been made and hopes that its comments assist in
improving the document and ensuring that mitigation measures are consistent with the GSA-
MOU.

Scptember 25, 2007

Respectfully submitted, BYJLAND DELIRY

CITY OF'SALINAS Chairman Davc¢ Potter
Vice-Chair Fernando Armenta and Members of the

/
/ / y Monterey County Board of Supervisors
W% 168 Wost Alisal St.. Lst Floor
S~ v) Salinas. CA 93901

[e TN
IE FIELD; . . . . N
City Manager | Re:  City of Salinas Comments re Planning Commission Recommendations for GPU-5

(// Dear Chairman Potter and Members of the Board:

Pleasc accept these comments on behalf of the Cits of Salinas concerning the recommendations
by the Planning. Commission and the Planning Commission Ad Hoc Subcommittee for GPU-3
Enclosures The City commends the County’s efforts to arrive at & 1 and credible

General Plan update document.

Correspondence dated October 6, 2006 and September 25, 2007 ) o

Resolution No. 19422 establishing an Agricultural Land Preservation Program The City's primary considerations pertain to policics in support of City Centered Growth. and
development in the Greater Salinas Arca Ihe Greater Salinas Arca Memorandum of

o Mayor and Salinas City Council gfwdc‘rs-‘al?dung (GS‘A»MOU). approt od by (?lcyl\{lol?tur- (Tount) Board of Supervisors and the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors Sdllr)& City ‘L(vunu] on August 29, 2006 ((mquhud s Exhibit A) establishes a framework of | 7
("(t) Any g 24 P guiding principles to ensure orderly and appropriate development for the Greater Salinas arca.

ity Attorney

Deputy City Manager / City Engineer

This is consistent with our previous communications to the County. most recently in October
2006 (copy of Ietter attached as LxhibitB).

It is critical to the City of Salinas that GIPU-5 be consistent with the GSA-MOU and that the
GSA-MOU be distributed and reviewed as part of the regular planning and ¢nvironmental review
process for any project or development in the Greater Salinas Area of Montercy County
Specific comments pertaining to the Planning Commission recommendation are as follows:

¢ Rancho San Juan:  The City positively considers the deletion of Rancho San Juan/
Butterfly Village as a "Community Arca" in GPU-3 | 8

+ Dewl in (he Greater Salinas Area:  The City notes that under the GSA-MOU, the
City and County agreed that "developments within the arca designated by the County | 9
General Plan as the Greater Salinas Planning Arca S Cl
j ¢ ing " (GSA-MOU, Paragraph 6 (cmphasis added))
6
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Monterey County Board of Supervisors
September 25, 2007
Page 2

: G Arcas generally:  Co ity Arca policics that cstablish designated arcas
for urban uses are not generally consistent with basic and widely aceepted
growth” principles  which are city-centered and take advantage of existing urban 10
infrastructure, transit and public and emergency serviees.  Any development within
designated "Community Arcas” (including redevelopment arcas) should not proceed
prior to the adoption of a Community Plan or Specific Plan

+ Doronda; With respect to the designation of Boronda as a "Community Area”. the City

notes that any development in the undeveloped southern portion of the Boronda |11
Redevelopment area must be consistent with Paragraph 14-15 of the GSA-MOU

+  Affordable Housing Overlays: The City notes that under the GSA-MOU, the City and
County agreed "to support cach other's efforts to construct affordable housing throughout 12

the Countynecessary to achieve the Fair Share Housing Allocation as approved by the
Association of Monterey Bay Arca Governments (AMBAG)." (GSA-MOU, Paragraph
16 (emphasis added)) The City commends the County's efforts to promote affordable
housing throughout the County

¢+ Imaffic. Inaddition to the Planning Commission's recommendation that the Board
require the adoption of a concepi-level Capital Improvement Financing Plan (CIFP). the
City notes that the GSA-MOU also requires the County "to develop a County-wide 13
Traffic Impact fee program for the improvement of major County roads in accordance
with the County's adopted General Plan." (GSA-MOU, Paragraph 0.} Also, please note
our previous coneerns with the tratfic modeling assumptions preparcd for the 2006
General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.

Awnexaions:  The City and County have also agreed "to work cooperatively and
expeditiously in annexation matters consistent with this agreement.”  (GSA-MOU.
Paragraph 8.)

These comments are not intended to be exclusive and merely highlight some of the provisions of
the GSA-MOU that have application to GPU-3.

‘The City is available and welcomes the opportunity meet and consult with County staff
concerning any of these commients.

Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,

pea—

DAVE MORA
City Manager

Monterey County Board of Supervisors
September 23, 2007

Page 3

Enclosurcs
Exhibit A -- City of Salinas Letter to Mike Novo dated October 6. 2006
Exhibit B -- GSA-MOU

oo Mayor and City Council (without ¢nclosurcs)

Vanessa Vallarta. City Attorney (w/ enclosures)

Robert C. Russell, PE, Deputy City Manager/City Engineer (w/o enclosures)
Jorge Rifa, Deputy City Manager (w/o enclosures)

Mike Nove. Monterey County Planning Departrent (w/ enclosures)

Wayne Tanda. Resource Management Ageney (w/ enclosures)

Charles. McKee. County Counsel (w/ enclosures)
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GREATER SALINAS AREA
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Preface

The negotiated terms of the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) will replace the previous Boronda Memorandum of I Tnderstanding hetwpn the
City of Salinas and the County of Monterey and shall be adopted only after a joint public
meeting of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors and the Salinas City Council. In
the evént of a successful challenge to any provision of this MOU by a third party, such
provision shall be. removed from the Greater Salinas Area MOU.

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), by and between the County of Monterey
(County) and the City of Salinas (City), is to set forth certain agreements between the
parties to express their intent to jointly pursue action to assure orderly and appropriate
land 'use development in the area designated in the General Plan of Monterey County as
the Greater Salinas Area Plan area and in the City of Salinas. Specific objectives to be
achieved through the implementation of the land use and associated policies included in
this MOU are the preservation of certain sgriculture land, the provision of future growth
areas, and the provision of adequate financing for the services and facilities of benefit to
the residents of the Greater Salinas Area Plan area and the City. It is recognized that,
with respect to some of the provisions set forth herein, numerous actions must be taken
pursuant to State and local laws and regulations before such policies can be implemented.
Such actions include, in some instances; the need to comply with the California
Fuviromnental Quality Act (CEQA), the need. to hold public hearings and/or otherwise
seek public input | before res,chmg binding decisions, and the need to obtain approvals
sther agencies such as fhe Local Ag jon (LAFCO) For al
such provisions, this MOU shall be understood to constitute tentative polic

commitments that can only become fully binding after all such legal prerequisites have
been satisfied. Even so, both parties agree to make a good faith effort to follow and
implement the provisions of this MOU subject to the foregoing.

cy Formatioi C

The City and County do hereby mutually agree to the following

Ci

1. City and County agree that the future growth direction of the City shall be to the
north and cast of the current City limits, except as otherwise provided for in this

MOU.
2. County supports the City's 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence/Annexation
Proposal to LAFCO to the north and east of the City's existing City Limits {Exhibit
3. County supports the City’s 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence’ at

Proposal to LAFCO to the south of the City's existing City Limits (Exhibit m for the
exclusive purpose of agricultural processing and processing capacity (Fresh Express).
County further supports future City Sphere of Influence./ Annexation proposals to the

L-5
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GREATER 8 ATINAS ARTA
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

south of the Cit's existing City Limit for the esclusive purpuse of agricultural
ing capacity (Unikool), subject to the establishment of
appropriate agriculrural conservation casements

4. ity and Cannty agree to the eraatinn and bupl mentatinn of agriviilhiral
conservation easements in the wnincorporated areas to the west and south of the
City's Sphere of lafluence insofar as the casements are consisrent with the adopred
Géneral Plans of the two jurisdictions.

5. Cire and County agree to work cooperatively and in concert with the affected

property owners to annes developed unincorporated areas fe.g. Bolsa Knolls)
chibit A and o

ion nm \up])()rl these areas subject to the propun ownens paying any
required saoitation system connection fees established by MRWPCAL It is
auticipated that an initial effort consistent with this aonexation commitmeat shall
be cooperatian by all s o consider and Facilitae the proposed Chapin Rogge
Road annexation applicarion insofar as thé annexation is consisrent with the
provisions of LAFCO,

and County.agree that developments within the City's 2003 Preliminary

hall only occur affer annexation to the
ity and that the City shall consule with the County in the planaing process. City
and County also agree that the developments within the area designated by the
County General Plan as the Geeatee Salinas Planning Area shall only oceue after
consultation with the City in the planning process

7. City and County agree that the County shall not process any proposals for
development in ateas contiguous (immediately adjacent) to the Ciry's Ciy Limir /
+it those proposals would require cither or both a County General Plin amendment
ot a rezoning. Proposals for development requi General Plan amendment or
a rezoning shall be referred o the City for considern
o the City.

ion and possible anacxation

£

City and County agree to work cooperatively and expeditiously in aanexation
matters consistent with this agrecment

and County agree to support fees and tases needed 1o mifigate the collective

impact of new and existing development on the regional ransportation system to
the exrent that the fees and raxes reflect the overall financing program adopred by
AMC

100 City and Counry agree that County will develop a County-wide Tratfic Impact fee

program for the improvement of major County roads in accordance with the
County's adopted General Plan. The County fee program will be developed in
consultation with TAMC and Monterey Couaty cities. 1t recognized that there

Page_ s
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AEMORANDUNM OF UNDERSTANDING

cooperatively /s wesnre that those commitments will result from and nmum the
final approvals for development and anniesation fo the Ciry < O
“ounty fuether agree that there will be no final development approv:
completion of all requirements (ncluding final LAFCO approval) for annexation
of the subject area to the Ciry of Salinas,

will be development within the Ciry of Saliaas relared 1o the anficipated
nexation of land to the north and cast of the existing City Limits, a
desie of both jurisdictions that the County ot rely upon the imposition of an ad
1y development. Therefore the development of the Traffic
Salinas . trea, as shown in Fxhibit R, will he a prinrity and a
nexus study and hearing process should be completed within 18 months of
adoption of the 2006 Counry General Plag. The Counry Uraffic Impact liee will
be imposed on devclopment in affected cities and unincorporated arcas

City and Count agree that infill development in the nothern portion. o/ s
Bor mhRuh.\dopmu\lI’m]Lu Area (Lishibit 1) Will confinue to be process
by the County subject to consultation with the City.

1. Gty and County agree to work cooperatively on esmablishing the alignment,

5. City and County agree tha n property tax generated within the Boronda

RLdu ¢ npmuw Area o uumnuc o acerue o the Boronda Redevelopment
20016)
6)

ng of the regional roadway Facility commonly referred to as
xpedite the mmplunon of a Project Study Repart

Area Plan. me\ completion of the \ﬂ)ﬂ.mumunul
Redevelopment Propecty Tax increment sl
the Countr on a 51/50 hasis

Lall cstablish the duelopmun Doundary ﬂn the €
is the infent of both parrics to miniinizé the impacr on'agriculraral land in
s ing the Wi le Bypass alignment so that the ultimate alignment shall
not result in the development of acres of agricultural land in excess of that

anticipated in the Westside Brpass alignment as showa in the City of Salinas Alfordable Housing
2002 adopted General Plan LLShilir()

e allocated between-the City'and

16. City mnd County agree to suppost cach other's efforts o construct affordable
housing throughout the County necessary to achieve the Faie Share Tlousiag
Mllocation as approved by the Association of Monterer Bay vrea Government

MBAG).

12, City and County agree that furure development hetween the area west of Davis
Road and east of the future Westside Bypass, excluding the Boronda
Redevelopment Project arca, shall be limited to expansion of the Cire retail sales (
capacity and shall take place after annexation.

17. Girv and County agree that if the 100 affordable housing project on Rogge
1ty in 2006 is annexed to the City that the project shall
‘e Share | lousing Allocation

13 City and County agree 1o, work cooperatively fo address the collective impact of
current and anticipated land uses in the Reelmaation Diteh Warershed Area
There is a recognition that a comprehensive financing program is needed that
includes grants, henefit assessments. approptiate development impact fees. and Other
special usses required w tdfiress current and amficipated impacts. The Couaty. in
consultation with the Citr, should complete a nesus study and hearing process
ing bencfir of current and existing land ses, within 36 moaths of adoption
5 MOU. The adopred impact fec will be imposed on cureent and existing
s in both the City and unincorporated arcas.

Road approved by the Co
be eredited to the County's

18. City and County mutually agree that ncither will pursue future devclopment
related htigation against- he other insofar as the subject development 1s consstent
with this agreement. .

Boronda Project Area

CITY OF SALINAS COUNTY OF MONTEREY

14 City and County agree that i the undeveloped souther portion of the Boronda LA
A political subdivision’ the Statc of California

Redevelopment Project Area (Lixhibit 1) the County shall take the lead in the \ .

lanning, revic and approval process subject to concureent City review so that ot IIMI corporation of th

planning, review, and apy P | By =

the final approved project is consistent'with existing City development srandards B3y . -
gizes the County's desire and intent to assure devclopment that is Jerry Smith

consistent with commitments made fo the Boranda community-regarding required \ma Caballero, Mavor ’

amendments to the cursent adopied Boronda Community Plan and that the’ ’ Chairman of the Bosrd of Supervisors

anticipaed development is assumed 1o provide financial benefir-O.c, ta D /) E—

increment) to the Boronda Development Area. City and County will work Dated: 9z bC

“Page Jofs Pugedors
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Boronda Redovelopment
Project Area
Already it SO1

'EXHIBIT A

Salinas 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence (SOn!
Annexation Proposal Map
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Salinas Western Bypass
(Westside Bypass)

EXTIBIT C

Westside Bypass Alignment
City Salinas 2002 General Plan
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New Development

EXHIBIT D

North Boronda Redevelopment Proj ect Area
South Boronda Redevelopment Project Area
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City of Salinas

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
200 Lincoln Avenue Salinas, California 93901 (831) 758-7201 Fax (831) 758-7368

October 6. 2006

Mike Novo. Interim Planning Direclor

County of Monterey. Resource Management Ageney
Planning Dcpartment

168 West Alisal Street, Sccond Floor

Salinas. CA 93901

SUBJECT: 2006 MONTEREY COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND GENERAL PLAN EIR

Dcar Mr. Novo

The August 15, 2006 Monterey County staff presentation to the Salinas City Council was
beneficial and assisted the City Council to identify arcas of importance to the City of Salinas and
its residents. The City's primary considerations pertain to policies in support of City Centered
Growth and the Greater Salinas Arca. Tt is acknowledged that the Greater Salinas Arca
Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOU). approved by the Monterey County Board of
Supervisors and the Salinas City Council on August 29, 2006 (copy attached) cstablishes a
framework of guiding principles to ensure orderly and appropriate development for the Greater
Salinas arca.

The following comments provide an overview of the policy considerations that the City of.
Salinas would like thc County of Montcrey to address in the. 2006 Monterey County General
Plan (2006 GPU). In general. the City of Salinas cxpects the adopted County General Plan to be
consistent with the GSA-MOU

I rowth
Policics LU-2.1—LU-2 4 should cross reference City Centered Growth policies LU-2:15-
2.19.

Policy 2.15 does not acknowledge the sovereignty of local junisdictions and reads as 1f it
was a policy for other jurisdictions to implement. As such. an appropriate revision to this
policy would be encourage rather than emphasize redevelopment and infill.

Developy proposals that are i to current or planned city limits « should be
directed to the respective city for annexation and development.

Policy LU-2.17a. should be expanded to dircct, to the greatest extent possible,
development to the existing incorporated cities within the Salinas Valley in accordance
with the jurisdiction's adopted General Plan.

Policy LU-2.17b. is overly broad. Establishing a "demonstrable benefit to the residents
of the County as a whole" is quitc vague and bears no relationship to the findings that
LAFCO must cstablish for the determination of a jurisdiction's sphere of influcnce, The

EXHIBI
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City rccommends that this policy be deleted.

* Policy LU-2.18. “The County shall critically review development proposals and general
plan amendments within cities to asstre that the impacts of growth in cities on the
County’s infrastrieciture are adequately quantified andfid/ly mitigated is expressed in an
overbearing manner and docs not reflect the spirit of cooperation embodied in the
GSAMOU. It is recommended that this policy be cither deleted or restated to indicate
that the County will coordinate with cities to cooperatively evaluate development
proposals both in thc County and within the cities to discuss issucs of mutual concern . and
to mitigate. when feasible. impacts on infrastructure

Community Arca Policies LU-2.20-2.27 establishing designated arcas for urban uses is
contrary to the fundamental principle of City Centered Growth

Policy L1J-2.25 should be revised to prohibit devel within desi 1 C
Arcas (including redevelopment arcas) prior to the adoption of a Community Plan or
Specific Plan.

Agricultural Policics AG-2.1 and AG-23 prq the development of agricultural
support and processing facilities in the unine. pocated arca on lands designated as
Farmland, Permancnt Grazing and Rural Grazing. These policies are contrary to City
Centered Growth. These policics allow for the conversion of prime agricultural lands
into industrial business parks. Agricultural support and processing facilities are a critical
component of the regional economy, however, these industrial facilities are most
appropriately located in the incorporated cities where infrastructure has been developed
and where the workforee resides.

The discussion regarding public transit services should be ¢xpanded to address MST's
service to South County

Policy C-1.1 implics that Levels of Service (LOS) may be reduced through a Community
Plan This policy should be reconsidered If L.OS cannot be maintained at the
appropriate standard, the approving authority may make findings of overriding
consideration in conjunction with its consideration of the environmental impact report for

the Community Plan

Policy C-18 is similar to Policy LU-2.18 discussed above. The City recommends that
the policy be revised to indicate that the County will coordinate with citics to
cooperatively evaluate development proposals both in the County and within the cities to
discuss issucs of mutual concern and to mitigate. when feasible. impacts on the
circulation svstem.

*  Policy C-4.3 implies that agricultural uses take precedence over all other uses — the
development of an efficient circulation system is a benefit for all including agricultural
users. All public rights of way should include appropriate provisions for drainage and
utilitics: however, agricultural drainage should not be a part of the public infrastructurc.

*+  Policies C-5.1-C-5.6 support scenic roads and highways.  As such. all of the County's
roads and highways should be considered scenic. Monterey County and its incorporated
citics rely on the quality of the landscape to support its principal cconomic activitics:
agriculture and tourism. This also supports Policy LU-1.12 that discourages off site
advertising. The City of Salinas has prohibited the crection of new billboards and off
premisc advertising structurcs for many vears and recommends that Monterey County
also consider such a prohibition.

* Policy C-6.31isT ded to include a to City Centered Growth as urban
deselopment allows for more viable transit options

mservation. n

*  Policy 0S-1.1 encouraging voluntary restrictions to the development potential of
property located in a visually sensitive arca 1s meaningless. Development in visually
sensitive arcas should be linked to an implementation program or mitigation measure as
appropriate

Em.

*  Policy $-6.3 (mislabeled as Policy P-6.3) indicates service levels for urban (Community
Arcas). suburban (Rural Centers) and rural arcas. The response time for urban arcas is
cstablished as 8 minutes or less. 90% of the time. The County may wish to consider a
more aggressive response time similar to the City of Salinas. The emergency response
serviee level adopted in the.City's General Plan is 6 minutes. 90% of the time

rvi

o whether there is 2 long term sustainable water supply

« Policy PS-3.2 2" in deter: :
Pol 3.2 rg whether there is 2 long term sustainable water supply.

credit may be given for a significant reduction in the historic waler use on site. Up to

30% of the average annual water usc of 10 of the previous 20 years may be conserved for
the proposed development.” The intent of this policy is unclear. As it reads. onc is led
to believe that the policy is intended to contravene the doctrine of correlative rights and
reasonable use which gives an overlying property owner the right to the reasonable use of
the basin supply. Establishing thc "reasonable usc” of the water basin is ty pically
established by creating a water balance demonstrating that the new use will use no more
water than the historic use. This policy scems to imply that the "reasonable use” fora
new us¢ is onc-half that of the historic use on the property. This policy appears
incquitable.
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*  Policy PS-4.5- "New development proposed in the service arca if existing wastewater
collection, treatment and disposal should seck service from those facilitics whenever
possible." The City recommends that this policy emphasize City Centered Growth and
be strengthened to require annexation into a member agency's jurisdiction,

Agricultural

*  The inconsistency of policics AG-2.1 and AG-2.3, that support the conversion of
farmland and grazing lands to agricultural support and processing facilitics with the
fundamentals of City Centered Growth is discussed above. The use of farmlands and
grazing lands should be limited to raising crops and grazing livestock. The addition of
industrial uses in locations outside of incorporated jurisdictions exacerbates traffic
conditions on rural roads not designed to accommodate significant movements of
truck traffic. Further, these policics have the potential ta create isolated work
environments in locations bereft of appropriate urban services and housing to serve
the workforce. Additionally. the conversion of farmlands and grazing lands to support
industrial processing would result in the crosion of the scenic aspects of the open
lands used for row crop production and livestock grazing to the detriment of the
region's attractivencss as atourist destination.

Economic Development

*  Policics AG-2.1 and AG-2.3 policies conflict with Economic Development policy
ED-2.3 which states: "Work with cities to placc commercial and industrial
development in the most appropriate locations.”

«  Policy ED-2.3 should reference and reinforee City Centered Growth.
Gr Sali e Plan S Polici

* FIGURE #10 Land Usc Plan Greater Salinas

This map and inserts continue to n,ﬂc,ct urban land uses in the arca formerly designated
San J ith signi s of the property desi d for high density

n,sldumu] industrial and comm«,rcn] uses. The area is designated as a "Stud\ Arca"

however the City recommends that the underlying land uses be designated as

Agricultural Farmlands until the study is completed through cither a Community Plan

or Specific Plan in conjunction with the annexation into the City of Salinas.

Further, the City also recommends that the lands located northeasterly of the City's
Futurc Growth Area (the gencrally triangularly shaped arca formed by the extension of
San Juan Grade road |both sides| and Old Stage Road as it extends to Crazy Horse
Canyon Road be designated as a Study Arca. Development within this arca should be
prohibited until the adoption of the required Community Plan or Specific Plan in
cotjunction with the annexation into the City of Salinas. The insert map entitled

Mike Novo
October 6, 2006
Page 5of 6

Butterfly Village and Rancho San Juan should be revised to include only the approved
Butterfly Villageproject reflecting the Board of Supervisor's action. The inclusion of
balance of the former Rancho San Juan area in this detail is mislcading as Rancho San
Juan is now limited to only Butterfly Village

The Greater Salinas Area Land Use Map should also acknowledge the City's Future -
Growth Arca initially adopted by the City 1n 1988. and affirmed with the City's adoption
of its 2002 General Plan

Policy GS-1.1 discusscs the requirement for a special study for the arca located north of
Russell Road between Harrison Road and San Juan Grade Road adjacent the 67 1-acre
Butterfly Village (a.k.a. Revised Rancho San Juan Specific Plan). Included in the
discussion is a list of affected participants — the City of Salinas must be included in this
discussion as should opportunitics for City Centered Growth.

In addition to the above referenced General Plan policics. the City of Salinas has a potentially
significant concern with the traffic modeling assumptions prepared for the 2006 General Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report. The basis of this concern stems from the work
recently conducted by Febr & Peers Transportation Consultants to asscss the transportation
tmplications of the Salinas Future Growth Arca proposal using the AMBAG Regional Traffic
Demand Forecasting Model. Seemingly, this traffic model includes a number of assumptions
regarding trip distribution that appear to be flawed.  The “flaws" seem to undermine the validity
of the "regional model." Fehr & Pecers have indicated that the model may be able to be utilized.
however, it will take a significant effort in time and resources to correct the problems. Given the
controversial nature of transportation related concerns. the City of Salinas would urge the
comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report be extended until the concerns with
thc AMBAG Regional Traffic Demand Forccasting Model can be resolved.
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Mike Novo

October 6. 2006
Page 6 of 6

Thank vou for presenting these concerns and considerations to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.
Sincerels.

st

DAVE MORA
City Manager

Ce: Mayvor and City Council
Vanessa Vallarta. City Attorncy,
Robert C. Russell. PE. Deputy City Manager/City Engineer
Jorge Rifa. Deputy City Manager

L-5

RESOLUTION NO. 19422 (N.C.S.)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CI'TY COUNCIL OF ;THE CT1Y OUSALINAS
APPROVING THE AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the City of Salinas has adopted and implemented various policics and
mitigation measurcs in its 2002 General Plan and General Plan Final Program EIR relating to the
conversion of agricultural lands o urban uscs;

WHEREAS, these policics and measures include cooperation and agreements with the
County of Monterey to confirm the general growth direction of the City to the north and cast, as
memorialized in the 2006 Greater Salinas Arca Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOLU;

WHEREAS, thesc policics and measures adopted in the 2002 General Plan also include
priority to redevelopment and infill projects, as well as City-Centered growth prineiples; right to
tarm notices to ensurg respect tor tarming rights; and bufters between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses, amongst other General Plan policies und City codes that support and preserve
agricultural lands:

WHEREAS, the City in the 2002 General Plan and in the 2006 GSA-MOU expressed
its commitment to the development of an agricultural land conscrvation casement program;

NOW TIEREFORLE, BE [T RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Salinas
wishgs to clarify and state the basic clements of the City's Agricultural Tand Preservation
Program.

NOW THEREIORI:, BE [T FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council approves
adopts the attached Agricultural Land Preservation Program attached hereto and incorporated by
reference

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8™ day of” April 2008, by the following votc:

AYLS: Councilmembers Barnes, Barrera, Sanchez, Villegus, and Mayor Donohue

NOES = Councilmember Lutes

ABSENT: Councilmember e La Rosa

/( L
“DennigDonolue, Meyor
ATTEST

Goprn n//b?v“—/y

Amn Camel, City Clerk
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CITY OF SALINAS

AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAM

The City adopted and accordingly commits to, the following mitigation measures in 2002
General Plan Final Program EIR relating to the conversion of agricultural lands to urban
uses:

Cﬂnpcmbﬂn with the (,mmt;

AG-1. The City will implement Implementation Program COS-9, which requires the
Cily to continue to cooperate with the County of Monterey to implement the
Boronda Memorandum of Understanding [Greater Salinas Area-MOU], which
directs that City growth occur generally to the north and east away from the most
productive farmland.

Priority fo Redevelopment andInfill

AG-2. The City will implement Implementation Program LU-7, whéchrequires the City
to give priority to redevelopment and infill projects that reduce development
pressure on agricultural lands. Establish an incentive program to' promote these
projects, such as priority permit processing and density bonuses for such
developments.

Right to Farm Notices

AG-3. The City will implement the Implementation Program COS-11, which requires the
City to be consistent with the County of Monterey's "Right-to-Farm” Ordinance,
and the policies with respect to farming rights” found in the 2007 C ounty of
Monterey Draft General Plan, revise the City's Zoning Ordinance to rcqum, the
recordation of a Right-to-Farm Notice as a condition of discretionary 'permit
approval for residential development within 1,000 feet of an established
agricultural operation. The purpose of the Notice is to acknowledge that residents
in the area may expenence inconveniences and discomfort associated with the
normal fanning and g grazing activities, such as noise and dust. The Notice shall
specifically state 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 arca. The Notice shall also state that a person's right
to recover under a nuisance claim against those activities may be restricted.

Buffers between Agricultural and Non Agricultural Uses

AG-4. The City will implement Implementation Program COS-10, which requires the
City to encourage the provision and maintenance of buffers, such as roadways,
topographic features, and open space, to prevent muompdllblhllcs between
agricultural and non-agricultural land uses. A number of factors shall be used to
determine the appropriate buffer, including type of agricultural use, topography,
and pesticide and machinery use, among others.

City of Salinas
Agricultural-Land Preservation Program

picnitnrd §ond Cameryationg Viawement Progrein
AG-J The City will work with the County of Monterey, and other local jurisdictions. to
create and mplement an agricultural | land conscrvation casement program
including such measures as seeuring the dedication of casements or by paying a
mitigation fee that could be used to purchase casements through a mitigation

bank

200 Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MGU)

1. City and County agtee to the creation and implementation of agt 1ol

#1. City and County agree to the creation al pl aj iral
conservation gasements in the unincorporated arcas wﬁm h of the

City's Sphere of Influence insofar as the casements are consistent with the
adopted General Plans of the two jurisdictions, (Emphasis added)

Program will include (in addition to AG1—AGSenoted above):
Tax Sharing Agreement that confirms the growth-direction of the City and

gonra;ns severe fiscal penalties for growth that is not consistent with the City's
established 2002 adopted General Plan and/for Citv-County policy (i.c.. GSA-
)

For development to the west and south of City. the City shall require the
dedication of agricultural conscrvation casements to provide for the permanent
protection of agricultural land. For ¢xample. the proposed Salinas Ag-Industrial
Business Park (UniK ool property ) includes agricultural conservation casements
that will be established prior to final approval by the City. consistent with GSA-
MOU paragraph #3. All other GSA-MOU identified growth arcas to the south
and west of Highway J01. including the Fresh Express annexation project arca.
the Westside By pass arca as. generally shown on Exhibit € to the GSA-MOU and
development in the Boronda Redesclopment project arca shall be subject to their
own scparate cnvironmental review and approprate mitigation measures.

ficd growth arcasto the »

» Fordevelopr hin the GSA-MOU id
north and cast of Highway 101, no agricultural mitigation casement shall be
required and a mitigation fee of $750 p/acre shall be assessed for agricultural
lands currently designated by the California Department of Conscrvation's
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as “Prime” or "of Statewide
Importance.

April 8, 2008 2
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L-5 !
: RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SERVICES
440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone (831) B99-6737
Seaside, CA 93955 FAX (831) 899-6211

City of Salinas TDD (831) 889-6207

Agricultural Land Preservation Program

October 28, 2008

* For purposes of this program, "GSA-MOLT identified growth arcas” means Monterey County
annexations or changes in organization in the following areas: the north and cast At Carl Holm
of the Ciy limits that existed in 200.5 and that are referenced in Figure LU-1 of : " nd
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

the 2002 City General Plan, as well as the other arcas identified in the GSA- "
MOU, ineluding but not limited to Balsa Knolls and the Salinas Future Growth Salinas, CA 93901
Annexation and Sphere of Influence (SOI) Area, the Chapin Rogge Road .

property, areas within the boundary of the final alignment of the Westside Bypass, RE: City of Scaside Comments on General Plan Update 5

the proposéd Fresh Express expansion and the proposed Unikool Site to the south .

of Highway 101, and the Boronda Redevelopment Project Area, all as shown on Dear Mr. Holm;

Exhibits A and C to the GSA-MOU. A copy of the GSA-MOU is attached to this .

Program as Exhibit A, The fol provide an iew of the policy considerations that the City
*  Any agricultural mitigation fees assessed by the City pursuant to this Program of Smld? beheves Sh"}lld be considered by the County of Monterey in its review of the

may, in the City's sole discretion, be applied toward tha féllowing types. of ofthe | Impact Report for General Plan Update 5.

activities designed to preserve and promote agriculture in the Greater Salinas

Area (list is not intended to be all inclusive): ' ‘Water

]

University level agricultural research, e.g. scientific research for
solving agriculture's needs (¢.g:, food safety).

Increased agricultural educational programs in local high schools and
community colleges,

Page 4.3-35: EIR references inter basin trasfer of water for affordable housing overlay
in the Seaside Basin. Under what authority would be an inter basin transfer occur?

°

Page 4.3-91: All new projects should be required to retain all stormwater on-site per 100-

:)r ]:Tttgm’?‘agl‘g cxpunldmg m‘ul\vtf l‘u[ local agri ltuml products, year storm event,
o Contributions to non-profit mmcmhmﬁ dedicated to agricultural ,

education, promotion or preservation. | Page 4.3-96&97: New development should be required to include on-site drainage
o Contributions to USDA and the University of California Cooperative ; system; same on-site drainage should spply to the Greater Monterey Peninsula

Extension. |

Page 4.3-115: What is footnote (4) referencing in Table 4.3-8,
The City of Salinas Agricultural Land Preservation Program shall apply to all lands . P
subject to the 2002 Salins‘s General Plan, and the GSA-MOU identified growth areas Page 4.3.138: Reference to proposal by Cal-Am for the construction of injection wells | 4
noted above. should be noted and how much additional water would be diverted with the establishment
of Cal-Am ASR wells.

Page 4.3-140: EIR should rcference proposed development on Ft. Ord Master Plan and
identify how existing infr: d to serve projected build-out.

i

‘ Page 4.3-179: Amend mitigation measure to requirc retention of storm water for new
i develepment per 100 year storm event.
1

Greater Monterey Peninsula Master Plan

i The County should coordinate with Caltrans to determine what information must be
‘ 7 itted with the application for the designation of a Scenic Highway between the City |2
April 8, 2008 3 of Seaside and the City Marina and how Monuterey County and applicable jurisdictions
must coordinate on the application.
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; |
] : L6
i L-6 B
: Monterey County General Plan Update 5 EIR Comments : Monterey County General Plan Update 5 EIR Comments
PageZof3 ! Page3of 3
Roadways
Land Use N
Broadway Avenue between Del Monte Boulevard and General Jim Moore Road
The City of Seaside has the following concems related to the Fort Ord Master Plan Area: Del Monte Boulevard between Canyon Del Rey Boulevard and Fremont
Boulevard
esidenti Use Policit *  Fremont Boulevard between Canyon Del Rey and Broadway Avenue 4
. : *  Fremont Boulevard between Broadway Avenue and Highway 1
The Fprt Ord Master Plan should zdmr_owledge “d. discuss thg Cnfy’s future 'g,rowzh . General Jim Moore between SR 218 and Light Fighter Drive
potential west of the utban boundary line. The City of Scaside is considering the e Bucalyptus Road
following projects within its city limits: 3 ¢ Gigpling Road between 8™ Avenue and General Jim Moore Road
1. Relocstion of City of Seaside Corporation Yazd to Polygon 18 on Figure 2; «  Light Fighter Drive between General Jim Moore and Highway 1
and :
2, Development of a Veterans Cemetery on Polygon 20c on Figure 2; and Hydralogy and Water Qualiy
3. Surplus 1 Specific Plan on Polygon 20e on Figure 2. . Update EIR to include identification of potential reservoir and water
Circulation EI " impoundment sites that would be located within the City of Seaside on the former
Irculation Elemen Fort Ord and/or its sphere if influence as designated by LAFCO. 5
| of pa"ﬁ‘i";‘" concern 'f’mtge City of Seaside are the vsxmn;leg;acgrdﬂm coﬁ:s‘b; | . The Marina Coast Water District shall be included in list of water agencies to
i Plan and designated Affordable Housing O\Kfetlays within the Greater Monterey itigate further seawater intrusion.
! {I ;n;::ﬂ;'mgr dS’g of S‘eas!ds x:fﬁmends lh_" ﬂ;‘;::cic S'“dY fof tv!:vie t_hGeﬂ;l:réli;l:} | If you have any questions or comments regarding the City of Seaside’s comments on the
Seaside’s and City of Marina’s approved and planned projects in relation to the build- ‘ contact me a‘((’sﬂ)c 8996726 Jompact Report for General Plan Update 5, you can
| out of the County lands on Fort Ord and Fort Ord Business and Operations Plan :
| (Appendix B of Reuse Plan) and study the following intersections/roadways: 4 ‘
I
Intersections i
' ick Medin:
! *  General Jim Moore and Light Fighter Drive SR:,io, Plau:er
| *  General Jim Moore and Giggling Road
! ®  General Jim Moore and Coe Avenue
’ *  General Jim Moore and Broadway ! CC: . Diana Ingersoll, Deputy City M R M Services
i e Light Fighter Drive and Second Avenue | Barbara Nelson, Planning Services Manager
: . Highway 1 and Light Fighter Drive
| e  Highway 1 and SR 218 1
| ¢ Del Monte Boulevard and SR 218 (Canyon Del Rey Blvd.) 1
| s Del Monte Boulevard and Broadway Avenue !
| ¢ Del Monte Boulevard and Playa Avenue i
| ¢ Fremont Boulevard and SR 218 (Canyon Del Rey Blvd,) !
) ¢ Fremont Boulevard and Broadway Avenue
: e  Fremont Boulevard and Ord Grove Avenue
. Fremont Boulevard and Del Monte Avenue
e Gigling Road and 8" Avenue
®  Monterey Road and Fremont Boulevard
s Monterey Road and Coe Avenue
{
T i
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COUNTY OF SAN BENITO
PLANNING & BUILDING INSPECTION SERVICES

3224 Southside Road Phone: 831-637-5313
Hollister, CA 95023 Fax: 831-637-5334
e-mail: sbeptan @pianniag.co.san-benito.ca.us

Qctober 28, 2008

Carl Holm, Planning Manager
Monterey County Planning Department
168 W Alisat St., 2" Floor

Salinas, CA. 93901-2438

Subject: Comments regarding Monterey County’s 2007 General Plan Update (5) DEIR
Dear Mr. Holm:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 2007 Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Monterey County General Plan. Staff would like to express its support for the continued effort to
! complete this General Plan update. As a neighboring agency, San Benito County has a continued interest 1
i in this process, Decisions made within your jurisdictional boundaries may have significant effects on our
County. Therefore, listed below are some comments submitted by staff in October of 2006, related to
Generat Plan update number 4, and new concems staff believes that the document should address in
more detail. While past the official comment period, our Board will be reviewing this matter on
November 4 and may also have some comuments.

The County’s previous comments regarding the 2006 General Plan update (update 4) Draft
Environmental Impact Report, and subsequent comments follow.

®  We encourage Monterey County to work with San Benito County in improving locations along our shared
border in areas such as near Gonzales, Soledad and King City in addition to the Aromas and Pruneddle. .. ... ...

areas. 2
‘ Although this comment does not need to speclﬁmlly be addmsed in this Eleocmnmt. San Benito would like
10 emphasize the ongoing need for go ‘when P projects or

| policies for development for which the effects would reach across County boundaries and potentially conflict
with current San Benito County policies.

¢ Weare also interested in better coordinating public safety and transportation planning especially in those
areas in particular dlong La Gloria Grade Road as some problems occur there from time to time.

This comment relates directly to transportation corridor planning. Monterey County is in a unique posmon asit |3
boarders San Benito County ‘which has a number of recognized outdoor recreation areas. One area in
particular, The Pinnacles, is working toward National Park status and as such may require increased attention
from both San Benito and Monterey Counties in order to ensure access to the park is convenient, safe, and
desirable.

i Oct 28 08 03:53p S BC 8316375334 p-3
L-7

*  We also would like to coop with in in protection of the ridgeline areas that we share and in
minimizing the impact of nighttime lighting in the rural areas.
Land Use Element Policy LU-1.13 appears to appropriately address light and glare. Open Space and
Conservation Element 0S-1.12 appcars to prohibit ridgeline development. Therefore, staff believes this 2006
has been adk dds hank you.

Staff requests the final EIR for the 2007 General Plan update address the following additional concerns:

: Transportation:
i Regional transportation impacts are addressed in Section 4.6. of this document. TRAN-1A, TRAN-2B,
, TRANS-3B describe that implementation of the 2007 General Plan would have significant impacts to roads
{ within and external to Monterey County. In addition, TRAN-1A describes that neither the County nor TAMC
! projects listed as capital improvement projects, which are to be funded by regional impact fees, will fully
. mitigate the impacts of the 2007 plan. Staff feels that the development of policies should reach outside the

blished t of pohms.lnaddman, 1freg10na.ltraﬁic created by an authority’s 5
planning guidelines may ially degrade d for which higher standards
are in place, the governing authority has the xes;xmsﬂnbtyto ensure tmﬁic impacts are mitigated accordingly.
Currently, San Benito County has established policy d i LOS of C for road within our
County. Areas within San Benito which may be affected by Monmy County traffic impacts primarily include
the Aromas aleund State Highway 10]1. Momezey County s planrnng guidelines may have a significant effect
on ions and should be in nature in order to provide continuity with all

regional planning guidel dards. By ing full mitigation of any potential impacts

[ Monterey County would not pl dditional burden on neighboring jurisdicti

Both San Benito and Monterey Counties are Iocated within the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control
I Dlsmct‘s jurisdiction. Being that we are in a common air basin, a discussion should be included in the
that add this concemn and the possible significant effects such as high levels of
| traffic congestion along the 101 comridor could have on aftai levels within either jurisdi

o)

hank you again for the opportunity to comment.
i 7 Sincerely,

/’s“(gfm\ \_u

| Art Henrigues
! Director of Building and Planning

Cc: Susan Thompson, CAO
Board of Supervisors

Monterey County Page 2 of 2
2007 General Plan Update DEIR QOctober 28, 2008
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831)454-2580 FaXx: (831)454-2131 Tob: (831)454-2123
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

February 2, 2009

Carl Holm

RMA-Planning Salinas Permit Center
168 W. Alisal St. 2nd Floor

Salinas, CA 983301

Dear Mr. Holm,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2007 General Plan Update and the 2007 1] S7am
General Plan Draft EIR. The Planning Department has reviewed both documents. We wish to
express our concerns regarding significant and unavoidable impacts to the Pajaro
groundwater basin identified in the EIR, particularly as this may impact future development
within Santa Cruz County.

As noted in Section 1.4 of the EIR, development consistent with the Monterey County 2007
General Plan would result in “significant and unavoidable impacts” to groundwater resources
in the Pajaro basin, exacerbating existing groundwater overdraft and saltwater intrusion
(Section 1, page 39 of EIR). Overdraft of the aquifer is anticipated, even with recycling and
conservation measures.

To address significant and unavoidable impacts to the Pajaro groundwater basin, mitigation
measure WR-1 would implement a regional group to identify and support a variety of new 1
water projects, water management programs, and multiple agency agreements to provide
additional domestic water supplies for Monterey Peninsula and Seaside basin, while
continuing to protect the Salinas and Pajaro River groundwater basins from saltwater
intrusion. However, even with the proposed mitigation measure, impacts to the Pajaro
groundwater basin are anticipated to be “significant and unavoidable” (page 1-39).

We believe that mitigation measure WR-1 is inadequate to address the significant impacts to
the Pajaro Groundwater Basin. The Santa Cruz County Planning Department is particularly
concerned that the Pajaro area is proposed as one of five community areas, with
development planned at an urban level. Such intensive development is likely to further
exacerbate groundwater overdraft and saltwater intrusion within the Pajaro groundwater
basin. Such impacts are likely to restrict future development in those portions of the Pajaro

T Qo (i N
ty within Santa Cruz County.
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1 Calderon, Vanessa A, x5186

1
i From: Annie Murphy [PLN400@co.santa-cruz.ca.us]
I Sent: Monday, February 02, 2008 11:57 AM
To: ceqacomments
¢ Subject: Comments from County of Santa Cruz Planning Department on the 2007 General Plan

2 Update and Draft EIR

Letter to Monterey
County.doc ...
Hello Carl,

[ Hope you and everyome in the Department are doing well!

Attached are the comments from the Santa Cruz County Planning Department regarding the
Monterey County 2007 General Plan Update and Draft EIR.

Sincerely,

B Annie Murphy
. Planner, Policy Section
| Santa Cruz County Planning Dept.
| Phone: (831) 454-3111
Fax: (831) 454-2131
Email: plna00@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

| <<Letter to Monterey County.doc>>
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Message Page 1 of 2 e L9 Page2of2
—— Lo s
- See |-22
See I-22
~ Kristin A, Hagan KRONICK
Hol 3 ASUR A, Nadan
olm, Carl P. x5103 ) Atomey ot ow _ MOSROVIT
From:  Holm, Carl P. x5103 _ 1575 Chester Avenuz, Suite 20 T: 861.864.3800 S{IEDE}‘ \NN
Bakersfield, GA 93331 F: 661.864.3810 A
Sent:  Thursday, October 16, 2008 8:58 AM aKerse > RoBR...
To: ‘Hagan, Kristin A"
Cc: 'Powers, Briana' cork procuct.
iect: RE: ty for th ividual or eatity 10 whorn it i v ntende t
Subject: RE: 2007 General Plan Update of ihe smployee of sgent fesgontle 1o celver 1 1o mi i‘é’iie"é7;3;%3&2?@32’53 n‘oiﬁéf?ﬁa?;éﬁ‘;é?dfsfe:?p‘éli"n.
distribution or copying of this communication i Strictly prohibited. ff you have received this E-maif in ervor, plesse delete this
N . . - . £ ge from i3 ify th .
The ALUC asked for further information on a site near the Monterey Airport...it is planned to eSSEGS oM YOUT compLter &N Immedately ROty ine sender. Thank you
return to the ALUC on October 27. The Commission was were not concemed with the area
around King City because it had not changed from what they considered and accepted in
GPU4. Figure 4 in GPU4 lllustrated the location of planned Community Areas. Land use
designations around King City are iliustrated on the South County Area Plan Land Use map
(Figure LU-9). In addition, the Agricultural Winery Corridor Plan (AWCP) includes area around
King City. All of this is available for review on our website at:
hitp://www.co.montergy.ca.us/planning/gou/GPU_2007/gpy_2007.htm
If after reviewing this information you have questions, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,
Carl P. Holm, AICP
RMA - Planning Department
. Assistant Director
----- Ongmal Message-—---
From: Hagan, Kristin A. [mailto:khagan@kmtg.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2008 11:57 AM
To: Holm, Carl P. x5103
Cc: Powers, Briana
Subject: 2007 General Plan Update
Cal,
Thanks for you return call yesterday. Per your request I'm sendmg you an e-mail regardmg my questions
g o the 2007 Genera! Plan Update. As indica!
plannlng and have a number of clients with projects near the King City Airport. | notlced that the Monterey
County Airport Land Use Commission received at its last meeting on September 22, 2008, an update
regarding the status of the 2007 General Plan Update. | was wondering if at that meeting the Commission
voted to take any action with respect to reviewing and considering the 2007 General Plan Update.
| also noticed that in the 2006 General Plan Update (GPU4), there is a reference to a Figure 4, which
illustrates the proposed land uses within two-miles of the King City Airport. I'm trying to confirm whether 1
that same figure is referenced and used in the 2007 General Plan Update. If so, | would like to get a copy
of this figure.
Any assistance you can provide is greatly appreciated. Thanks for your time.
Take care,
; Kristin ~
_
11/06/2008 11/06/2008
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MONTEREY BAY
Unified Air Pollution Control District
24580 Silver Cloud Court » Monterey, California 93940 » 831/647-9411 - FAX 831/647-8501
P. 4.7-3. Ozone. Discussion of Federal Standard
The first sentence of the first full paragraph on this page indicates that on June 15, 2004
February 2, 2009 the EPA replaced the 1979 one-hour standard with more stringent 8-hour standard. The
s Sent Electronically To: M - -~ EPA adopted the 0.08 ppm 8-hour standard in 1997 and on June 15, 2004 the EPA
Mr. Car]l Holm, Assistant Planning Director CEQAComments@co.monterey.ca.us & ls designated the NCCAB as an attainment area for the 8-hour standard. The 1979 one-hour | 4
osTRCT Monterey County RMA / Planning Department  Original Sent by First Class Mail. 13/09 standard was then revoked one year later on June 15,2005. The eight-hour federal
Venaers 168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor EYEY { 0 standard adopted by EPA in 1997 is 0.08 ppm. Please refer to pages 5 through 7 of the
cHaR: Salinas, Ca 93901 . District’s 2007 Federal Maintenance Plan for further discussion. This can be d at
Nortorey Gacrty 350pM http:/www.mbuaped.org/index.cfm?Doc=451. After the Maintenance Plan was
vice chaR: SUBJECT: 2007 MONTEREY COUNTY GENRAL PLAN DRAFT EIR (GPUS) I;BE&ared, EPA adopted a more stringent eight-hour standard of 0.075 ppm on March 12,
Sam Storey
Santa Cruz ‘
County Clies Dear Mr. FHolm: »
P. 4.7-3. Ozone, Discussion of State Standard
Vinterey Sovety The Air District submits the following comments for your consideration: The second sentence of the second full paragraph on this page indicates that the new
Tany Campos. State 8-hour standard is 0.07 ppm. It should be noted that the State standard is 0.070 5
S 4.7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: ppm, with three significant figures. This is important because it reduces round-off play
Dennis Dononua when averaging data. Currently, the State ozone standard is more stringent (health
Gity o Salinas P.4.7-2. Air Pollutants protective) than the corresponding federal standard.
g Please note the Table 4.7-1, which is referenced in this section, is missing. This table was to .
Porireia iios summarize current State and federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). Table 4.7-1 on P. 4.7-3. Carbon Monoxide . o
S page 4.7-6 of the DEIR presents the distribution of statewide wine fermentation emissions by |1 State and federal standards were not exceeded during 2005-2007, which is the most 6
e month rather than information in a format that could be compared to applicable AAQSs. recent three years of data. As part of the Environmental Setting discussion, it should be
Niomray County Current AAQSs are sununarized in the attached PDF table and can be accessed at ment10pet;l that a@blem CO readings in the NCCAB are low and have a history of being
e http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aaqs2.pdf. well within applicable standards.
an Berito
Ricrard Oriz P. 4.7-3. Nitrogen Oxides
pomtiveivigd P. 4.7-3. Ozone, Natural vs. Man-Made VOC In order to relate this section to the NCCAB, the Draft EIR should have specified that
This section blends a discussion of natural and anthropogenic (man-made) emissions. The major sources of NO, in the NCCAB include exbaust emissions from on-road motor
first and second sentences on this page indicate that carrent NCCAB emissions of VOC are vehicles, off-road mobile sources and mduslz?al sources. These are illustrated in Figure 7
estimated to be 100 to 125 tons per day and that most of the emissions come from the oak and 4-5 of the 2008 AQMP. There are no refineries in the NCCAB.
coastal chaparral environment. As described in the first paragraph on page 4-7 of 2008 2 . i .
AQMP, these figures actually refer to naturally occurring VOC emissions and not man-made The NCCAB is designated attainment for the State NO; standard and o
or anthropogenic emissions. The 2008 AQMP focuses on man-made emissions, which is the Unclassified/Attainment for the federal NO; standard. Current NCCARB designations for
category of emissions subject to regulation. As illustrated in Figure 4-3 in the 2008 AQMP, all criteria pollutants are presented in Table 2-2 on page 2-5 of the 2008 AQMP.
2007 NCCAB anthropogenic emissions of VOC are estimated to be 70 tons per day. .
P. 4.7-4. Particulate Matter
P. 4.7-3. Ozone, Natural vs. Man-Made NOx To relate this section to the NCCAB, please note that primary sources of particulate
Similarly, the third sentence indicates that NCCAB emissions of NOx are in the 1 to 5 ton per matter I the NCCAB mcludg fugitive dust f{"m unpaved roads, agri_cultural tilling, 8
day range and are highest during wildfire events, Again, these figures pertain to naturally agricultural wind-blown fugitive dust, prescribed fires and construction dust. These are
oceurring emissions and not regional man-made NOx emissions. Man-made emissions of summarized in Table 4-2 of the District’s 2005 Particulate Matter Plan, which is available
NCCAB NOx are illustrated in Figure 4-7 of the 2008 AQMP and are estimated to be 81 tons at http://www.mbuapcd.org/index.cfin?Doc=358.
per day. The District would be glad to provide additional information on this subject.
2
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P. 4.7-4. Volatile Organic Compounds area for ozone. There is no such thing as a moderate maintenance area and EPA has 14
The third sentence indicates that major sources of VOCs include oil refineries, and oil- designated the NCCAB as an attainment area for ozone.
fired power plants. There are no oil refineries or oil fired power plants in the NCCAB. 9 :
Major sources of VOCs in the NCCAB include exhaust emissions from on-road motor P. 4.7-8. Air Quality Monitoring Data
vehicles, solvent evaporation, and exhaust emissions from off-road mobile sources (See Please note that Table 4.7-2 referenced in this section is missing. This table was to
Figure 4-3 from the 2008 AQMP). Wineries are a minor contributor to regional VOCs summarize the most recent three years of data for Monterey County. Table 4.7-2 in the | 15
representing less than 1% of the NCCAB VOC inventory. DEIR (page 4.7-11) summarizes wine fermentation and aging emissions.
P. 4.7-5. Wine Fermentation Discussion P. 4.7-8. Air Quality Monitoring Data
The sixth paragraph on this page ends in a comma. Please complete the sentence or make (10 The third sentence in this section indicates that the Salinas station is the monitoring
the necessary typographical correction. station for Monterey County. Please note that the Salinas site is not the only air
monitoring station operated in Monterey County as there are two other air monitoring | 16
P. 4.7-5. Discussion on Wine Making Process stations: one in King City and one in Carmel Valley. Including data from these sites
The extended discussion on how wine is made, while informative, deviates from the 11 would more accurately portray air quality in Monterey County.
general discussion on VOCs and would fit better in a separate section.
4.7.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK:
P. 4.7-6. Table 4.7-1, Statewide Wine Fepnentation
The monthly distribution of wine fermentation emissions shown in the table would be P.4.7-8. EPA
more informative if they were specific to the amount of wine actually fermented in The second sentence in this section states that the NAAQS are set to the maximum
Monterey County. Also, the discussion introduces the fermentation figures as being ambient (background) level considered safe. The NAAQS are set according to the
harvest figures. Because wine grapes can be exported to other areas, the amount of wine maximum safe level in the ambient breathable outdoor air, and according to background.
grapes harvested in Monterey County is not relevant unless the Draft Background is typically a much lower concentration than levels that include man-made
EIR specifies 12 emissions.
o the amount of grapes that are grown locally
o the amount and increase of the local harvest that is fermented locally P.4.7-8. CARB
¢ the amount and increase / decrease of local harvest that is shipped outside 1t should be noted that State law vests California Air Resources Board (CARB) with
Monterey County direct authority to regulate pollution from motor vehicles registered in California, as well | 18
o and a comparison of the potential increase in emissions from Monterey County as fuels and consumer products sold in the State.
fermentation and wine aging, compared to the decrease in emissions (VMT) that
would be avoided by a decrease in shipment of local grapes to out-of-County P.4.7-9. MBUAPCD
grape processers / winemakers and wine agers. The overall role of the MBUAPCD should be mentioned before introducing the specific
construction mitigation measures. For reference, as required by the California Clean Air
P. 4.7-7. Table 4.7-1, Toxic Air Contaminants Act and Amendments (HSC Section 40910 et seq.) and the Federal Clean Air Act and
The first sentence in the third paragraph on this page indicates that CARB has listed Amendments (42 U.S.C. Section 7401 et seq.), the District is responsible for air
particulate matter as a TAC. The sentence should be corrected to specify that this listing | 13 monitoring, permitting, enforcement, long-range air quality planning, regulatory
pertains to diesel particulate matter (diesel exhaust) and not particulate matter in general. development, education and public information activities related to air poltution. 19
California Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, et seq. and 40000, et seq. require
P. 4.7-7. Attainment Status Tocal air districts to be the primary enforcement mechanism for controlling pollution from|
Many of the designations described in this section are dated. Please refer to Table 2-2 on local business and industry. Air districts must bave rules and regulations for the
page 2-5 of the 2008 AQMP for current designations. For instance, in relation to the attainment and maintenance of federal and state ambient air standards.
State ozone standard, the ARB’s most recent designation (July 26, 2007) shows that the 14
NCCAB is nonattainment. The moderate nonattainment and nonattainment transitional P. 4.7-10. MBUAPCD
designations are no longer applicable. The first sentence of the second paragraph under The first header indicates that the MBUAPCD has mitigation measures for heavy duty
Attainment Status states that EPA has designated the NCCAB as a moderate maintenance equipment. The measures listed are specific to heavy duty diesel equipment. Also, a 20
typo in the hyphenated word “non-zone season” in the 4% bullet in this section needs to
be corrected to read “non-ozone season”.
3 4
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|
i growth projected in the MBUAPCD’s AQMP and therefore impacts associated with AQ-
1 are less than significant. However, the comparisons are based on the outdated 2004
P.4.7-11. MBUAPCD Air Quality Management Plan AMBAG population figures for Monterey County for 2030, which were used in the 2004
The operative Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was adopted by the Air Board in AQMP. AMBAG’s 2008 population forecast for 2030 is 515,549 and is lower than the 26
august 2008. It integrated the Association of Monterey Bay Area Government’s 602,790 population figure for 2030 shown in Table 4.7-3 for the 2007 General Plan. The
“Monterey Bay Area 2008 Regional Forecast” for population, housing and employment. 2007 General Plan population forecast for 2030 is 87,241 persons greater than the
' Before discussing the District’s 2008 AQMP for ozone, it would be helpful to mention 21 applicable 2008 AMBAG forecasts for 2030, and would make the General Plan Update
two other important air plans the District has developed for the region: inconsistent with the applicable AQMP and a significant impact to air quality in the
region.
SB 656 Particulate Matter Plan (December 2005)
This plan outlines measures to make progress toward achieving the State PMo P.4.7-15. AQ-1, Table 4.7-3, Demographic Figures . 27
standard by reducing fugitive dust, especially along the ag/urban interface, as well Please explain why the Population, VMT, Housing Units and Employment “With
as emissions of particulate matter from diesel exhaust through education about Best Project” figures decrease between 2000 and 2030, despite the General Plan Update’s
Management Practices and grant incentives. accommodating greater population, housing and VMT.
2007 Federal Maintenance Plan P.4.7-15 & 16. AQ-1, MBUAPCD AQMP
This plan describes how the federal ozone standard will be maintained in our area. The significance determination section uses the generic name Clean Air Plan for the
District’s AQMP for czone. Please specify which plan is being referred to (2004 or 28
P.4.7-11. Table 4.7-2, AQMP VOC Aging & Fermentation Emissions 2008) and note that the actual name of the document is the Air Quality Management Plan.
A numerical artifact (16510.8257) appears in this table for the year 2030 Wine Aging 22 As already specified, herein, the operative AQMP was approved in August 2008.
category. The number from the AQMP is 0.8257 tons per day.
P.4.7-16. AQ-1. Table 4.7-4, VOC Fermentation Emissions
' P.4.7-12. Rules 201 and 417 Please note that the fermentation emission factors for red and white wine used in Table
f In the second bullet, please correct the text following the rule name for Rule 207, which 4.7-4 are actually from ARB (ARB Area Source Methods, Chapter 5.1, March 2005) and
| makes this sentence hard to follow. Also, in the following paragraph, wineries may be 23 not EPA. The factors in the table are higher than those used in the AQMP, which were 29
| subject to prohibitory Rule 417, Storage of Organic Liquids, whether or not they are from Chapter 9.12.2 of EPA’s AP-42 document. The AQMP used EPA’s factors of 4.6
t exempt from Rule 201. While Rule 417 applies primarily to storage of petroleum based and 1.8 Ibs/kgal for red and white respectively, rather than the 6.2 and 2.5 Ib/kgal factors
! liquids, it would be applicable to wineries if vapor pressure and tank size met the criteria shown in the table. If the same factors were applied as used in the 2008 AQMP,
: of the rule. estimated fermentation emissions associated with 10 full scale and 40 artisan wineries
. would be lower than the 905.3 Ibs/day shown in the table. .
474 PROJECT IMPACTS:
P.4.7-16. AQ-1, Table 4.7-4, VOC Aging Emissions
P. 4.7-12. Thresholds of Significance The calculations for the red and white aging related emission factors (0.02782 and
1t should be noted that the 137 lbs/day construction related threshold for NOy only applies 0.02583 Ibs/kgal) given in the table appear to be off by a factor of 1,000 and do not work 30
to non-typical construction equipment (page 7-2 District’s 2008 CEQA Guidelines). 24 out as shown in the table. Please verify the units of the factors and make any necessary
Typical equipment, which includes scrappers, tractors, dozers, graders, loaders and corrections to the table.
rollers, are accommodated in the District’s emission inventory.
P. 4.7-17. AQ-1. Buildout Significance Conclusion
P. 4.7-13. Thresholds of Significance It is concluded that air quality impacts associated with buildout by 2092 would be less
Similar to the prior comment, the last paragraph under 4.7.4.1 should be modified to state | 55 than significant because of the beneficial policies in the 2007 General Plan and Area
that emissions of ozone precursors, including NOx and VOC, from typical construction Plans. However, consistency with the AQMP is determined by consistency with the 31
equipment are accommodated in the inventory. population forecasts in the AQMP, not area plans. Also, the expected air quality benefits
of the 2007 General Plan and local Area Plans are not quantified. Since the 2092
P.4.7-15. AQ-1, Table 4.7-3. Population Consistency buildout date is beyond the forecast horizon of the 2008 AQMP and AMBAG population
This section concludes that the 2007 General Plan is consistent with the population 26 forecasts, the significance conclusion cannot be supported.
5 6
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Moreover, even if the “encouragement” and “promotion” activities cited as mitigation in
various policies in pages 4.7-13 et seq. were actually undertaken, encouragement and
promotion do not guarantee that anything quantifiable or enforceable would result, so this
text and any implied mitigation should be eliminated from the EIR.

Mobile Source Emissions Associated with Growth

The Air District does not have regulatory authority over mobile sources.

Without stable funding to ensure the availability of public transit, the air quality
benefits of this alternative to single-occupancy automobiles should be constrained;
this potential mitigation should be better evaluated.

‘What evidence exists to support an inference that employees would bike or walk to
work (how many people, how often, and what amount of VMT would be reduced)?

Area Source Emissions Associated with Growth

A significant reduction fo ozone precursors and particulate matter could be
accomplished by restricting the installation and operation of wood-burning
fireplaces and stoves. Many cities have adopted this strategy to reduce their
project’s air quality impacts to less-than-significant levels. The following is
suggested for implementation by the County as a standard condition:

“The construction, installation or operation of 2 wood-bumning fireplace or a wood-
burning stove shall be prohibited in perpetuity on all residential properties. Only
EPA-certified natural gas/liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) fireplaces/ stoves shall be
constructed, installed or operated. This restrictive covenant shall be recorded on the
title of all parcels in the project and shall run with the land. All Building Plans and
Building Permits shall include this express condition.”

P. 4.7-20. AQ-2, Significance Determination — The second paragraph is rather disjointed
and should be rewritten.

P. 4.7-20. AQ-2, Mitigation M« AQ-1
The disjointed sentence following OS-10.5 should also be rewritten.

P. 4.7-20. AQ-2. 2030 Significance Conclusion

Implementation of MBUAPCD’s mitigation measures by policy for construction
activities and equipment is a very good idea. However, there is no guarantee that they
would reduce emissions unless they are quantified and enforced to reduce emissions to a
less-than-significant level... Consequently, the conclusion of a less than significant
impact is speculative at this time. Also, the construction related mitigation measures
referenced should read AQ-1 and AQ-2 rather than AQ1 though AQ-3 and the referenced
planning horizon should be 2030 rather than buildout.

P.4.7-21. AQ-2, Buildout Significance Conclusion
The same comments as applied to the 2030 planning horizon also apply here.

P.4.7-22. AQ-3, Appendix A EMFAC Calculation
7
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The third full sentence on this page indicates that the methodology and traffic data input
to the EMFAC2007 on-road motor vehicle emission model are provided in Appendix A
of the DEIR. However, Appendix A contains the Notice of Preparation and the
referenced calculations cannot be found or reviewed. As a result, it was not possible to
evaluate this information.

P.4.7-22. Table 4.7-5, Entrained Paved Road Dust

The EMFAC model only estimates exhaust emissions for PM10 and PM2.5, but not
entrained road dust for paved road dust. Since entrained road dust emissions increase
with VMT, the entrained road dust calculations should be added to the exhaust emissions
and the corresponding conclusions updated to reflect the revised totals.

P. 4.7-23. Table 4.7-6, Year 2000 Existing Environment

The year of the existing environment in this table is taken as the year 2000, which is no
longer representative of the existing environment. The existing environment should be a
year closer to the time the Notice of Preparation for GPU5 was submitted, which was
2007.

P. 4.7-24. Table 4.7-7. VOC Winery Emissions
The same comuments as applied to Table 4.7-4 apply here. Please verify the units of the
factors and make any necessary corrections to the table.

P.4.7-33. MM AQ onstruction Contracts

As written, this mitigation measures does not ensure that emissions would be less than
significant. One-size-fits-all does not work, especially in an industry that uses various
models, model years and configurations of equipment on each job. IN addition, project
Jocation and meteorological conditions are factors that affect air quality; a project in a
remote area that would not result in unhealthful emissions would be evaluated differently
from a project in an area of dense urban development. The Air District suggests that
construction equipment should comply with applicable State laws and regulations, and
Air District thresholds of significance.

P. 4.7-33. AQ-7, Development of Sensitive New Land Uses

As written, this mitigation measures is precatory; it is not enforceable. Given the
County’s authority over land use decisions, if the County chooses not to implement the
siting recommendations in the California Environmental Protection Agency / California
Air Resources Board’s “Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective, it would be more helpful to simply notify prospective residents of the
potential long-term health impacts, as in being done in Fresno County.

Section 4.16, Climate Change

Inasmuch as the narrative in Chapter 4.16 is based on Appendix B - Methodology,
comments are focused on it.

36
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Vehicular Emissions
Off-road vehicular emissions are not included. Agricultural off-road emissions are
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L-10

The ARB method would be doubly useful in that it would also allow for the estimation of
all off-road equipment, including construction, industrial, and recreational. Please explain

estimated but the methodology used is very limiting. why this method was not used.
Trying to establish the "unincorporated-only" emissions (see above) all VMT on County General Comments on Forecasting Methodology 43
roads and 25% of the VMT on state highways have been included. This appears to be The document states that fuel efficiency and low carbon fuel standards were used in
based on a 75%/25% split in population between City and County residents. Please estimating future, but this did not include reduction on GHG emissions from heavy-duty
explain the basis for this split. vehicles. Please explain.
The document concludes that an 8% increase in renewables forecasted by PG&E would
Initially, there seems to be a "source” mix-up. In the text it refers to Bruso but the table result in an equivalent 8% reduction in CO2. . This assumes that renewables have no
refers to Forney. Please explain. CO2 emissions, which is not accurate. Renewables have reduced CO2 emissions, not
zero CO2 emissions. Please explain.
Please explain why they fugitive CH4 emissions from gas transmission were not
included.
Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.
Landfill Emissions
Emission factors from ICLEI/CACP Software are cited but there is not relation to the
emission factor, or its derivation. ICLEI does not generate emission factors. What i Sincerely,
methodology was used?
43
The document states that 97% of the solid waste goes to landfills that are flared, or have
landfill gas to energy technologies. It also specifies that EPA has estimated flaring
efficiency to be 75%. This efficiency factor was used to estimate all of Monterey's net
CH4 emissions. This generates a couple of concerns:
It did not differentiate between the flaring and the landfill gas to energy technologies.
These efficiencies are different. Jean Getchell
Supervising Planner
The flaring efficiency states that the 75% of CH4 is converted to CO2. What are the Planning and Air Monitoring Division
resulting CO2 emissions?
Agricultural Equipment Fue] Use
The method compares the proportion of agricultural acreage in Monterey to that in all of
California and then apportions the state GHG emissions for agriculture proportionately.
The use of this method should be explained. (The ARB has a model (OFFROAD) which
is used to estimate criteria emissions from off-road motor vehicle sources, including
agricultural equipment. It has already apportioned this usage by county and air basin and
have projected the growth and controls out to the future. This model is for criteria
pollutants and does not include factors for CO2, CH4, or N20 like the on-road equivalent
(EMFAC), but it does include estimated fuel usage. At least the CO2 (which is the
majority of the associated GHG emissions) could be estimated by using the fuels usage
and the CCAR's fuel-based emission factor.)
: Attachment: Ambient Air Quality Standards
9 10
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Ambient Air Quality Standards
Lo
i Calif * Federal Standards *
Poliutant Ti 3 " = v 7
me Concentration Method Primary * Secondary * Method
- " _
Ozone (Oy) 1 Hour 009 ppm (180 yg/m) Ultraviolet Same as Ultraviotet
. 7] Photometry | Primary Standarg Photometry
: 8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m’) 0.075 ppm (147 pgim’)
! Respirable
: b 24 Hour 50 ugim® - 150 ugim® sameas Inertial Separalion
and Gravimetric
: Matter Annual Souam’ Beta Attenuation _ Primary Standard Ansiyeis
: (PM10) | Avitbmetic Mean ugf
Fine 24 Hour No Separate State Standard 35 ngim® i "
; lou e ng/m sameas Inertial Separation
d Gravimetric
WMatter Annual Gravimetic or Primary Standard | 9 S e
12 g 0 150 g’ Analysis
(PM2.5) | Arittmetic Mean 2 Beta Attenuation
. 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10mg/m’} 9ppm (10 mg/m?) Non-Dispersive
H Carbon Non-Dispersive None Infrared Photometry
Monoxide 1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/im®) | Infrared Photometry | 35 ppm (40 mg/im®) (NDIR)
co (NDIR)
©o) 8 Hour & pprm (7 g N _ _
(Lake Tahoe) pom (7 mgim’)
i Annual 5
rgfre?den Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm (57 pg/m3) es Phase 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m?’) Same as Gas Phase
R loxide Chemiluminescence Primary Standard | Chemiluminescence |
(NOy) 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m) —
Annuzl
i Arithmetic Mean ’“ 0030 ppm (80 pg’) —
i Dsi:"(fj:fe 24 Hour 0.04 ppm (105 pgim®) Ukaviciet 0.14 ppm (365 g/ — (Pﬂfafm‘;""e
(S0, 3 Hour - - 0.5 ppm (1300 pgim) .
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m®) - - -
30 Day Average 1.5 pgtm® - — -
Calendar Quarter| - 1.5 pgim® .
Lead® Atomic Absorption reim Someas High Volume
N Primary Standard | S2pler and Atomic
Rolling 3-Month _ 048 gt N Absorption
Average® 16 g/m
| Extinction coeficient of 0.23 per kilometer —
| sibili visibility of ten miles or more (0.07 — 30
X ;’ ':'b".'ty sHow  |Titesor more for Lake Tahoe) due to No
educing d particles when relative humidity is less than
Particles 70 pescent. Method: Beta Attenuation and
Transmittance through Filter Tape.
Federal
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pgfm® lon Chromatography
Hydrogen N Ultraviolet
Sulfide THow | 003 pem 206 | Fyorescence Standards
Vinyl o Gas
Chloride® 24 Hour 0.01 ppm (28 4G) | Crromatography
See on next page ...

For more information please call ARB-P10 at (916) 3222990

California Air Resources Board (11/17/08)
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. California standards for ozone, catbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour),

nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter—PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are
values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air
quality standards are listed in the Table of Standaxds in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the

California Code of Regulations.

. National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or

annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is
attained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years,

is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained when the expected
number of days per calender year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pguf is equal
o or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily
concentrations, averaged over three yeats, are equal to or less than the standard.

Contact U.S. EPA for further clarification and ourrent federal policies.

. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in

parentheses are based upon z reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr.
Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a
reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of
pollutant per mole of gas.

. Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent

results at or near the level of the air quality standard may be used.

. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to

protect the public health.

. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare

from any knowa or auticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equi method” of may be used
but must have a “consistent relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the EPA.

. The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride s "toxic air contaminants’ with no threshold level of

exposure for adverse health effects determined, These actions allow for the implementation of
control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

. National lead standard, rolling 3-month average: final rule signed October 15, 2008.

California Air Resources Board (11/17/08)
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County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

From: Tim Jensen [mailto:tjensen@mprpd.org}

Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 10:41 AM
To: Holm, Cari P. x5103
Subject; GPUS Comments

Good Morning Carl;

L-11 7@

#onteray Cour
Pl Aning a%d Bu’1
2CUON Adminis

10°41 gon

| apologize for the late submission. Could you review the District’s comments and
reply with a short summary opinion on their validity. Thx. If  don’t hear back from
you these are what the District will submit.

Tim Jensen

Planning & Conservation Manager -

Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District
60 Garden Court, Suite 325
Monterey, CA 93940

(831) 372-3196 x2 (office)
(831) 372-3197 {facs)
tiensen@mprpd.org

www.mprpd.org

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

Final Environmental Impact Report
Monterey County 2007 General Plan

7-133

March 2010

ICF 00982.07

L-11

State Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code Section 65302(a)) establishes the
requirements for the land use element of the general plan. The Land Use Element guides
decision makers, planners and the general public as to the ultimate pattern of development within
the unincorporated areas of the county. It designates the general distribution, location and extent
of land uses, such as housing, business, industry, open space, agriculture, natural resources,
recreation, and public/quasi-public uses. The Land Use Element also discusses the standards of
residential density and non-residential intensity for the various land use designations.

The Land Use Element governs how land is to be utilized. Many of the issues and policies
contained in other plan elements are linked in some degree to this element. For example, the
amount, distribution, and timing of growth expressed within the Land Use Element must
correlate with the anticipated road capacity and performance standards established in the
Circulation Element. Similarly, the location and density of uses prescribed by this Element are
integrally linked 1o policies for the protection of environmental resources included in the
Conservation/Open Space Element. This element must establish the ability to provide adequate
land use in order to meet regional housing needs. Housing Elements are mandated by State law
to be updated every five years, so the General Plan must set the land use context for continued
coordinated implementation of subsequent required updates to the Housing Element over the life
of this Plan.

Monterey County’s Land Use Element blishes policies to designate the general distribution
and intensity of residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, public facilities, and open space
uses of the land in the County. The main vision of this Element is to create a general framework

At mimnnsimn s mnsrtls eitlain s annn dasialamad/dasalaminn annan in andas ba andea
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GOALS AND POLICIES
LAND USE

GENERAL LAND USE

GOAL LU-1

PROMOTE APPROPRIATE AND ORDERLY GROWTH A
WHILE PROTECTING DESIRABLE EXISTING LAND USES.

Policies

LU-1.1

Lu-12

LU-1.3

Lu-1.4

Lu-15

LU-1.6

LU-1.7

The type, location, timicg, and intersity of growth iz
shell be managed

remature and scattered development shall be discourage

Bzlanced development of the County shall be assured
land for a renge of future land uses.

Growth areas shall be designated only where
facilities such as water, sewerage, fire and

Phasing of development shall be regui
provide & basis for long-range servic

Ats among four lots or fewer, or the re-subdi
ous lots of record that do not increese the tota

LU-1.5

/\:01'.1.111&'}' reduction or limitetion of development pc
agriculmral preas throughk dedication of scemic or
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR), end other appro
encoureged. The Transfer of Development Credit (TDC
Plan is a seperate program to address development wit
A TDR Program shall be established to provide ¢
predietable, and guantitative method for de ¥
in ereas of the unincorporeted County

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 5, 2007

L-11

ts on Policy LU-9
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AT developmen 3 T 7
intensive development due to physical hazards and de
need to protect natural resousces, or the lack of public s

oL ur e

LU-Z5 High cemsicy residendal ereas snell be designated
commanity areas, mural centers or existing unincorporat

Lu24 Areas designated for residential use shall be located
employment, shopping, recreation, and trensportat
areas should be located with convenient az

ts-of-way shall be ]

New land use activiti changes in land use design
be nuisances se0r hazards shall be discouraged withi
residasTl areas.

LuU-25 Adequate circulati

LU2a

Oipen space should be provided 1o andior 2 rnges

LU238 The County will desig and estzblish regulat
Buffer/conservati ment (AB) designation to prot
operation olicy AG-1.2 for buffer criteria).

Lu-29 m designated for agricultural uses where develop
@ land would promote incompatible residential devels

solicit and encourage the voluatary donation of conse

development restrictions to the County or 0 a g

orgenization in order to preserve the agriculmeal -

-z T weas where Acdequawe Fublic Faciliues fl. ..
accessory dwelling unit shall be allowed on a reside
meets the following criteria:

a. rdeguate water and sewer facilities exist, whict
and seplic;

b. the lot is zoned for single family or muli family

. the lot contains an existing single family dwell

i the increased floor area of an attached second w

the existing living erea of the main dwelling uni

the total area of floor area for a detached se:

1,200 sguare feet.

f. height, sethack, lot coverage and other applicz
met

o

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DIRAFT - November 5, 2007
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LU-59 The proximity of other competible land uses having sin
service requirements shall be considered when desiznat

PUBLIC

GOAL LU-6 @

ENCOURAGE USES ON PUBLIC LANDS THAT ARE C
EXISTING AND PLANNED USES ON ADJACENT LANDS.

Policies

LU-6.1

Lu62 Lands that sre owned bv federal, state, or local
cesigreted as Public/Qdsi Public (PQF). Regulation:
established aceqp Iy

LU-6.2 The fity's plaming activities shall be coordineted +

tertaken by other public agencies with landholdings

=
r_.U-bA ST plenning for public lands adjacent to private lands
a join: effort between all of the affected agencies and

LU-6.5 In determining the impact of general plan land use desi
litary bases, mstallations, operz
ignated military aviation routes and ein
the military and other sousces shall be considered.

WATER BODIES
GOAL LU-7
ENCOURAGE THE USE OF THE COUNTY'S MAJOR INLA

FOR MULTIPLE PURPOSES SUCH AS WATER SUPPLY,
AND HYDROELECTRIC GENERATION.

Policies

LU-T1 Priorities for mubiple uses of the major water bodi
Recreation shell be secondary 1o water supply, flood ©
generation.

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DRAFT - Noveriber £, 2007

L-11
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LU-7.2 Compatibility between multiple uses of major wate
land uses shall be considered.

OPEN SPACE
GOAL LU-8
ENCOURAGE THE PROVISION OF OPEN SPACE LAN]
TYPES OF DEVELOPMENT INCLUDING RESIDENT
INDUSTRIAL, AND PUBLIC,
Policies

Lu-&1

Lu-a2

LU-8.3

LU8.4 @/1\":53\121'

be inte

ssible, open space lands provided es par
ted into an ares-wide open space network.

LU-83 /De'velopme:l should consider use of open space bu
IE' integrated into the development.

LU-Ed Creation of privete, nonprofic land usts end con:
receive development rights on any lends to be pre
open space shall be supported.

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY WITH .
GOAL LU-9

MAINTAIN CONSISTENCY BETWEEN THE GENER.
IMPLEMENTING REGULATIONS.

Palicies

LuU-2.1 Within three months after adoption of the upd
Planning shall bring to the Boand of Supervisoss

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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10

WATER TRANSPORTATION
GOAL C-9

TO  PROMOTE  SAFE, CONVENIENT, AND  APE
TRANSPORTATION FOR MONTEREY COUNTY.

Policies

9.1 Land use activities in the immediate vicinity of harbo
the continued optinam conmereial aod recreational op

92 Plens for significent increases in harbor and adjace
environmenial and ransporation impacts

9.3 Any construction or operation of mooring facilities
hazards or threats to marine or coastzl resources shal

BICYCLE TRANSPORTAZTON
GOAL C-10

PROMOTE A SAFE, CONVENIENT CYCLE TRANSI
INTEGRATED AS PART OF THE PUBMIC ROADWAY SYSTE

Policies

C-10.1 An integrated system of suggested bicyele routes for
established,

C-102 A copsprehensive bicyele plan consistent with Policy {

ng all appropriate private and public interests and a

103 @/ Construction or expansion of roadways within major ts
consider improved bike routes.

C-10.4 The mtegraton of baeyele systems with other public tre
promoted.

C-10.5 Bicycling shall be encouraged 2s z vizble transportatic
areas.

C-10.6 Visitor-serving facilities shall be encoursged to pro

bicyele perking fac

2007 Monterey Coenty General Plan
DRAFT November 5, 2007
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L-11

122053 AN 0800

nproved multi-modal trasfer tacilities, s
lots, shall include adequate and secure bi

New eand
park-an

Monterey Count

DRAFT November &,

C-10.7
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™
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12

The Cocse:vmoc and Opﬂn Space Elﬂmeat guides the Cuu_ly in th

1 Sum or Fedz

d goal af‘..o‘"ser\ang am

in aceomplm ing the sh

e region.

This Element incorporates the state-mandated requirements
Conservetion Elements and elso addresses scenic resources, cultur

energy and mineral resources.  Policies reganii:g natural eavi
flooding, are addressed in the Safety Element, and recreational poli
Public Services Element.

Among the more prominent features within Monterey County are

Mountaiz Rmnges, the Salinas and Carmel Valleys, and about 100 o
note are such features as the Elkhorn Slough (North County), sam
Carmel Bays, and the rocky shores/cliffs of the Monterey Peninsula

Grenite and metamospaic socks form the Gabilen and Santa Lucia
steep slopes and complex drainage patterns. The Saliznas Valley, el
contains several thousand feet of sediment that have a greater seisa
of productive agricultural soils. Akhough the County contzins use
complex geology caused by extensive faulting and deformation mal
imconelusive.

Plants representative of elmost all parts of California (except for the
deserts) ere found in Monterey County. Monterey is the biologice
plant species that find either their northem or southern limits can b
In addition, & high number of plant species are aative only w0 Monte

The County’s coast offers 2 wide range of habitats, neluding sen
kelp beds, estuanies, wetlends, and sub-marine canyons. An abum
maring lite off of the Monterey County coest is directly related 1
habitat.  Although e few broad policies are provided in this (
addressing coastal resources ave included separately as part of the L

| The County has recognized the need to discover and identify plac
significance and to preserve the physical evidence of its historic
presesvation ordinasce is implemented by the Parks Department’s
Historic Resources Review Board. Policies of this ordinance sires
which have proven historical or cultural sigrificance as part
Preservation Flan.

Monterey County, along with the Counties of Santa Cruz and S¢
North Central Coast Air Basin.  Air quality within this basin is m
Bay Urified Air Pollution Control Disict (MBUAPCDY. The D

2007 Monterey County Gereral Plan
DRAFT MNowember &, 2007
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GOALS AND POLICIES
CONSERVATION AND OPEN SP

SCENIC RESOURCES

GOAL 05-1

RETAIN THE CI{AHACI‘ER AND N AL BEAUTY OF
G, AND MAINTAININC
FEATURES, NA SOURCES, AND AGRICULTURA

13|

14|\

081 .lms’ﬁcﬂms to the develmpmems—gsienti

designated visually sensitive areas shall be encourage

15|

03-1.2 T ot in designeted visuvally sensitive areas
namral features of the frees

16

051, = o p:“s=rv° the County's scenic qualities, ndgelm=

a. Frelapment will not create a

b, That the proposed ccvclopmc*t <
objectives of the Monterey County Genera
than other development alernatives; oz,

c. There is no feasible alternative to the ridgeling

Pursuant to Poh'} (5-1.46, in areas sub]ec’ w specific

and regulations of the applicable specific plen shall g

17

e
development where such developmiemr
O8-13.

05-1.5 HNew subdivisions shall avoid lot configurations whic
will constimte ridgeline development. Siting of new
private viewing areas may be taken into considerati
process.

18

08-1.6 @ In areas subject to specific plans, the ridgeline polic
appliceble specific plen shall govem. Each spe
viewshed issues, inchuding ridgeline development as -
but not limited to provisions for setbacks, landscepi
speoe buflers,

2007 Momtergy County General Flan
DRAFT Nowvember &, 2007
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19

20

21

0s-1.7 Ty g 5 iahts program b
from areas with u.mque visual or patural faatires,
egricultural soils shall be establisked.

08-1.8 @ Programs to encourage clustering development in run

maximize gecess o nfrastructure, protect prime agr
impacts o designated visually sensitive and critic
established.

08-1.9 Developmert thet protects and enhances the County
encouraged. All routine and ongoing agricultural act

viewshed policies of this plan, Ew

os-1.10 @ Recognizing the value of trails i Mo JLCounty, |
program, including bike paths (Class 1 pWalking and ¢
the general public, shall be addressed in each X
paremetars:
B Public lands shall be used as the primary so
motorized trails. Cooperation between public
the creation of treils is encouraged.

b. Dedication of public Toils or trail easements o
voluntary except as may be required by Sume L

c. Crop protection and food safety of agricultuse
factor in disallowing treils.

d. Potential rew wails on privete land or pu

appropriate  design  inchuding location, ser
potential for trespass onto private property, pro
and safety, and protection of egricultural produ

e Tze locetion end design of trails on public or p
consultation with affected public agencies
interested parties.

£ New commercial development and residential
significant adverse disruption of views from <
public trails through & variety of strategies incl
use of eppropriate maledials, scale, lighting
Tris policy shall not apply to existing resider
agricaltuzal activity or operation.

B The design and development of the Monterey E

is exempt from this policy.

08-1.11 Maintzin GIS mepping for all lands contzining visuz
corridors. Mapped information shall be reanalyzed am
(5) yeers, asnecessary.

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DRAFT Movember &, 2007
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23

24|

0E SIgLIlieal disrpuon T
mitigated through use of ) T 501
development. Routine and Or-going Agriculural 50
this policy, except:

1. lerge-scale agricultural processing facilities, or
2. facilities governed by the Agriculturel Winery

DS—I.I;@

MINERAL RESOURCES
GOAL OS5-2

FROVIDE FOR THE CONSERVATION, UTILIZATION, AN
THE COUNTY'S MINERAL RESOURCES.

Palicies

0521 Potentially significent mineral deposits and existing m
through the State Division of Mines end Geology, |
properties, shall be protected from on-site and off-sit
incompatible with mineral extraction activities.

05822 Mireral extrection operations shell be i keepin
practices consistent with the Surfece Mining Ry
and other applicable standerds and adequataiazncial
1o insure reclamation of the extaction.s o
surrounding namral landscape and g

08-2.3 Efforts to conserve raw mi

05-2.4 Lands containing valuable mmeral deposits
County GIS s . Mapped information shall be up<

0825 The Ceety shall inventory, assess, and charactenize t

ified pre-SMARA ebandoned gold, mercury and
fuch meesures as may be necessary to ensure that suc
a significant risk to public healt or safety or non-co
= stendards and eriteria.

SOILS

GOAL 05-3

PREVENT S0IL EROSION TO CONSERVE SOILS AN
QUALITY

2007 Monterey County General Flan
DRAFT November 6, 2007
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e may be permitted only where it will result it
open space and is in compliance with other ap)
f. Open space for clustered developments shell b

CV-1.9 troctnes proposed in open grassland areas that wi
26 Carmel Valley Road and Laureles Grade shall be m

clustered near existing natural or man-mede vertical f:

CV-1.10 The Val Verde Drive ares is planned for residential 1
(1) vait per pere. With suitable clustering, up to tw
allowed However, a dessity of up to four (4) uni’
provided that 23% of the units are developed for indi
income or for workforee housing. This policy is inter
Policy CV-1.i], and not counted in conjunction with
in thet palicy.

Cv-1.11 Projects for low or moderete income family housing
annual ellocation provisions, bt shall be subtracted
quota on & basis of one such unit reducing the rem:
Frojects for senior citizens of low or moderate incon
number of units normally allowed on a site. Such inc
allowed where it is determined to be feasible and
policies. Such projects shall be subtacted from the
basis of two such units reducing the remaining buildo

CV-1.12 Areas designated for commercial development in the
a. be placed in design control overlay districts (]
b. have planted landscaping covering no less thar
. provide adequate parking.

CV-1.13 To preserve the charecter of the village, commerciall
Velley shell not be usad for exclusive residential purp

CV-1.14 Frovision should be made for service centers in Ca
limited to urbanized areas such as the mouth of the Vi
or mid-Valley area Sites shall meet the following cat
a. Low visibility

b. Safe and wnebtrusive access ewey from pedest
c. Low noise impect on surrounding vses
d. Coxform to ell other Plen requirements

Service centers shell be limited 1o those enterprises
facilities for persons engaged in the construetion, mi
and not allow exterprises whose chief busizess is on-s

2007 Morterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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CV-1.1%5 WVisitor accommoedation nses shall follow the following
&, Expezsion of existing hotels, motels 2ad lodges
development of naw projects.
b Visitor accommedation projects must be desiar
privecy and rural residential character of adjoini
o Bed and breakfas: facilities shall be counted

units and be limited to a maximum of five (5)
acres in accord with Monterey County Code §
sewered by public sewers,

CV-1.16 Applications for service and specizl use facilities (in
Hidden Velley Music Seminars), as defined by the
considered on their merits and shall not automatical
with the Plan. They must, however, conform o all app.

CV-1.17 Publicly nsed buildings and sreas should be encous;
the river.

CV-1.18 Feeilities classified as either Public/Qu
churches, hospitals, convalescent hopees, rehabilitation
emergency facilities and publig-facilities such es ¢
considered in any land use efitegory provided that

ehlic or Sp

criteria:

2. Low visibility

b. Safe and trusive aceess awey from pedestni
c. ; impect on surrounding uses.

d. t should follow a mual archite:

Conform to all other Plan requirements.

CV-1.19 Mines or quarries shall:
2. be screened from public view by use of nat
artificial screening compatible with the envirom
b have safe and waobtrusive access;
e, minimize noise impact on swrounding areas; an
d conform to all other Plan reguirements e
development on slopes over 30% within the lim

CV-1.20 Design ("D end site control (“8"™) overlay district de
to the Carmel Valley area. Design review for all new d
Valley, izcluding proposals for existing lots of record, -
end visitor eccommodations but excluding  mine
development where those changes are not conspic
property stall consider the following guidelines:
2. Proposed development encourages end furthers

Master Plan.

2007 Menterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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CV-1.21

Cv-1.22

Cv-1.24

2007 Monterey County G
DRAFT - November &,

b. Development either shall be visually compatible
velley and immediate surrounding areas or she
areas that have been degraded by existing devele

c. Materials and colors uwsed in coastruction

compatibility with the structural system of tt
appearance of the building’s natural 2nd man-ms
d. Structures should be controlled in height and 1
appropriate scale,
e Development, izl s as well as str

in a manner that minimizes disruption of views £
f. Mirimize erosion and/or modification of landfor
2. Minimize grading through the use of step and po

Cemmercial projects shall meet the following g
2. Buildings shell be limited to 35 feet i height ¢
apparatus adequately screened, especially on the
b. Commercial projects shall inclhde landscaping
growing sireet trees. Parking ereas shall be scre
native plents or compatible plent materiels,
used where appropriate.

Special Treatment Arvea: Carmel Valle
be designated as a “Specizl Treatmen;,
Ranch Specific Plan, dated 11/3/76, is4hcor

at the time each future gt
dependent upon conforn
Approval 25 well as
restictive.  Any &
policies and poovdions of this General Plan. APNs 4
522-017-000

scial atment Area: - ,
property shell be designated as o Special Treatment A:
urique circumstances of the property, including the
several hundred acres w Gerland Park, the Condon/C
zllowed to be subdivided into four parcels consistent +
Ordinance Standards. (approximately 51 acres; APN"s |
024)

The property located between the end of Center Street a:
River within the mid-valley area shall be retained as one
131024, 169-131-025).

40343 P 800

12 206 PN CE0Y
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CV-1.25 Special Treatment Ares: Rancho San Carlos -
permitted on the postions of the Santa Luecia Pre
Carlos} within the Greater Monterey Peninsula Ple
dersities and policies as specifiad in Boasd of Supe
“Comprehersive Plenned Use” Owerlay for R
Comprehensive Development Plan for the Santa Lt
GMP-1.4).

CV-1.26 Study Area: Gardines/Tennis Club - The County sh
the Carmel Velley Village where there is a mix of
will be performed to evaluate the potentizl for
environmental conditions of the erea (affic, w
wastewater disposal). I deemed appropriate and r
resolved, the County may establish a Special Treat
land use policies that would apply to new deve

189-251-016-000, [89-252-002-00d,
261-006-000, 189-261-009-000, 156-
012-000, 139-261-013-000, 189-
017-000}.

CV-1.27

corsisiing of prop:
Rancho Canads { Course clubbouse, from the C
Road, excludi=g portions of properties in floodpl
Special Trpdiment Area. Residential development £
of up 10 units’zere in this area and shall
Alfpfable Workforee Housing. Prior to beginning
“ecluding the fisst unit on e existing lot of =
environmental resource constrints (e.g.; water, trafl
017-000, 015-162-025-000, 015-162-026-000, 01:

040-000} Va

i

E? = f ruEﬂ'rm |; e

Cv-2.1 Public trensit should be explored as an aliern

eutomobiles end to help preserve air quality.
development shall include a road system adequa
generated avtomobile weffic but also for bus (both
end bicyele traffic, which should logically pass t
development.

cvaz Consideration should be given w locating a County
facility in the Carmel Velley aree. Such facility
equipment as well as materizls.

2007 Moeterey County Gereral Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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3.0 - Conservation/Open Space

Cv-3.1 @ A minimum setback of 100 feet shall be establishe

Carmel Valley Road An exception may be grantad ¢

31 2. an existing structure permited for constmuet

original Carmel Velley Master Plan (Deceml
non-conforming, or

b. implementation would render an exisiing lote

cv-1.2 Public vista ar 3 Provided and improved.

CV-33 @ Developmernt (including buldings, fences, signs ar
ellowed to significantly block views of the viewshed
s seen from key public viewing areas such as Ga
32 elong Carmel Velley Road, and along Laureles Gracd
to commervizl and private pereels meluding existing
existing solid fences and rows of Maozterey Pine tre
river and the mountains shall be encovraged.

Cv-3s Alteration of hillsides and ramral landforms caused |
vegetation removal shall be minimized through sens
improvements and maximum feasible restoration inch
lendsceping. Where cut end fill is unaveidable en
shall be revegetated.

CvVas Signs should be low-key and shall not be allowed -
clitter, or dewact from the natural beauty. Con
constructed of plastic or be internally lighted. Neon
where visible from the street.

CV-1.6 No off-site outdoor advertising 15 allowed in the Plan
Cvag Areas of biological significance shzll be identified ¢

These include, but are not limited to:

B The redwood community of Robinson Canyor

b. The riparian community and redwood commm

c. All wetlands, including marshes, seeps and 5
sensitivity, outstanding wildlife velue),

d. harass stends and namral meadoy

e Cliffs, rock outcrops and uvnusual geol
ocelTence ).

[ Ridzelines and wildlife migration routes (wild

When a parcel cennot be developed because of
clustered development (but oo subdivision) may be a

2007 Monterey County Gereral Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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CVa3az

CV-3.13

CVas

Open spzce arees should include a diversity of hat
giver to areas where ome habitat grades into ¢
ecologically important zones) and areas used by wild
or feeding grounds.

Histwric and Archaeologicel Resources, including by

significance, located in Carmel Valley shall:

a. be reviewed o 2 site by site basis.

b. be rezoned to the “HR" District as a conditic
development impacting such sites.

o require preservation of the integrity of histori

A committee to evaluate the curent condition ol

architactural, andior educationzl
Commission.

ork of sherwcut trails end b
elopments end roads. These
eir intent is to facilitate movement v

Wherever possible a
neighborboods, 2
vehicles
use o

CV315
33 =

Public ard private agencies such as the Big Sur
Regional Park District and others may zcquire deve
easements and dedications for significent areas of bi
open space land,

CV-3la

Va7

CV318

ing for outdoor sports shall not be allowed wk
off-site.

Street lighting shell be designed to promote traffic s
harmonious with the locel cheracter. Such lightn
located to illuminate only the intended area and preve

Except where ir i with sound environmenta

transmission facilities shall incorporate the following

a. follow the least visible ronte (e.g., canyons, tr

b. cross ridgelines at the most visnally unobirusi

¢ follow, not compete with, either natural fez
made features in developed arees,

d Create  simple and wnobtrusive in appearanc

a mimimize the bulk of structures,

f. use the mininmum number of elements pes
practice, and

2. incorporate colors end materizls compatible w

2007 Monterey County General Flin
DRAFT - November 5, 2007
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COUNTY OF MONTEREY
FORT ORD MASTER PLAN
LAND USE ELEMENT

The Fort Ord Land Use Element is pert of the Greater Monterey 1
the Monterey County General Plan and consists of those portions
Monterey Land Use Coneept (Figure 1) adopted by the Fort Oxi]
(FORA) on June 13, 1997, that pertain to the avees of Fort Ord oo
Jurisdiction of the County and located east of Highway 1, and e
The Land Use Element contairs land use desiznations specific to
use designations are consistent with the land use designations (as
inchided in the edopted FORA Reuse Plan. For each of the Planr
designations are inchided that provide additional description and
intended land uses and additional design objectives for that 5
Tze Fort Ord land use desigeations also inchude the applicghe las

information, land use framework and context ions, as they
aree ere hereby incorporated by reference ip#d the Fort Ord Land

FORA adopted Reuse Plan, In additio
County of Meaterey Land Use Con

‘e Land Use Map conte
t(Figuse 1) adopted by FC

Land Use Goal: Promote
educational, housing an

erly, well-plazned, and balanced d
Comomic opporinities s well as envir

Design Principals:
1. Create & vnique identity for the community around the eds

2. Reinforce the aatural landscape setting consistent with the
character.

3. Establish a mixed-use development pattern with villeges &
4, Establish diverse neighborkoods as the building blocks of
3. Encourzge sustainable practices and environmental conse:
6. Support the adoption of Regional Urban Desigr. Guideling

7. Create an appropriate racge of housing types attaineble to
worzers of Moaterey County,

2007 Morterey Couety General Plan
DRAFT - Movember 8, 2007
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Business Park/Light Industrial. The Business Para/Light Indust
allows busitess packs, light industrial uses, professional office, res
usas, conveniences reteil, and food service esiblishments, Commes
visitor serving uses are allowed as designated in the nee

TSIT0r Serving Base Designation allows ho
(¥ centers, restaurants, commercial recreation, and retail s

Open Space/Recreation, The Open Space Reereation Base Desiz
parks and recraation activities not prokibited by overlay desigratio
manzgement, public emphitheaters, environmentzl education facili
recreation. Convenience retail is ellowed as designated in the over

Habitat Management. The Habitat Mazagement Base Designatic

ecological restoration, envic 1 educational ac
and passive recreational activities, such as hiking, bike riding, hors
picaicking in accordance with adopted habitat plans.

SchoolUniversity. The SchoolUniversity Base Desigration allos
higher educetione] facilities, habitat management, environmental e
uses such as offices, sport facilities, maintenasee uses, university b
convenience retail

Public Facility/Institutional. Tze Public Feeility/Institurtional Ba
facilities having public mstitational ewnership or benefit. Suchus
manzgement, lizht industrizl and R&D, corporation. and maintenar
utilities, treining grounds, offices, educetionel facilities, and youth
Military Enclave. The Military Enclave Base Designation is for |
United States armed forces for oa-going military-related activities,

DESCRIPTION OF PLANNING AREAS AND
PLANNING DISTRICTS

The following descriptions of the Plemming Areas and Planning Di
with and consistent with those contaimed in the adopted Reuse Plar
boundaries of the Planning Areas and Planning Districts are found
ceses the descriptions of future development have been simplified

patticulasly if 2 Plenring District is subject Mester Plan or Hal
and implemented by another agency. In addition, General Develog
Design Objectives from the adopted Reuse Flan heve been suppler
Gamison, University Corporate Center, and Perker Flats Planring 1
more refined development vision for those arees as guidance o pre
Specific Plans or other apy iete planned devel it hani

2007 Menterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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TORO AREA PLAN
SUPPLEMENTAL POLICIES

1.0 - Land Use

Development proposels on Corral de Tiemra Road frc
del Cielo shall complete safety improvements concw

Industrial land uses other than wilities shall not be pe

The designeted agricultiral lands as shown on the
Mep (Figure LU0 shall be conserved and, where fe

Special Treatment Area: Greeo - The Greco property
e Indian Springs Rench Subdivision shall be
weptment” area to be zoned Heavy Commercial.
property for the removal of sand and gravel ceased
property for a contractor’s yard, shop, and residenc
PLN950445 as approved August 29, 2001 or as that
extended. (APN: 139-021-005-000)

Subdivision. shall be designed so that new lots I
outside of the critical viewshed

Existing legal lots of record located in the critical vie
from the acreage within the critical viewshed to o
land under the same ownership, provided the resul
other Toro Aree and General Plen policies.

Development on properties with residentizl land us:
the Toro Aree Plen along the Highway 68 corrido:
single family home on 2 legel lot of record. 1
comprehensive review of infrastrictire constn
wastewater, and water supply. Said restriction sha
witin edopted Community Areas, Rural Cente
Overlays,

2.0 - Circulation

Employers in swrounding arees should be encour
work hours in order to ease peak hour traffic conge
other areas.

Davis end Reservation Roads shall be encouraged
the Maonterey Peninsula and Salinas 1o elleviate traffi

2007 Montersy County General Flan Update

DRAFT - Movember &, 2007
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T32 Land use, architectural, and landscaping controls sha
site design encoureged to preserve Toro's visually ¢
entrances:

a. River Road/Highway 68 intersection; and
b. Laureles Grade scenic viste overlnoles

@ driveways, pedestrian walioways end paths, a 100-foo
required or all lots adjacent 1 these soutes to provide
buffers. This setback may be reduced for existing |
developable aren outside the setback and to accomnn
structures that beeome non-conforming due to this |
shell dedicate open space essements over set back

policy.

T-3.4 Placement of existing utility limes undgeground shell t
along Laureles Grade Road, Co de Tierm, Sea B
Higltway 68.

T35 Exterior/Outdoop fnting shall be located, designed

dd preserve the quality of derkness.
e as practicable and shall be consistent i

T-3.6 @ Large ecreages in higher elevations and on steeper slo
enhenced for grazing, where grazing is found to bea v

T-3.7 The preservation of cak trees within Toro Area Pl
discouraging removal of heakhy trees with diameters i

4.0 - Safery
T4.1 Land uses and practices that may contnibute to signifi

erasion, aad fooding in the Toro aree shall be prozibr
5.0 - Public Services
T5.1 To easure cost-effective and adequate levels of

County shall promote relatively higher densities iz
treptment facilities can be made availeble.

6.0 - Agriculivre
No supplemental Agricuinral poficies ar this time.

2007 Monterey County General Plan Update
DRAFT - Noverber §, 2007
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GREATER MONTEREY PENINSULA ARE
SUPPLEMENTAL POLICIES

1.0 - Land Use

CGMP-1.1 The County skall overley properties north and south
Laureles Grade with a Visually Sensiz Tt (1
zoning designation to regulste<reTocation, height ar
this unique scepiss

CGMP-1.2 ne undeveloped portion of High Meadow 7 {APNs

015461-001 to 017) saell receive density credit
40 dedicated as pert of the extire High Meadow I d
exceed & total of 18 units. _

GMP-1.3 Bed end breakiast uses may be const d in any lex
such use is compatible with exissig land uses in the

CMP-1.4 s should melude compaubl

GMP- 1,5@ Open space, low intensity educational and recreatior
0 be appropriate md compatible lend uses in envire:
arers of nigh visual sensitivity.

M

GMP-1.6 £oi ISE i -
permitted on the portions of the Sama Lucia Pre:
Cerlos) within the Greater Monterey Penmsula Bl
densities and policies as specified in Boerd of Super
“Comprebensive Planned Use”™ Owverlay for Ra
Compeehensive Development Plas for the Santa Lu
CF-125).

GMP-1.7 Specizl Treatment Area: White Rock Chib - The
designated 2s a “Speciel Treatment Arva” The fol
regulate uses within the White Rock Club Special Th
shall be subject to the policies of the Rurel Crazing
417-041-014-000)

a. The existing recreational facilities, consisting
gatehouse, ellows the constuction and remocd:
sites. No additional cebin sites shall be allowes

=% Caonversion of the cebins o permanent re
permitied. The puepose of the cebins is transi
20 more than eight of the 100 cabin sites may |
meaintenerce and operations of White Rock Ch

2007 Monterey County General Flan
DRAFT - Movember &, 2007
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C. Further expansion of accessory uses at White ]
upon epprovel of 2 Use Permit. The Use Permit:
of the Rural Grezing land use desigration.

GMP-1.8 Specizl Treetment Arvea: San Clemente Ranch - The Sz
designeted es a “Special Treatment Arez” The follov
regulete uses within the San Clemente Ranch
Development shall be subject w0 the policies for =
designation,

a. The existing recreational faciliies, corsisting of
sesidents, tennis courts, swimmirg pool and fish
Mo additional cabin sites shall be ellowed. Cab
with consent of the Hearing Officer subject to ¢
of this Plan. The reconstuction, remodeling
cabins or development of new cabins on spp
allowed, with approprizate Plenning and Building
Health Department permits,

b. Further expansion of accessory uses, not includ
reguirements of Rural Grazing land use designa

[ Coaversion of the 101 czbins to permaneni/fe
permitted.  The use of the cabins shallfems
oceupency shall be limited o0 no more thah 45 co

d. Agriculture] vses on the property shalld

GMP-1.9 Special Treatment Area: Jefferson: Regldential develo)

in order to contribute to meeting/the
(APN: 175-011-047-000, 175,411-029-000, 41£-014.
¢ uses within the Jeffersor
a. t shak’ meet mmimum sethack

A minimum of $0-percent (30%) of the units
meet Affordeble/Workloree Housing criterin
Future development will address environmental
Development may oceur on fne bluffs above th
new residential development may occur on prin
(also see Policy G8-1.12

2007 Monterey Courty Gereral Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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GMP-2.1

GMP-2.2

GMP-2.3

GMP-2.4

GMP-2.5

GMP-2.6

GMP-2.7

GMP-2.8

2.0 - Circnlation :

Improvement of Highway 68 intersections, constuctio
public transit roadway improvements, and improved b
be given priority for funding,.

Employers should stagger emplovee work hours it orc
congestion on Highway 638 and in other areas,

Improvements to Laureles Crade should consist of ©
widening, spot realignments, passing lares andior
vehicles should be disconreged from vsing this route.

To minimize tafic safety hazards, creation of new
single-family residences onto Highway 68 ar Laurele:
urless there is no oter feasible access.

Tre County shall promote the use of Davis and Res:
routes between the Monterey Peninsnla end Salir
Highweay 63,

State Scenic Highway designation should be pursued
Highway 68 junction, and County Scenic Route desiy
for Carmel Velley Road, Robinson Canyon Road and I

New sites for office employment, services, and |
incorporate designs end be located to allow us
transportation such es public transit buses, bicycles
encourage e use of public transit should mehude ¢
allow reasonable access by transit buses and should als
pullouts, bus swops, pedestrian access, wheel chair
signs and passenger shelfers.

Development directly beneath rusway approeches ¢

Adrport end Marize Munieipal Airpost shall:

2. be of low intensity,

b. not generate electrical interference to radio cor
and the air traffic conirol tower,

c. not contain sources of glare which would blind

d. be required to grant aviation easements to the I
District or other appropriste entity as a
approval.

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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GMP-2.9 ion and expansion of all nighways as

siceble that bixe paths be

O 43753 PM 00
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scenic beaut of visually imp e.clec. areas.

GMP-3.2 Developmert on canyon edges and hilltops shall b
visuel impact of the development.

GMP-3.3 The Greater Monterey Peninsulz Scenic Highway Cc
Map (Figure 14, next page) shall be used to desig
"highly sensitive" areas generzlly visible from desig
following policies shall apply to aseas 'Ezl have one ¢

&, All mreas designnted as “sensitive" o
interpreted within the meaning of this policy ¢
b Landowners will be encouraged to dedice

app_upna e agﬂnq or non- profit organizatio:
shown as "sen: " or “highly sensiti

t. Areas shown s “highly sensitive” on the Map
space w the maxinmm extent possible theo
necessary, fee acquisition.

d. New development should not be sitad on thos
heve beer mapped es “hizhly sens
appropriate to maximize the goals, objectivi
development shzll be sited in a manner whict
proposed structures and roads to the greate
utilize landscape screening end other techr
protection of te visnal resource.

e New development to be located in aress map
sensitive” and which will be visible from a «
maintain the visual charecter of the area. In
the visual impacts of development in such ¢
reguired:

2007 Meorierey Coonty

rer] Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 7
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GMP-3.9 Critical habitat arees should be preserved as open sp:
cennot be developed because of this policy 2 low inter
mzy be approved, However, the development should
of the lend least biologically significant so that the dev
natural fanction of the surrounding

GMP-3.10  Work with appropriate state and federal agencies t
activities near the Monterey County coast i ie ad
merine bird end memmal (particylest
spills.

GMP-311 Ridi hiking trails should be scquired and ds
Treating a coordinated, area-wide tzails system. All
l-FE—| prohibited from using these treils. In supporting = «
system, the highest priority should be given to estzk
systems:
By 2 permanent niding and hiking trail from Ro

45 Pasy;
b} an easterly ridgeline wwail from Jecks Peak Perk
) 2 major trail link which generally traverses :
from Carmel Valley and forms a trail conne
WNational Forest treil system; and
d) 2 connection treil from the Jacks Peek Peria
to the entrance of Laguna Seca Recreation As
departuse to Toro Regionzl Perk along Highwa

GMP-3.12  The County, through the Parks Department, shi
fundamental elements with regand w0 trail acquisitio
expeditiously es possible:

a) design standards,
b) trail location,

) constraction standards,

) lizhility questions,

ey patrol and enforcement,

i resTictions or limitations on types of use app
trail segments,

2l maintenence and operation plan, and

b) burden of cost.

GMP-3.13  As development of bike paths 2nd a coordinated, area-
essential for circulation, safety and recreation in the G:
Plenning Area, dedication of trail easements mey be re
development approvel, notwithsteading Poficy G5-1.7

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007
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L-12 L-12
Carl Holm, Project Manager
MONTEREY PENINSULA Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT February 12, 2009
5 HARRIS COURT, BLDG. G Page 2
POST OFFICE BOX 85
2"&”&?‘}&‘2&}:5 912)3%3;%'33? ?ﬂ‘us Page 4.3-36, first paragraph: The fourth sentence should read “Total usable storage in the Coastal | 5
Subarea of the Seaside Groundwater Basin is estimated to be approximately 7,500 acre-feet”.
February 12, 2009
Page 4.3-36, second paragraph: The first sentence should read “Because of a 1995 State Water
Carl Holm, Project Manager Resources Control Board Order (Order No. WR 95-10) that ruled Cal-Am did not have a legal right
Monterey County Resource Management Agency to roughly 70% of the surface and groundwater it was presently diverting from the Carmel River and
Planning Department underlying Carmel Vailey Alluvial Aquifer (refer to Carmel River Conflicts) ...”. The fifth sentence
168 West Alisal Street, Second Floor should read “The judgment requires a 10% decrease in operating yield for the basin every three years 6
Salinas, CA 93901 beginning in Water Year 2009, unless replenishment supplies are secured or groundwater levels are
sufficient to prevent seawater intrusion”. The last sentence should read « The watermaster adopted
SUBJECT: Comments on 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft EIR the Seaside Monitoring and Management Program in 2006, as directed by the court.”; the
Monitoring and Management Program did not implement any decreases.
Dear Mr. Holm:
Page 4.3-38, fifth paragraph: The last sentence should read “The primary water supplier in the 7
Thank you for the oppottunity to commeni on the Draft Envi ial Impact Report (DEIR) for the Carmel River Basii is Cal-Am, an investor-owned public utility that provides water to approximately
2007 Monterey County General Plan Update projcct (State Clearinghouse Number 40,000 connections within the MPWMD”.
2007121001/County file # PLN070525). The M Peninsula Water M. District’s
(MPWMD or District) comments are as follows. Page 4.3-39, fourth paragraph: The second sentence should read “As a result, Cal-Am was
charged by the State Water Resources Control Board with diverting water from the Carmel Riverand | g
Specific Comments underlying aquifer unlawfully (Order 95-10, as amended by Orders 98-04 and 2002-0002).” The
third sentence should be revised to reflect the fact that Order 2001-04 was rescinded in March 2002
Page 4.3-11, fourth bullet: The text indicates that MPWMD is currently evaluating the feasibility by Order 2002-0002 and is not in effect.
of a desalination plant in Sand City, which would take 15 million gallons per day (mgd) of saline
groundwater from the coastal beachfront and produce 7.5 mgd of potable water. This text should be Page 4.3-40, second paragraph: The second sentence should be revised to read “The State Water
updated to reflect the fact that MPWMD is no longer investigating the feasibility of a desalination Resources Control Board granted ten temporary permits to MPWMD to allow diversions of water
plant in Sand City, but is investigating the feasibility of a desalination facility in the former Fort Ord from the Carmel River between December and May for the years 1998 through 2007. In November
area, north of Sand City. Specifically, the District is investigating the feasibility of a feedwater 2007, the State Water Resources Control Board issued a permanent permit to MPWMD and Cal-Am 9
system extracting water from the shaliow dunes sands on Fort Ord State Park. The expected yield of to allow diversions of up to 2,426 acre-feet of water from the Carmel River between December and
a desalination facility in this location, if feasible, will be determined as part of the current May”. The last sentence should be revised to read “Under the proposed operational plan, the
investigation. maximum extraction would be approximately 1,500 AFY, leaving a portion of the injected water in
the Seaside Basin available for recovery during extended dry periods”.
Page 4.3-11, second paragraph: The tributaries to Tularcitos Creek should be “Chupines and |
Rana Creeks”, not Choppiness and Rana Creeks. Page 4.3-46, fourth paragraph: The third sentence should be revised to read “The order further
established an interim annual production goal of no more than 11,285 AFY from Carmel River
Page 4.3-14, third bullet: The text should be revised as suggested above. Also, in the first sources and directed Cal-Am to secure permits for its unauthorized water use (10,730 AFY)...”. The 10
paragraph, the last sentence should read “In 2006, Cal-Am obtained ...”, not Calm obtained. order recognized that Cal-Am had valid rights for its authorized diversions from the Carmel River,
ie., 3,376 AFY.
Page 4.3-31, Table 4.3-4: For the Fort Ord “Community Area”, the Seaside Groundwater Basin
Watermaster should be included under the “Management Authority” heading, “WPWMD?” should be
“MPWMD?”, and Cal-Am should be included under the “Water Supplier” heading. Also, the text in
the third paragraph regarding the District’s current desalination investigations should be revised as
suggested above.
Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-163 Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-164
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L-12 L-12
Carl Holm, Project Manager Carl Holm, Project Manager
Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department
February 12, 2009 February 12, 2009
Page 3 Page 4
Page 4.3-47, third bullet: The requirement that Cal-Am cease withdrawals of water from San Mitigation Measure WR-1 lacks specificity and is inadequate. To be considered adequate, a
Clemente Reservoir and reduce diversions from production wells in the Upper Carmel Valley during |11 mitigation measure should be a specific, feasible action that will actually improve adverse
fow-flow periods of the year, except during an emergency was specified in Order 2002-0002, not environmental conditions and should be measurable to allow monitoring of its implementation. 14
Order 98-04. See following paragraph in text. Mitigation measures consisting only of further studies, or Itation with regul. ies that
are not tied to a specific action should be avoided. The proposed mitigation measure should specify
Page 4.3-47, third paragraph: The first sentence should be revised to read “In addition, because of who is responsible for its impl ion, how the will be impl d and when it will be
growing concerns regarding the sustainable yield of the Seaside Groundwater Basin and the threat of implemented.
seawater intrusion, Cal-Am filed a lawsuit to adjudicate the pumping and storage rights of the
varjous groundwater pumpers in the Seaside Basin”. Cal-Am’s lawsuit was not filed in response to a Section 4.9.4.3 page 52, Regulatory Framework, Local Policies and Regulations: Please include
SWRCB Order. In addition, it should be noted that 5,600 AFY is the amount of recent basin 12 areference to MPWMD Rule 124 ing Carmel River M: and Regulati This rule
pumping, and is not 500 AFY less than the recent pumping maximum. requires that property owners obtain a valid River Work Permit issued by MPWMD for any work 15
within the riparian corridor, which is defined as within 25 lineal feet of the 10-year flood waterline
The second sentence should be revised to read “In a final ruling on March 27, 2006, the Court defined by the Nolte and Associates analysis for the 1984 Flood Insurance Study for Monterey
directed that current pumping in the basin, i.e., 5,600 AFY, be reduced by 10% every three years County. The following link describes MPWMD’s Rules and Regulations regarding River Work
unless replenishment supplies are secured. Under the ruling, Cal-Am, which is the major pumper in Permits: hitp:/www.mpwind.dst.ca.us/programs/rive/CARMEL_RIVER_MGT_RULES.him.
the basin, is responsible for approximately 92% of the reduction in pumping”.
Other Comments:
Page 4.3-65, last paragraph: The first sentence should be revised to read “The MPWMD began
the process of preparing a long-term Seaside Basin Groundwater Management Plan following AB | 13 Control of Runoff from Developed Areas  In the Water Resources section of the DEIR (Section
3030 guidelines in March 2004. This effort was superseded by the Seaside Basin adjudication 4.3), there is a description of the alteration of drainage patterns associated with the 2030 horizon and
proceedings and decision that was issued in March 20067, build out.  MPWMD recommends that consideration be given to collection of runoff from
developments that now discharge to open river channels. These discharges are, in effect, unnatural
Page 4.3-130, first paragraph: Inaddressing the environmental impact on water resources in the tributaries that cause localized destabilization of streambanks and permanent loss of riparian
Monterey Peninsula area during the 2030 planning horizon, the document proposes a general vegetation. Collection of this type of runoff would reduce the potential for streambank erosionand | 1¢
mitigation measure: loss of riparian vegetation.
WR-1: Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey Peninsula in addition to the Coastal Water In addition, the Water Resources section talks about water quality being impacted by runoff
Project, associated with development. All development projects should consider using pervious pavement
and other techniques to promote infiltration.
and indicates that the draft 2007 General Plan will be revised to include a new policy: 14
Care of Riparian Vegetation
PS-3.16 The County will participate in the Water for Monterey County Codlition , or similar In Carmel Valley, it is the responsibility of property owners to maintain in good condition the
regional group, for the purpose of identifying and supporting a variety of new water supply projects, riparian areas of their property. With increased water use and development, irrigation and
water management programs, and multiple agency agreements that will provide additional domestic maintenance of the riparian corridor will need to continue, especially during times of drought,
water supplies for the Monterey Peninsula and Seaside basin, while continuing fo protect the Salinas reduced streamflow, and lowered groundwater levels. The groundwater table in normal to dry years
and Pajaro River groundwater basins from saltwater intrusion. The County’s general objective, is annually drawn down below the root zone of riparian trees. Therefore, irrigation is necessary to v
while recognizing that timeframes will be dependent upon the dynamics of the regional group, will maintain healthy riparian vegetation as long as this condition continues.
be to complete the cooperative planning of these water supply alternatives within five years of the
adoption of the general plan and to implement the selected alternatives within five years after that Ifyou have any questions regarding these comments, you may contact Andy Bell, MPWMD District
time. Engineer, at 658-5620 or andy@mpwmd.dst.ca.us.
Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
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Carl Holm, Project Manager

Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department
February 12, 2009

Page 5

Control of Runoff from Developed Areas  In the Water Resources section of the DEIR (Section
4.3), there is a description of the al ion of drai; patterns iated with the 2030 horizon and
build out. MPWMD recommends that consideration be given to collection of runoff from
developments that now discharge to open river channels. These discharges are, in effect, unnatural
tributaries that cause localized destabilization of streambanks and permanent loss of riparian
vegetation. Collection of this type of runoff would reduce the potential for streambank erosionand | 1g
loss of riparian vegetation.

In addition, the Water Resources section talks about water quality being impacted by runoff
associated with development. All development projects should consider using pervious pavement
and other techniques to promote infiltration.

Care of Riparian Vegetation

In Carmel Valley, it is the responsibility of property owners to maintain in good condition the
riparian areas of their property. With sed water use and developrent, irrigation and
maintenance of the riparian corridor will need to continue, especially during times of drought, [19
reduced streamflow, and lowered groundwater levels. The groundwater table in normal to dry years
is annually drawn down below the root zone of riparian trees. Therefore, irrigation is necessary to

maintain healthy riparian vegetation as long as this condition continues.

anager

Un\Darby\wptAgenciesimcpdicomments_2007 general plan_deir_I26ch09.doc
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MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT

JOINT POWERS AGENCY MEMBERS:
City of Carmei-by-the-Sea « City of Del Rey Oaks + Cify of Marina » City of Monterey « City of Pacific Grove
City of Salinas « City of Seaside = County of Monterey * City of Gonzales (ex. officio)

October 24, 2008

Carl Holm

Assistant Director

County of Monterey

168 W. Alisal Street, 2" Floor
Salinas CA 93901

Dear Mr. Holm:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the GPU draft EIR.
Please amend the EIR document, Sections 4.6.2.3 and 4.6.2.8, to reflect the latest
changes with MST services.

4.6.2.3 Tourism Traffic

Tourism is the county's second largest industry, and the continued expansion of
the tourism industry in Monterey County will further exacerbate this source of impact.
Present alternatives to the automobile are not attractive to casual weekend travelers or
to long-distance tourists. Although visitors comprise a high percentage of commercial
airline passengers arriving at Monterey Peninsula Airport (62 percent, according to a
1996 AMBAG study), the relatively low number of airline trips in and out of the
Peninsula accounts for only a very small percentage of the annual tourist volume.
Monterey-Salinas Transit's popular MST Trolley service is an example of a non-impact

- transportation-mode specifically tailored-to-tourist-demand: - Line-22 is-another-bus route
that is tailored to tourist demand as it serves the Big Sur coastline with a limited number
of daily roundtrips year around. MST’s Line 24 Carmel Valley Grapevine Express also
is attractive with visitors and provides a safe aiternative to driving between wine tasting
venues while reducing congestion on Carme! Valley Road.

. 4.6.2.8 Public Transit Services

The Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) system is an inter-city and intra-city bus
, service. MST serves a 280 square-mile area of Monterey County, Southern Santa Cruz
‘[ County, and Santa Clara County. Intercity bus service is provided between Monterey-
! Salinas, Watsonville-Salinas, Watsonville-Marina, Monterey-San Jose, and Salinas-King
] City. Intra-city service is provided by in Carmel, Gonzales, Greenfield, King City,
Marina, Monterey, Pacific Grove, Salinas, Seaside and Soledad. MST offers 37 routes

One Ryan Ranch Read * Monterey, Cafifornia 93940-5795 USA « Fax 831.899.3954 « Phone 831.899.2558 or 424.7695
www.mst.org « e-mail: mst@mst.org

Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
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that serve an estimated 352,000 people residing within three-quarters of a mile from a
fixed-route bus line. Three MST bus rcutes connect with Santa Cruz Metropolitan
Transit District buses at the Watsonviile Transit Center. One MST route offers daily
express service to cities in southern Santa Clara County as well as downtown San Jose
and provides convenient connections to Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
(VTA) bus and light rail transit lines. This express route serves Diridon Station in San
Jose with direct connections to AMTRAK, Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), as well
as CALTRAIN commuter rail service. MST’s rural service is provided to Carmel Valley
and to Big Sur as well as to unincorporated areas of the county such as Castroville,
Prunedale and Chualar. The MST Trolley offers locals and tourists service to popular
tourist destinations within the City of Monterey.

Monterey County’s paratransit program, MST RIDES, provides transportation for
individuals with disabilities who are unable to use MST’s regular fixed route transit
services. The MST RIDES program also provides RIDES Special Transportation
{RIDES ST) service for persons living outside of the ADA-required service corridor (up
to three-quarters mile from any MST fixed route bus line). MST RIDES serves 14
municipalities in two counties and 10 additional communities in the unincorporated area
of Monierey County. Service coverage spans the Monterey Peninsula, Salinas Valley
and the Watsonville Transit Center in Santa Cruz County. As of October 2008, there
are 3,171 people certified as ADA Paratransit eligible within the service area. About
one half of that population resides in either Monterey or Salinas. The MST RIDES ST
service area includes the unincorporated areas of Prunedale, Castroville, and Aromas
for North Monterey County as well as the area along River Road from State Hwy 68 to,
and including, Las Palmas Ranch Il. The MST RIDES ST setvice area extends one
mile on either side of Highway 101 from Salinas to Bradley including the unincorporated
communities of San Lucas and San Ardo for South Monterey County. MST RIDES ST
services are provided when MST RIDES and MST's regular bus services are in
operation. Table 4.6-7 lists each of MST bus route. Exhibit 4.6.3 shows MST bus
routes in Monterey County.

If you have any questions regarding these changes, please do not hesitate to

County of Monterey Resource Management Com!

Agency, Planning Department

ment Letters

Local Agencies

Page 1 of 1
L-14

Calderon, Vanessa A. x5186

From: Linda G. Mclntyre [mcintyre@mosslandingharbor.dst.ca.us]
Sent:  Wednesday, December 31, 2008 11:59 AM

To: ceqacomments

Subject: Water Transportation

Hi Carl — I'm not sure haw critical it is to have accurate information on this one little tiny paragraph but will provide
you with my info and you can decide:

Paragraph 4.6.2.11 Water Transportation. The info included in the second paragraph may apply to Monterey
Harbor and may be accurate for them, but as for Moss Landing Harbor, a more accurate statement would be:
"Most slip sizes are readily available with little or no waiting at Moss Landing Harbor”.

Happy New Year and thanks, Carl!
-Linda G.

Linda G. Mcintyre, Esq.

General Manager/Harbormaster

Moss Landing Harbor District

7881 Sandholdt Road

Moss Landing, CA 95039

Office: 831.633.5417

Fax : 831.633.4537

Cell : 831.870.3346

meintyre@m ingharbor.dst.ca.u:

Gonfidentiality Notice: The information contained in this electronic mail lransmission is intended to be read only by the addressee. If you are not the
intended recipient you are hereby notified that any review. use. dissemination, distribution or copying of this commurication is strictly profibited. You
are also asked to notify the above sender dst.ca.us or by lelephone of the misdirected mail and destroy all
copies of the original message. Thank you for your cuupemuun Note: Under same circumstances, Reply 1o All ar Forward of this email message may
be considered a violation of the Brown Act.

contact me.
Sincgrely,
.
Michael Galiant
Planning Manager
01/05/2009

Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-169 Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-170
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Roger C. Antén, Jr. N — anticipated by the DEIR is well on its way, and will need to be appropriately analyzed to 1
Superintandent Tim Vanoli istri
superintendem@sainas.k12.cocs  SALINAS UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT Assaciste Supar mandent/ ensure that the District can serve the students generated by new development.
nstructional Services
Nina Van CI i o li@sali k12.ca. .

Administrative Assistant ionterey Goun venoiGesinas K12.69.08 Senate Bill 50 and CEQA

nvancleave@salinas k12 ,ca.us Planning and Building Alojandro Hogan
Inspaction Administration Associate Superintendent/

The District is concerned about language in the DEIR that states that new development is
fully mitigated by developer fees paid pursuant to Senate Bill (“S.B.”) 50, so that all
future development has a “less than significant” impact on District facilities apparently
g AV jearhart@salinas.k12.ca.us with no further analysis needed. In particular, the District notes the following language
Carl Holm in the DEIR:

October 28, 2008 Human Resources

ahogan@salinas.k12.ca.us

i
|

dames A. Earhart ‘
Associate Superintendent/ i
\

i

Monterey County Planning Department :
168 W. Alisal St., 2nd Floor .

In 1998, the California State Legislature enacted SB 50, which made significant
amendments to existing State law governing school fees. SB 50 prohibited state or
. local agencies from imposing school impact mitigation fees, dedications, or other
Re:  Comments Regarding the “2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft - requirements in excess of those provided in the statute. Government Code Section
Environmental Impact Report” (Sch. No. 2007121001) 65995(e) provides that where payment has been made to a school district in

accordance with the school fee program that is considered full mitigation of any

Salinas, CA 93901

Dear Mr. Holm: k school impacts. The legislation also prohibits local agencies from denying or
| conditioning any project (including a general plan) based on the inadequacy of school
This letter provides comments on behalf of Salinas Union High School District i facilities. (DEIR p. 4.11-10.)
(“District”) on the 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact ! 2
gegoi(sc}“ No. 2007121001) dated September 2008 (“DEIR”), prepared by ICF Jones ' o Impact PSU-3: Development and land use activities contemplated in the 2007
tokes. '

General Plan may result in the need for new or expanded school facilities. (Less-
; Than-Significant-Impact) (DEIR p. 4.11-19.)

The DEIR provides an analysis of the environmental impacts of the County of i
Monterey’s (“County”) proposed updates to its general plan (*General Plan”). _Whﬂej the ; *  Asdiscussed above in the regulatory section, Government Code Section 65995(h)
DEIR does not analyze the environmental impacts of specific development projects. it provides that payment of development impact fees in accordance with its provisions
does analyze the environmental impacts of the County’s general planning document, constitutes “full and complete mitigation of the impacts” of new development.

which guides and governs'all future development in the County. Furthermore, according (DEIR p. 4.11-20.)
to the DEIR, the County will experience significant population growth between now and i
2030 (the General Plan’s planning horizon), and continued growth until the County 1 o Paying school impact fees mitigates the impact of new development on schools under

reaches “full buildout” in 2092. The DEIR projects the Monterey County population to

grow from 432,600 in 2005 to 602,731 in 2030, and the unincorporated county

population to grow from 110,083 in 2005 to 135,375 in 2030 (in spite of city annexations

of county property). (DEIR pp. 3-8 —3-10.) This anticipated population increase of

) nearly 200,000 residents by the year 2030 will have a major impact on District facilities,
and the District hopes to work closely with the County and developers to ensure that this

i impact is properly mitigated.

Government Code Section 65995(h)- Therefore, the policies of the 2007 General Plan
will ensure that this impact will be less-than-significant. (DEIR p. 4.11-20.)

« Development under the 2007 General Plan will result in a less-than-significant effect
i on schools. Paying school impact fees, as required by state law and proposed Public
Services Element policy PS-7.8, mitigates the impact of new development on schools
under Government Code Section 65995(h). (DEIR p. 4.11-21.)

The District notes that while the DEIR does not analyze the environmental impacts of
specific development projects, the General Plan does address the proposed development
of up to 1,147 residential units (along with commercial development and a community
center) on approximately 671 acres in the Greater Salinas area, known as “Butterfly
Village,” which may require school sites and/or athletic fields. (General Plan GS-1.)
Furthermore, the District understands that the City of Salinas (“City™) is also planning
large residential developments in the near future. Thus, the population growth

« Development under the 2007 General Plan will result in a less-than-significant effect
on schools. Paying school impact fees, as required by state law and proposed Public
Services Element policy PS-7.8, mitigates the impact of new development on schools
under Government Code Section 65995(h). (DEIR p. 4.11-22.)
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The District objects to the concept that S.B. 50 removes the need for full analysis under
the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA™) of the impact of new development
on school district facilities.

Environmental Impacts

S.B. 50 does not negate the County’s responsibility under CEQA to analyze the
environmental impacts of new development. Under CEQA, if a project “may” have a
significant effect on the environment, a public agency must prepare an environmental
impact report (“EIR™), giving a detailed analysis of all the effects on the environment by
a proposed project. (Pub. Res. Code §§21061, 21080, & 21100.) One of the main
purposes of the EIR is informational, to “provide public agencies and the public in
general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to
have on the environment . .. .” (Pub. Res. Code §21061.) This includes impacts on local
agencies, including school districts. (See 14 C.C.R. §15382; 14 C.C.R. Appendices G &
H.) S.B. 50 does not allow the County to bypass providing this information, regardless of
whether the environmental impacts are later mitigated to a level of less-than-significant.
However, even though the DEIR projects a population increase of nearly 200,000 by the
year 2030, an increase that will clearly have an impact on the District, the DEIR does not
analyze the impact of this population increase on the District, and arguably also
concludes that no analysis will be necessary in the future.

Mitigation Measures

In addition to analyzing the project’s environmental impacts, CEQA requires the EIR to
analyze possible mitigation measures for all significant environmental impacts. (Pub.
Res. Code §21100.) Furthermore, CEQA requires the adoption of mitigation measures
necessary to reduce the impact to a level of less-than-significant, unless findings are
made that “specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations” makes
a mitigation measure “infeasible.” (14 C.C.R. §15091; see also Pub. Res. Code §§21002,
21002.1 & 21081; 14 C.C.R §§ 15021 & 15096.) Again, the purpose of this analysis is in
part informational, and the infeasibility of a particular mitigation measure does not negate
CEQA’s requirement that the EIR provide information about the measure and why it is
infeasible. (See Pub. Res. Code §21061.)

S.B. 50 does not nullify the need for this mitigation measure analysis. In fact, since
developer fees are one possible mitigation measure to address the impact of
overcrowding in school districts caused by new development, the EIR should specifically
analyze developer fees and determine the amount necessary to mitigate the impact of
school overcrowding to a level of less-than-significant. To the extent that $.B. 50
potentially precludes collecting this amount of developer fees, higher fees would be a
legally infeasible mitigation measure and the EIR should then state that it is infeasible to
collect the developer fees needed to fully mitigate overcrowding, and acknowledge an
unimitigated impact on school districts remains. The District notes that, as a practical
matter, developer fees are generally insufficient to fully mitigate overcrowding in school
district facilities.
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Moreover, S.B. 50 only regulates mitigation of the impact of school overcrowding.
There are many other impacts of new development that are not limited by $.B. 50, and
that can and should be fully mitigated. Common examples include the need to widen
roads or put in other traffic controls to accommodate the increased flow of traffic (both
from students and generally), safety measures to address pedestrian travel to school, and
the need to add sound-proofing to offset noise increases from nearby development and
resulting traffic.

The DEIR simply states that developer fees will be collected pursuant to S.B. 50. It does
not analyze the amount of fees necessary to mitigate school overcrowding, It does not
determine whether fees collected pursuant to S.B. 50 are sufficient to mitigate this
impact. It does not analyze additional mitigation measures to address impacts other than
school facility overcrowding. Furthermore, the DEIR arguably concludes that there will
be no need for such analysis in the future, when specific development projects are being
analyzed. This analysis is insufficient under CEQA.

Statement of Overriding Considerations

Finally, if the County determines that significant impacts remain even after the
imposition of all feasible mitigation measures, such as developer fees under S.B. 50, the
County must adopt an applicable statement of overriding consideration. (Pub. Res. Code
§§ 21002, 21002.1 & 21081; 14 C.CR §§ 15021(a)(2), 15091(a) & 15096(g); see Sierra
Club v. Gilroy City Council (1$90) 222 Cal.App.3d 30.) Thus, the County would have to
acknowledge and adopt public findings that, for example, the escalation of timing of the
development in question outweighs the public’s need for adequate school facilities.

The DEIR

The District requests that the County revise the DEIR so that it analyzes the various
environmental impacts of new development on the District and determines their level of
significance, analyzes potential mitigation measures, and either adopts mitigation
measures sufficient to reduce the impacts to a level of less-than-significant or adopts a
statement of overriding considerations. If the County is unable to provide detailed
analyses of new development at the General Plan level, the DEIR should at least state that
such analysis must be provided when environmental analyses are performed for specific
projects. Furthermore, any discussion of S.B. 50 in the DEIR should clarify that the bill
addresses only adequacy of facilities to accommodate new students, and not other
impacts that may directly or indirectly impact schools and the populations they serve.

Altermate Measures to Mitigate Impact of New Development on the District
The District notes that S.B. 50 does not preclude the County from requiring mitigation

from developers in addition to developer fees. In fact, the County can assist the District
to address the impact of new development in several ways.
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Land Dedication : is desirable for both public entities to have land set aside for both school and park use so
that a single joint use facility of ten or more acres would be available to both the District
. One legally available mitigation measure would be for the County to consider adopting i and residents within new development.
’ findings requiring any developer building residential units to dedicate land and/or
funding pursuant to Government Code sections 65970 et seq. (all subsequent code ination with District to Mitigate Impact of New Development
sections refer to the Government Code unless otherwise specified), which permit the )
County to require a developer to dedicate land to a school district. Section 65974 i The District also is concerned that the DEIR and the General Plan do not clarify the need
specifically states that “for the purpose of establishing an interim method of providing i for the County to coordinate planning of new development with the District. While the
: classroom facilities where overcrowded conditions exist, . . . a city, county, or city and ' language regarding the need to reserve school sites “in consultation with the affected
county may, by ordinance, require the dedication of land, or the payment of fees in lieu districts” in the General Plan policy PS-7.1 is helpful, sections 65352 and 65352.2 require
thereof, or a combination of both, for classroom and related facilities for elementary or ! Jocal cities and counties to coordinate planning of school facilities with school districts.
’ high schools as a condition to the approval of a residential development.” i The Legislature also confirmed that the parties are meant to coordinate “[o]ptions for the 2
: siting of new schools and whether or not the local city or counties existing land use
A land dedication requirement would be good public planning benefiting all residents of element appropriately reflects the demand for public school facilities, and ensures that
the community, including future residents of new development. As development occurs, new planned development reserves location for public schools in the most appropriate
land suitable for new school sites grows scarcer. Under sections 65352 and 65352.2, the : locations.”
County has a duty to help plan for adequate services to their residents by ensuring that i
future sites are set aside for schools. Failure to do so leads to inadequate services, future The Legislature recognized that new planned development should take into consideration
controversies, and the potential need for a school district to exercise its rights under and even “reserve” where schools would be located to serve the development because
eminent domain to displace existing residents. : schools are as integral a part of planning for new development as is any other public
| service, such as fire, police, water and sewer. The intent behind sections 65350, et seq.,
Land dedication under sections 65970, ¢t seq., remains a permissible mitigation measure i supports the District’s position that the County must analyze whether the current size of
: under sections 65995, et seq., which are cited by the DEIR. Section 65995, subdivision 2 i District schools is adequate to accommodate both its existing population and new
i (a), specifically states that “[e]xcept for a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement development, particularly in light of cumulative impacts.
authorized under Section 17620 of the Education Code, or pursnant to Chapter 4.7 i
(commencing with Section 65970), a fee, charge, dedication or other requirement for the ! Specific Development Projects
construction or reconstruction of school facilities may not be levied . . . . Section 65995 |
: expressly excludes Chapter 4.7, inclusive of section 65974, from this limitation, thus The District requests that the County contact the District as early as possible in the
i permitting a county to address conditions of overcrowding in school facilities or planning process for specific new development projects. This will allow the District to
i inadequately sized school sites by requiring, for example, the dedication of land. i take the projects into account in its facilities plans. It will also allow the District to give
‘ the County input regarding appropriate information to be included in project’s
Phasing ' environmental analyses, in order to fully analyze the project’s impact on District
; facilities. Including such information in the project’s environmental analysis will greafly
: Another method by which the County can work cooperatively with the District within all facilitate the District’s interaction with developers and will enable the District to better
legal constraints to ensure adequate school facilities with regard to new development is work with the County to ensure that the children residing in the area have appropriate
by requiring development to be phased and not permitted prior to availability of school educational facilities that may safely be accessed. 3
facilities. Timing development so as to balance the availability of school facilities with
new development can significantly aid the District in its attempt to provide for the The District is prepared to provide the information necessary to assist the County in its
additional students generated by new development. At the same time, it is not a denial of i preparation of specific environmental analyses for future development projects. For your
development. | information, we have attached the District’s most recent “School Facilities Needs
Analysis and Justification Report,” the District’s “School Facility Master Plan,” and the
Cooperative Use i District’s demographic analysis and forecasts as examples of the type of documents that
the District can provide to assist the County in its environmental analyses. District staff
The County and the District can also work together to ensure adequate school facilities to would be happy to provide the County with updated documents as necessary, and also
serve the residential units contemplated by new development by entering into a provide any additional information needed for the County to fully and adequately analyze
partnership to jointly use school and park land for recreation and educational purposes. It the impact of new development on the District.
{SR060655.D0C) 5 {SR060655.D0C) 6
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‘We note that we are aware of other cities and counties that have sometimes taken the
position that S.B. 50 precludes either or both analysis of school impacts in an
environmental analysis and mitigation of those impacts. Our attorneys, the law firm of
Lozano Smith, have had success in meeting with local agencies and their attorneys to

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

address these issues. This has helped to educate public agencies on what they can still do 4
to address and assist public schools, and has allowed for correction of misinformation
regarding the effects of S.B. 50. Correcting such misinformation assists cities and
counties in ensuring that they are still meeting their CEQA obligations. Materials
prepared by our attorneys on this subject are attached.
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments regarding the DEIR. The District
looks forward to working with the County to ensure that the District’s needs are met and
that development in the County will be served by adequate and appropriate educational
facilities. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
i Karen L. Luna
| Manager of Planning and Facilities
: TMULL
Enclosures:
School Impact Fees — Options Under S.B. 50
Salinas Union High School District School Facility Master Plan w/ Demographic
Analysis and Forecasts for Salinas Union High School District
‘ School Facilities Needs Analysis and Justification Report for the Salinas Union
High School District
cci Thomas Manniello, Lozano Smith
Jim Earhart — Associate Supt. — CBO w/o enclosures
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School Impact Fees —
Optiens under S.B. 50

Pebruary 2008

The following summary outlines options concerning mitigating the impact of new development
on school facilities in the era of Senate Bill S0 (“S.B. 50”), which became effective in 1998. The
summary provided here is necessarily general, and does not constitute legal advice; legal counsel
should be consulted regarding these options.

Developer Fees Under 8.B. 50

Prior to S.B. 50, a series of appellate court decisions allowed cities and counties to use their
legislative “police power™ over land use to assist school districts by requiring developer fees,
land dedications, or other measures to mitigate fully the impacts of development on school
facilities, even if the mitigati ded the th licable statutory school impact
fee. (Mirg Development Corp. v. City of San Diego (1988) 205 Cal.App.3d 1201; William S.
Hart Union High School v. Regionai Planning Commission (1991) 226 Cal. App.3d 1612;
Murrieta Valley Unified School District v. County of Riverside (1991) 228 Cal. App.3d 1212.)
Central to this line of cases was the duty of cities and counties to assess and mitigate the
environmental effects of development under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA™) (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, gt seq.), including the impacts en schools.

S.B. 50 now provides for three levels of statutory fees. The first is the existing statutory fee,
‘which we refer to as a “Leve] 1” fee. (Gov. Code § 65995.) That fee is adjusted for inflation
every two years by the State Allocation Board (“SAB™). The most recent increase was a
substantial one, with the SAB approving an increase from $2.63 to $2.97 per square foot of
Tesidential development for unified districts in January of 2008. For a school district to

! . implement the increase, it must take its own separate action; based on a developer fee
‘justification study establishing a “nexus™ between the impact of new development and the fee.
(Gov. Code § 66001. See also Warmington Old Town Assocs. v. Tustin Unified School District
(2002) 101 Cal. App.4th 840.)

S.B. 50 also established a basis for additional fees if certain criteria are met. The second, or
“Level 2" fee — referred to in the legislation as a “supplemental” fee — is the equivalent of the

i statutory fee plus an additional amount that, when taken together, are assumed under state
standards to equal roughly 50% of a district’s actual facilities needs. (Gov. Code § 65995.5.)
The final “Level 3” fee, which is roughly 100% of a district’s need as established under the state
standards, can be imposed only if state funds are no longer available.. (Gov. Code § 65995.7.)
The Level 2 and Level 3 fees must be justified by a “school facilities needs analysis” (“SFNA™)
that, unlike a Level 1 justification study, must utilize specific state criteria.
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As a tradeoff for the higher Level 2 and 3 fees, the Legislature in S.B. 50 also restricted the
ability to impose still higher fees, under CEQA or otherwise. The law states that the payment of
the development fees authorized by S.B. 50 constitutes “full and complete mitigation of the
impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act” involving the planning, use, or development of
real property “on the provision of adequate school facilities.” (Gov. Code § 65995, subd. (h)
(emphasis added).) The Code further provides that an agency is precluded from denying or
refusing to approve a legislative or adjudicative act involving development “on the basis of a

: person’s refusal to provide school facilities mitigation that exceeds the amounts authorized [by
S.B. 501" (Gov. Code § 65995, subd. (i).)

This tradeoff has caused impacted school districts that do not qualify for Level 2 fees to seek
additional avenues for addressing the impacts of new development on schools. Similarly, some
districts find that even if they are eligible for Level 2 fees, the required state formula results in 2
fee lower than the district’s actual need.

Additional Options Available to Schoo} Districts

In addition to adopting the maximum justifiable Level 1 fee, theré remain a number of options to
seek additional means of addressing a school district’s needs.

1 S.B. 50 Level 2 Fees

The first option is to seek Level 2 fees under 8.B. 50. Our firm has published a handbook that
includes detailed information, procedures, time lines, checklists, and forms 1o assist school

f distriots in enacting both Level 1 and Level 2 developer fees, which can be ordered at

: http://www.1 ith.com/briefs/p /DFHOrderForm.pdf.

The remaining options described below are applicable primarily to districts that determine that
they are not eligible for Level 2 fees, or whose Level 2 fees will be insufficient to address the
impact of development upon school facilities, -

! 2. Hardship Funds

3 If the District is heavily impacted, experiences unusual circumstances beyond its control, or

! faces extreme financial hardship, it may qualify for state hardship funding. (Ed. Code §

i 17075.10.) If the District meets all of the state’s qualifying criteria (which include making all

: reasonable efforts to impose the maximum developer fees), it may be able to obtain additional

: state funding for new construction or modernization. However, due to the nature of the state’s
complex formula for hardship funding, eligibility is not a given, even when a district appears
clearly to have needs justifying the funding.

|
; 3. Rely on The Possibility of Denying Development

As noted above, S.B. 50 states that no development project may be denied on the basis of
inadequate school facilities. (Gov. Code §§ 65995, subd. (i) & 65996, subd. (b).) However,
cities and counties maintain a general police power to approve or disapprove whatever

{SR057459,D0C} 2
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development they feel is appropriate for their jurisdiction. While they may be limited in the
ability to single out schools and inform a developer that his or her project is being denied on the
basis of inadequate school availability or lack of adequate mitigation, cities and counties can still
conclude that a project does not contribute overall to the well-being of the city, or that the
developer had not shown sufficient i to the ity, and on that basis consider
denying the project.

Working with a cooperative city or county, a school district may thus be able to bring developers
to the table to negotiate additional school mitigation, such as participation in a Metlo-Roos
Community Facilities District. As expressed in Government Code section 65995, subdivision
(g)(2), 2 developer may still “voluntarily elect(] to establish, or annex into, & community
facilities district . .. .” Another option.of how to address school issues is in a development
agreement between the city or county and the developer,

Some cities and counties may provide support to schools in a tacit fashion, while other cities and
counties may be more overt about their continued desire to support schools. Several years ago,
the City of Livermore responided to arguments by developers that S.B. 50 precluded the City
from imposing any extra- y school mitigation obligations by threatening a complete’
moratorium on new development. Such a moratorium would simply be a blanket halt of new
construction, rather than a denial of particular devel on the basis of inad school
facilities. Confronted with this threat, the developers agreed to continue mitigating school -
impacts as they had before the passage of S.B. 50. Generally, a moratorium comes through'a
voter referendum, but under Government Code section 65858, a city or county can also adopt an
interirn ordinance to prohibit uses in conflict with a contemplated general plan, specific plan or
Zoning proposal if the approval of a development would result in & threat to the public welfare.
This allows a city or county to delay development approvals while it studies the school issues;
for a period that can extend up to almost two years.

In the City of Pleasanton, developers, based in Jarge part on the support of the City for schools,
have agreed to continve the extra ry pay that they had been making prior to S.B.
50s passage (see discussion below of voluntary mitigation agreements). 'As a result, the District
continues to receive fees in the $8.00 range, despite otherwise being ineligible for Level 2 fees.

As another example, San Ramon Unified School District worked with both of its local cities to
establish agreements with developers for multiple developer-built schools, While the District’s
Level 2 fee is in the range of $4.00 per square foot, the District estimates that the agreements
reached carry a value in the $8.00 per square foot range.

4. Phasing of Development

It is an open question under 8.B. 50 whether a city or county can phase development to limit the
impact of new construction on schools. It is not atypical for a city of county to phase
development so that the next phase can proceed only if there are adequate utilities and
infrastructure available. This is an avenue worth exploring, as developers often depend on
bringing a relatively large percentage of their units on line at one time, so that the start-up costs
of a project can quickly be covered. Confronted with delays, a developer may be willing to
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compromise so as to adequately resolve the school issue,

Many of the same considerations regarding limitations on denial of a project under S.B. 50 apply

— to phasing. The argument in favor of phasing, however, may be stronger, since the “denial” of
projects based on inadequate school facilities is explicitly prohibited, while the legislation is
silent regarding limitations on phasing. As a result, we contend that phasing is still dllowed by
S.B. 50. :

5. Seek Revision of City/County Mitigation Program

One option is to revise the local government’s mitigation program, whether through revisions to
the General Plan or through changes to the school district’s procedures under that plan. Some
cities and counties have a systermn where the local government will only approve a certain amount
of development within a specified time frame, largely in order to avoid uncontrolled growth. For
example, a city may have a program in which development applications are approved based on a
point system. For each commitment that the developer makes to the community — such as
building parks, paying for sewer extensions, or funding schools — the developer’s point total is
increased. This is a way of rewarding the developers who make the greatest contribution to the
community. Such & program might still be defensible on the basis that the developer’s project is
not being directly denied on the basis of inadequate school facilities.

6. Impose Conditions on Development Related to Issues Other Than Schoo! Overcrowding

While schocl districts have long focused on the need to mitigate the impact of new development
because of resulting school overcrowding, there are also other impacts of new development that
can and should be mitigated. S.B. 50 does not “limit or prohibit the ability of a local agency to
mitigate the impact of land use approvals other thau on the need for school facilities, as defined
in this section.” (Gov. Code § 65996, subd. (e); see also Gov. Code § 65998, subd. (b)
(repeating similar language).) “School facilities,” in turn, are defined as “any school-related
consideration relating to a school district’s ability to accommodate enroliment.” (Gov. Code.

§ 65996, subdivision (¢) (emphasis added).)

There are numerous costly impacts associated with growth that do niot directly relate to the
ability to accommodate new students. Common examples include the need to widen roads or put
in. other traffic controls to accommodate increased traffic (both from students and generally),
safety measures to address pedestrian travel to school, and the need to add sound-proofing to
offset noise increases from nearby development and resulting traffic. To the extent that a school
: district can demonstrate that it confronts these or similar impacts that are unrelated to enroliment,
| the district can continue to seek conditions on the approval of development under CEQA that
will mitigate the impact of such expenses. These conditions can also be used as a device to open
negotiations for an agreed upon mitigation arrangement. For example, school districts
represented by our firm successfully sued the City of Merced to overtum an environmental
impact report for procedural errors, as opposed to issues relating to school overcrowding, in a
successful effort to bring the City and developers back to the table to discuss school issues.

{SRO57459.D0C} 4

County of Monterey Resource Management Comment Letters
Agency, Planning Department Local Agencies
P : L5
7. Maintain that School Facilities Are Not Available

The Government Code includes a process whereby a school district can find that conditions of
overcrowding exist in “one or more attendance areas” that will impair educational programs.
(Gov. Code § 65971, subd. (a)(1).) Note that this provision does not require that the entire
district be overcrowded. A school district’s board can further find that no reasonable, sufficient
methods of mitigation are available. (Gov. Code § 65971, subd. (a)(2).) At that point, the local
city or county can determine that fees or other obligations in addition to the statutory fees are
appropriate in certain limited circumstances. (Gov. Code §§ 65972 & 65974.) S.B. 50 explicitly
affirms that this remains a valid method of mitigation. (Gov. Code § 65996, subd. (a) (“the
following provisions shall be the exclusive methods of considering and mitigating impacts on
school facilities . . .: (1) Section 17620 of the Education Code [developer fees]. (2) Chapter 4.7
(commencing with Section 65970) [of the Government Code]”).) We note, however, that these
provisions are intended to fund only “interim™ facilities which would be removed after 5 years.
(Gov. Code § 65574, subd. ()3), (2)(4).)

8. Decline to Approve “Will-Serve” or Similar Letters

Many cities and counties ask that school districts provide “will-serve” letters or similar
assurances that their facilities are adequate to accommodate new growth. In some cases, districts
have refused to issue such a Jetter, ially ing the devel praject even while not
“denying” the project based on inadequate school facilities.

There ate also other opportunities for a school district to spell out that it has inadequate facilities.
For example, real estate agents proposing to sell property through a subdivision must obtain a
statement from the Jocal schoo} district indicating the “location of each high school, junior high
school, and elementary school serving the subdivision” (Bus. & Prof. Code § 11010, subd.
(11).) A schoo! district could argue that there is no school available to “serve” a particular
subdivision. This could help bring developers® representatives to the bargaining table to address
school availability.

9. Referendum Process

There has been 2 movement statewide, primarily used by environmentalists and anti-growth
groups, to use the referendum process to overturn decisions by cities and counties to approve
development. Under this process, if a sufficient number of persons sign a petition, a
development approval can be put to a general election. School districts and their supporters have
not often attempted to utilize this process, but this may be an option that is worthy of exploration
in light of the limitations of S.B. 50. Thus, while a city or county may be limited in its ability to
deny development on the basis of inadequate school facilities, voters may be able to accomplish
the same result.

10. * Challenge The Validity of S.B. 50

One more severe option is to make a direct legal challenge to S.B. 50. Some have suggested that
o the extent it can be shown that S.B. 50 does not provide for adequate school facilities, any
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provision capping fees violates the California Constitution and potentially other applicable law.
One specific theory, which has been explored by the League of Cities, is whether S.B. 50, to the
extent that it does not provide adequate mitigation, can legally be allowed to preempt local
mitigation requirements, as it-unconstitutionally infringes on a city’s police powers. This
approach yet may eventually succeed through litigation and the cooperation of a sympathetic city
or county.

11.  Seek Voluntary Mitigation A ts/Gifts

Another option that remains open is to seek voluntary participation in 2 Mello-Roos or payment
of additional fees under a negotiated agreement. S.B. 50 specifically leaves the option of Mello-
Roos arrangements in place, so long as the developer is not being *required” to participate as a
condition of project approval. (Gov. Code § 65995, subd. (f).)

S.B. 50 is silent as to whether a voluntary agreement not involving a Mello-Roos is appropriate.

-L-15

city or county having to declare that a housing development is more important fo its constituents
than adequate schools.

Developers and local governments may argue that they no longer need to address school impacts
in any detail or at all in CEQA analysis. We maintain that S.B. 50 has not changed CBQA.
requirements in this fashion. When cities and counties have analyzed this issue in more detail,
they have often agreed with our conclusion. For example, legal counsel for the City of Gilroy
conceded that the city should “carefully review and consider all information provided... as to the
adequacy of school fees,” and should include such information in its environmental documents,
despite the terms of S.B. 50 regarding adequate mitigation.

For assistance regarding developer fees and other forms of addressing impacts on schools from
new development, please feel free to contact any of Lozano Smith’s offices.

‘We maintain that such agreements can be undertaken, but there are risks involved whether the Fresno Saeramento
voluntary agreement involves a Mello-Roos or otherwise. In particular, there can be a 7404 North Si;ﬂldmg 1; 07‘_;':5:':585‘;‘5“; 19:0
potentially negative effect on the District’s future qualification for state funds. We have Kresno, A 937204540 acramenio,

. A : ! . Phone: (559) 431-5600 ‘Phone: (916) 329-7433
developed various agreements that provide for a gift of funds that may help avoid the gift being
tied into any future state facilities financing. At the same time, there may be tax advantages to Los Angeles SanRamon
the developer. Pleasanton Unified, Alameda Unified, Byron Union, and Huntington Beach 801 S, Figueroa St., St;. 450 zaog c:Rm;n Canyco: 1;?5:;& Sl‘;lébs 200

it i istri ji it ilizi: i Los Angeles, CA 90017 an o1, -

Union High School Districts are among just a few of our clients currently utilizing this approach. moner 213) 5291066 7 Phone, (925) 3023000

‘We note that we continue to negotiate school impact agreements statewide despite the limitations

of $.B. 50. Monterey Vista
4 Lower Regsdzle Drive, Suite 200 450 S. Melrose Drive, Suite 220
12. Land Dedication under the Subdivision Map Act Monterey, CA 93940-5728 Vista, CA 92081-6664
: Phone: (831) 646-1501 ‘Phone: (760) 631-5100

The Subdivision Map Act states that “a city or county may adopt an ordinange requiring any
[developer who develops in a school district] to dedicate to the school district . . . such land as
the local legislative body shall deem to be necessary for the purpose of constructing thereon such
elementary schools as are necessary to assure the residents of the subdivision adequate public
school service.” (Gov. Code § 66478; emphasis added.) Thus, the Subdivision Map Act allows
a city or county to require land dedication for an eJementary school in order fo help & school
district address the educational needs of the children from a new development. Nothing in $.B,
50 expressly prohibits continued reliance on the Subdivision Map Act.

13, Additional CEQA Considerationg

Despite the passage of S.B. 50, there has remained controversy regarding how an environmental
impact report or other envi | analysis conducted under CEQA should treat school
impacts. While $.B. 50 clarifies that a project may not be denied on the basis of inadequate
school facilities, the legislation does not appear to relieve a city or county from analyzing
schools and concluding that there are significant impacts, Furthermore, the environmental
analysis may have to recognize that there are impacts that remain unmitigated based on the
available data. While a city or county could then adopt a statement of overriding consideration,
finding that the merits of the project outweigh the unmitigated impacts, this is tantamount to a

Prepared by: Harold Freiman (San Ramon Office)
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Executive Summary

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995.5, the Salinas Union High School District is
authorized to collect Level II fees in the amount of $2.17 per square foot of residential
development located in the District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas. In addition, pursuant to
Govemment Code Section §5995.7, when applicable, the District is authorized to collect Level
101 fees in the amount of $4.34 per square foot of residential development located within the
District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas.

The District meets the eligibility requirements in Government Code Section 65995.5(b) regarding
the collection of Level 1f and TIT fees. The dollar amounts of the fees are based on the following
facts and projections:

. The student generation rates of residential housing units projected to be built in the District,
calculated in accordance with Government Code Section 65995.6(a), are 0.347 for single-
family units and 0.074 for multi-family units in the District’s 7-12 service area and 0.234 for
single-family units and 0.055 for multi-family units in the District’s 9-12 service area.

2. The number of new residential housing units projected to be built in the District over the next
five years is 782 single-family and 505 multi-family units, based on information provided by
the City of Salinas and the County of Monterey.

: Multiplying the appropriate terms in (1) and (2) shows that future residentia] development is
projected to add 309 students.

4. The District has zero excess pupil capacity at the 9-12 grade levels available for students

d by future resi and 374 seats of excess pupil capacity at the 7-8
grade levels.

5. The total number of unhoused pupils generated by future development equals 211 pupils in
grades 7-12.

6. The per-pupil atlowable costs for the Level Il fee equation equal $15,721.00 and $19,852.00
for middle and high school students, respectively. These figures are equal to the per-pupil
constmcnon grant amounts in the State School Facility Program plus allowable per-pupil site

and devs costs lated pursumant to Government Code Semon
65995.5(c) and 65995.6(n).

7. Total allowable costs for the Level I/ fee equation equals $4,197,212.00 (the District’s 9-
12 facility cost) for both the District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas, as the District currently
has capacity available to meet the 7-8 new development facility needs quantified in this
Report.

8. The total amount of residential square footage projected to be built in the District over the
next five years is 1,933,575 square feet for single- and multi-family units, based on an
average square footage of 1,945 square feet and 817 square feet for single-family and multi-
family units projected to be built in the District, respectively.

9. The District currently has capacity available to meet the 7-8 new development facility needs

quantified in this Report. The District does not have local funds available to meet the schoo]

facilitiés needs of 9-12 pupils necessitated by future residential development,

w

As shown in the body of this Report, the District meets the requirements of Government Code
Section 66001 regarding the collection of developer fees (the “reasonable relationship” or
“nexus” requirements).

End of Summary
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Introduction

The purpose of this Report is to calculate the fee amount that the Salinas Union High School
District is authorized to collect on residential development projects pursuant to Government
Code Sections 65995.5 and 65995.7. School Facility Consultants has been retained by the
District to conduct the analysis and prepare this Report.

State law gives school districts the authority to charge fees on new residential developments,
if those developments generate additional students and cause a need for additional school
facilities. All districts with a demonstrated need may collect fees pursuant to Government
Code Section 65995 (Level I fees). Level I fees are currently capped at $2.97 per square foot
of new residential development for grades K-12; this cap is adjusted bi-annually by the State
Allocation Board, with the next adjustment scheduled for January 2010.. The District
currently shares developer fee revenue with feeder districts.in its 7-12 and 9-12 service areas.
The District receives 46.15 percent of fee revenue in its 7-12service area, and 30.77 percent
of fee revenue in its 9-12 service area. As a result, the District would be entitled to a Level 1
fee of $1.37 per square foot of residential development in its 7-12 service area and $0.91 per
square foot of residential development in jts 9-12 service area. Government Code Sections
65995.5 and 65995.7 authorize districts to collect fees in excess of Level 1 fees, provided that
the districts meet certain conditions (Leve] II and Level IIT fees). Government Code Section
66001 requires that a reasonable relationship exist between the amount and use of developer
fees and the developments on which they are to be charged.

The Salinas Union High School District provides seventh through twelfth grade education for
the territory of the District served by the Salinas City Elementary and Alisal Union
Elementary School Districts (the District’s 7-12 service area). The District provides ninth
through twelfth grade education only for the territory of the District served by the Graves
El y, Lagunita El y,. Santa Rita Union Elementary, Spreckels Union
Elementary and Washington Union Elementary School Districts (the District’s 9-12 service
area). As a result, this Report calculates separate single- and multi-family Level II and Level
TII fees for both the District’s 7-12-and 9-12 service areas as described above.

This Report is divided into three sections. The first summarizes the specific requirements in
State law regarding Level II and Leve] III fees and establishes the District’s authority to
collect them. The second calculates the dollar amounts of Level] II and Level I11 fees that the
District is authorized to collect. The third explains how the District satisfies the requirements
of Government Code Section 66001 with respect to-Level II and III fees, summarizes other
potential funding sources for school facilities and presents recommendations regarding the
collection of developer fees.
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I II and Level I11 Fees

State law establishes several requirements in order for school districts to collect Level II fees.
Specifically, districts must: (1) apply to the State Allocation Board and be deemed eligible
for State funding for new school construction, (2)-adopt & school facility needs analysis and
(3) satisfy at least two of the four criteria set forth in Government Code section
65995.5(b)(3)(A-D). :

The requirements for collecting Level I1I fees are the same as Level II fees. Before districts
can collect Level III fees, however, the State Allocation Board must certify that it has no
funds available to apportion to districts for construction of new school facilities.

The District has satisfied the three criteria for Level II fees as described below. If the State
Allocation Board certifies that it has no funds available for apportionment, then the District
will have satisfied the criteria for Level Il fees as well.

A. Eligibility for State Funding for New Construction

The District has been deemed eligible to receive State funding for construction of new
school facilities as outlined in Government Code Section 65995.5(b)(1). The District’s
most recent eligibility approval was at the July 25, 2007, meeting of the State Allocation
Board (see Appendix A).

B. Adoption of School Facility Needs Analysis

This Report meets the requirements of Government Code Section 65995.6 for a school
facility needs analysis, that is, a study that shall “determine the need for new school
facilities for unhoused pupils that are attributable to projected enrollment growth from the
development of new residential units over the next five years.” By adopting this study,
the District will satisfy this requirement.

C. Criteria in Government Code Section 65995.5(b)(3)(A-D)

The District meets the criterion outlined in 65995.5(b)(3)(C)(ii), that is, the District has
issued debt or incurred allocations for capital outlay in an amount equivalent to 30
percent of the District’s focal bonding capacity. The District has issued debt equal to
39.4 percent of the District’s bonding capacity (Outstanding general obligation bond debt
of $74,253,610 divided by the District’s 2007/08 Bonding' Capacity of $188,430,258
equals 39.4 percent).

The District also meets the criterion outlined in 65995.5(b)(3)(D), that is, that at least 20
percent of the teaching stations within the District are relocatable classrooms. According
to the District’s current Office of Public School Construction Form SAB 50-02, 36.5
percent (168 out of 460) of the total teaching stations in the District are in refocatable
classrooms. The District has also added capacity through the construction of (1) La Paz
Middle Scheol (37 permanent teaching stations), (2) an addition at Alisal High School
(14 permanent teaching stations), (3) an addition at North Salinas High School (14
permanent teaching stations), (4) an addition at Harden Middle School (9 permanent
teaching stations) and (5) an addition at Alvarez (Everett) High School (22 permanent

End of Section
i 2
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teaching stations). Including these projects in the District’s capacity indicates that 30.2
percent (168 out of 556) of the total teaching stations in the District are relocatable
classrooms.

End of Section
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I mount of Level IT and Level 111 Fees

State law outlines the method by which Level II fees are calculated. The intent of the law is
that the Level II fee represents half the cost, as defined in the State School Facility Program,
of providing new school facilities. - The methods defined in State law for calculating the
Level II fee, however, underestimate the District’s true cost of providing school facilities.

The Level II fee is calculated by (1) determining the allowable cost for new school facilities

as outlined in the State School Facility Program, and (2) dividing that cost by the amount of _

new residential square footage projected to be built in the District over the next five years.
A. Allowable Cost for New School Facilities

State law prescribes the following process for calculating the allowable cost for new
school facilities:

(1) determine the number of unhoused students attributable to future residential
development; :

(2) multiply the number of unhoused students by the per-pupil construction costs
of new elementary, middle or high schools as outlined in Education Code
section 17072.10;

(3) determine the amount of site acquisition and development costs to be included
as allowed by Government Code Section 65995.5(k); and

(4) subtract the amount of local funds dedicated to school facilities necessitated
by future residential development from the sum of (2) and (3).

(1) Number of Unhoused Students
The number of unhoused students generated by future development in the next five

years equals the total number of students generated by future development minus the
District’s existing excess pupil capacity.

! As required by Government Code Section 65995.6(a), the student generation rate
used to calculate the Level II fee is based on the historical generation rates of
residential units constructed during the previous five years.

This Report estimates the number of students that will be generated by a new single-

and multi-family housing unit by (1) counting the number of students in the District

who live in housing units that paid developer fees between March 2003 and February

2008, and (2) dividing that number by the total number of housing units that paid

developer fees over the same time period (see Appendix D). This Report uses
: historical developer fee collection data from the Salinas Union High School District
! to derive the housing counts and a District-provided March 2008 student list to derive
: the student counts.
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Addresses for units that paid developer fees from March 2008 to the present date are
not used in the calculation because (1) student address files may not reflect residents’
address changes for up to one year, (2) students who have moved from a nearby
district may continue to attend their previous school until the end of the school year
and (3) units listed may not have been completed and occupied by the time the
student address list was compiled. ‘

The student generation rates for the 7-8 grade group are based on developer fee
records only for those housing units located in the District’s 7-12 service area
(Salinas City Elementary School District and Alisal Union Elementary School
District), as homes outside this area do not generate 7-8 grade pupils that attend the
Salinas Union High School District,

Table 1-1 summarizes the student generation rates for single-family and multi-family
units.

Table 1-1
Student Generation Rates

0113 0.015
| 912 | 0.234 | 0.055 ]

Based on information provided by the City of Salinas Development and- Permit
Services Department and Department of Development and Engineering Services, the
Housing - Authority of the County of Monterey and the Monterey County

. Environmental Resource Policy — Housing and Redevelopment Office and the
Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department, this Report estimates
the District’s projected residential devel to be 782 single-family and 505
multi-family units over the next five years. These totals do not include new ‘units
projected to be built in developments bound by alternative mitigation agreements
with the District as these developments will not be subject to the developer fees
quantified in this Report (i.., the Sconberg Ranch development project).

Table 1-2 shows the total number of students projected to enter the District from
housing units built over the next five years.

Table 1-2
Stud. G d by Future Devel t

‘Total Students -:{:

In determining how many of the students in Table 1-2 are unhoused, the District must
consider any existing excess capacity. State law requires districts to calculate their
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total pupil capacity according to the method described in Section 17071.10 of the
Education Code. As stated on the District’s current Office of Public School
Construction Form SAB 50-02, the District’s pupil capacity as calcunlated pursuant to
Education Code Section 17071.10 is 3,252 in grades 7-8 and 6,211 in grades 9-12.
These capacities are inclusive of the Special Day Class capacity identified on the
District’s Office of Public School Construction Form SAB 50-02, and do not reflect a
Substantial Enrollment Requirement adjustment, as the District is not required to
reflect a SER adjustment pursuant to School Racility Program Regulation Section
1859.35.

In addition to the capacity reflected on the District’s Office of Public School
construction Form SAB 50-02, the District has also added capacity through the State
School Facility Program funding and the construction of (1) La Paz Middle School
{879 7-8 seats), (2) an addition at Alisal High School (345 9-12 seats), (3} an addition
at North Salinas High School (339 9-12 seats), (4) an addition at Harden Middie
School (254 7-8 seats) and (5) an addition at Alvarez (Everett) High School (538 9-12
seats).

As outlined in Table 1-3 the District’s total existing capacity is 4,385 students in
grades 7-8 and 7,433 students in grades 9-12.

At the 7-8 grade group, the District has 374 seats of existing excess capacity (7-8
capacity of 4,385 minus 2007/08 7-8 enrollment of 4,011 equals 374 available seats,
see Table 1-3). As a result, none of the 98 7-8 students listed in Table 1-2 arc defined
as unhoused.

At the 9-12 grade group, the District’s current enrollment as reported in its October
2007 CBEDS information is greater than the 9-12 pupil capacity listed above: 9,561
students are enrolled in grades 9-12. Therefore, all 9-12 students listed in Table 1-2
are defined as unthoused,

Table 1-3
Existing Capacity

| 9-12 ] 7433 | 9,561 [ 0 [ 211 |

(2) Allowable Grant Costs

Table 1-4 shows the total allowable grant costs for new facilities necessitated by
pupils generated from future single- and multi-family residential development. The
per-pupii grant costs are taken from Education Code section 17072.10 and inciude
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adjustments as required by Labor Code Section 1771.7(¢) and Education Code
Section 17074.56(a) (see Appendix B for details regarding grant cost calculations).

Table 1-4 .
‘Allowable Grant Costs for Pupils Generated from
Future Residential Development

05
7-8 $9,597.00 | 0 $0.00 |
9-12 $12,169.50 | 211 $2.567,764.50 |

The per-pupil grant does not include the cost of school development items that the
local community may deem important to meeting the quality of facilities in the
District (i.e., administration, project management, contingencies, etc.). Because the
per-pupil grants do not address certain costs, the actual funding will likely not be
adequate to fund school facilities to the quality and level required by the District.
i Therefore, the. final calculation of Level II fees will likely understate the funding .
" : actually required by the District.
|
!

(3) Allowable Site A and Devel Costs

Table 1-5 shows the per-pupil site acquisition and development costs for middle and
high school students. The site sizes for new middle school and high school projects
are consistent with the guidelines in the “School Site Analysis and Development
Handbook” published by the California State Department of Education.

Site acquisition costs for the District’s new middle school and new high school
projects equal $364,000 per acre, based on (1) a land purchase that the District-
completed in-January 2007 for the price of $350,000 per acre, (2) an increase of four
percetit pursuant to Section 1859.74 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations
for appraisals, surveys, site testing, California Department of Education
review/approval, preparation of the POESA and PEA. Estimated site development
costs are consistent with the guidelines in Government Code Section 65995.5(h) (see
Appendix C for details regarding site acquisition and development cost estimates).

Table 1-5
Calculation of Per-pupil Site A

and Develop t Costs

- Per-pupil Site
: Acquisition Costs*
: 7-8 $7,972 $12,248
i 9-12 $9,457 $15,445
i

*based on District new middle school capacity of 1,000 shadents and new high School capacity of 1,500 students.
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Pursuant to Government Code Sections 65995.5(c) and 65995.5(h), the allowable cost
for site acquisition and development is calculated by (1) multiplying the per-pupil
cost by one-half and (2) multiplying that result by the number of unhoused
elementary, middle and high school students. Table 1-6 shows the total allowable site
acquisition and development costs for new facilities necessitated by pupils generated
from future single- and multi-family residential devel

Table 1-6
Allowable Site Acquisition and Development Costs for Pupils Generated from
Future Residential Development

$6,124.00 0
i 9-12 | s772250 | 211 [ $1,62944750 |

(4) Local Funds Dedicated to School Facilities N d by Future Development

As outlined in Table 1-7, the District currently has 2,128 9-12 students that are
i unhoused.

Table 1-7
Existing Unhoused Pupils

Table 1-8 summarizes the cost of providing school facilities for existing unhoused
i students. Table 1-8 uses a per-pupil grant cost that is twice the allowable cost for the
i Level Il fee (because the Level 1T fee is intended.to only reflect one-half the cost of
providing school facilities as defined in the State School Facility Program). Per-
pupil site acquisition and development costs are the same as those used to caloulate
the allowable cost for Level II fees.

Table 1-8
Cost of Providing School Facilities for Existing Unhoused Pupils

519,194
$24339 51

*See Table 1-3 and Table
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The District has no funds dedicated to school facilities necessitated by future
development. The District has funds available for new construction projects, through
the passage of its middle school (Measure M). and high school (Measure F)
Proposition 39 General Obligation Bonds passed on November 5, 2002, and March 5,
2002, respectively, as well as developer fees and special reserve funds. The District
also anticipates approximately $252,041 in commercial/industrial developer fee
revenue over the next five years based on the tota] commercial/industrial square
footage that paid developer fees between March 2007 and February 2008, projected
forward five years. The District’s middle school bond funds are restricted to middle
school projects, as the high school bond funds are restricted to high school projects,
so this Report considers the District’s available funds in relation to the cost of

housing its currently unhoused pupils by middle (7-8) and high (9-12) school grade’

groupings.

For the 7-8 grade levels, the District-currently has sufficient available capacity to
house 7-8 grade pupils from new residentiat development.

For the 9-12 grade levels, the District has approximately $16.65 million in authorized
bond funds from the passage of its high school General Obligation Bond available for
future new construction projects. The District also has $1,332,225 in Capital Projects
Fund balances available for 7-12 new construction projects. 'In addition, based on the
total commercial/industrial square footage that paid developer fees between March
2007 and February 2008, the Disrict estimates that there will be approximately
$252,041 in commercial/industrial developer fee revenue over the next five years
available for 7-12 new construction projects. Even if all of the above funds were
available for the District’s 9-12 projects, the District’s total available funds for
housing 9-12 pupils would be approximately $18,234,266. Comparing the
$18,234,266 in available funds to the cost of providing school facilities for existing

required to provide facilities for existing unhoused 9-12 students, with a need
remaining of $66,426,086. This remaining need far outstrips the Level II fee, which
will generate only $4,195,858 based on the projections contained herein.

! The District has no surplus property that could be used for a high school site or that is
available for sale to finance school facilities.

(5) Total Allowable School Facility Cost for Level II Fees

Tables 1-9a and 1-9b show the total costs for housing 7-8 grade and 9-12 grade pupils
attributable to future residential development.

(continued on next page)
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Table 1-9a
Total Cost for Housing 7-8 Grade Pupils from
Future Residential Development

Construction
Site Acguisition and
Development $0.00
Less Local Funds Dedicated
“Totals

Table 1-9b
Total Cost for Housing 9-12 Grade Pupils from
Future Residential Development

f E ¢

: Construction $2,567,764.50
Site Acquisition and
Development $1,629,447.50
Less Local Funds Dedicated ) N/A

| STotal e SA197.212:004

As demonstrated in Section ILA.(4) above, the District currently has sufficient
capacity to house 7-8 pupils from future residential development quantified in this
Report. Therefore, the total allowable cost for purposes of calculating the District’s
Level II/IIT developer fees on future residential development does not include the cost
of housing 7-8 pupils resulting from this development.. Tables 1-10a and 1-10b
| d the total allowable cost for the Level II/I fee calculation for the

Table 1-10a
Total Allowable Cost for Level II/ITI Fees for Pupils from
Future Residential Development in the 7-12 Service Area

Riowate 7]
$0.00

[ so0o0]
$4,197.212.

$4;197:212:00

Table 1-10b
Total Allowable Cost for Level IVIII Fees for Pupils from
Future Residential Development in the 9-12 Service Area

$4,197,212.00

£ $4,197212:00
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B. Amounts of Level Il and Level ITI Fees

The Level 1I fee is calculated by dividing the total allowable cost by the amount of
new residential square footage projected to be built in the District over the next five
years. As stated in Section IL.A.(1) above, over the.next five years 782 single-family
and 505 multi-family units are projected to be built in the District. These totals do
not include units projected to be built in developments bound by alternative
mitigation agreements with the District as these developments wil} not be subject to
the developer fees quantified in this Report (i.e., the Sconberg Ranch development
project). Based on information provided by the City of Salinas Development and
Permit Services Department and Department of Development and Engineering
Services, the Housing Authority of the County of Monterey and the Monterey County
Environmental Resource Policy — Housing and Redevelopment Office and the
Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department, this Report estimates
that new housing units in the District will have an average square footage of 1,945
square feet and 817 square feet for single- and multi-family units, respectively.
Multiplying average square footage by number of units (1,945 square feet times 782
single-family units, plus 817 square feet times 505 multi-family units) produces a
total of 1,933,575 square feet of residential development projected to be built in the
District over the next five years.

State law allows school districts to charge a fee higher than a Level II fee if: (1) the
district meets the requirements for Level II fees and (2) the State Allocation Board
notifies that it has no funds available to apportion to districts for construction of new
school facilities. In the District’s case, this higher fee, referred to as a Level Il fee, is
! approximately twice the Level II fee.

Tables 1-11a and 1-11b show the calculations for Level Il and Level III developer
fees for the District®s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas, based on the total projected square
footage figures and the total atlowable costs identified in Section IL.A.5, above:

Table 1-11a
Level II and I Fees for Pupils from
Residential Development in the 7-12 Service Area

Total Allowable Cost . $4,197,212.00
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Table 1-11b
Level II and III Fees for Pupils from
Residential Development in the 9-12 Service Area

Total Allowable Cost | $4,197,212.00_|
Total Projected

! Levi

Level ITI Multiplier
LFeeiiiss

The calculation of Level II and Level III fees, in accordance with the formulas provided
in the statutes, will likely be understated when measured against the actual calculation of
costs due to the limited inclusion of cost categories to determine actual costs per student
and the fluctuating student generation rates. The District needs to account for these issues
when conducting a revenue/cost analysis utilizing the calculated Level II and Level IIT
fees.

End of Section
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III. Fin

gs and Recommendations

This section (1) shows that the District meets the requirements of Government Code Section
66001 regarding the collection of developer fees, (2) summarizes other potential funding
sources for the District’s capital projects, and (3) presents recommendations regarding the
collection of developer fees.

A. Findings

(1) Government Code Section 66001(a)(1}—Purpose of the Fee

The purpose of imposing and collecting Level II or Level III fees is to acquire funds
to construct or reconstruct schodl facilities for students generated by future residential
developments.

(2) Government Code Section 66001(a}2)—Use of the Fee

The District use of the fee will involve constructing and/or reconstructing new high
school campuses and/or additional permanent facilities on existing high school
campuses. In addition, the District may build other school related facilities and
purchase or Jease relocatable classrooms to use for interim housing while permanent
facilities are being constructed.

Revenue from Level I or Level III fees collected on future residential development

may be used for, but not limited to, all of the following:

(1) land (purchased or leased) for school facilities,

(2) design of school facilities,

(3) permit and plan checking fees,

(4) construction or reconstruction of school facilities,

(5) testing and inspection of school sites and school buildings, and

(6) interim school facijlities (purchased or leased) to house students generated by
future development while permanent facilities are being constructed.

(3) Government Code Section 66001(a)(3}—Relationship Between Fee’s Use and the
Type of Project Upon Which the Fee is Imposed

All types of new residential development—including but not limited to single- and
multi-family units in new subdivisions and in “in-fill” lots, single- and multi-family
units in redevelopment projects, single- and multi-family units that replace
demolished units (to the extent that the new units are larger than the demolished
units), additions of residential space to existing single- and multi-family units,
manufactured homes, mobile homes and condominiums—are projected to cause new
families to move into the District and, consequently, generate additional students in
the District. As shown earlier in this Repon sufficient school facilities do not exist

d All types F nal develop: therefore,
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therefore, reasonably related to the type of projects (new residential developments)
upon which it is imposed.

(4) Gov: 2)(4)—Relationship Betwee; Need for

 Public Facility and the Type of Project Upon Which the Fee is Imposed

The District is currently operating over capacity at the 9:12 grade levels, that is, the
District has no available capacity to house additional 9-12 students. Because future
residential development in the District will generate additional students, it creates a*
need for additional school facilities. A relationship exists, therefore, between the
District’s need to build additional school facilities to house additional students and
the construction of future residential development projects. ’

(5) Government Code Section 66001(b)—Relationship Between the Fee and the Cost of
the Public Facility Attributable to the Development on Which the Fee is Imposed

This study concludes that the methods prescribed by State law for estimating school

facility construction costs, and for calculating Level Il and Level III fees, supports the

establishment of Level Il and Level 11X fees, which when collected, will contribute to

the¢ District’s cost of constructing and reconstructing school facilities to house

students generated by future residential construction. The relationship between the
t cost of the facility and the amount of fees is set forth above, including in Tables 1-4
and 1-5 of Section II.A.(2) and Section ILA.(3), respectively:

(6) Other Funding Sources

i
1 The following is a review of potential other funding sources for constructing school
] facilities. Please note that pursuant to Section I1.A.4, the District does not have any
i local funds available for the construction of school facilities for housing students
! from new development.
\

2) General Fund

The District's General Fund budge’( is committed to instructional and day to day
operating expenses and not used for capital outlay uses, as funds are needed solely
to meet the District’s non-facility needs.

i b) State Programs

The District is approved for eligibility for State funding for construction of new
school facilities under the 1998 Leroy F. Greene School Facility Program. As
outlined in Section II.A.(1), the District has applied for and received funding for
La Paz Middle School, and addition projects at North Salinas High School, Alisal
High School, Harden Middle School and Everett Alvarez High School. Even
projects funded at 100 percent of the State allowance, however, experience a
shortfall between State funding and the District’s actual facility needs. State
funds for deferred maintenance may not be used to pay for new facilities. State
law prohibits use of lottery funds for facilities.
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) General Obligation Bonds

School districts can, with the approval of either two-thirds or 55 percent of its
voters, issue general obligation bonds that are paid for out of property taxes. The
District gained voter approval for a Proposition 39 General Obligation Bond in
March 2002, and another Genera] Obligation Bond in November 2002. As
outlined in Section II.A.(4), these bonds are either inadequate or unavailable to
cover costs for high school facilities necessitated by future residential
development.

d) Alternative Mitigation A nts

Some residential development may choose to negotiate an alternative mitigation
agreement with the-School District. Students d from these de:

and the revenues from these mitigation’ agreements are not.considered in this
report, as these homes are not subject to the Fee considered in this report and the
funds collected from these homes are not available to reduce the impact of
development that will be subject to the Fee.

¢) Parcel Taxes

Approval by two-thirds of the voters is required to impose taxes that are not based
on the assessed value of individual parcels. While these taxes have been
occasionally used in school districts, the revenues are typically minor and are
used to supplement operating budgets. The District does not currently coilect
parcel tax revenue.

: £ Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts
This alternative uses a tax on property owners within a defined area to pay long-
term bonds issued for specific public improvements. Mello-Roos taxes require
_approval from two-thirds of the voters (or land owners if fewer than 12) in an
election. The District currently does not have any Mello-Roos authorizations.

£) Surplus Property.
The District has no surplus property that could be used as a high school site or
that is available for sale to finance school facilities.

Based on the forgoing, there are no excess funds to aid new construction to
accommodate students from new development.

B. Recommendations

Based on the findings outlined above, it is recommended that the Board of Trustees, as

- provided for in Govermment Code Section 65995.5, approve a resolution to levy Level II fees
on future residential development in the amount of $2.17 per square foot of residential
development located within the District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas.

In addition, it is recommended that the Board of Trustees, as provided for in Government

Code Section 65995.7, approve a resolution to levy Level III fees on future residential

development in the amount of $4.34 per square foot of residential development located
i within the District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas.
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Appendix B
Calculation of Allowable Per-Pupil Grant Costs

The per-pupil grant costs, calculated per the provisions of Government Code Section
65995.5(c)(1), include the School Facility Program (SFP) grants outlined in Education Code

- Section 17072.10, fire alarm and sprinkler grants mandated by Education Code Section
17074.56 and outlined in Education- Code Section 17074.50 and 17074.52, and Labor
Compliance Program (LCP) per Labor Code Section 1771.7(z) and (b), as illustrated in the
tables below:

Since the fire alarm and sprinkler grants mandated by SB 575 are per-pupil grant increases, jt
is simple to add them to the SFP base new construction grant amounts (see Table B-1).
These figures will then be used to determine the LCP grant increases for each of the
District’s projects used as cost models below, and then the per-pupil grant increases for cach
grade grouping, to produce final per-pupil grant figures for use in calculating the District’s
Level IV fees.

Table B-1
SFP Per-Pupil Grants Plus Fire Alarm/Sprinkler Funding

These new per-pupil base grants, added to the per-pupil site development figures calculated
in Appendix C, multiplied by the pupil capacity of each project used as a cost model, equals
the estimated tota} funding (excluding site acquisition) for each project, as illustrated in Table
B-2:

Table B-2 .
! Calculation of Total Funding for Each District Cost Model Project

$45,282 000

: Table B-3 calculates the per-pupil LCP grant addition by grade grouping, using the per-site
| totals from Table B-2 to determine the total LCP grant for each site.
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Table B-3
Total LCP Grant Additions by Grade Grouping

$23,354,000 $116,087.

L CRIGH
$208,184

*Caloulated pursuant to SFP regulation section 1859.714

Table B-4 calculates the per-pupil LCP grant addition by grade grouping, using the total LCP
grants from Table B-3, dividing that figure by the appropriate pupil capacity, and averaging
these results by g*lrade group as necessary.

Table B-4
Caicuiation of Per-Pupil LCP Grant Additions by Grade Grouping

Table B-5 adds the ‘per-pupil LCP grant additions calculated in Table B-4 to the totals
calculated in Table B-1 to determine the fina] per-pupil construction grants allowable for use
in the Level II-III fee calculations.

i ' Table B-5
. Calculation of Final Per-Pupil Grant Costs by Grade Grouping

E ade Group:
S! onstruction Grant
50% LCP Grant

-50% Total'Grant !

$9,539.00 $12,100.00
$58.00 $69.50
$9,597.00° $12,169.50
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Appendix C
Calculation of Allowable Per-Pupil Site Acquisition and Site Development Costs

Site Acquisition Costs for Middle and High School Projects

The site sizes for new middle school and high school projects are consistent with the
guidelines in the “School Site Analysis and Development Handbook” published by the
California State Department of Education (CDE). .

Site acquisition costs for the District’s new middle school and new high school projects equal
$364,000 per acre, based on (1) a land purchase that the District completed in January 2007
for the price of $350,000 per acre, (2) an increase of four percent pursuant to Section 1859.74
of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations for appraisals, surveys, site testing, CDE
review/approval, preparation of the POESA and PEA. Bstimated site development costs are
consistent with the guidelines in Government Code Section 65995.5(h).

Table C-1
Site Acquisition Costs for Middle and High School Projects

Site Development Costs for Middle School Projects

Service site development, off-site development, and utility costs for District middie school
- projects are based on the service site development, off-site development, and utility costs
associated with the La Paz-Middle School project, which received an apportionment at the
September 22, 1999, meeting of the State Allocation Board, inflated by the Class B
Construction Cost Index increase from 1.34 in September 1999 to 1.98, for a total inflation
rate of 47.76 percent, as approved at the July 23, 2008, meeting of the State Allocation

H Board. These costs are as follows:

(continued on the next page)
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Table C-2
P Off-Site D P and Utility Costs
for Middle School Projects

Service Site D

Service Site $985,668
Off-Site $142,750
Ut)lmes i $156 448

ass B Construction Cost Indcx Adj ustmcnt (47.76%
7

Paz Sei 15 0N & -acie siie.
##2).9 qcres is consistent with the CDE “School Site Analysis and Development Handbook” for a middle school with capacity of
1,000 pupils.
***Equals total cost divided by New MS capacity of 1,000 pupls.

Estimated general site development costs for District middle school projects are based on the
average allowable general site development costs, as defined in Section 1859.76 of Title 2 of
the California Code of Regulations. These costs are as follows:

Table C-3
General Site Development Costs for Middie School Projects

. IScho o)
! Per- Useahle Acre General Site Cost

Per-Pupil General Site Cost
o e

“Equals 6% of the 7-8 per-pupil base grant amount of $19,078.
**Equals the totals of the General Site Costs, divided by the pupil capacity of the projects.

The total anticipated Site Development Costs for District middle school projects equals the
per-pupil service site, off-site and utility development cost for the District’s middle school
projects, plus the average per-pupil general site development costs related to the District’s
middle school projects. The following table illustrates the total per-pupil site development
costs for future District middle school projects.

County of Monterey Resource Management Comment Letters
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Service site development, off-site development, and utility costs for District high school
projects are based on a November 2002 District estimate’of site development costs for a new
50 acre high school project, inflated by the increase to the Class B Construction Cost Index
from 1.46 in November 2002 to 1.98, for a total inflation rate of 35.62 percent, as approved
at the July 23, 2008, meeting of the State Allocation Board. These costs are as follows:

Table C-5
Site Development Costs for High School Projects

Architect High School Site Developmemw timate:
Service Site $4,400,000
i $1,500,000
$250,000
J150:0004
52,190,630
T

i *Architest cstimate is based on a 50-acre
i **38.97 sores is consistent with the CDE “School Site Analysis and Development Handbaok” for 2 high shool with capacity of 1,500

s.
*+*Equals total site development cost divided by New HS capacity of 1,500 pupis.

i Estimated ‘general site development costs for District high school projects are based on the
| average allowable general site development costs, as defined in Section 1859.76 of Title 2 of
the California Code of Regulations. These costs are as follows:

_Table C-6
General Site Development Costs for High School Projects

0§
$28;
n

728 $1,119,530
/3 $1,362,000
T

*Bquals 3.15% of the 9-12 per-pupil base grant smount of §24,200.
*#*Equals the totals of the General Site Costs, divided by the pupil capacity of the projects.

The total anticipated Site Development Costs for District high school projects equals the per-
pupil service site, off-site and utility development cost for the District’s high school projects,
plus the average per-pupil general site development costs related to the District’s high school
projects. The following table illustrates the total per-pupil site development costs for future
high school projects.

Table C-4
Total Site Development Costs for Middle School Projects
Middle School Préjects i1 Casts -
i Average Per-Pupil Service Site, Off-Site and Utility Costs $2,502
Average Per-] Pup)l General Site Development Costs $1,774
i Total Per-Pupil Site Development Cost $4,276
i
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Table C-7
Total Site Development Costs for High School Projects

Average Per-Pupil Service Site, Off-Site and Utility Costs
Average Per-Pupil General Sit: pment Costs

$4,334
51,654
Total Pér-Pupil Site Development Cost “$5,988 ]

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

Final Environmental Impact Report
Monterey County 2007 General Plan

7-213

March 2010

ICF 00982.07

Appendix D

Student Generation Rate Study

Please note that for privacy purposes, the street number has been omitted
Jtah,

from each record in this developer fee
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Salinas Union Hi.gh School l;ﬁistric
Calculation of 7-8 and 9-12 Student Generation Rates
for Single- and Multi-Family Housing Units

| Single-Family Units I

7-8 Matches by Grade Level; 7-12 Servi!:e Area Only

Total Housing " : B
n SGR:

Units: -
7th Grade
Matches 43 785 0.055
8th Grade
Matches 46 785 0.059
Totals 89 785 0.113.

9-12 Matches by Grade Level; 7-12 and 9-12 Service Areas Combined

| Sth Grade
Matches 67
rade
Matches 58 1044 0.054
Tade
Matches 59 1044 0.057

Match:

7t Grade

Matches 1 311 0.003
8th Grade
Matches 5
Totals ™. | 6 ]

1 ' 9-12 Matches by Grade Level; 7-12 and 9-12 Service Areas Combined

Single-Family Housing Units and Student Matches
Service
Date | Street# [Street Name Units | SFUMFU| _Area 10 | 1| 12
3713703 Frovincatown, Fl X 1
3/13/03) Provinetown Z
3/13/03 Frov =
3/13/03 [Twincree =
/13103 [Twincree! = 7
313103 Twincreeks -
3713103 Twincree! =
347103 Arcadia X
3747103 Arcadia i - 1
3/17/03) [Arcadia Z
3717103 [Arcadia F 5
37103 [Arcadia 5 T
317/09) [Arcadia X
3/24/03) Bradoury 5
3724103 Bradbury =
3/24/03] Bradbury 5 =
3124163 Bracbury =
3724103 Bradbury =
3124103 Bradbury P =
3124103 Bradbury Fi -
/24103 Bradbury -
/24103 Bradbury 2 Z
3/24/03] Bradbury 5
3724103 Bradbu -
3724103 Bradbu X
{ 3/24/03) Bradbury z
3/24103) Bradbury -
N 4/23/03 Harrington, Z
i 4/23103) LileRiver -
1 5/2103] Hylan =
i 5/5/03] [Arcadia Z
i 5/5/03] Arcadia -
i 575103 Arcadia z
5/6/03] [Arcadia = ]
5/5/03] [Arcadia =
1 5/5/03 [Arcadia x
: 5/6/03] Arcadia X
H 5/5103] Arcadia =
i 5/15/03 Arcadia 2
: 5/18/03 Arcadia z
; 5/18/08] Arcadio -
i 5715103 Arcadia z
5/19/03 Arcadia z
H /11103, Eradbury Z
i 6/11/03) Bradbury 7=
t 6/11/03 Bradbury %
| 6/11/03 Bradbury z
I 6/11/03) Bradbury = 1
i 6/11/03 Bradbury. z
| 6/11/03) [Bradbury X
! 6111103 Bradbury = 1
8/11/03) radbury - 1
6/11/03) Bradbury -
6/11/03) Bradbury 2
6/12/03) Arcadia =
6/12/03) [Arcadia z
! 6/12/03 Arcadia X 1
| 6/12/03) Arcadia -
i 6/12/03) Arcadia -
| 6/12/03 [Arcadia. X
i 6112103 [Arcadia Z
6/12/03] [Arcadia 7 1
771412603 Rider Ave. 7-
773012003 Homestead Ave. 7-
8/172003] Bradbury 7
8/1/2003] Bradbury £ 7= 1 1

| ’ Total Housing:. B
| Units: 17500 SGRE
H Sth Grade
Matches " 579 0.019
i th Grade
| Matches 7 579 0.012
| T7th Grade
¢ Maiches 5 578 0.008
T2th Grade
Matches ] 579 0.016
! Totals 32 579 0.055
:
: e e . —
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. _L-15
Service
Date | Street # |Street Name. Units | SFUIMFU]_Are 30 11 12
B/1/2003 Bradbury SF &
. 8/1/2003 Bradbury
: /112003 rabur X
. B 8/1/2003 Bradbu X
8/1/2003] Bradbury’ =
E 8/1/2003] Bradbury Z
6/1/2003] Eradbury =
8/1/5003] Brodbury =
8112003 Bradbury =
81/2003] Bradbury. = T
8112003 Bradbury =
8/1/2003] Bradbury Z
8/1/2003] Bradbury Z
8/1/2003] Bradbury z
87112003 Bradbury. Z
8/172003] Bradbury z
8/1/2003] Bradbury Z
5/1/2003| Bradbury Z
8/28/2003 Gamer Ave. - ]
8/29/2003 Gamer Ave. z 1
8120/2003 Gamer Ave z 7
872912003 Gamer Ave. 5 1 Z
97572608 Garner Ave. Z
/512008 Gamer Ave. Z ]
9/512000 Gamer Ave. Z 2 T T
/512003 Gamer Ave, & 1
V612008 [NewHampshire Gt X
: 14/6/2003| N pshire C1. X
| T1/7/2003 Kant Circle z
H 11/7/2003 Kent Street 2
i 11712003 Rent Street z
H 17/2003 Kot Sireet -
13712003 Kent Street z
: 11/7/2003 Kent Street z
11712003 N L z
' 11/12/2003 Bradbury =
: 11/12/2003 [Bradbury -
1 11/12/2003 Bradbur -
i 11/12/2003 Bradbu 5 T
11/12/2003 Bradbury Z
1/12/2003 Eradbury E
| 11/12/2003 Bradbury =
i 111272008 Bradbury =
. 1171272003 Biadbury z
1171212003 B:20bury -
f /1272003 Bradbury z
1/12/2003 Badbury z
1/12/2003 Bradbury 7=
i 11/12/2003 Bradbury 5
i 11/12/2003 Bradbury Z
11/12/2003 radbury Z
12/1/2003 | Arcadia Way z
12/1/2003 | Avcadia Way z
127172003 | Arcadio Way = 1 7
12172003 ia Way =
12172008 Arcadia Way &
1211/2008 | Arcadia Way X T
; 12/1/2003 [ Arcadla Way 5
12/1/2003 | Arcadla Way Z
12/15/2003] NewHampshire z
. 1271672003 NewHampshire Z
12/15/2003| Nev i = )
(2/16/2003 N p: =
12/15/2003 N ps 5
1211712003 Bradbury z
12/17/2003 Bradbury X
: 1211772003 Bradbury 7
12/17/2003 Bradbury 7 1

Sarvice
Date | Stroet# [Street Name Units |SFUMPU| Area | 7 s [ [ 11 ]| 12
1/17/2003 Bradoury SF -
1274712003 Bradbucy 2
1271772003 Brachury X 1
12/17/2003] Bradbu X
12/17/2003) Bradbury. -
1517/2008] Bradbury. z
12/17/2003] Bradbury -
12/17/2003] Bradoury =
1271712003 Bradoury -
12/17/2003] Bradbury -
1271772003 Bradbury Fi z
12/17/2003] Bra & z
12719720031 Kent Circle X
12/16/2003] Kent Circle A z
12/18/2003} Ken{ Circle 7 1
12/19/2003] Kent Circle 7
12/19/2003] Kent Circle z T
12/19/2003] Kent Circle X 1 B
127192003 Kent Circle Z
12/23/2003] Hemingway Diive z
12/23/2003] [Femingway Drive 1
1/12/2004 rcadia
1/12/2004 rcadlia Wa -
171212004 rcadla Wa z
/1212004 rcatlia Way z
171212004 rcadia Wa 5
1/12/2004 Arcadia Way_ 2 i)
1/12/2004 [Arcadia Way 3 1 5]
11212004 Arcadia Way Z
/512004 Bracbury Z
3/5/2004] Bradbury z
3/5/2004] Bradbury z
3/5/2004] Bradbury.
/572004 Bradbury
3/6/2004] Bradoury - 1
3/5/2004] Bradbury & T
3/5/2004 Bradbury X b
i 3/5/2004 ] Bradbury = :
/512004, Bradbury z
37512004, Bradbury z
t 3/5/2004 Bradbury Z 1
i 31512004, Eradbury E
3/512004. Bradbury x
: 3/5/2004] Bradbury z
3/5/2004 Bradbury Z
31572004 Bradbury_ Z
3/5/2004] Bradbury z
3/5/2004 Bradbury z 7
{ 3/5/2004) Bradbury z
! 3/1B/2604 Canario &
! 3/18/2004] Canario - 1
i 37182004, Canario = 1
3MB/2004 Canario X 7
371812004 Canario =
. 3/18/2004 Canario 5
38/2008 Canario 2 7
371812004 Canario -
3/18/2004 Milang =
3/16/2004. Miano - T 1
3/18/2004 Miano z
3/18/2004 fanc Z
i 8/18/2004] Milang Z
| 3/18/2004| Milano Z
3/18/2004) Wilano = 1
3/18/2004 Milano = T
3/18/2004 Milano =
3/18/300% #ano z 7
: 3/18/2008 HMiano =
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Service
Date | Street#

Units |SFUIMFU|_ Area
3/18/2004 F z

311812004

3/18/2004

4157004

57472004

- 57412004

57512004

5/5/2004)

£/5/2004

6/16/2004

6/26/2004

6/26/2004

6/28/2004

6/28/2004

6/28/2004]

6/28/2004]

6/28/2004

6/28/2004

6/28/2004

6/28/2004

6/26/2004

6/28/2004

6/30/2004

6/30/2004

€/30/2004

6/30/2004

6/30/2004

6/30/2004
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“L-15

Service
Date | Strect# |Street Name Units | SFUIMFU| _Area 10 | 1} 42
6/50/2004] Bradbury SF 7-
6/30/2004 Bradbur 7=
'6/30/2004 Bradbur 7=
6/30/2004] Bradbury 77
6/30/2004] Bradbury 7>
) 6/30/2004] Bradbury z
6/30/2004] Bradbury z
6/30/2004 Brachury Z
6/30/2004 Bradbury =
6/30/2004 Bradbury X
6/30/2004 Bradbury Z
6/30/2004 Bradou =
74612004 Pieizza Dr. z
771612004 Piazza Dr. z 7
771612004 Piazza Dr. 5
711672004, Piazza Dr. 2
i 7/16/2004 Piazza Dr. =
! 7716/2004] Fiazza Dr. z
1 7/t6/2004] Piazza Dr, =
7116/2004 Piozza Dr. z
. 7/2712004] [T p: z
712717004 Ne p: 7.
; 7177/2004] N z
712712004] N p: -
712712004 N p z
712712004 NewHampshire z
7127/2004] NowHampshire X ]
712712004 Ne i X
5/912004 Piazza Or. z T
8/912004 Plazza Dr. z 5
: /012004 Plazza D z
: 8/912004 Piazza O, z
8/9/2004) Piazza Dr. z
i 8/9/2004] Plazza D. =
i 8/0/2004 Fiazza Dr. X
i 8/9/2004) Piazza Dr. z T
i 8/18/2004 Piazza 7 7
/1812004 Piazza Or. 7- FRERY
8/18/2004 Fiazza Or. 7=
8/18/2004 Fiazza O, 7=
! 8/18/2004 Piazza z
: B/18/2604] Piazza Dr. = g
- ~8/18/2004) Fiazza Or. = z --
/1812004 Piazza Dr. Z
8/2712004 Piazza Dr. = I3
8/27/2004 Piazza br. 2
i 8/27/2004 Piazza Dr. =
¢ 8/27/2004 Fiazza Or. - 1
i 812712004 Piazza Dr. Z 1 T
! 8/27/2004 Plazza Dr. z
: 8/27/2004 Piazza Dr, X T
8/2712004 Piazza Dr. z
. §/612004) Piazza Dr. Z 7
i /812004 Piazza Z 7
i 57612004 etona z
i /812004 erona C z
§/8/2004) erona 72
/872004 erona 7= 7
i /612004 erona z
5/612004 erona z
8/10/2004 [Acosta Z [
9/15/2004 /erona Z
i 5/15/2004 erona z
: 9/15/2004 erona X
5/15/2004 erona =
9/15/2004 erona Ct. X 7
971512004 rona CL. U z
971512004 erona -
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Service
Date Street # |Street Name. Unlts [SFUIMFU]  Area 10 i 12
9/15/2004] Verona Ct. SFL bt
2/16/2004! Falcon Ridge Rd. &
30/472004 erona X
10/4/2004| ferona - 1
10/412008 erona x
, 10/4/2004 ferona E
10/4/2004 ferona !
10/4/2004, eron Ct. X
10/4/2004! ferona E 7
10/4/2004 ‘erona Ct. 5
10/11/2004 Orchard Ave, X
1G714/2004 erona CI. z
10/14/2004 erona -
1071472004 ferona & 4
1071472004 ferona X
10/14/2004| ferona X
1071472004 ferona x T
1071472004 ferona X
1041472004 ] ‘erona S 1
10/25/2004] Verona X
10/25/2004) Verona = 1
100252004 Veroia =
10/25/2004 Verona Ct. '
1025/2004] [Verona = 7
10/25/2004| |Verong 5 4
10/25/2004 erona =
10/25/2004 /erona =
$1/18/2004 farona -
11/18/2004 f'erona. =
111872004 erona =
11/18/2004 Verona = 1
14/18/2004| [Varona Ct. =
11/18/2004! [Verona Ct. Fl X
1371812004 [verona F =
1820041 [Verona Fi 3 1
12412004 Verona Ct. F &
12/1/2004 ‘erona -
12/1/2004 fesona =
12/1/2004 ferona -
12/1/2004) erona X 7
12/172004 ‘erona =
12/1/2004 ferona &
12/1/2004 ferona =
12/1/2004 ferona =
N 12/1/2004 'erona =
N 12172004 ‘erona. Z
1/19/2005 ferona -1
i 1/18/20051 ferona =
1/19/2005] erona x 1 T
VA92005 erona -
i /1812005 rona z
H 1/19/2005 rona &
i 2/22/2005. iaz2a . E
2/722/2005 Piazza Dr. -
2/22/2005 | Piazza Or. -
2/22120C5 Piazza Dr. = 1
! 2/22/20€5| Verona Wy. =
' 2/25/2005| Piazza Dr. !
H 2/25/2005| Piazza Dr. =
| 2/25/2005 Piazza Dr. =
| 2/25/2005 Piazza Dr. 1
' 2/25/2005 Plazza Dr. =" 1 1
21251205 Piazza Dr. X
i 2/25/20C5 Plazza Dr. &
H 2/25/2005 Piazza Dr, =
' 2/25/2005) Piazza Dr. -
sri0z005 SRR Axcezzo G
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Service
Units [sFumFy| Area | 7 [] 5 |10 | 15 | 42
i 7
7
Siena Way 5 1
[Siena Way z ‘ g
Canel 5
i Canel - ]
1 §/27/2005 anel =
i 512772005 ane| = =
H /272005 ane| =
/2712005 Cane] = )
I 5/27/2005 Canel X
5/27/2005 Cane = B
/2772005 Cane! Fi 5 ] ] 7
6/27/2005, Canel Fi X -
i 5/27/2005 Canel z
5/27/2005 Canel X T
512712005 Canel 5 1
5/27/2006 Canel z
5/27/2008] Canel X
H 5/27/2005 Canelll __—— = - 1
i [ _6/1472008] Belmont x
| | 6/1412005 Beimont Circle =
[Cerar200| anel =
| _6/14/2005 Canel -~ 1 1
H [ertai2055 Canel x
! [—6r4r2008] Cane =
| [“6rarz008| Canel =
[—e4rz005] Canel Fi - 1
[ 611472005 Cane! =
| [er1ar2005 ane! 5 1 7 1
i [—6n4r2005 Canel A
| [C6rar2008 Canel = T
! [Cer2/2005 Canel z
. [er1a/2005 Canel 5 1 7
H [_6/1/2005 Canel 2
[ 6172005 Canel z
["enarz005 Cane! = 1
1412005 Canel = 1
/2812005 Canel x
6/28/2005 anel = 1
6/28/2005 anel x
612812005 anel 5
6/26/2005 Canel U z
672872005 anel C z
[ezzerzo05 M Conel V[ 7

Final Environmental Impact Report
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-222

March 2010

ICF 00982.07




County of Monterey Resource Management Comment Letters County of Monterey Resource Management Comment Letters
Agency, Planning Department Local Agencies Agency, Planning Department Local Agencies

Service o | s
Date | Strest # {Street Name Units | SFUIMFU| _ Are: 7 8 ] a0 | a1 | 12 Date | Street # |Street Name Units EU/MFU 7 B E] j0.1 11 | 12
/7812005 Caneli SFi z /1072605 Spolsto F 3
©/28/2005 Canell - 8/10/2005 Spoleto -
5/28/2005 Canelli 5 1 1 8/10/2005 |  Tuscan =
. £/2812005 Canell X - 9/13/2005 Cassino 5
612812005 ane) 5 7 1 9/13/2005 Cassino - 1 1
/2812005 Canel - g 571812005 Spoleto Z
. 6/28/2005| Cane) 5 4 9/13/2005 [Spoleto x
5/2812005, Canet & 1 B 5/13/2005 Spolet =
6/28/2005, anel & 8/13/2005 Spoleto = 1
717/2005; | Amarillo & 9/13/2005' Spolet &
71712005 [Amariio = 1 571372005 Spoteto X
70712005 [ Amartllo b 1 9/13/2005 Spoleto - 1 1
717120051 [Amarillo = 1 . 5/13/2005] Spoleto =
71712005 [ Amarillo = 9/13/2005 Spoleto =
71712005] [Amarilo & 1 1 9/13/2005 Spoleta z
717/2005] [ Amarillo 5 N 9/13/2005 Spoleto = 1
7(7/2008] | Amarillo = 9/13/2005. Spoleto -
f 71712005} [ Amarilo = S/13/2008] Spole! -
H 71712008 | Amarillo & 1 ©/13/2005| Spaleto = 1
i 71712005] [Amarilio = /1372003 Spolsto %
71712005 Pacific - 1 1 8/13/2005 Spoleto = 1
7{7/2008)| Pacific = - il 5/13/2005 | | Spolelo. = 1
71712005 Pactfic = 913/2005 | Spoleto =
71672005 Canell > T 1 $/13/2005 Spoleto z
7/8/2005 Canelll = 9/13/2005 Spoleto =
718/2005 Canelll =" |__©/21/2005 Cross - 1
- [ 7miza0s) Caneli - z - - [Zorierz008 [Cassino X
i 71812065 Canell - . |710/10/2006 [Cassino F A -
i 718/2008| Canelii = |_10/10/2008! Cassino Fl - P
H 7162005 Canelii = |_10/10/20085! Cassino - 1
: 71612005 Laure! Z k] | 10/10/2008] Cassino Z 3
* 7/8/2005| Spoleto = |_10/10/2005 | Cassino. = 1
7/8/2005| Spoleto - 1 1 | _i0710/2005| Cassino . X
71812005 Spolet - 1071012008 Cassino -
77812005 Spoleto i |_10/10/2005 | Cassing =
77812005 Spoleto’ z : | 0/10/2005] Cassino z
7/8/2005| Spoleto & | 10/10/2005 | Spoleto = =
i 71812005 Spoleto = 1 | forie/2005 Spoleto Z o
| 7/6/2005 Spoleto = . [ 1011072005 Spoleto Z
i 712112005 Spoleto Z il [0r10/2005 Spolsto = T
! 7(2112005| Spoleto 7= [_10110/2005 Spoleto Fi =
i 7121/2005| Spoleto 7- |_10/10/2005|  Spoleto =
N 7/21/2005| Spoiet 7 i |_10/10/2005| Spaletn -
7{21/2005] Spolet - 10/2005 Spoleta -
7421/2005] Spolet 7 il 1 10/25/2005 | Greenwood =
772172005 Spolet 7= i 1/6/2006 Sanbom x 1
712112008 Spolete & H 31772006 | Fui X
712172005 Spoleto = 1 31712008 Padova =
H /2112005 Spoleto = 1 3/7/2008 | Padova =
| 772112005 Spoleto F X 31712006 Padova z
i 7/21/2005 Spoleto Z 1 31712008 Padova &
7/21/2005 Spoleto Z AI5/2008 Palermo =
7/23{2005 Spoleta 5 AJ512006 Palermo =
/2172005 Spoleto - ] T ; 4/5/2006 Pelermo E
712112005 [Spoleto = 1 i 4/5/2008 | Palermo z
: B/10/2005] Cassino X ! 4/5/2006 Palermo E
| 871072005 Cassino X i 47512008 Falermo, Z
i 8/10/2005| Cassino = ! 4/5/2006] Palermo X
8/10/2005 | | Cassing - I Af5/2008)| 'alermo. X
8/10/2005 | Cassino. = ’ 4152006 Palermo. =
810/2008] Cassino = 1 4/5/2008) Palermo =
§/10/2005, Cassino 2 47512008 Palermo z
' 8/10/2006| Cassino. = T '4/5/2006 Palermo. = T T
i 8/10/2005 Cassino - 1 415/2006 Palermo. -
! B/10/2005 Cassino = 4/5/2006 Patermo -
I B/10/2006 Cassino. - 4/5/2008 Palermo =
8/10/2005 Spoleto - 1 412812005 Modena 1 -
B/10/2005 Spoleto - 4/28/2006 Modena -
i ;
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N -

‘ L-16 |
Service
Date | Street# Street Name Units |SFUMFU| Area | 7 0 | 1| 12
472812006 Modena F Z
4/28/2008 Modena -
4128/2008. Modena -
472812006 Modena -
412872008 Modena & 1
4/28/2005 Nogena Z
472672008 Modena & k]
47272006 Modena z
472872006 Modena X T 7
4/28/2006) Modena X 1
412813008, Modena -
: 4/26/2006] Modena X
4/28/2006] ena = 3
5722/2006 Bologna -
5/22/2006, Piazza x T
572212006 Piazza =
5/22/2006 Piaza - T
572212006 Piazza = 7
5/22/2006] Piazza Z
5/23/2006 Piazza 2
/2212006 Fiazza z ]
5/72/7006, Piazza z
572212006 Piazza z 1
5122/2006 Piazza -
512212008, Piazza z
P . §/22/2008) Piazza 5 i}
. + {Tsi22/2006 Fiazza z
5/22/2006) Piazza X
! 5/20/2006 Piazza Z
5/24/2006) jena X
572472608 odena - 7
572412008 Modena z
/2412008 ana z 7
572412006, Modena z
5/24/2006 ena 2 1
572412006 Modena z z
5/24/2006 Modena Z
5/2472006 Modena -
512412008 Mogena X
5/2412008 Modena -
5124/2006, Modena 5
5/24/2008 iodena z
5/24/2008 Modena 2
6/28/2006 Bologna 2
©/28/2006 Bologna =
6/28/2008 Bologna - 1
6/26/2006 Bologna -
6/36/2005 Bologna Z
6/26/2008 Capr z
6/20/2006 Ca Z
6/28/2006 Cap 5
6/26/208 Cap -
6/28/2008 Capr z 1 T
6/28/2006 Ca z
6/26/2008 Capr -
6/26/2005 Cap X
672672006 Cap = 1
6/26/2008) Ca - 1 1
/262008 Cap 2
712512008 Carbonero -
712512006 Carboner -
7/26/2008) Campania Wa - 1
7/26/2006) Campania z
7/26/2008 [Campania Way z
772612006 Campania We: -
7126/2006 Campania Wa; -
i 7/26/2006 (Campania Way -
: 712612006 [Campania We; -

service
Dats__| Streat # |Strest Name Units |[SFUMFY| Area | 7 8 o 0] 41 | 12
712612006 Campania Way SF! -
71262008 Campania Wa 3
712612006 Gampania Way 5 1
712612006 Campania Wa X
712672008 [Trivoll Wa X
7126/2006 ol Wa &
. 7726/2008 ivolrWa z
7/26/2006| ol Way_ i Z
7/26/7005| ivoli Way F z
712612006 vol z
7/26/2006| voli Way 5
7126/2006) rivoli Way =
7126/2006) ol Way, =
712612006 ivoli Way -
712612006 [Trivol Way z -
7(26/2006 rivoll We z ;
7126/2008 ivoli Way Z
7126/2006 ivoli Way_ F z
712612006 ivoll Way F =
712612006 ivoll Way
712612006 ivoli Way -
772612006 ivoll Way -
7/26/2006 | oll Way E
712612006 voll Wa: Z - i
7126/2006) voll Wa Z M
51222006 [Madeira Ave, N - T 1 1 T -
8/23/2006| Fontes Lany 5
8/24/2006 | Carbonero St 2 1
/2413008 Carbonero St X :
8/24/2006| Carbonero St -
/24/2006| Carbonero St. X
81252006 [Tuscany Z
9/20/2008| Eologna Z ]
i /20/2008| Bologna C = 1 1
i 9/20/2006; Bologna &
i 6/20/2006 Bologna -
9/20/2008 Bologna Wy Z
i /2012006 Bologna Z B
©/2012006 Bologna Way - 1 1
512012006 Bologna Way 2 1
'9/29/2006] Oak St - R
10/16/2006| [Abbott S, z
11/29/2006| Bologna Way 2 7
11/29/2006 | Bologna Way 5
1/26/2006| Bologna Way 5
i 1/29/2006 Bologna Way 5
; 14/20/2006] Bologna Way z
11/20/2006| Bologna Way 5
11/20/2006| Bologna Way 2
! 11/26/2006| Bologna Way 5
. 1216/2006 Bologna X
? 120672006 Bologna Z
12/672008 Bologna = i
120612006 Sologna &
! 121612006 Bologna - i
12/6/2006 Bologna 5 7
121612006 Bologna i 5
12/6/2006 Boiogna Ct. E
411712007 Eagles Roost F &
5/20/2007 Wiren St #4 (2nd Dwelling) Fi Z
: 6121/2007 Burke St._(2nd dwelling) Z
712612007 Saint George Dr. X
712612007 Saint George D, -
7126/2007 ] Saint George Dr. E
712612007 Saini George Dr. -
/612007 (Addinglon Lane #A_(Graves Dist) 7 E) 1
5/23/2007 Bolero Ave. #A_(2nd Dweelling) 7
/3012007 Bologna Ct. X
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1 L-15 L15
Service Service
Date | Street# |Strest Name “"“’IE””"’” Area | 7 3 s [ a0 | 1 | 12 Date | Street # |Street Nama Units |SFUIMFU| A 7 3 s [0 ]n| e
8/30/2007 Bologna Ct. F & 9/5/2003 Klamath Dr. SF - 1
'8/30/2007 Bologna Ct. = 95/2003 Klamath Dr. -
. BI30/2007 Bologna Ct. Z . gllggggg E:m{: - 5
/412007 Chaparral St #A_(2nd Dweliing] X 1 3 5
9/5/2007 Genoa Way x 9/6/2003| Kiamath Dr. - 1
87512007 Genoa Way x 911112003 Saddle R, %
- - /18/2003 Colt -
51572007 Genoa Way_ X .
8752007 Genoa W, - 0/23/2003 Arcadia %
512612007 Bologna Ct. = 9/23/2008 rcadia - T
972612007, Bologna CL. = 9/23/2003 rcadia -
912612007 Bologna Way = $/23/2003 rcadia X 1 T
9/23/2003 readia -
572672007 Bologina Way =
'9126/2007 - 5/23/2003 readia X [) )
515612007 ay = 912312003 [Arcadia x
'9/26/2007 /a 3 ' /23/2003 [Arcadia. X
912612007 fay z 8/23/2003| Arcadia -
9/23/2003 | Arcadia -
9/26/2007 Sienna Way ="
912612007 oy x 9/23/2003 [Arcadia % 1 1
9/25/2008 | Arcadia Way X 3
9/26/2007 ay. - i
972612007} fay z 572512003 [Arcadia Way X
S282007 S oy x 9/25/2003 Arcagia Wey X
Tiriam00T g 9/25/2003 | Arcadia - 1
= 9/25/2003 [Arcadia Wa: X
x 8/25/2003 | Arcadia Wt -]
9/25/2003 [Arcadia Way - 1
= 612512003 [Arcadia Wa X
= . 07472003 irador Court %
H 10/1/2003 | Mirador Cou -1
¢ = i 101172003 Mirador Cou =
= 107172003 Mirador Cour %
= : 10172003 Mirador Cour X
: x : 10/1/2003] Mirador Cour X
= = 10/1/2003| Mira: o %
| = = 10113/2003| Kent Stree! X B
= . 10/13/2003) Kent Street X
| = - 1 TB/13/2003 Kent Street X 7
| A & i 1DA13/2008 Kent Street X 1 i
T R 10/13/2002] Kent Street 5 1
i #A_(studio) F X 1 ! 10/13/2003] Kent Street X
: #A_(2nd dwelling) X ; 10/13/2008 Kent Street -
N ub-Total 7.12 Service Area:| 785 43 45 54 46 51 53
i 10113/2003 | Ker tre
! 10/24/2003 [Arcadia Way k]
Service 10/24/2003 |Arcadia Way - 2 1
! Date | Street # jStroct Name Units|sFuimFY]_Area | 7 [] s |10 1] e 10/24/2008 [Arcadia Way = T
I 3/17/03] Buckingham Ft - 1 i 10/24/2003 | Arcadia Way
; 55103 Belmont = ' 10/24/2003 [Arcadia Way
E 7/1/2003 [Kent reet - 10/24/2003 | | Arcadia Way Fl
i 71172003 Kent Street 3 10/28/2003 | Casiano D, sia Fl [
: 7/1/2003 Kent Stree - - 11/5/2003] Estreliabioro R & X
i 71/2003] Kent Stree! - 1 1 i 111072003 LaurelesGrade X g
I 71112003 [Kent Street 1112412003 Pasadera CL Fi X
! 77172003 Kent Street X 12/5/2003 Cuestaverde Or. %
711/2003) Kent Street . 12/8/2003)| Lucie Lane -
TH7/2003 ConalDeTiera Rd. 5 : 1/7/2004 SanBenancio Canyon i X
7/3012003 RanchitoDeIRio Rd. - i 171612004 Berry Rd. ] - ;
8/13/2003 Pasadera Court - 112112004 ViaDelMiiagro -
8/13/2003 P: Fl -’ 1/26/2004 1 -
8/5/2003 Kent Street Fl - ’ 1128/2004 Berry Rd.
9572603 [Kent Street - 129/2004 Sandon Rd. -
9/5/2003 Ker reet - 21312004 CorralDeTie Rd. -
8/5/2003 Kent Street - 2/6/2004 Monteres .
915/2003 Kent Streel - 3/9/2004 LaurelesGrade -
9/5/2003 Keni Street 372212004 Cami i K
9/5/2003 Kent Street H 4/12/2004| Reservation Rd, -
9/5/2003 Kent Street 5~ : 5/14/2004 SanBenancio Rd X
9/5/2003 Kent Street - 5/18/2004 | I Ji Dr FL - 1
| 9/5/2003 Kent Street - 6/2i2004 Middlefieid Rd. -
9752003 [N 2 math O -12__ 5/5/2604 Robley RY. E X
i
|
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Service Service
Date | Street# {strect Name Units |SFUMFU] A 7 5 9 | 1w | 1 | 12 Date | Strest# {Streot Nama Units {SFUMFU| Area | 7 ] 9 [ 10 ] 1| 12
8/10/2004 River Rd. SF! - k] 7/7/2006  Soto Pl SFI - 1 1
6/24/2004 Spur Road - 71102006 | Jasmine Gt -
6/28/2004 RolandCanyon R e 8/2/2006 Pasadera Ct. -
71812004 EstrellaDoro - . B/10/2006 Pasadera Gl -
8/16/2004 | UpperFourty Dr. - 51712008 Zabala Rd. -
8/18/2004 EIC: i 10/17/2008 ViaDelMllagro -
' 8/16/2004 [Tesoro Ct X 10/20/2008 HiddenValley Ra. X
9/21/2004] ll J Dr -1 11/9/2006 PineCanyon fd. -
0/22/2004] BoldRuler L. - 12/4/2008; 3 -
11/11/2004] CorrafDeTierra - 12/4/2008 | ViaDelMilagro -
$1/15/2004 BoldRiverland, X 121812006 CrazyHorse Cyn = X
11124/2004] LaTerraza Ct. - 1/2/2007 | -
16/2005 CastieRock R - /12/2007 SanBenancio X 7
27772003 [Tesoro RS, X 171912007 Covey Lane X
2122/2005 Balmont Circle. -1 1/23/2007. Riverview Ct -
3/22/2005 | iDelCiele X 2/20/2007 Pasadera Dr. K
312272005 CorteDiego X 473012007 Corral De Tierrg Ro2d C X
/28942005 Estrella Ave. -1 Pine Canyan Rd. : - K
4/612008] Belmont Cirde - [Via el Milagro -
4/6/2005 Belmont Circle . - San Benancio Rd. . Fi -1
4713/2005! Belavida R. X Bolsa Logp [ SF X
41152005 [ - 1 Bolsa Loop -
5/3/2005 |SanBenario Rd. - 1 Bolsa Loop o f -
5/10/2005 Baimont Circle - =12 1 H Fremont Drive_ -
572072008 Riverview Cf - Fremont Drive > .
5/23/2005 [Tesoro Rd. - - N
5/31/2005 [ Tesoro -1 - .
: 5/31/2005 [Tesoro GL X ; X
i 6172005 Varavilla " X
8121/2005| [Asslsi - . Fi X
6/21/2005 |Assis| Way -1 . H Fl -
8/24/2005 | [ Zdan - i F -
71172005 Belmont = i Fi X
B/5/2005 ViaDelMilagro i - i : F -
H 8/2212005 DeiCastill 6/20/2007 | Del Milagro C -
H 8/23/2005 PuertaDelC: X 6/27/2007 Belmont Circle T X T
i 8/24/2005 Cassino E ! 6/25/2007 B X 7
812472005 Cassino X i 6/20/2007 X
812412005 Cassino - 6/29/2007 - N
B/24/2006 Cassing - 2 6/29/2007 | -
812412005 Cassing 1 6/29/2007 | K -
B/24/2005 Cassing. - -
H B/24/2005 Cassino Ft - H X
: N 8/24/2005 Cassino - 1 E F X
| 8/24/2005 Cassino. P - H § Fi X
H 8/24/2005 Cassino - & 5
| 8/2412005 Cassing. 5 1 FL -
8/24/2005 Cassino F =
8/24/2005 Cassino X \ x
8124/2005 Spoleto - ] X
8/24/2005 Spoleto_ 3-
8124/2005 Spoleto - -
8/30/2005 |ViaDelMilagro - - =
9/16/2005 C: - X
9/29/2005)| - - i x
9/30/2005 Riverview Fl -
1012472005 Belmont Fi - -
10/26/2005 Niragor i X F -
12/14/2005 Laureles F - -
1/18/2008 S: - H Fi -
1/19/2006 Belmont - H L Fy
2/26/2008 ComalDeTierra - 712120071 ourt i X
3/6/2006 Riverview - i 718/2007 | Bolsa Loop. X
3/8/2006 SanBenancioCanyon X i 7/19/2007 | Bolsa Loop -
5/8/2008  ViaDelMilagro - 7119/2007 Bolsa Loop. -
5/12/2006 Pasadera - . 7/20/2007 | Jackson St. - 2 T
6126/2008 Manzanita - | 712412007 | Bolsa Loop. -
71712008 Pasadera - ‘ 712412007 Bolsa Loop F -
i
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Service
Date __| Street# [Street Name Units [SFUMFU| _Ars s {0 |1 | 12
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712412007 Boise Loop =
712412007 6oisa Loop.
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712472007 Bolsa Loop =
7124/2007 Bolsa Loop X
71242007 Bolsa Loop T X
712472007 Boisa Loop -
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71242007 Boisa Loop E
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7124/2007 Bolsa Loop -
712412007 Bolsa Loop >
7/30/2007 | Via Del Milagro -
8/20/2007. Big Sky Lane -
BI20/2007 Big Sky Lane -
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B/22/2007, Bolsa Loop. X
51972007 Calers Canyon - 1
9/21/2007 Via Det Milagro -
9/24/2007 Big Sky Lane -
91242007 Big Sky Lane -
9/24/2007 Rustic Lane -
5/25/2007. $San Benancio Rd. -
T1/18/2007 Pasadera CL.

; 1171672007, Peroz St.

H 11/27/2007 Pasadera Ct.

; 12/13/2007 Pasadera Ct.

i 12/21/2007 Ranchito Drive

: ‘Sub-Total 512 Service Areay| 253 = 1 | 8 | s

Combined Total 7-12 and 9-12 Service Areas:] wu_ 43 | 46 | 67 | 86 | 59 | e2 |

Service
Units|SFUIMPY| _Area 8 s 1101 e
7 | W z
4| z 1 z 1
7 | W 5
12 | ME Z
R MF Z 1 1
M 3 T 1 -
W 2 2 [ 2 | 3 1 )
85 | WFi -
| 85 | Wl 3
(@1 2parments & comm.) |81 | _MF =
tBidg, A 4 | wru | 7
5t Bidg B 5[ WMFU | 7
5 | 5 [ 3 [ 1 )
Service
Ful _Area 5 o || 1| 12
1
. X 3
-
x
X
x
\ > B}
| - 1 1 1
i - 7 I
! - 7 Y]
i X
i -
|
! - i 1
i 2
i
812
s s 1 a5
[ Combined Total 7-12 and 5-12 Service Areas] 572 | 5 [ 7 5 ]
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Salinas Union High School District — School Facility Master Plan — March 2008

Executive Summary

The Salinas Union High School District School Facility Master Plan assesses the future facility
needs of the District and provides options to meet the twenty-two year facility need. The Plan
considers regional demographic data and development activities that may impact the student
population. The Plan also identifies the existing facilities and eXamines various methods to house
students. The District’s twenty-two year facility needs are identified by examining enrollment
projections in concert with the existing facilities. The Plan presents a Facility Plan, which meets
the District’s twenty-two year facility needs and identifies decision points for the District. The
Plan also presents additional facility options that allow the District to remove/eliminate
additional portable classrooms, relieving overcrowding at existing school sites. The Plan
presents funding sources that may be used to accomplish the Facility Plan.

The Plan projects that the District’s enrollment will grow up to 29 percent over the twenty-two
year planning period (from 13,558 to 17.496). This level of growth shows that the District will
not have sufficient permanent facilities to house the anticipated enrollment over the twenty-two
year planning period. The District’s use of portable. classrooms, while housing student
population growth, has had some negative impacts such as reducing the play field areas, locker
T00MS, & i kitchens and admini i ling areas at the school sites. All schools
ate on sites that are smaller than those recommended by the California Department of Education
(CDE) and therefore have student densities above the CDE recommendations.

The planning effort identified a series of goals of highest interest to the District and used these to
develop and evaluate potential solutions for facility issues. - The goals, as identified by district
administrators, are:

» . Eliminate portable classrooms that have become too old to maintain and reduce student
densities on school sites which exceed the CDE recommendations,

»  Free up classroom space that can be used for special programs,

*  Take maximum advantage of State schoo facility funds.

At the request of the District, the Plan presents a Facility Plan for meeting the District needs over
a twenty-two year period.

The consultant recommends the following Facility Plan:

« Construction of one new middle school with a capacity of 1,000 students;
« Construction of two new high schools (High School #1 with a capacity of 1,500 students
and High School #2 with a capacity of 2,000 students).

Implementation of the Facility Plan will allow the District to remove some existing portable
classrooms at all middle and high school campuses. However, certain sites will still have
portable classrooms that have become too old to maintain and site densities well above those
recommended by the CDE. As a result, the Plan provides the District with two additional facility
options that would allow the District to eliminate additional portable classrooms that are too old
to maintain and further reduce their site densities.

il
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_These facility options are as follows:

*  Option #1
A second new middle school with a capacity of 1,000 students.
A third new high school with a capacity of 2,000 students.

* Option #2
Option #1 plus a fourth new high school with a capacity of 2,000 students.

The Plan includes an Implementation Plan that outlines a suggested schedule of activities to be
conducted to implement the Facility Plan.
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Introduction
A. Purpose

The purpose of this School Facility Master Plan (Plan) is to identify the facility needs of the Salinas
High Union School District (District) over a twenty-two year planning period and examine strategies
to meet those needs.

The Plan is designed to provide a “road map” to help the District meet its facility needs over the next
twenty-two years. The Plan addresses the estimated number of classroom facilities that are needed,
when they are needed, how much they will cost, and potential sources of funding to pay for needed
facilities.

Factors that affect facility needs such as residential development rates and enrollment growth will
change as economic and other conditions change in the District. As a result, the facility needs
identified in this Plan should be reexamined and modified when appropriate.

B. Content/Organization
The Plan is organized according to the following four questions:

(1) Part One, What do we have?

(2) Part Two, What do we need?

(3) Part Three, What can we do to meet the need? and
(4) Part Four, How can we pay for it?

Part One analyzes the District’s current facilities, including schools’ pupil capacity, site size and use
of portable ¢l Part Two p the District’s projected enrollment growth with its
current pupil capacities to quantify the additional pupil capacity required by the District. Part Three
outlines alternative facility plans to meet the needs identified in Part Two. Part Four estimates the
costs of the alternatives and identifies the District’s potential sources of funding.

C. Acknowledgments

The following individuals and agencies assisted the consultants in preparing the School Facility
Master Plan.

James Earhart, Associate Superintendent, CBO, Salinas Union High School District (SUHSD)
Karen Luna, Manager, Planning and Facilities, Salinas Union High School District (SUHSD)
Shelley Lapkoff, Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc.

Jeanne Gobalet, Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc.

City of Salinas Community Planning and Development Department

City of Salinas Redevelopment Department

Housing Authority of the County of Monterey

Monterey County Planning Department
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Part One — What do we have?

Summary-of Key Points:

«  The District’s operates four middle schools, four high schools and one continuation high school:

® The District has a 7-8 permanent pupil capacity of 3,979 seats. Permanent classroom capacity
utilization for 2007 is 100% percent (7-8 enroliment of 3,997). The District also has a 7-8
portable classroom capacity of 1,193 seats. Capacity utilization, including portable classrooms,
is 77%.

o The District has a 9-12 permanent pupil capacity of 6,377 seats. Permanent classroom capacity
utilization for 2007 is 150% percent (9-12 enrollment of 9,561). The District also has a 9-12
portable classroom capacity of 3,213 seats. Capacity utilization, including portable classrooms,
is 100%. .

* All middle school sites are operating at site densities above the CDE recommendations. These
sites will benefit from the removal of portables. However, even if all portables are removed from
these sites, they will still operate at student densities above the CDE recommendations.

* If portable classrooms are removed at Alvarez High, the site would operate at a student density
below the CDE recommendation. Site densities at all other high school sites will also benefit
from the removal of portable classrooms. However, even if all portable classrooms are removed
from these sites, they will still operate at student densities-above the CDE recommendations.

s Several school sites have portable classrooms that are 20 years of age or older and are overly
expensive to maintain. These sites will benefit from the removal of these portables and should be
a priority of the District. The removal of these portable classrooms will also benefit the District
by reducing site densities at existing campuses.

Part One is divided into two sections. The first section analyzes the District’s school sites’ pupil
capacity and current capacity utilization. The second section analyzes the ise of portable classrooms
i and student densities on each school site.

A. Pupil Capacity/Facility Utilization

The capacity: of a school site is determined by (1) counting the number of classrooms on the site, (2)
multiplying each by the appropriate loading standard (the maximum number of students placed in a
room), and {3) making adjustments to account for policies that affect capacity.

Tables 1 and 2 shows the pupil capacities and current utilization of each school site, both including
and excluding existing portable classrooms. The classroom inventories, loading standards, and
District policies that affect capacity are documented in the following subsections.

Because the site capacities in this Plan are being used for comparative planning purposes, they
include adjustments for factors that affect a site’s actual capacity (e.g., room usage policies, etc).
Therefore, the school site capacities listed in the following tables might conflict with current daily
usage and previously recorded capacity figures.
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Table 1 P
2007 Pupil Capacity/Utilization of Middle Schools

El Sausdl MS

Table 2

ent tilizal
Wio WO Ports
WiPorts | Ports W/Ports
i Alisal HS 2322 1,593 64 106% 155%
| Alvarez HS 2403 | 1296 41 93% 3%
; North Salinas HS 2,084 1,652 97 96% 21%
]

1. Classroom Inventories

Tables 3 and 4 list the classroom inventories of each site. The inventories are based on current site
utilization diagrams provided by the District and site administrators and conversations with District
administrators regarding the use of classrooms for the 2007school year.

. Table 3
Classroom Inventory, Middle School Sites

El Sausal Middle School

Harden Middle School
La Paz Middle School
‘Washington Middle School
Total ; pa

*Includes 49 portable classrooms.
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Table 4
Classroom Inventory, High School Sites

Alisal High 1 0

Alvarez High 72 1 0 10

North Salinas High 35 1 2 5

Salinas High 71 3 0 4

Mount Toro High 5 0 0 1

0T A R A 2 i T e Do

*Includes 140 portable classrooms.
2. Loading Standards

Table 5 lists the loading standards for 7-12 classrooms provided by the District and site
administrators.

Table 5
Loading Standards

FetiGrade Group:(7=12) R
Standard Classroom (7-12) 7.
i Lab (9-12) i 7
| ROP /ROTC (9-12)
} Band / Music / Choral (9-12)
|

Drama / Theater (9-12)
| Special Day (7-12) 16
[ Physical Eucation (7-12 100
ull Out (7-12) 0
Non-District (7-12) - 0

3. District Policies that Affect Capacity

The District currently operates pull-out type programs at all grade levels (i.e., students leave their
regular classroom and occupy space in another classroom during the pull-out program). Examples
of pull-out type programs that are in use are Detention Centers, Career Centets, Instructional Service
Rooms and Leadership Rooms. The rooms used for these programs are not counted in calculating
site capacities because they do not contribute to the effective capacity of thie school.

B. Analysis of Portable Classroom Use, Age and School Site Student Densities

Two important issues that are relevant when evaluating the current capacity of a school district are
student densities at school sites and the age of portable classrooms that have become too old to
maintain. For example, a school site that has a large portion of its capacity in portable classrooms
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might have undesirably high student densities and maybe occupying portable classrooms that do not
meet District standards and are overly expensive to preserve.

1. Inventory of Portable Classrooms by School Site

Table 6 identifies the use and age of portable classrooms on the District’s school sites, in descending
order of total portable classrooms on each site.

Table 6
Portable Classroom Use
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Table 7
School Site Size and CDE Recommended Site Size

Alvarez High 0 51 100 49%
Salinas High 0 64 96 33%
Alisal High 12 62 22 3%
North Salinas High H 63 27%
Harden Middle 2 36 32%
El Sausal Middle 38 25%
‘Washington Middle 41 20%
La Paz Middle 9 40 18%
Mount Toro High

EaEREL
2. - School Site Student Densities

-A good measure of appropriate student density for a school site is to comypare its site size with the
site size recommended by the California Department of Education (CDE) for a school with
equivalent enrollment. For example, the capacity of El Sausal Middle School is 1,269 students. The
CDE recommends that a middle schoo! of that capacity be on a site of 23.1 useable acres. Because
El Sausal Middle School is on an 18 acre site, we can infer that it has a student density above the
CDE recommended density. Conversely, schools with site sizes larger than the CDE recommended’
size have student densities below the CDE recommended levels.

Table 7 again lists the school sites in descending order of total portable classrooms. The table
shows, for each school site, (1) its site size in acres, (2) the site size recommended by the CDE,
given its planned grade configuration capacity as described in Part III of the Plan, and (3) the site
size recommended by the CDE if all portable classrooms at the site were removed. Chart A shows
the same informatjon in bar graph form.

o
{

crtinsied on the nert Do
ontinved on the next page)

El Sausal MS 23.1 21
Harden MS 23.1 21
LaPazMS 231 21
Washington MS 233 21
Alisal HS S5.3 41
Alvarez HS 4 55.3 39
North Salinas HS 4 52.7 47.1
Salinas HS 24 54.7 46.5
Mount Toro HS S 72 52
Chart A
School Site Size and CDE Recommended Site Size
&0
BActual Slte Size (in
Acres)
50

Site Sizes and CDE
Recommended Site

[CICDE Recommended
Site Size (In Acres)

" Sizes .
BICDE Recommended
Site Slze (in Acres)
without Portable
a0 Classrooms

&

| As Table 7 shows, all District schools are on school sites that are smaller than those recommended
by the CDE and therefore, have student densities above the CDE recommendations. In addition,
Table 7 shows that removing portable classrooms from Alvarez High would allow the site to be
larger than the site size recommended by the CDE and therefore, have a student density below the

6
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CDE recommendation. Site densities at all other school sites will also benefit from the removal of
portable classrooms. However, even if all portable classrooms are removed from these sites, they
will still be on sites smaller than the site sizes recommended by the CDE. Alternatives for removing
portable classrooms from campuses are discussed in Part Three of this Report. Table 8 identifies the
minimum number of portable classrooms that would need to-be removed in order to accomplish a
site density consistent with the CDE recommendations.

Table 8
Portable Classroom Removal and CDE Recommended Site Size

i

El Sausal MS

Harden M§
LaPaz MS 18
‘Washington VS i
Alisal HS
Alvarez HS
North Salinas HS
Salinas HS
Mount Toro HS 5

B R e R R R U T R INEERR

*The CDE recommended site size is still larger than the actual site size even when all portable classrooms are removed.

3. Removal of Portable Classrooms that have become too old to Maintain.

‘When removing portable classrooms the District should prioritize removal of classrooms that are
greater than 20 years of age (See Table 6). The 20 year benchmark is an appropriate measure of age
as it is the point in time that the State provides funding for major renovation and or replacement of
portable classrooms.
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Part Two — What do we need?

Summary of Key Points:

« The District’s enrollment js projected to increase up to 29 percent over the twenty-two year
period (from 13,558 to 17,496). Three enrollment forecasts are ‘presented in the Plan,
representing three different timing scenarios related to planned residential development in the
District.

e Based on current classroom facilities and facility-use policies, the District requires additional
capacity at the middle school grade level of up to 12 spaces (approximately I classroom) over
the twenty-two year planning period should the District continue to use all portable classrooms at
existing campuses. However, the District has 21 portable classrooms at middle school sites that
are aging and will need to be removed, which will require the District to add up to 567 additional
spaces, for a total of approximately 22 classrooms of additional capacity at the middle school
grade level over the twenty-two year planning period. Additionally, as outlined in Part One, ail
District middle school sites are operating at densities well above those recommended by the
CDE. Based on the District’s permanent classroom facilities and facility-use policies, the District
will require up to 1,205 spaces (approximately 45 classrooms) of additional capacity at the
middle school grade level over the twenty-two year planning period.

» Based on-current facilities and facility-use policies, the District will require up to 2,722 spaces
(approximately 101 classrooms) of additional capacity at the high school grade level over the
twenty-two year planning period. The District’s high school site densities will also benefit from
the removal of portable classrooms. Of the 138 portables on high school campuses, 18 portables
are 20 years of age or older and should be the District’s priority for removal. Based on the
District’s permanent classroom facilities and facility-use policies, the District will require up to
5,935 spaces (approximately 220 classrooms) of additional capacity at the high school grade
level over the twenty-two year planning period.

Part Two is divided into two sections. The first section projects the District’s enrollment over the
next twenty-two years. The second section compares projected enrollment to current facility
capacity and identifies the additional pupil capacity required over the next twenty-two years.

A. Enrollment History and Projection

The enrollment history and projection information used in the Plan was prepared by Lapkoff &
Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. (Demographers) and is included as an Appendix. The
Demographers presented three different forecasts identified as “Optimistic”, “Medjum” and
“Pessimistic”.” The three forecasts represent three different timing scenarios related to the planned
residential development in West Boronda and the Future Growth Areas (FGAs) north and east of the
City of Salinas. The “Optimistic” forecast assumes development completion by 2020, the
“Medium” forecast assumes development completion by 2029 and the “Pessimistic” forecast
assumes that no residential development will be completed by 2029. Chart B shows the District’s
projected 7-12 enrollment, and Charts C and D show the projected enxollment growth of the middle
and high school grade groups.
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Chart B
Historical and Projected 7-12 Enrollment, 2007 - 2029
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! (continued on the next page)
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Table 9
Projected Optimistic Middle School Enrollment, 2007 — 2029

3,997 NA N/A
3,995 (0.05%) @
3,965 (0.8%) (30)
3,956 (0.23%) ©)
4,014 1.47% 58
4,164 3.74% 150
4382 524% 218
4,542 3.65% 160
4667 2.75% 125
4,770 221% 103
7 4,874 2.18% 104
4,977 2.11% 103
X 2.07% 103
202 184 2.05% 104
202 182 A
2022 184 A
2023 184
2024 184 A
2025 5,184 %
2026 5,184 %
2027 5,184 % 0
2028 5,184 % 0
2029 5,184 % [}

i . *Based on current CBEDS provided by District.

(continued on the next page)
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Table 10
Projected Medium Middle School Enroliment, 2007 2029

- 7
2020 4,609 5% T
2021 4673 39
‘ 22, 4,736
i 23 4,800
: 4,864 K
4928 1.32%
2 1992 13%
H 2 056 1.28%
H 2028 120 1.27% 4
t 2029 184 1.25% 4

*Based on current CBEDS provided by District.

(continued on the next page)
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Table 11
Projected Pessimistic Middle Schoo! Enrollment, 2007 - 2029

i 2028 4,151 0% 0
i . 2029 4,150 0% 0

*Based on current CBEDS provided by District.

(continued on the next page)
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Chart C
Projected Middle School Enrollment, 2007 — 2029
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(continued on the next page)
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Table 12
Projected Optimistic High School Enrollment, 2007 — 2029

07* 561 - B NiA
2008 458 X (103)
2009 364 X D)
201 302 62)
201 519 17
201 791 7.
| 20 027 4 23
2 333 30
2 700 36
2 102 X 402
2017 404 72 302
i 2018 7 .67 303
: 2019 58 302
2020 % .52% 303
2021
2022
2023 X
2024 X
2025 X
2026 X
2027 31
2028 12,312 2
| 2029 12312 B
H *Based on current CBEDS enroliment provided by District.

(continued on the next page)
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Table 13 Table 14
Projected Medium High School Enrollment, 2007 — 2029 Projected Pessimistic High School Enrollment, 2007 — 2029
. 2007* 561 N/, N/A.
2008 9,458 1.08%) (103) 2008 1458 (1.08%) (103)
2009 9,364 0.99%) (98 2009 364 (0.99%) 99
2010 30: 0.66%) (62) 201 302 (0.66% (62)
20. 211 92%) 86) 201 216 (0.92% (86)
20 18 33%) {30) 201 ,186 (0.33%; (30}
20 11! 73%) (67). 201; 9 (0.73%; (67),
20 ,123 4 201, 3 0.04% 4
2015 454 3 331 201 ,187 0.7% 64
2016 760 4% 306 201, 7 1.09% 100
2017 9.967 .12Y% 207 2017 287 0% 0
i 201 10,173 - .07% 201 287 % 0
i 201 10,380 2.03% 201! 287 % 0
! 202 0,587 2% 202 287 %
202 0,778 1.8% 2021 287 %
2022 0,970 1.71 92 2022 287 %
2023 1,162 1.75% 192 2023 287 0%
2024 1,353 .7 191 2024 287 0%
2025 1,545 6 . 2025 287
2026 1,737 66 : [ 2026 287
2027 1,9 .63 2027 287
2028 12,1 $1% 2028 287
2029 123 1.58% 192 2029 287 0% [
: *Based on owent CBEDS enrollment provided by District. B § *Based on current CBEDS enrollment provided by District.
i i .
i
t
: i
| i
| }
(continued on the next page) 1 (continued on the next page)
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ChartD
Projected High School Enrollment, 2007- 2029
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B. Required New Capacity
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The additional pupil capacity required by tﬁe District over the next twenty-two years is calculated by

comparing the projected enrollment against the pupil capacities outlined in Part One,

The enroliment projection relies largely on projections of future residential development. If actual
development rates are greater or lesser than the Plan’s projection, then the District will have a

greater or lesser need for additional school facilities, respectively. In addition, if other factors in the

District such as, student generation rates of residential units, residential vacancy rates, private school
attendance, etc., deviate from historical pattemns, the enrollment projection in this Plan will need to
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The capacity figures are based on the loading standards and District policies outlined in Part One. If
the District modifies its use of facilities (e.g., reduces/increases the number of portable classrooms
on some sites), the District will have a greater or lesser need for additional school facilities. Some
possible facility policy changes that will affect the required amount of additional capacity are

identified along with the Facility Plan outlined in Part Three. '

Table 15
Required (or Excess) Capacity, in Numbers of 7-8 Students/Classrooms
(Based on all classrooms within District)

X St ‘CRs; RS

7-8 Optimistic (1,008) Q (298) 0 12 1 12 1

7-8 Medivm {1,214) 0 777) 0 (436) o 12 1

7-8 Pessimistic (1,214) a9 (1,022) 0 (1,022) 0 (1,022) 0
Table 16

Required (or Excess) Permanent Capacity, in Numbers of 7-8 Students/Classrooms
(Based on al} permanent classrooms within District)

7-8 Optimistic 185 7 895 1,305 | 45 1,205 45

[ 7-8 [Mediom [ @D [ 0 | 416 | 16 | 757 | 29 | 1205 | 45 |

I 7-8 TPessimistic | (1) [ 0 [ 171 [ 7 | 171 | 7 | 71 | 7 |
Table 17

Required (or Excess) Capacity, in Numbers of 9-12 Students/Classrooms
(Based on all classrooms within District)

9-12 201 8 1,814 68 2,722 101 2,722 101
[ 512  [Medium | (404) | 0 [ 377 | 14 | 1380 [ 52 | 2722 | 101 |
[ 912 [Pessimisic | (404) | 0 | (303) [ 6 | (303 | 0 | (303) | o |
Table 18

Required (or Excess) Permanent Capacity, in Numbers of 9-12 Students/Classrooms
(Based on all permanent classrooms within District)

rade] ; g B HES AHORsHS]

9-12 Optimistic 3414 | 127 | 5007 | 187 | 5935 | 220 | 5935 | 220
| 912  [Medium | 2,809 | 105 | 3,590 [ 133 | 4,593 | 171 | 5935 | 220 |
| 9-12 | Pessimistic | 2,809 | 105 | 2910 | 108 | 2,910 | 108 | 2910 | 108
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. ‘At the middle school level, based on the District’s total classroom facilities and facility—use policies,
the District requires additional capacity at the middle school grade level of up to 12 spaces
(approximately 1 classroom) over the twenty-two year planning period should the District continue
to use all portable classrooms at existing campuses. However, the District has 21 portable
classrooms at middle school sites that are aging and will need to be removed, which will require the
District to add up to 567 additional spaces, for a total of approximately 22 classrooms of additional
capacity at the middle school grade ievel over the twenty-two year planning period, Based on the
District’s permanent classroom facilities and facility-use policies, the District will require up to
1,205 spaces (approximately 45 classrooms) of additional capacity at the middle school grade level
over the twenty-two year planning period.

At the high school level, based on the District’s total classroom facilities and facility—use policies,
the District will require up to 2,722 spaces (approximately 101 classrooms) over the twenty-two year
i planning period. Of the 138 portables on high school campuses; 18 portables are 20 years of age or
I older and should be the District’s priority for removal. Based on the District’s permanent classroom
facilities and facility-use polices, the District will require up to 5,935 spaces (approximately 220
classrooms) over the twenty-two year planning period.

Alternative plans to provide facilities for these students are outlined in Part Three.
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Part Three — What can we do to meet the need?

Summary of Key Points:

* The District’s Facility Plan for the next twenty-two years includes a new middle school and two
new high schools. This plan will allow the District to house all students over a twenty-two year
planning period and begin to eliminate portable classrooms that are too old to maintain and
create site densities that are in excess of those recommended by the CDE. The District can
eliminate up to 36 portable classrooms (including 21 portable classrooms that are too old to
maintain) at middle school and up to 28 portable classrooms (including 18 portable classrooms
that are too old to maintain} at high school, which will greatly reduce middle and high school site
densities.

« Two additional options are also discussed that would allow the District to further reduce site
densities. Under Option #1 the District would construct 2 second new middle and third new high
school. At the middle school level, the District would be able to remove up to 9 additional
portable classrooms, providing the District with 773 additional ‘seats of capacity. At the high
school level, the District. would be able to remove up to 74 additional portable classrooms,
providing the District with 24 additional seats of capacity.

« Under Option #2 the District would construct a fourth new high school, which would allow the
District to remove up to 11 additiona) portable classrooms, providing the District with 1,727
additional seats of capacity.

This section presents a Facility Plan, the goal of which is to house all students over a twenty-two
year planning period. The Facility Plan provides all the required new capacity at the middle and
high school levels.

‘When possible, the Facility Plan outlines strategies for eliminating portable classrooms that are too
| . old to maintain and portable classrooms that create site densities that are in excess of those
: recommended by the CDE (see Tables 6, 7 and 8 and Chart A in Part One of the Plan).
Implementation of the Facility Plan will allow the District to remove some portable classrooms at
existing campuses.

As outlined in Part Two of the Plan, the Demographer has outlined three potential enrollment growth
scenarios (optimistic, medium and pessimistic) which differ based on the varied timing of
‘development. The Facility Plan outlined in this section assumes the “optimistic” forecast as the
District needs to plan for peak projected enrollment. If enrollment growth should oceur at a different
pace than the “optimistic” forecast suggests, the District can adjust its Facility Plan accordingly.

Tn addition to providing the capacity required to house future enrollment, the District has jdentified
three other goals for a Facility Plan. They are:

* Eliminate portable classrooms that have become too old to maintain and reduce student densities
| on school sites which exceed the CDE recommendations,

20

Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010

Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-258 ICF 00982.07




County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

2012

“L-15

Master Plan — March 2008

Salirias Union High School District — School Facili ;

» Free up classroom space that can be used for special programs,

». Take maximum advantage of State school facility funds.

A. Facility Plan

The elements of the Facility Plan designed with the above goals in mind are:

« A new middle school with a capacity of 1,000 students,

* A new high school with a capacity of 1,500 students and a second high school with the capacity
of 2,000 students.

This facility plan provides sufficient capacity to house all projected middle and high school students
and takes steps towards eliminating/converting portable classrooms.

Table 19 shows how the District’s Facility Plan might be implemented over the twenty-two year
period.

Table 19
Implementation of the Facility Plan

ies needed at mlddle school.
Open the District’s new High School
(1,008) 201 (1,500 seats) and remove up to 14 0o - 1,500 (1,008) (921)
portables from existing high school
sites, all of which are too old to
maintain.

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

~L-15

2013

No facilities needed at high school.
Open the District’s new middle school .
(790) (685) | (1,000 seats) and remove up to 36 1,000 [ (818) (685)
portables from existing middle school
sites, 21 of which are too old to
maintain.

2016

No facilities needed at middle school.
Open additional high school (2,000
(430) 390 | seats) and remove up to 14 portables 0 2,000 (430) (1,232)
from existing high school sites, 4 of
which are too old to maintain,

L
2029

(16) 22) No facilities need. 0 0 (16) (22)

As shown in the Table 19, the Facility Plan will house all students projected over the twenty-two
year planning period.

21
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At the middle school grade levels, if the District constructs a new middle school with a capacity of
1,000 students, it can eliminate up to 36 portables at existing middle schoo] sites, greatly reducing
middle school site densities. Of the 36 portables that can be removed from middle schoot campuses,
21 portables are too old to maintain and should be the District’s priority for removal.

At the high school grade levels, if the District constructs two new high schools (High School #1 with
a capacity of 1,500 students and High School #2 with a capacity of 2,000 students) it can eliminate
up to 28 portables at existing high school sites, greatly reducing high school site densities. Of the 28
portables that can be removed from high school campuses, 18 portables are too old to maintain and
should be the District’s priority for removal.

B. Additional Facility Options

Although the Facility Plan outlined above houses all students anticipated over the twenty-two year

planning period, additional new school facilities are needed to allow the Di

ict to eliminate/convert
additional portable classrooms at existing school sités that have densities above those recommended
by the CDE. The following options would allow the District to eliminate/convert additional portable

classrooms at existing school sites.

e Option #1
A second new middle school with a capacity of 1,000 students.
A third new high school with a capacity of 2,000 students.

This option would allow the District to remove an additional 9 portable classrooms at middle school

capacity beyond the twenty-two year facility need.

* Option #2
Option #1 plus a fourth new high school with a capacity of 2,000 students.

This option would allow the District.to remove an additional 11 portable classrooms at high school

sites and would previde the District with an additional 1,727 seats of high school capacity beyond
the twenty-two year facility need.

22

 sites and, an additional 74 portable classrooms at high school sites. This. option would also provide
the District with an additional 773 seats of middle school capamty and 24 seats of high school
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Part Four — How do we pay for it?

Summary of Key Points

o The estimated cost of the District’s Facility Plan for requiréd new capacity is $193.8 million.

* The estimated cost of additional facilities needed to reduce District site densities to align with
site. densities recommended by the CDE (Option #1 and Option #2) is $229.3 million.

o The total estimated cost of the District’s Facility Plan and Option #1 and Option #2 is $423.2
million.

« The primary sources of funds for the District’s facility needs are anticipated to be (1) the State
School Facility Program, (2) Developer Fees and (3) existing General Obligation Bond funds.

e Projected funding from the State School Facility Program, Developer Fees and existing General

Obligation Bond funds are estimated at $119.5 million for the DlSTrlCt s Facility Plan and $110.2

million for the Onti

. million for the Opti

s The District’s projected fundmg falls short of the District’s faci |:y revenue needs. The District
requires approximately $74.3 million in additional funding for the District’s Facility Plan and
$119.1 million of additional funding for Option #1 and Option #2, for a total of $193.4 million in
additional funding need. The District will need to investigate additional revenue sources such as
future general obligation bonds, Mello-Roos financing, etc. to fund the District anticipated
facility needs.

#1 and {'\nhnn #2,fora total of $229.8

Part Four is divided into two sections. The first section estimates the cost to provide the school
facilities presented in Part Three. The second section projects the funds available to the District for
facility projects. Both funding and cost estimates are calculated in current dollars assuming that cost
and funding inflation will occur at a similar rate.

A. Cost Estimates

1. Facility Plan

The information in Table 20 shows that the estimated cost of the District’s Facility Plan outlined in

Part Three is $193,850,000. Cost estimates are based on District estimates to construct new middle
and high school facilities.

(continued on the next page)
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Table 20
Cost Estimate of District’s Facility Plan

: New middle school with a capacity

New Middle Schoal #1 of 1,000 students. $30,350,000

New high school with a capacity of

New High School #1** 1,500 students. $64,000,000

New high school with a capacity of

New High School #2 dent: $99 500,000
0.

New middle school with a capacity
New Middle School #2 of 1,000 students. : $30,350,000
New high school with a capacity of
; New High School #3 2,000 students. 399 500,000

! i
*School facilty coss are basd on estimates provided by the Diswict. Actual sost wil vary based on fiming of construction.
**The District owns the site for New High School #1.

2. Total Costs of Option #1 and Option #2

As the above cost estimates show, the costs of providing the additional pupil capacity outlined in
Option #1 and Option #2 discussed in Part Three of the Plan are $129,850,000 and $99,500,000,
respectively.

.B. Funding Sources
1. School Facility Program

The State School Facility Program (SFP) is a likely funding source for the District’s projects. This
section estimates the SFP funding that will be available to the District. The estimates assume that the
District has new construction eligibility and that the State will have new construction funds in the
years that the District will likely apply for State funding.

The SFP calculates enrollment projections and facility capacities based on formulas in State Jaw.
The amount of SFP funding available to districts is then determined by (1) subtracting projected
enrollment from capacity to determine the number of unhoused students in a-district and (2)
multiplying unhoused students by per pupil grant amounts. The formulas used in the SFP to
determine enrollment projections and facility capacities are not appropriate to determine true local
need for school facilities. The enrollment and capacity figures used in determining amounts of SFP
funding should not be used for losig term planning purposes.

i . 24
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The SFP is governed by the State Allocation Board (SAB), which will continue to make changes to
the program. Eligibility for funding should be re~examined on:an annual basis, or when the program
changes. Funding under the SFP is available when the District has Division of the State Architect
(DSA) approved construction plans.

The amounts in Table 21 and Table 22 are estimates of the amount of funding available to the
District in the years that it will apply for State funding based on the Implementation Plan and Optien
#1 and Option #2 outlined in Part Three. The amounts assume that the District will have new
construction eligibility in the years that it will likely apply for State funding, based on the
Implementation Plan outlined in Part Three.

Table 21
Facility Plan
School Facility Program Estimated New Construction Funding

201
-E -E

szs 977,300) -ﬂ sss 63640 | $67,613 7o

Table 22
Option #1 and Option #2
School Facility Program Estimated New Construction Funding

: The potential SFP new construction funding outlined in Table-21 and Table 22 includes 50% of new

- constriiction costs as defined by the SFP because the SFP is a match program. ‘The table also

includes estimated costs for site development and site acquisition costs relevant to the District’s new

construction projects. The District will be limited to project capacity when accessing State funds
| (i.e., maximum grant funding on a middle schoo] with 1,000 seats is 1,000 grants)

2. Developer Fees

The District currently collects developer fees on commercial/industrial development and residential
development. The District should continue to collect the maximum fee allowed by law and should
re-examine development trends on an annual basis.

Projected revenue from developer fees over the twenty-two year planning period is estimated based
on (1) current developer fee fund balances and (2) developer fee revenue projections based on the
District’s current and historical collection rates and anticipated residential development as outlined
in the Demographer’s “optimistic” forecast. The amounts in Table 23 and Table 24 are estimates of
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the amount of developer fee funding available to the District in the years that it will apply for State
funding based on the Implementation Plan-and Option #1 -and Option #2 outlined in Part Three. The

.. District anticipates using this revenue on the District’s projects outlined in this Plan. The District
may also use some of this revenue towards other projects not related to the growth néeds outlined in
this Plan. The ability of the District to access revenue from developer fees depends on development
trends in'the District. Should development trends deviate from the development dssumptions in the
District’s “optimistic™ forecast, the dcvelope.r fee revenue estimated in this Plan will need to be
modified.

Table 23
Facility Plan
Esti d Developer Fee R

Table 24
Optlon #1 and Option #2
loper Fee R

3724 25/3
$344,504]  $689,008] $17,710,093

$16,676,581

| 3. General Obligation Bonds

“ School districts can, with the approval of either two-thirds or 55 percent of its voters, issue general
i obligation bonds that are paid for out of property taxes. The District gained voter approval for a.
| Proposition 39 General Obligation Bond in March 2002, and another Genera) Obligation Bond in
o November 2002. The District has $10,346,000 available from General Obligation Bond funds to use
towards future middle schools. The District may explore a future ballot measure to provide funding
to allow the District to construct needed new school facilities and provide funding for other District

facility needs.

4. P_aréel Taxes

Approval by two-thirds of the voters is required to impose taxes that are not based on the assessed
value of individual parcels. While these taxes have been occasionally used in school districts, the
revenues are typically minor and are used to supplement operating budgets. The District does not
currently collect parcel tax revenue, however, could investigate a parcel tax as a revenue source 1o
allow the District to construct needed new school facilities and provide funding for other District
facility needs.

5. Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts

This alternative uses a tax on property owners within a defined area to pay long-termi bonds issued
for specific public improvements. Mello-Roos taxes require approval from two-thirds of the voters

26
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(or land owners if fewer than 12) in an election. The District currently does not have any Mello-
Roos authorizations, however, could investigate a parcel tax as a revenue source to allow the District
to construct needed new school facilities and provide funding for other District facility needs.

6. Other Agency Joint Participation

Other agencies that have similar needs may be willing to share the cost of providing new or
modernized facilities in exchange for joint-use. The District may be able to enter into joint-use with
the City of Salinas or the County of Monterey for parks and recreational facilities.

7. Asset Management

The District has not identified any unused assets that might be used to generate revenue for facility
funding.

8. Debt Financing

The District has utilized Municipal Leases and Certificates of Participation (COPs) to finance some
facilities. This type of debt financing should only be used as “bridge” funding until permanent

" funding becomes available. The District should proceed with caution when using Municipal Lease,
COPs and other debt financing, as they are reliant on development growth assumptions that if not
realized may impact the District’s general fund.

Table 25
Estimated Total Facility Funding

|
i Table 26
. Facility Cost and Facility Funding Comparison

aAcilityiGosty s
$193,850,000
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As outlined in Table 26, the District’s projected funding falls short of the District’s facility revenue
needs. The District requires approximately $74.3 million in additional funding for the District’s
Facility Plan and $119.1 million of additional funding for Option #1 and Option #2, for a total of
$193.4 million in additional funding need. The District will need to investigate additional revenue
sources such as’future general obligation bonds, Mello-Reos financing, etc. to fund the District
anticipated facility needs.
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Demographic Analysis and Forecasts for Salinas Union High

School District
January 14,2008 -

Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to describe our new middle and high school enroliment forecasts for
Salinas Union High School District (SUHSD, the District). It presents both the enrollment
figures and the details of our forecast methodology.

If no new housing were built in West Boronda or in the Future Growth Areas (FGAs) north and
east of the city of Salinas, we would expect that, by 2016, SUHSD middle school enrollments
would increase by about 150 and high school enrollments would fall by about 270 (see Tabie 9).
However, when all planned housing is built in the FGAs and West Boronda, total enrollments
will increase by about 1200 middle school students and 2,800 high school students (see Table
11). The very earliest this development could be completed is 2020. The timing of housing
construction in the FGAs is uncertain, so we have developed three different timing scenarios.
One scenario assumes completion by 2020, another by 2029, and a third assumes that none of the
housing is occupied through the end of our forecast period.

The Salinas area experienced severe enrollment declines between 2003 and 2005. This
coincided with the completion of three major housing developments: CreekBridge, Harden
Ranch, and Williams Ranch. The declines seem to have resulted from some community-wide
changes that caused families to leave SUHSD or to shift their children out of the public schools,
and there was no offsetting enrollment growth from new housing. Meanwhile, there has been
another demographic shift, and most measures of enrollment change and migration have returned
to more historically normal levels. We expect future enrollments to be relatively stable in the
absence of housing growth. When the planned housing is built over the next decade or two,
enrollments will grow, though the timing and pace of that development cannot be not known at
this point.

‘We have identified the feeder district in which each past and current SUHSD student lived and
combined their numbers with past and current.enrollments (from CBEDS) in each feeder’s
schools. The result was hypothetical K-12 populations in each feeder.' Our analyses and
forecasts are for these populations. In the end, we combine the populations for overall middle
and high school SUHSD forecasts. There are several methodological issues associated with
combining the populations, but we believe this approach produces the most accurate and
informative forecasts.

! The elementary populations are “hypothetical” in that we assume each feeder district’s enrollments represent
students enrolled.in its schools. The SUHSD middle and high school enrollment numbers we use reflect actual
residents of the feeder districts.
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An important assumption in our forecasts concerns whether the recently constructed large
developments (CreckBridge, Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch) will experience enrollment
changes over time. Sometimes new developments undergo an “aging” effect, which causes high
school enrollments to be low at first, to peak about 10 years after the homes are built, and then to
decline. The aging effect occurs if d large share of the homebuyers has very young children. We
have studied the older parts of CreekBridge, Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch to see how
SUHSD enroliments changed as the housing aged, and found inconclusive evidence of aging
there. In the forecasts presented here, we have assumed that enrollments from CreekBridge,
Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch will remain constant at their current levels. Also, we
assume that once housing in Monte Bella, West Boronda, and the FGAs is fully occupied, no

! aging effect will occur. This assumption should be monitored over time, as more data become
available. .
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Introduction

Forecasting SUHSD enrollments presents methodological challenges. First, a large number of
housing units were built in the District in recent decades.” As a consequence, public school
enrollments grew and this growth masked underlying demographic trends. We need to
understand these underlying trends in order to forecast future enroliments.

Our general approach involves identifying exactly where students live in order to separate those
living in recently built housing from those occupying older housing. However, we lack address
data for students enrolled in each of SUHSD’s seven elementary feeder districts, and cannot
determine the number of these students living in recently built homes. This presents a second
methodological challenge because we generally use data for students living in elementary feeders
as a basis for forecasting future high school students.

A third complicating factor is that a very large number of homes is expected to be built in the
Future Growth Areas (FGAs) to the north and east of Salinas. The new housing will increase
SUHSD’s enrollments. The timing of construction is uncertain, as are the number and type of
housing units. As a result, we present three different scenarios about the timing of the projects.
The most pessimistic forecast assumes no development, or at least no development during our
forecast period.

‘This report is divided into the following sections:

. Description of overall enrollment trends,
Discussion of the impact of recent housing growth on enrollments,
Description of future housing developments, .
Explanation of the forecast methodology,
Historical analyses and forecasts by SUHSD elementary feeder district, and
Forecasts for SUHSD middle and high school enrollments through fall 2016.

S

Acknowledgments

This report was done under the direction of Karen Luna, SUHSD Manager of Planning/Facilities,
and Roger C. Ant6n, Jr., SUHSD Superintendent, and in collaboration with Matthew A. Pettler,
Planning Services Director, School Facility Consultants.

‘We are grateful for assistance provided by the following individuals: Charles A. Lerable, GIS
Administrator, City of Salinas Information Systems; Bob Schubert, Monterey County Planning
Department; Jerry Hemnandez, Monterey County Housing and Redevelopment Office; Mely Lat,
Supervisor, District Advisory Services, Monterey County Office of Education; and Bill Satterlee,
CreekBridge Homes. Mary Johnston, Sorrento (Monte Bella) Community Sales Manager,
Standard Pacific Homes; Monica Faranda, Monte Bella Sales Manager; Mimi Gitchev, Spreckels
C ity Sales M. Standard Pacific Homes; Fred, Flor de Salinas Sales; and Ana
Aguillon, SUSHD Accountant, also provided needed information.

2 The completion of several major projects by 2004 and 2005 has contributed to the cessation of enroliment growth.
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Overall Enrollment Trends

After decades of enrollment growth, SUHSD enrollment trends have reversed. Middle school
enrollments (seventh and eighth grades) peaked in 2003 at 4,472 students. By fall 2007,
enrollments had fallen 11 percent, to 3,997. Meanwhile, high school enrollments peaked in 2004
and remained at that Jevel for the next three years. See Chart 1.

In addition to looking at overall enrollment trends, we also study what demographers call “grade
progressions.” This measure compares the number of students in one grade with the number of
students in the following grade the following year. For example, we compare the number of
ninth graders in fall 2006 with the number of tenth graders in fall 2007.

Grade progressions are important for two reasons. First, assumptions about their future levels

are a key element of the enrollment forecast model. In the standard forecast methodology, we

start with the current number of students in each grade and advance them one grade to obtain

next year’s enrollments. We apply grade progression rates or ratios to adjust the number of

students as they progress one year. The second reason the grade progressions are impertant is

that they indicate demographic behavior of the population, incliding the population’s mobility,
ding private schooling, and the district’s retention policies.

p

Chart 2 shows grade progressions between fail 2006 and fall 2007 for the combination of
SUHSD students and students enrolied in all its elementary feeder districts. Later we report this
information for each of the five largest feeders, which will be more informative. Note that all of
the grade progressions except for K>1 are negative, meaning that more students left SUHSD and
its feeders than moved in. This means that households with children are migrating out of the
District, or are switching from public to private schools.
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Chart 1

SUHSD Middle School Enroliments (Grades 7 and 8)
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Chart 2

Grade Progressions for SUHSD and all Feeders
Combined, Fall 2006 Compared to Fall 2007
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Chart 3 summarizes the grade progressions for each school level from 1981 to 2007. Grade
progressions for the most recent pair of years (2006>2007) are shown in the farthest right
column of each graph. We show percent changes in the number of students in each school level
from one year to the next, beginning with the 1981>1982 progressions.

The most recent set of elementary and high school grade progressions show that fewer students
left the public school districts than in most recent years; they now resemble the historic average.
Elementary and middle school grade progressions were especially low between 2003 and 2005.
At the high school level, grade progressions have been steadily improving (fewer students have
lefi) during the last four years, possibly a result of the change in SUHSD’s retention policy.

These grade progressions are a resuit of many factors, one of which is housing growth. As new
developments are built, if families move into the area from places outside the District,
enrollments grow and the grade progressions increase. These increases can mask an underlying
trend, such as the enroilment decline often associated with aging of housing. ‘When we can,
therefore, we eliminate the effect of housing growth from the grade progressions and study grade
progressions in newer and older housing separately. When we subtract students from the larger
new housing areas (CreekBridge, Harden Ranch, Williams Ranch, Monte Bella), we can study
underlying demographic trends in the older housing areas. We have done this in our analyses of
feeder district and SUHSD enrollments. But first, we discuss housing growth.

** Around 2003, the District began to advance students one grade for each year of enrollment, regardless of the
number of credits earned.
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Chart 3
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Impact of Recent Housing Growth on Enrollments

As we show below, SUHSD enrollment growth in the 1990s and early 2000s largely resuited
from occupancy of new housing in several large developments. In 1984, the City of Salinas
annexed CreekBridge and Williams Ranch, and in 1989 it annexed Harden Ranch. Together,
these three developments contain approximately 7,229 units, which is currently 17 percent of the
city’s housing stock, CreekBridge took the Jongest to build, with most units constructed between
1989 and 2004. Most of Williams Ranch was built between 1995 and 2002, and most of Harden
Ranch was built from 1993 to 2004. Chart 4 shows the annual number of imits built in each of
these developments, and Map 1 shows their location.

Note that all three developments were completed by the mid-2000s, and at the same time
SUHSD enrollment growth slowed.

Table 1 shows the number of students generated from the three large developments built recently
in Salinas, alorig with the student yields from each project (number of students divided by
number of housing units). In fall 2007, 1,829 high school students and 623 middle school
students attended SUHSD schools. Overall, the high school yield is .25, while the middle school
yield is about half that for feeders with middle school students enrolled in SUHSD schools.

Table 1
Enrollments and Yields in Creekbridge, Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch, Fall 2007
__ #uUnits Middle School Students High School Students
# Students Yield # Students Yield
. Creekbridge 2,598 259 0.10 685 0.26
! Harden Ranch’. * | 2,561 . not applicable 452 . 0.18
Williams Ranch 2,070 364 0.18 692 0.33
| Total 7,229 623 013 1,828 0.25
!
]
|
i
i
'
i
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Creekbridge SFU Housing by Year Built

Chart 4 (Note that construction periods varied)
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Future Housing Developments

Under Construction

New housing continues to be built in Salinas, but at a slower pace. The-main development now
underway is Monte Bella, with 853 total housing units (see Map 2). About 45 percent of the
project was completed by October 2007.* The pace of construction has slowed, however, as a
result of a poor housing economy.

Future Growth Areas

The City of Salinas has identified three “Future Growth Areas” (FGAs) to the north and east of
its current boundaries. These developments were submitted to LAFCO (Local Agency
Formation Commission) recently, and, if approved, will then go to the City for consideration. In
due course, Salinas will annex the FGAs, and it is anticipated that construction will occur
simultaneously in all three. Map 2 shows these areas.

The number of projected housing units in the three FGAs is now estimated at 11,500.° Most will
be single-family homes, but there will also be a significant number of apartments. The number
and mix of housing types may change by the time the.developments are approved.

As housing in these areas is constructed, Salinas’® population and student enrollments will grow:
The earliest these developments could begin to be occupied is 2011, and construction is expected

. to take at least 10 years to complete.® Perhaps a more likely estimate for first occupancy is

. closer to 2015 or even 2020.

West Boronda

Plans for the West Boronda area should be finalized by the end of 2008. It is anticipated that

occupancy will begin by 2011, and will take 10 years to complete. Thé Boronda area is within
K Salinas City School District, and will contribute both high school and middle school students to
H SUHSD.

Rancho San Juan

The proposed Rancho San Juan/Batterfly Village development is located in the county area north
of Salinas, in the Santa Rita and Lagunita School Districts. Plans currently call for 1,660

: homes.” This development is currently in litigation, so it is unclear when and if it will be built.
‘We do not include this development in the forecasts, but if it were built, we would expect about
415 high school students to live in the 1,660 homes. Middle school students living there would
attend the Santa Rita District.

* According to Mary Johnston, Sorrento (Monte Bella) Community Sales Manager, Standard Pacific Homes and
Monica Faranda, Monte Bella Sales Manager.

% At one time, the number of units was stated to be 15,000 or more.

¢ Bill Satterlee, CreekBridge Il representative, helped us immensely by providing information about development in
the FGAs, although he cautions that timing, unit counts, and housing mix are still very uncertain.

' 7 According to Bob Schubert, Monterey County Planning Department.
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Smaller Developments

It is expected that several smaller housing developments will be built within the planning horizon
(the next 10 years). Table 2 shows these developments as well as the larger developments
discussed above.
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Forecast Methodology

The standard technique for forecasting school enroliments, called the cohort survival
method, begins with the number of students in each grade and advances them one grade
1o estimate the following year’s enrollments. As students progress to the next grade, their
numbers may change if students move into or out of the community and into or out of
private schools; or if some students repeat or skip grades. Typically, we measure
historical “grade progressions” to determine the likely change in cohort sizes as students
progress to the next grade. These historical grade progressions are then applied to
forecast models to adjust our forecasts of future students.

Students from new housing inflate our measures of the District’s historical grade
progressions. We do not expect the past pace of housing construction to continue, so we
do not want o use historical grade progressions in our forecast model. Instead, it is best
0 remove students from recently built housing from our historical measures. Once
separated, a forecast is made for each group.

Historical grade progressions for students living in older housing reflect the migration
(and other) factors that have affected the population outside the housing growth areas:
‘With the students from housing growth eliminated, our measures of historical grade
progressions are more likely to be stable.

‘We use a different forecast method to determine likely future numbers of students living
in recently built housing areas (CreekBridge, Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch).

i Producing these enrollment forecasts for a high school district with substantial housing
growth is challenging, to say the least, because we need to rely on feeder district
enrollments in a cohort survival model. And because we have no elementary student
address data, we cannot separate students who live in new housing from the rest of the
student population. On the other hand, this separation is possible for SUHSD students
because we have student address data. We have address data for SUHSD for fall 1994
through fall 2007, and have measured how neighborhood enrollments in SUHSD schools
have changed over time.?

Unfortunately, we cannot do the same with the feeder enrollments, since address data are
not available. This severely handicaps the forecaster. Without separate counts of feeder
H district students living in newer and older housing, we have trouble using a cohort
i survival method when we split the SUHSD student population into new and older
| housing areas. We can try to estimate the feeder populations in the older areas, but the
! estimation technique is not very good.

Another problem is that when students first enroll in SUHSD schools, we know where
they live, but we do not know which feeder (if any) they attended. Our grade progression

¥ We do not have Mt. Toro st

understated for 1994-2002.
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measures may be skewed. For example, suppose that Santa Rita Union School District
reduced the number of Inter-District Transfer (JDT) students it enrolled. From our
perspective, the IDT students inflate Santa Rita’s enrollment numbers, and when we
compare SUHSD students living in Santa Rita with the enrollments in the Santa Rita
School District, the elementary-to-high school grade progressions may be Jower than they
really should be. When the number of IDT students is substantially reduced, for

le, the eighth-to-ninth grade p ion measure will rise.

‘We suspect that Santa Rita may indeed have reduced its IDT population. This hypothesis
arises from the fact that while the number SUHSD students living in Santa Rita increased
substantially as Harden Ranch was constructed, elementary enrollments did not iricrease.
How can this be? Other types of enrollments in Santa Rita must have declined, offsetting
the gains from Harden Ranch. One obvious possibility is that Santa Rita reduced its IDT
numbers to make room for Harden Ranch students.

Salinas City School District might also have had changing IDT totals. As its own
resident student population shrank, the District has encouraged more IDT students to
attend its schools. It is possible, for example, that farger numbers of Alisal students have
enrolled in Salinas City elementary schools. All of this makes our middle and high
school enrollment forecasts less certain, because we cannot make the appropriate
comparison of elementary and high school residents of ¢lementary feeders.

‘ ' Historical Analyses and Forecasts by Feeder District

SUHSD has seven elementary feeder districts: Salinas City, Alisal, Santa Rita,
‘Washington, Spreckels, Lagunita, and Graves. Lagunita and Graves are so small that we
do not discuss them in the text, but their residents are.included in the forecast of SUHSD
students. Chart 5 shaws SUHSD students living in each of the five larger feeder districts.
The Salinas City area contains the largest number of SUHSD students, but the Alisal area
is a close second. The Santa Rita area contains a much smaller share of SUHSD students,
followed by even smaller shates in Spreckels and Washington.

In the rest of this section we provide analyses and forecasts for each of the five largest
feeder districts. SR i
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Chart 7 shows the number of SUHSD high school students living within the portions of
major developments that are in Salinas City District. Only a small area of Harden Ranch
is in Salinas City, and entollments from the new housing were stable. Virtually the entire
high school enrollment increase between 1995 and 2004 was ot a result of new housing.
Instead, the enrollment increase could have resulted from families moving into the older
housing in the elementary district or from more families than in the past choosing public,
rather than private, schools.

Chart 7

SUHSD High School Students Living in Salinas City
Feeder, Old and New Housing
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H Chart 8 shows SCSD kindergarten enrollments, which peaked in 2000 and then declined.
This large cohort is now in the seventh grade. Progressively smaller coborts will follow,
eventually reducing SUHSD enrollments from this area.

Chart 8
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Chart 9 shows the aggregated grade progressions for Salinas City School District. The
number of kindergartmers through fifth graders is compared with first through sixth
graders the following year.: This is a measure of the change in cohort size as students’
progressed to the next grade. These grade progressions are usually most affected by
migration into_or out of the District, and by transfers between public and private schools.
This graph shows that Salinas City Elementary lost many students between fall 2004 and
fall 2005, and to a lesser extent the year before and after. More than eight percent of the
students that were attending SCSD in fall 2004 left SCSD by fall 2005. Note that the
most recent year’s grade progressions resemble the historical norm.

Chart 9
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Chart 10 shows the sixth to seventh grade progression over time. This grade progression
‘measure compares Salinas City’s sixth grade class with the number of SUHSD seventh
graders living in the Salinas City area the following year. In all but one year, the ratjo
‘was between 90 and 100 percent. An important assumption in the forecast model
concerns what this ratio will be in the future. The fact that it has been relatively stable
gives greater certainty to the forecast for SUHSD students living in SCSD.
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Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in SCSD . o
Because there has been relatively little housing growth in the Salinas City district, we can
make a forecast ignoring the effect of past housing growth on the grade progressions,
using a typical cohort survival model. Moreover, the fact that there was some housing
growth in the past means that the grade progressions were slightly higher than they
otherwise would have been. Since a similar amount of housing growth is anticipated in
this elementary district, the historical grade progressions are appropriate to use in our
forecast model; they implicitly assume that some small amount of housing growth will
continue. However, we still explicitly account for development in Tynan Village
Apartments, since a relatively large number of students are likely to live in this future
development.” The West Boronda development would also generate students, but we
account for them elsewhere.

A ‘major assumption for the forecast model concerns the set of grade progressions. We
believe that the very low grade progressions between 2003 and 2005 are unlikely to
recur. Instead, for the Medium forecast, we use the most recent set of grade progressions,
which is similar to the historical norm.

Table 3 shows our forecast of SUHSD students living in the Salinas City area. In the
absence of the West Boronda development (shown later), middle school enrollments
would decline by about 100 students between 2007 and 2012, while high. school
enroliments would decline by about 300 students.

¥ We model 11 students per grade when Tynan Village is fully occupied. This development includes 171
apartments, of which 40 percent are affordable.
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Component Forecast for SUHSD Students Living in Salinas City
Elementary Feeder
Students Living Outside Major New Housing Developments
GRADE 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
7 969 958 956 940 899 17+ 959 981 981 981
8 928 932 921 918 903 862 880 922 944 944
9 1,023 981 984 973 971 955 914 932 974 996
10 954 972 930 933 922 920 904 863 881 923
11 1,022 902 820 878 881 870 868 852 811 829
12 910 967 847 865 823 826 815 813 797 758
7-8 Total 1,898 1,800 1,877 1858 1802 1779 1839 1803
812 Total 3,908 3,822 3681 3648 3597 3571 3501 3480 3463 3504
Students from New Housing: Harden Ranch
GRADE __ 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
7 18 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
8 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
9 T24 21 2 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
10 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 -22
k4| 24 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
12 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
7-8 Total 40 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42
9-12 Total 88 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82
from Future F : Tynan Village apartments
GRADE 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
7 5 " 11 1 1 ikl 11 1 1
8 5 " " " " " 1 " 11
9 5 " " 11 1 11 11 " "
10 5 L 1 1 " 11 11 11 1
1" 5 ki " 1" 1" 11 1 " 1
12 5 il 1 1 " il 11 11 i1
7-8 Total o 10 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22
Total ¢ 20 44 44 44 44 44 44 44
GRADE 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018
7 988 984 988 972 931 949 991 1013 1,013 1,013
8 950 958 953 951 935 894 812 954 976 976
9 1047 1,007 1,016 1,005 1,003 987 946 964 1,006 1,028
10 976 999 963 966 955 953 937 896 914 956
" 1,046 928 952 910 913 902 900 884 843 861
12 928 990 876 894 852 855 844 842 826 785
7-8 Total 1,838 1,942 1,841 1823 1866 1843 1803 1967 1989 1989
S-12Total 3,997 3924 3,807 3775 3723 3697 3627 3586 3589 3630
23
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Chart 11
Alisal Union School District Alisal K - 6 Enrollments
Chart 11 shows overall enrollments by school level for Alisal Union School District.
Elementary enrollments grew from 1994 (and ealier) through 2000. After 2003, 0000 T
enrollments declined very slightly and remained stable after 2005. This pattern after 8000 [ g -
2003 was very similar to that experienced in SCSD, but the decline was notas great : RS EEEIIR - 7.000 3 e e = =
because of the construction of Monte Bella housing. Middle school enrollment patterns § s000 l/"/ ]
resemble the elementary level, but with a higher growth rate than the elementary between . % 5,000 e —
1994 and 2000. There was less of an enrollment decline in the middle schools after 2003 5 4000 . e
than in the elementary grades. SUHSD high school enrollments from the Alisal area also . € 3,000 -
; increased after 2004, and have not yet begun to decline. As might be expected, high Z 2000
i school enrollment trends have lagged a few years behind the middle school enrollment . . 1,000 4- v S
! trends. o
Charts 12 and 13 show the numbers of SUHSD middle and high school students living in FEEESR ﬂvef LR R
the new housing of major developments located in the Alisal school district i
(CreekBridge, Williams Ranch, and Monte Belia) and in older housing. Once we i SUHSD Middle School Stadents Living in the Alisal
removed students living in the large developments, we found that middle school ; Feeder District
enrollments declined slightly while high school enrollments have been stable in this area. .
Virtually all SUHSD enrollment growth in the Alisal area is from students living in the 50
new developments. The fact that enrollments outside the large development ar¢as are : 2000 et
fairly stable is an excellent illustration of why we separate students from new housing \ H /
when we do forecasts. In this case, the increasing numbers of students from new housing Z 00
disguised what was going on in the older housing in this part of the District. 4 —
i 5 1000
Also, we see that enrollments from new housing have stabilized in the middle schools but . 5
i continue to increase in the high schools. This difference suggests a slight “aging” effect i
R in the new housing: it is likely that a somewhat high proportion of families buying the 0
i new housing had young children. As the housing ages, high school enroliments increase : 3 2.2 5 2 2 8 z 8 2 % 8 8 5
: when the young students reach the higher grades. c o re =Rl g‘mrg 8§ &8 8 R 8 ®
H . - . . : SUHSD High School Students Living in the Alisal
Feeder District
4,000 T
; i as0 |- ! o
! : 2 3,000 4~ i b
i § 2,500
i 2 1,000
i 500 :
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i H Year
! 1
1 24 i 25
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Chart 12

SUHSD Middle School Students Living in Alisal Feeder,
QOld and New Housing
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Chart 13

SUHSD High School Students Living n Alisal Feeder,
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Chart 14 shows Alisal’s kindergarten enrollments, which have been fairly stable.
However, kindergarten enrollments have been higher than the historical norm for the last
two years, which will eventually increase the number of SUHSD students from the Alisal
area.
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Chart 14
Kindergarten Enroliment: Alisal
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Chart 15 shows the aggregated grade progressions for Alisal Union School District.
Students in kindergarten through fifth grades are compared with the nimber of first
through sixth graders the following year. The ratios measure the change in cohort size as
students progressed to the next grade. The grade progressions are usually most affected
by migration into and out of the district, and by transfers between public and private
schools. These data include the enroliment effects of new housing: the grade
progressions are inflated by the students from new housing and should not be used to
forecast future enrollments. Interestingly, despite some modest housing growth (mainly
from Monte Bella), recent grade progressions are negative; meaning that more students
‘have left the elementary district than moved in.

Chart 15
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Chart 16 shows the sixth to seventh grade progression over time. This progression
compares Alisal’s sixth grade class one year with the number of seventh grade SUHSD
residents of the Alisal area the following year. Once approximating 100 percent, the rate
has been between 92 and 95 percent for a number of years. Perhaps the higher
progression for the most recent pair of years resuits from students moving into Monte

- Bella homes. :

Chart 16
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Components of Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in AUSD

Because of the large amount of past and current housing growth in Alisal, the forecast is
quite complicated. We forecasted four different groups of students in this part of the high
school district:

; 1. Students living in the existing large developments (CreekBridge and Williams
i Ranch),
2. Students living in developments under construction (Monte Bella),

3. Students anticipated from future housing developments, and

4. Students in the rest of the student body.

Forecast of Students Living in CreekBridge and Williams Ranch Homes

CreekBridge I and Williams Ranch were completed around 2004. To forecast students
from these developments, we used a cobort survival method, but needed some way of
estimating the size of the seventh grade class. The forecast keeps the number of seventh
graders from these areas at their current level of 327 students. We then forecast
subsequent grades by aging (advancing students one grade for each forecast year) the
seventh grade class and applying the current year’s grade progressions.
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Forecast of Students Living in Developments Under Construction

To forecast students from Monte Bella, we assumed that current enrollments from the
area reflect 45 percent of eventual enrollments, as 45 percent of the development has
been occupied. We assume the development will be completed by 2013.1°

An implicit assumption made by the forecast model is that,the number.and age
distribution of students living in Monte Bella will not change over time. Sometimes there
is an aging effect in new developments, such that high school enrollments would first
increase.and then decrease over the neighborhood’s first 10 to 20 years. We chose not to
assume this aging effect after reviewing enrollments by age of housing in many of
Salinas’ subdivisions. While some areas showed enrollment increases over time as they
aged, many areas did not experience such increases. This assumption should be
monitored once the development is completed.

Forecast of Students Qutside Major Housing Developments

To forecast middle and high school students in the older parts of the Alisa] district
(outside of CreekBridge, Williams Ranch, and Monte Bella), we used a cohort survival
method but needed some way to estimate the size of the seventh grade class.

Forecastin% the seventh grade class was challenging. We used current Alisal cohort sizes
to do this."! The seventh grade class first shrinks for several years, and then increases.
This follows the general pattern of Alisal’s recent kindergarten enroilments.

Total Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in Alisal District

Table 4 shows the enrollment forecast for each housing group and the combined total
forecast. Overall, SUSHD enrollments increase a bit. Middle and high school
enrollments each increase by about 100 students over the 10-year period.. Most of the
increase is from Monte Bella.. There is a slight increase in the number of students living
in CreekBridge and Williams Ranch. Meanwhile, the number of students living in the
area’s older housing continues to be fairly stable.

1% This timing is assumed because the development is in its third year of occupancy and the housing market
has slowed.

! Specifically, we applied the most recent set of Alisal grade progressions to Alisal’s current students by
grade and adjusted for the estimated effect of Monte Bella on the carrent grade progressions. This gave-z
forecast of students, by grade, in Alisal. We applied the forecasted percentage change in the sixth grade
class and to the SUHSD seventh grade class. Implicit in this estimate is that students in the large
dcvelopmcms are evenly dxsmbu!cd through the grades. Ideally, we would use student address data from

enits explicitly.
nents explicitly,

providing the basis fora slmlghtforwa.rd cohort-survival forecast.
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Table 4
Component Forecast for SUHSD Students Living in Alisal Feeder
. District

Students Living Outside Major New Housing Developments
GRADE 2007 -2008- 2009 2010 2014 2012 - 2013 2014 .- 2015~ 2016
7 7 614 618 613 620  6/2 665 665 665 665

8 623 811 568 572 567 574 626 619 619 8618
9 604 570 558 515 519 514 521 573 566 566
10 554 561 527 515 472 476 471 478 530 523
kil 492 489 486 462 450 407 411 406 413 465
12 492 428 425 432 398 386 343 347 342 349

7-8 Total 1,280 1,225 1,186 1185 1187 1246 1291 1283
9-12 Total 2142 2,048 2,006 1924 1839 1783 1746 1804 1850 1802

Students from New Housing: Creekbridge and Williams Ranch
GRADE 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

7 327 327 327 327 327 327 327 327 327 327
8 310 349 349 3489 349 349 349 349 349 349
9 392 363 402 402 402 402 402 402 402 402
10 350 390 361 400 400 400 400 400 400 400
" 351 346 386 357 396 396 396 396 396 398
12 324 343 338 378 348 388 388 388 388 388
7-8 Total 637 6786 676 676 876 676 876 676 876 B76

9-12 Total 1,417 1442 1,487 1537 1547 1586 1588 1586 1586 1586

Students from Monte Bella

GRADE 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
7 28 34 39 45 56 62 62 62 82

8 22 26 31 35 40 44 48 48 48 48

9 38 46 53 &1 68 76 84 84 84 84

10 33 40 45 53 58 66 73 73 73 73

" 29 35 41 46 52 58 64 64 64 64

12 32 38 45 5 58 64 70 70 70 70
7-8 Total 50 80 70 80 20 100 110 110 110 110
912 Total 132 158 185 21 238 264 290 290 290 2380

GRADE 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
7 1,012 975 984 984 998 1,065 1,053 1083 1,063 1,053
8 965 986 948 956 955 967 1,023 1,016 1,016 1,016
9 1,034 979 1013 978 290 992 1,007 1,058 1,051 1,051
10 937 991 834 968 931 942 943 951 1,003 995
khl 872 870 923 865 898 861 871 865 873 925
12 848 809 808 861 805 838 801 806 800 808

7-8 Total 1,967 1,961 1,832 1841 1953 2022 2077 2089 2069 2069
9-12 Total 3,691 3648 3678 3672 3624 3633 3622 3680 3r2r 3778
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Santa Rita Union School District

Chart 17 shows the overall enrollments by school level for Santa Rita Union School
District (SRUSD). Santa Rita’s K-6 enrollments have been remarkably stable
considering that Harden Ranch was constructed during the late 1990s. The middle school
enrollment pattern is quite different-from the elementary one, and levels are higher than
what we would expect, even in an area with housing growth. Santa Rita’s middle school
enrollments increased substantially between 1994 and 2004. Enrollments declined after
2004, partly because housing construction had ended and no doubt partly for the same
reason that SCSD and Alisal enroliments declined. High school enrollment trends appear
to be lagged a few years behind the middle school trends, with enrollments continuing to
increase to date. . . s :

The elementary enrollment pattern here is rather puzzling. Perhaps SRUSD reduced the
number of inter-district transfer students to make room for the Harden Ranch students.
This would explain why elementary enro}lments remained flat over time.
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Chart 17 Chart 18 shows the numbers of SUHSD middle and high sthoo!l students living in major
Santa Rita K- 6 Enroliments developments (Harder} Bmgh) and in older housing within this elerrlnenta:y feeder. Once
we separate students living in the large developments, we see that since the Jate 1990s,
2500 T ; 1 enrollments have actually been quite stable in the rest of the student population. B
| | p—a T Virtually all of the enroliment growth is from Harden Ranch. The fact that enrollments
- & 2000 4y L - outside the large development areas are fairly stable is another excellent illustration (as -
H -/ with Alisal) of why we measure students from new and older housing separately. In this
z i case, the students from new housing disguised enrollment trends in the older housing.
s i
gmoq ’ ' Chart 18
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Chart 20 shows the aggregated grade progressions for Santa Rita. Students in
kindergarten through seventh grades are compared with students in first through eighth
grades the following year. These ratios are a measure of the change in cohort size as
students progressed to the next grade. The grade progressions are usually most affected
by migration into or out of the District, by transfers between public and private schools,
and by changes in the number of inter-district transfer students. These data include the
effects of migration as a result of new students entering from Harden Ranch. As a result,
the grade progressions prior to 2004 are inflated by the students from Harden Ranch and
should not be used to forecast future enrollments.

Chart 20

Aggregated Grade Progression Ratios: Santa Rita
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Chart 21 shows the eighth-to-ninth grade progression over time. This grade progression
compares students in Santa Rita’s eighth grade class with the following year’s SUHSD
ninth graders living in the Santa Rita feeder district. The rate of progression has been
about 80 percent for the last five years. Prior to 2004, the grade progression was quite
high, probably as a resuit of new students entering the community to live in Harden
Ranch homes.
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Components of Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in SRUSD
As with Alisal, the past and future housing growth complicates the forecast model for
students living in Santa Rita. We forecast three different groups in Santa Rita:

1. Students living in the existing large developments (Harden Ranch),
2. Students anticipated in future housing developments, and
3. Students in the rest of the student body.

i Forecast of Students Living in Harden Ranch

! . Harden Ranch is completely built out at this time. Enrollments have been increasing,
despite the fact that most of the housing was completed by 2004. Sometimes the average
age of students in housing increases over time because families with younger children are
slightly more likely to buy new housing. If this is the case, and many original owners
remain in their homes, high school enrollments peak in about 10 years. If, in fact, this is
bappening in Harden Ranch, then high school enrollments are probably peaking now,
since most of this development was built between eight and 13 years ago.

‘We categorized enrollments in Harden Ranch by the year units were built. We found that
many if its subdivisions built at different times had an unusual enrollment increase in the
last three years. These simultaneous increases suggest that the recent (2004 through
2007) increase in Harden Ranch enrollments is a “period effect.” Period effects are
events limited to a particular time period, with an exogenous cause such as a change in
the economy, and are probably not related to the age of housing. In this case, enroliments
are likely to remain at their current level, or perhaps to continue to increase.

i It is not clear how to forecast future enrollments from this area. If there is an aging

effect, enrollments are likely to start declining within the next few years. If there is no
aging effect, we ought to assume that enrollments will remain at their current level. Our
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Medium forecast assumes that Harden Ranch enrollments will remain stable at 476
students.

Forecast of Students from Future Housing

‘Within the foreseeable future, there is one smaller project in this feeder district, The
Commons at Rogge Road. It will consist of 171 affordable: housing units, with at least
some occupancy by fall 2008. We expect 43 high school students to be enrolled in
SUHSD schools (.25 students per unit) when the project is completed.

Rancho San Juan is also in the Santa Rita area, but it is currently under litigation, and we
assume that it will not be built within the next 10 years. Although we did not include this
development in our forecasts, the District should monitor plans for its construction.

Forecast of Students in Older Housing

To forecast students in Santa Rita’s older housing (outside Harden Ranch), we use a
cohort survival method but must first forecast the size of the ninth grade class.
Forecasting the ninth grade class is challenging, however.”* Chart 22 shows the ninth
grade class in Santa Rita outside Harden Ranch. Note that enroliments have fluctuated
quite a bit over time, but the long-term average (215 students) is close to the size of the
current ninth grade class (202 students). We use the long-term average to forecast future
ninth grade classes. The most recent set of grade progressions is used to forecast the
remainder of the grades.

Chart 22

SUHSD Ninth Graders Living In Santa Rita Feeder
District, Excluding Harden Ranch
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Total Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in SRUSD
Table 5 shows the enrollment forecast for each student component. Overall, forecasted
enrollments are quite stable, increasing only as a result of future housing construction.

12 We cannot base SUHSD’s ninth grade class on Santa Rita’s eighth grade class because part of Santa
Rita’s eighth grade class lives in Harden Ranch. Our component model requires counts of students who
live outside Harden Ranch.
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Note, however, that this forecast assumes that future Harden Ranch enrollments will be
stable, given that construction has been completed. This is our most uncertain
assumption.

Table 5

Component Forecast for SUHSD Students Living in Santa Rita Feeder
District ' ]

Students Living Outside Major New Housing Developments
GRADE 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 . 2012 2013 2014 _ 2015 2016

9 202 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215
10 210 177 190 190 190 190 190 190 190 190
1 193 208 175 188 188 188 .. 188 188 188 188

12 160 178 193 160 173 173 173 173 173 173
912 Total 765 778 774 754 w7 767 787 787 767 %7

Students from New Housing: Harden Ranch
GRADE __ 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

9 122 122 122 122 122 122 122 122 122 122

10 124 124 124 124 124 124 124 124 124 124

11 108 106 108 106 108 108 106 108 108 108

12 124 124 124 124 124 124 124 124 124 124

9-12Total 476 476 476 476 4786 476 476 476 476 476

Students from Future Housing {Commons at Rogge Road)
GRADE _2007. 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 . 2015 2016

9 5 ki 1 ki ki 11 11 11 11
10 5 11 11 1" " 11 " 11 il
1 5 11 11 " m 11 " 11 11
12 5 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
9-12 Total [ 20 43 43 43 43 43 43 43 43

GRADE 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

9 324 - 342 348 348 348 348 348 348 348 348
10 334 308 325 325 325 325 325 325 325 325
11 298 319 292 305 305 305 305 305 305 305
12 284 307 327 294 307 307 307 307 307 307

912Total 1,241 1,274 1,203 1,273 1,286 1286 1,286 1,286 1,286 - 1,286

Washington Union School District

Relatively few students attending SUHSD schools live in Washington Union (WUSD).
Thus, although there may be substantial changes in Washington’s elementary
enrollments, there will be little enrollment impact for SUHSD.

Chart 23 shows overall enrollment trends by school level in WUSD. Elementary
enrollments have been fairly stable since 1994, as have middle school enrollments
(grades 7 and 8), though there are more annual fluctuations (random variations) because
of the smaller population base. In contrast, the number of high school students living in
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the area has increased substantially. Between 1999 and 20086, high school enrcllments
increased 81 percent, or about 100 students. In 2007, high school enrollments declined.
As with Santa Rita, these facts suggest that the aggregated feeder enrollments are not a
good indicator of future high schoo] enrollments from the elementary school district.
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Although there has been some housing growth in Washington Union, relatively few
SUSHD students live in the newer homes. We have the addresses of housing units for
which developer fees were paid between July 2000 and February 2007. A total of 86
homes were built in Washington Union, and in fall 2007, only nine SUHSD students
lived in those units (Table 6). Thus, housing construction in this feeder has had little
impact on SUHSD enrollments, both because there are no large developments and
because high school student yields from new homes there are low.

L-15

Table 6
Number of Students Student Yield
Housing Number of [ 7thand 8th ~ Sth-12th | 7thand 8th  Bth-12th
Feeder Type Units graders graders graders graders
Alisal MFU 265 21 60 0.08 023
SFU .. 1,265 169 371 013 0.29
Total 1,530 190 431 |- 012 028
Salinas City MFU 13 3 8 023 062
SFY 66 9 20 0.14 0.30
: Total 78 12 28 0.15 0.35
Santa Rita SFU 354 5 102 0.20
MFU 0
Total 354 5 102 0.29
Spreckels SFU & 0 11 0.17
MFU 0
Total 66 0 &l 0.17
! Washington Union SFU 86 0 9 0.10
MFU 0
Total 86 [} 9 0.10

Chart 24 shows WUSD kindergarten enrollments. As with K-8 enrollments, kindergarten
enrollments have been fairly stable over time.
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Chart 24

Kindergarten Enroliment: Washington
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Chart 25 shows the aggregated grade progressions for Washington Union. Students in
kindergarten through seventh grade are compared with students first through eighth
grades the following year. These ratios measure the percentage change in cohort size as
students progressed to the next grade. Grade progressions are usually most affected by
migration into or out of the district and by transfers between public and private schools.
The aggregated grade progressions show a net gain of students in the elementary grades.
However, in the most recent year, the grade progression was close to zero, meaning that
the same number of students left as entered Washington Union between fall 2006 and fall
2007,

‘We used a standard cohort survival method for forecasting enrollments in Washington

Union. The key assumption concerns the set of grade progressions used in the forecast,
and we used the average grade progressions for the entire 13-year period.
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Chart 25

Grade Ratios:
Grades K to 7 into Grades 110 8
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Note that the historical grade progressions include the effects of housing growth;
therefore, some new housing is assumed the forecast model. Since some new housing
was built in the last three years, the model implicitly assumes this will continue.

Chart 26 shows the eighth-to-ninth grade progression over time. This compares students
in Washington Union’s eighth grade class with the following year’s SUHSD ninth
graders living in the Washington feeder district. The rate has varied widely, between
about 30 and 60 percent. The overall average grade progression is 49 percent, and we use
this in the forecast model.
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Total Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in WUSD

Unlike Alisal and Santa Rita, we forecasted SUHSD students living in the Washington
Union district without separating students into new and older housing categories,
‘Washington Union enrollments have little impact on SUHSD enrollments, and the effect
of new housing on SUHSD enroliments has been minimal,

Table 7 shows the enrollment forecast for Washington Union. As mentioned above, the

forecast model uses the average grade progressions of the history. The forecast indicates
that SUHSD enrollments from this area will remain fairly constant or decline slightly.

Table 7

Washington Union Feeder Area Forecast, Using Grade Progression Ratios

GRADE 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
K 94
1 96 98
2 100 98 101
3 106 102 101 103
4 12 110 107 106 108
5 13 116 115 111 110 113"
6 116 116 118 117 114 112 115
7 108 113 112 116 114 110 109 112
8 115 104 108 108 111 110 108 105 108
9 4 56 50 53 52 54 53 51 51 52
10 55 40 54 49 51 51 52 51 50 43
™ 69 53 38 53 47 438 49 51 50 48
12 51 62 48 35 47 43 45 45 46 45

91012 218 211 191 188 198 197 199 198 197 195

Spreckeis Union School District

Chart 27 shows overall enrollments by school level for Spreckels Union School District.
Since 1997, elementary and middle school enrollments have been quite stable. In
contrast, the number of students from Spreckels that attend SUHSD more than doubled
between 1997 and 2004: from 147 to 321 students. After 2004, enrollments declined. In
fall 2007, 297 SUHSD high school students lived in Spreckets Union.

As in Santa Rita and Washington schoel districts, elementary enrollments were stable
while high school enrollments increased. This suggests that the aggregated feeder
enroliments may not be a good indicator of future high school enrollments. But, as with
‘Washington, the numerical effect of Spreckels enroliments on SUHSD enrollments is
smail.

43

Chart 26
8>9 Grade Progression: Washington

2. 70%

H

5 60%

Ny

P /

S8

29 a " !

[
H 28 20% ! -
H 5
! 2 0%
| g
. £ o% 3 & 2 8 3 8 g

13 Io: 3 H H
i FRE S H H
i I Iz oz H H
i Year
|
| 42
Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-309
ICF 00982.07

Final Environmental Impact Report
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-310

March 2010

ICF 00982.07




County of Monterey Resource Management Comment Letters County of Monterey Resource Management Comment Letters

Agency, Planning Department Local Agencies Agency, Planning Department Local Agencies
! . o L5 : : 7
i } 2 o i F
Chart 27 Although there has been housing growth in Spreckels Union, there are relatively few
SUHSD students living in new homes. We have the addresses of housing units for which
S kels K - § Enroll its -
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E o0 student yields from new homes are low.
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‘Note that the historical grade progressions include the effects of housing growth;
therefore, some new housing assumed in the forecast model.

Chart 30 shows the eighth-to-ninth grade progression over time. This grade progression
compares students in Spreckels’ eighth grade class with SUHSD ninth graders living in
i the Spreckels district. The p has changed a lot over time and is at least partly
responsible for the shift in high school enroliments. In the mid-1990s, the percentage of
Spreckels eighth graders entering SUHSD as ninth graders was similar to Washington
| Union’s, at about 50 percent. During the late 1990s through 2003, the percentage grew
i and reached 87 percent. This change corresponds to the increase in high school students
from the area. During the last four years, however, the rate dropped. In the most recent
year, the eighth-to-ninth grade progression was 68 percent. The entire 13-year average is
70 percent, which is used in the forecast model.

46

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

Final Environmental Impact Report
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-313

March 2010

ICF 00982.07

L-15

Chart 30

8>9 Grade Progression: Spreckels
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Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in SUSD

| We use a standard cohort survival model for forecasting SUHSD enrollments from

i Spreckels Union. We started with Spreckels Union students by grade, aged each cohort,
and applied the 13-year average grade progression rates. Table 8 shows the resulting
enrollment forecast. Enrollments may rise slightly, but otherwise are quite stable.

Table 8
p Feeder Area Forecast, Using Grade Prog ion Ratios .
GRADE 2006 2007 2008 _ 2009 2010 _ 2011 _ 2012 2093 2014 _ 2015 2016
K 3 8
1 8 108 9%
2 98 80 108 %
3 2 107 8 113 100
4 88 87 08 84 114 10
5 86 92 8 110 8 117 . 103
6 99 114 97 94 116 % 123 108
7 13 101 116 99 95 118 @2 125 - 110
8 M8 M 99 114 o7 94 . 116 % 123 108
9 75 79 78 70 80 68 66 82 63 86 7
10 bl 76 7 75 &7 77 65 63 78 81 83
11 86 56 69 69 69 &1 70 60 58 72 56
12 64 7% 62 65 85 &4 57 6 56 54 67
91012 206 297 285 279 281 271 259 271 256 273 282
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SUHSD Forecast for All Feeder Areas Combined Outside the FGAs and
West Boronda ’

‘Without housing construction in the Future Growth Areas (FGAs), West Boronda, and
Rancho San Juan, the combined forecast for SUHSD shows about a 150-student increase
in middle school enrollments by 2016, while high schoo] enrollments show a decline of
almost 270.

Table 9 shows the enrollment forecast for all of SUHSD, excluding the major
developments. .

Table 9 Forecast Excluding Major Developments
Middle School Enrollments

Actual Forecast
2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Salinas City 1,938 1,942 1,941 1,923 1,866 1,843 1,903 1,967 1,889 1,989
Alisal . 1,987 1,961 1,932 1,941 1,953 2,022 2,077 2,069 2,069 2,069
inter-District Transfer 92 82 82 92 - 92 . 92 92 92 92 92
Total 3,997 3,995 3,965 3,956 3,911 3,858 4,072 4,128 4,150 4,150
High Schoo! Enrollments
Actual Forecast
: 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
1 Salinas City 3,997 3,924 3,807 3,775 3,723 3,697 3,627 3,586 3,589 3,630
Alisal 3,691 3,648 3,678 3,672 3,624 3,633 3,622 3,680 3,727 3779
' Santa Rita 1,241 1,274 1,293 1,273 1,288 1,286 1,286 1,286 1,286 1,286
\Washington 216 211 181 189 188 197 199 198 197 195
Spreckels 297 285 279 281 271 259 271 256 273 282
Graves 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Lagunita 6 7 8 5 7 [ 6 8 7 7 -
inter-District Transfer 104 104 104 104 104 104 104 104 104 104
Total 9,556 9,458 5,364 9,302 9,216 9,186 9,119 9,123 8,187 9,287

Forecast of Enrollments from FGAs and West Boronda

‘We understand that the Future Growth Areas (FGAs) will contain 11,500 housing units,
and the timing of construction is uncertain. Shown below are three different scenarios for
the timing of these developments:

1 The most optimistic scenario assumes that occupancy begins in 2011 and the
project takes 10 years to complete. This timeframe implies 1,150 units built per
year, much greater than the historical rate in Salinas.

2 The Medium scenario assumes occupancy begins in 2015 and takes 15 years to

i complete.

48

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

Final Environmental Impact Report March 2010

Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-315 ICF 00982.07

3 The most pessimistic scenario assumes that the housing is built beyond our
forecast period.

The West Boronda development, slated for 600 units, is faither along aiid its timing
seems more certain. Occupancy is ex}pecwd o begin in 2011, and will take
' : approximately 10 years to complete.” : :

Table 10 includes students from the West Boronda development as well as the various
scenarios for the FGAs. (The pessimistic forecast assumes no development and hence no
enroliments from any new major development.) In both the optimistic and Medium
forecasts, 3,025 high school students result, along with 1,033 middle school students, but
in the optimistic forecast the results are reached in 2020, ten years before the Medium
forecast enrollment total reaches this level.

The forecast assumes a student yield of .25 for high school students and .125 for middle
school students. Also, itis d that about two-thirds of students living in the FGAs

i will live within the Alisal Union School District, and thus will have some impact on the
middie school enrollments.

' According to Jerry Hernandez, Monterey County Housing and Redevelopment Office.
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Table 10
Forecasts for the Future Growth Areas And Boronda
Optimisitic Forecast for Future Growth Areas
Annual High Annual Middle Cumulative
# Units Built # Units Built School Cumulative School middle school
Year inFGAs _ in Boronda  Enroliment Enroliment __Enroliments _ enroliments
2011 1150 60 303 303 103 103
2012 1150 60 303 605 103 207
2013 1150 60 303 908 103 310
2014 1150 60 303 1210 103 413
2015 1150 60 303 1513 103 517
. 2016 1150 60 303 1815 .03 620
2017 1150 60 303 2118 103 723
2018 1150 60 303 2420 103 827
2019 1150 60 303 2723 103 930
2020 1150 60 303 3025 103 1033
i Medium Forecast for Future Growth Areas
| Annual High Annual Middle  Cumulative
: # Units Built # Units Built School Cumulative Schoot middle school
Year in FGAs _inBoronda _Enrollment _ Enroliment  Enroliments _enroliments
2011 60 15 15 8 8
2012 80 15 30 8 15
2013 80 15 45 8 23
2014 80 15 60 8 30
2015 767 80 207 267 7 101
2016 767 80 207 473 kal 173
H 2017 767 80 207 680 7 244
! 2018 767 60 207 887 .7 316
2018 767 60 207, 1093 71 387
2020 767 60 207 1300 7 458
2021 767 . 192 1492 64 522
2022 767 182 1683 64 586
2023 767 . o192 1875 64 850
2024 767 192 2067 64 714
2025 767 . 192 2258 " 64 778
2026 767 192 2450 64 842
2027 767 192 2642 64 906
2028 787 192 2833 64 969
2028 767 192 3025 &4 1033
Combined Forecast

In this section, we combine the forecast from the FGAs with the forecast outside the
FGAs. For the areas outside the FGAs, our forecast extends only through 2016. We use
2016 enrollment numbers for years after 2016. Table 11 shows the combined forecast. If
the FGAs are developed, middle school enrollments eventually (by 2020 in the optimistic
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forecast) reach 5,184 students, while high school enrollments eventually reach 12,312
students.

Note that the pessimistic scenario assumes no development in the FGAs and the forecasts
are the same as shown in Table 9.
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Leiter to Ms. Alana Knaster
October 15, 2008

Pape 7

the projects,  Absent this additional source of local transportation funding, which
would also be used 10 secure State and federal matehing funds, the project delivery
schedule for some of these improvements, such as the Highway 156 - US. 101
interchange project, would need 1o be pushed out beyond 2030, Ultimately, if this
were o occur, the lway network d in the ive analysis scenarios
may not be fully completed until after the Year 2030, i1 at all, which would result in
some of the studied segments and intersections 1o experience lower Level of Service
standards than depicted in the report.

Impacts TRAN-1A, 2A, 3A, & 4A
Profect-Specific Impacts

« With ptions for some ity arcas, the Transporiation Agency
use of Level of Service fard D, a of roadway vol pacity,
s the threshold for impact mitigation from new devel This fard level is
a cost effective method for gauging the scope of needed wadway improvements and
also helps to eneourage the use of altemative forms of ransportation, such as transit,
carpooling, and bicycle travel.

the

* As a means of providing mitigation for project-specific impacts from new
development to meet the Level of Service D threshold, the Transportation Agency
snppoﬂ_v. fair-share contributions towards 1d1.'n1|f|r.'d Improvements or Inr the project

iy 0 the imy Iy with the

ARG SF TR PR R TERIERRE U RIS TI N LR DA O DIV PN,

The Transportation Agency’s Regional Development Impact Fee program has been
adopted by all the eities plus the County Board of Supervisors and went into effect on
August 27, 2008, The amount of the regional fees are not limited for affordability or
based on the burden that the cost of mitigation places on develog . but are
dictated by the cost of the m:pm\umnl projects that the program I'und< and the
amount of vehicle trips I by new develop that is in the
County. In the event [ lopment type generates fewer tnps than is
assumed in the fee program, such as wulh alfordable housing, th it of the fees

PoWark Progru

Fov Dow Revien 2008 Dogunsents Mosierey County MO - GIPLS BER Draft Comments docs
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Lenter 10 Ms. Alana Knaster Page 3
October 23, 2008
can be reduced to more accurately reflect the development’s level of impacts. In this
manner, each new development will contribute its proportionate share in fees towards
the improvement project costs, fully mingating iis cumulative transporiation impacts
under the California Environmental Quality Act.

+  The Transportation Agency supports and urlpm[ales the County’s commitment to
work with our agency and other Jocal jurisdi 1 gestion through the

coordination of regional and countywide traffic i impact l'u_-« and the development of
the Regional Transponation Plan.  Our agency is currently in the process of

ity capu:'ily and improve access.  The Pruncdale Bypﬂss. project. as these
policies seem to describe, is not likely to be constructed by the Year 2030 cumulative
analysis scope and should not be included as pant of the analyzed transporta

1
network, To address issues of capacity and access in the North County and Greater
Salinas areas, our agency is proposing the construction of the Westside Bypass from

Boronda Road 0 Davis Road, the Eastside Connector from an upgraded Harris Road
interchange to Williams Road, widening Highway 136, and frontage roads along
wway 101 from south Salinas o Soledad.

Tmpacts TRAN-IF, 2F, 3F, & 4F
Alternative Transportation

*  Page 4.6-53 of the draft repont states that: Ricyeling, walking. and transit are less
attractive afternatives to the amtoniobile when greater distunces are involved.
Further, lower density development spread over a larger s offective to serve by
wransit than higher densire, mixed-use commumnitics.,

While increases in travel distances tend w result in the selection of auomobiles over
altermative nunles of wansportation, ligher density and mixed-use communities are
better suited to service with transit and attract bicycle and pedestrian trips over lower
density development. This statement should be revised o reflect the positive impact
that high density develoy Tas on 2 the use of al imides of
transportation,

B Wk Program Fay Doc Beview 308 Documnents Monserey Cosnty MO = GIUS DETR Dvaft Comments.docs
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* The Transponation Agency supports accommodation of 1
transportation (rail, bus transit. bicycle and pedestrian transportation), both through
the design of tminsportation facilities, and through the dcsiy: and orientation of land
uses.  As such, our agency supports the County’s proposed policics 1o
alternative modes of travel by prov |:I|n!, incrensed transit scr\-]cc pedestrian and
bicyele infrastructure. compact and mixed-use develop for site
designs that support transportation choiee, and ensuring thot new de evelopments
provi ultimedal fa 5,

emative forms of

»  The drafl report notes that, where appropriate and sutfi right-of-way is availabl
that bicycle paths shall be separated from major roads and hu,]m s, Our agency
also encourages and recommends the inclusion of on-street bike lanes the
construction of new major anerials and collectors with an average daily traffic greater
than 3,000 or with a speed limit in excess of 30 miles per howr, to reduce v
bicyele conflicts at intersection crossings and improve safety for bicyclists making
turning through i

. Tln. draft report should .l(hirus the need for new roadways on the interior of

I 0 be designed 1o aece date bicyeles with adequate pavement for

bike travel, with specific di clearly identified larly along major
arterials.

* A premium should be placed on safe and accessible ped access to devel

sites from intersections and crosswalks, sidewalks, and bicyele facilitics, Our agency
recommends that the draft report address issues of pedestrian travel, access, and
safety. Our agency suppons proper striping requirements at all pedestrian crosswalks
o clearly identify areas of pedestrian travel and ensure safe transitions for vehicles
and pedestrians. Consideration in the draft report should also be given to supporting
the inclusion of intelligent crosswalks, which provide flashing notification lights
when a pedestrian enters the crosswalk 1o incrense visibility and alent drivers of their
presence.  New developments should be required o be designed with American
Disability Act-compliant sidewalks that connect to external facilities, provide access
tor transit stops, and to not include the use of cul-de-sacs without n cut-through for
pedestrian travel.

= In addition, The Transportation Agency rec Is that I of bicyele
facility-related policies encourage new developments o install public bicyele racks
and lockers.  Adequate lighting at these locations to improve safety and visibility
should be provided by the development,  The Transportalion Agency encouriges
project develapers 1o apply for our Bieyele Protection Program, which provides grant
funding for bicycle parking facilitics (racks and lockers) for local businesses,
governments, and school districts,

» Our ageney  supports  the
transporiation corridors

mtion  of new  development nlon;, major
wporated cities 1w make 1
feasible. The drafl report should indies te preference for working early in the
development process with Monter 1 to ensure that trnsit aceess and
facilities are properly planned and provided,  New development should also be

nsil services more

FoWork Program Eny Doc Boview 2008 Documents Monsorey Counry MO0 « GIUS DEIR Dvaft Commensdoss

County of Monterey Resource Management
Agency, Planning Department

Comment Letters
Local Agencies

Final Environmental Impact Report
Monterey County 2007 General Plan 7-323

March 2010

ICF 00982.07

L-16
Letter to Ms. Alana Knaster Pape 5
Okctober 23, 2008
i to utilize M Sali Transit's Designing for Transit Guideline |5

Mnnunl as a resource for ammrnodatmg transit smm. at m:w development sites,
Alternatives to the 2007 General Plan
Transit-Oriented Development Alternative
*  As previously noted, the Transportation Agency suppors thc efforts presented in the

2007 General Plan to increase the use of public and enhance A

Salinas Transit’s areas of operauans .nnd ml'mslmctun: In addition to this, the
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Carl Sedoryk, Monterey-Salinas Transit

Nicholas Papadakis, AMBAG

Ed Kendig, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
Encl ion-Related Principles for Community Development
a\llu’nnll\n Mensures

P Work Progron By Dhog Review 2008 Documents Montorey Couniy MO0 - GPUS DETR Draft Conmonts, docs
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Cranneuriity Development Prisciples Anmachmear |

Transportation Ageney for Monterey C ¥
Transportation-Related Principles for Community Development

M

n

The Tronsy fonr Agency for My oy Condy aimy fo develop and maintain a molti-medal
transpartation system that enhances the mohility, safety, access, environmental guality, and econamic
activities in Monterey Couniy,

The purpose of the Tollowing set of principles s to reduce Tuture impacts to Monterey County’s regiomnal
transpartation svstem, reduce the cost of transportation infrastructure, and improve the Transporiation
Agency's ability 1o meet Monterey County’s regional transportation needs. Our agency recommends
that new land use development in the county adhere 1 liu. following set of principles, which emphasize
dL\\.Iupmg o land use [mlh.rll that is supportive of il auto modes of tansportation so as
1o maximize the carrying-capacity of M County's existing regional transportation infrastructure

1. Land Use m n f

- e mived use ds I 510 Intee shart trips by non-auto modes

w courage prowth in areas where transportation infrastructure exists or is most cost-effective
1w extend

@ Le LEncourage a balance ofull:plovnwnl. and housing 1o reduce regional commute demands

4+ 1d E higher resid dls ies in core arcas or around transit stops to support
regulor transit service throughout the re

% Le Encowage land use jurisdictions W ulilize the Caltrans TrafTic Impact Studies Guide or
develop traffic impact study puidelines of their own when analyzing the impacts of growth on
the regional transportation system

LT Require new I to pay for its propertional impact 1w the p ion system,

preferably via regional and local fee | or project

2. Street Network Design

@ Za Provide an imerconnected street system for new development 1o facilivite shon wips by non-
auto modes of P ion using the foll 2 features:
2l Provide a grid-based stroet network
2.2 Encoursge short block lengths in new development
Zad  Discourage cul-de-sac streets in new development unless they incorporate
pedestrion and bike casements that reduce trip lengths
& b Incorporme waffic calming features into the street network 1 slow the Mlow of taiTic and
..nh.mLL the pedestrian covironment:
201 Provide curb bulb-ous at intersections o reduce the length of pedestrian
CrOssIngs
2 Allow on street parking to slow the llow of cars and create pedestrion/auto
buffer
2h3  Provide landseaped buffees between pedestrians and motorized waffic and
provide pedestrinn-scale street liphting no more than 15 feet high
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% Lo ]}4 sign streets (o accommaodate all modes of transportation

B3

3a

ib

e
3d

4. Trans

T

<

da
4.b
4
4d
4
4

ar

Led  Ineorporate sidewalks and bieyele lanes into new sireet construction

el Accommodate safe bicycle travel by providing on-street bicyele lanes and
roules instead of separated bicyele paths

2.l lmur[mr.llv: Tus pullouts, ransit stops, transit sheliers and other transi
amenitics to serve new ding to the MST Designing for
Transit Handbook

Orient buildings to face the street in new developiment lo improve access for
pull:slmms I’mm snl:umlh

| uses over ial uses in arcas 1o encourage
trips by foot, bike, or trana and Impmve access hy each a!‘l‘msc modes
Incorporate reduced binlding T yin inl areas, to reduce the
length of pedestnian trips and facilitale casy access

Locate on-site parking w the rear urslrum ex or underground

Provide pedestrian facilities ing. with the street where
parking is nol provided to the rear nl' to enhance pedestrian access and
safety

Incorporate bicycle storage facilities into site plans 1o accommeadate access by
bieychsis

riation Demand Management

I e tele 2 In develo as 4 traffie mitigation measure
Ln:aum,c lIc:ubI: work schedules for empl as @ traffic mitigation measure
I pl 1o utilize available rides) r or create their own

E ncoumgu employers W offer ransit incentives to emnloyeus o mitigate raffic impacts
Provide preferential carpool or vanpool parking in non-residential developments
Encourage large employers wo offer child care fucil as resources allow and

e all empl, 1o provide il iom o nearhy child care resources
Locate child care facilitics near employment centers

SAMPLES OF ALTERNATIVE MEASURES

Provide ridesharing, public transportation and nearby licensed child care facility information

1o Mhuyers as part off in materials,
2 Print transit information on promotional materials
3. Install bieyele amenities, such as bicycle racks and bicyele lanes.

4. Provide bus pullonts, pedestrian aecess, transit stops, shelters and amenities as part of the site
plan.

5. Provide locked and secure trangportation information centers or kiosks with bus
route/schedule information, in common arcas.

6. Provide pedestrian facilities linking trinsit slops and common areas.

7. Provide resources for site amenities that reduce vehicular rip making.

4. Park-and-ride facilitics.

9. Onesite childeare facilities.

10. Shuttle bus service, bus pools or improved transil service as pan of the development.
11, Facilities 1o encourage telecommuting,

12, Pedestrian and bicycle system inprovements.

13 Transit oriented design and/or pedestrian oniented design.

14. Provide preferential carpool/vanpool parking spaces.
15 Implement a parking surcharge for single oceupant vehicles.

16, Provide shower/locker feilities.

17. Employ or appoint a

18 Implement a rideshare program,

19. Provide incentives for employees to rideshare or take public tanspo

200 Implement eompressed work schedules
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SAMPL

OF STR

U AND ROAD IMPROVEMENTS

1. Safety improvements

TrufMic signal improvements.

3. Traffic signals,

Fuming or aunxiliary lanes

5. Add travel lancs.

6. Improve highway interchange.
Construct interchange.

§  Construct new street or road
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