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1.

Project Title

Salinas Airport Development Lease Project

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address

City of Salinas
Community Development Department
65 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor
Salinas, California 93901

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number

Thomas Wiles, Senior Planner
831-758-7206
thomaswi@ci.salinas.ca.us

4.

Project Location

The project is located along the 100-500 block of Airport Boulevard in the City of Salinas in
Monterey County. The project site is bounded by Airport Boulevard to the northwest, Mortensen
Avenue to the southeast, Skyway Boulevard to the northeast, and Mercer Way to the southwest,
and is defined by Assessor’s Parcel Number 003-862-001-000. The site is part of the Salinas
Municipal Airport, although it is located outside of the controlled (fenced) portion of the Airport.
The site contains Jeffery Avenue and Anderson Avenue, which both run southwest to northeast
between Mercer Way and Skyway Boulevard; these are not public streets and are closed to
vehicular traffic. An unnamed paved road/driveway connects Jeffery Avenue and Anderson Avenue
approximately midway across the project site.
The site is relatively flat, vacant, mostly undeveloped land with minimal development including
existing curb and gutter located along the roadways surrounding the site, internal paved driveways,
a storage shed structure, and PG&E transmission lines which are located across the property.
Various existing public utilities are available in the public streets surrounding the site. There is an
abandoned well north of Mortensen Avenue and midway between Skyway Boulevard and Mercer
Way, which has been filled with concrete and associated pumps removed.
Figure 1 shows the regional location of the project site and Figure 2 shows an aerial view of the
project site and immediate surroundings.
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Figure 1 Regional Location

2
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Figure 2 Project Location
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5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address

City of Salinas
Andrew Myrick, Economic Development Manager
200 Lincoln Avenue
Salinas, California 93901

6.

General Plan Designation

The General Plan land use designation for the project site is Public/Semipublic. The General Plan
allows the following land uses within the Public/Semipublic category: schools, hospitals, libraries,
utilities, airport (precise uses as determined by the Airport Master Plan) and government
institutions. The maximum floor area ratio within this designation is 0.40 (City of Salinas 2002).

7.

Zoning

The project site is zoned as Public/Semipublic (PS) and is within the Airport Overlay (AR) District
(City of Salinas 2012).
The Salinas General Plan identifies that properties designated as Public/Semipublic are appropriate
for “schools, hospitals, libraries, utilities, airport (precise uses for the airport property will be
defined in the Airport Master Plan), and government institutions.” The proposed lease is largely
consistent with the Airport Master Plan, as noted below.
Section 37-10.400 of the Salinas Municipal Code (SMC) defines Public and Semipublic Uses as “a
class of uses generally open to the public and maintained and supported by public or nonprofit
agencies or organizations and which are of a recreational, civic, educational, religious, institutional,
or cultural nature.” The Public/Semipublic zoning designation allows for the development of the
following uses with no permits required:



Disaster shelters
Accessory utilities




Emergency shelters
Minor telecommunications facilities

This zoning also allows for the following uses with either a Conditional Use Permit, Site Plan Review,
or Temporary Use of Land Permit:
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Airports and heliports
Outdoor facilities
Clubs and lodges
Day care centers
Hospitals
Park and recreation
facilities
Religious assembly









Airport-related uses
Airports
Convalescent hospital and
nursing homes
Detention facilities
Major maintenance and
repair services
Parking lots and structures
Public/private schools









Commercial recreation
and entertainment
Cemeteries
Cultural institutions
Government offices
Open space
Public safety facilities
Major telecommunications
facilities

Initial Study

Additionally, the City Council will soon consider a proposed Zoning Code Amendment to allow
residential uses in the PS District; however, under the proposed Zoning Code Amendment,
residential uses would not be allowed on the project site because it is located within the Airport
Overlay District.
Pursuant to SMC Section 37-10.070, as the project site is on land owned by the City of Salinas, uses
in addition to those identified above may be considered for the site provided that the City Council
makes the determination that the property is “developed and used for such public purposes and in
such a manner as…to be proper and in the public interest.” Allowable uses for the project site would
therefore be defined by the Ground Lease (as defined below).
The Airport Overlay District defines the Airport Area of Influence and Affected Parcels surrounding
the Salinas Municipal Airport. Per Section 37-40.430 of the SMC, development review applications
within the Airport Overlay District are subject to review by the Public Works Director to ensure
conformance with the SMC.

8.

Setting and Surrounding Land Uses

The proposed project site includes approximately 13.25 acres of vacant land between Airport
Boulevard and the Salinas Municipal Airport. No major structures are present at the project site,
other than a 600-square foot storage shed and several utility poles. The project site is bounded by
Airport Boulevard to the northwest, Mortensen Avenue to the southeast, Skyway Boulevard to the
northeast and Mercer Way to the southwest. Jeffery Avenue and Anderson Avenue run through the
project site. The project site is relatively flat with no notable topographic variations, dominated by
seasonal grasses and seven total trees, and is mostly unpaved, with the exception of internal
roadways. Although the project site is currently vacant, the location was historically used for
agricultural and military purposes. Prior to 1937, aerial imagery shows that the location was under
agricultural cultivation. The project site was initially developed in the 1940s by the US Army during
World War II as the Salinas Army Airfield. Structures at the project site associated with the military
were demolished before 1982. Since then, the site appears to have been used only for storage
ancillary to the Airport, temporary parking, and a water well which has been removed and capped.
The project site is immediately adjacent to land zoned as Public/Semipublic to the west, south, east,
and northeast, and alternating Public/Semipublic and Industrial-Business Park to the north and
northwest. The surrounding vicinity also includes area zoned for Parks to the north and northeast,
Open Space along Alisal Creek to the west, and Residential Low Density beyond the Open Space
designation to the west. Land immediately to the south, east, and west of the project site is
occupied by the Salinas Municipal Airport and to the north is a small business park. The airport
includes hangars and storage facilities, aviation business operations, and various airport-related
offices adjacent to the site. The small business park includes administrative offices for a health
clinic, an airport RV storage facility, Monterey County Mosquito Abatement District offices, and the
offices of Ramco Enterprises and Ramirez Harvest Inc. Surface parking is present within this business
park. Other developments in the surrounding vicinity include the Elks Lodge #614, Salinas Fairways
Golf Course, an Industrial Business Park just south of the Airport’s fenced area, and single-family
residential homes located in a neighborhood oriented along Fairview Avenue west of the site.
Nearby environmental features include a section of Alisal Creek, which flows south to north and is
located approximately 0.25 mile west of the project site, and undeveloped public/semipublicdesignated land along Airport Boulevard located between US Highway 101 and Elks Lodge #614.
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Description of Project
The project sponsor would lease approximately 13.25 acres of vacant land (project site) from the
City (the “Ground Lease”), and in turn lease approximately 5.72 acres of the project site back to the
City of Salinas for use as a Public Works Corporation Yard. The Public Works Corporation Yard would
provide vehicle and equipment repair and storage, administrative support, and other operations
related to the maintenance of public facilities and is anticipated to be located in the southwest
portion of the project site. The remainder of the site (approximately 7.53 acres) would be developed
to accommodate light industrial and/or warehouse uses, with a maximum building square footage
of no more than 40 percent of the site area (approximately 130,332 square feet).
Allowable uses for the site would be specified in the Ground Lease to include minor
telecommunications facilities, indoor vehicle storage, limited industry, laboratories, warehousing,
maintenance and repair services (city corporation yard), and research and development services.
The site would be developed in accordance with the Development Regulations and Design
Standards of the City’s Industrial – Business Park (IBP) Zoning District. Surface parking, landscaping,
lighting, and other site improvements would be provided as mandated by the City.
The project would involve removing Jeffery Avenue, Anderson Avenue, the unnamed roadway
between Jeffery Avenue and Anderson Avenue, the small storage shed, existing trees, and any other
existing facilities on site.
Infrastructure Improvements
The project would relocate existing aboveground PG&E transmission lines, which are located
throughout the site, two of which run north-south about mid-site and two additional lines which run
east-west from Skyway Boulevard to Mercer Road west of the project site. The project would also
cap pre-existing water lines on the site, remove the non-operational well, and improve stormwater
drainage features.
Site Access
The property has street access from all sides. Most traffic runs along Airport Boulevard which is a
connecting street from US Highway 101 and western Salinas to the airport and eastern Salinas.
Skyway Boulevard is the primary access street to the Salinas airport terminal. Public parking for the
airport is located on the east side of Skyway Boulevard across from the property.
Grading and Construction
To accommodate the proposed uses of the project site, the entire site would be graded, and existing
features would be removed. This would be followed by the construction of paved parking areas,
fencing, and up to 131,202-square-foot industrial-use buildings. Future construction may be
conducted in phases.
Lead Agency Permits and Approvals
The project requires City approval of the proposed Ground Lease of the site to the project sponsor.
Future development of the site with paved parking areas and industrial-use buildings would require
building and grading permits.
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9.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

The following agency permits and approvals would be required:



State Water Resources Control Board: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Construction General Permit
Federal Aviation Administration: Release of Restrictions for use of land for non-aeronautical
purposes.

10. Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 21080.3.1?
On August 30, 2019, the City of Salinas, pursuant to Public Resources 21080.3.1 and AB 52 sent via
certified mail notification letters to seven (7) California Native American Tribes that are traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the project site requesting to contact the City within 30-days of the
letter to schedule a tribal consultation. The letter was sent to the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of
Mission San Juan Batista, Amah Mutsen Tribal Band (two (2) letters), Coastanoan Rumsen Carmel
Tribe, Indian Canyon Mutsun Tribe of Coastanoan, Ohlone Coastanoan-Esselen Nation, Torres
Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, and the Xolon Salinan Tribe.
On September 23, 2019, Louise J. Miranda Ramirez, Tribal Chairwoman of the Ohlone/CostanoanEsselen Nation requested a tribal consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1.
On October 8, 2019, City staff held a tribal consultation on the proposed project at the Salinas
Permit Center with the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation. During the consultation, the
Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation requested that copies of all applicable archaeological reports
and surveys concerning the proposed project, including subsurface testing and presence/absence
testing should be provided to them for review. In addition, they requested that if any tribal cultural
resource is discovered on the project site, that a monitor from the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen
Nation should be provided. In response, staff will provide copies of all applicable archaeological
reports and surveys concerning the proposed project. In addition, the proposed Mitigation
Measures require that in the event that any tribal cultural resources should be located on the
project site, that a monitor from the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation shall be provided (see
Tribal Cultural Resources).
Additional requests for tribal consultation on the proposed project were not received on this
project.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.
□

Aesthetics

□

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

□

Air Quality

■

Biological Resources

■

Cultural Resources

□

Energy

■

Geology/Soils

□

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

■

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

□

Hydrology/Water Quality

□

Land Use/Planning

□

Mineral Resources

□

Noise

□

Population/Housing

□

Public Services

□

Recreation

■

Transportation

■

Tribal Cultural Resources

□

Utilities/Service Systems

□

Wildfire

■

Mandatory Findings
of Significance

Determination
Based on this initial evaluation:

8

□

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

■

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions to the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

□

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

□

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than
significant with mitigation incorporated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

Determination

□

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potential significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b)
have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project,
nothing further is required.

Signature

Date

Printed Name

Title
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Environmental Checklist

1

Aesthetics
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

□

■

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the
site and its surroundings? (Public views
are those that are experienced from a
publicly accessible vantage point). If the
project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic
quality?

□

□

■

□

d. Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect daytime
or nighttime views in the area?

□

□

■

□

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
The City of Salinas General Plan does not identify any specific scenic vistas within the city. There are
mountains ranges to the southeast and east of Salinas that are visible from the project site.
However, the mountains are not an identified scenic vista, and due to height limitations on the site,
views would not be entirely obscured. Additionally, views of the mountain ranges from public roads
in Salinas already include structures and parking areas in the foreground.
The proposed project would facilitate the construction of structures and parking areas on the
project site which would be similar in size and scale to existing one- to three-story structures and
parking areas surrounding the project site, which include the Salinas Municipal Airport, hangers and
storage facilities, as well as a small business park, and surface parking Thus, the proposed project
would not substantially alter views of scenic mountain vistas. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
10
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Aesthetics

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
In Monterey County, State Route (SR) 68 is eligible for the State Scenic Highway System, and the
portion of SR 68 from SR 1 to the Salinas River is an Officially Designated State Scenic Highway. SR
68 terminates at its junction with US Highway 101, approximately 1.3 miles from the project site.
Due to surrounding development, the project site is not visible from SR 68; thus, the project would
not substantially damage scenic resources within a scenic highway. Furthermore, the project site
does not contain any protected trees, rock outcroppings, or historic structures. Therefore, because
the site is not within or visible from a State Scenic Highway, the proposed project would have no
impact to scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway.
NO IMPACT
c. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from a publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?
The project site is relatively flat and mostly undeveloped with ruderal/non-native weedy vegetation
cover and several scattered and isolated trees, as described in the Section 4, Biological Resources.
The site is routinely mowed, and development on-site consists of internal paved roadways, a
storage shed, and PG&E utility lines. Given the relatively flat topography of the project area and
existing structures in the surrounding area, views of the project site are generally not possible from
more distant locations in the city because they are obstructed by buildings. Thus, the project site is
most readily viewed from the adjacent roadways, including Airport Boulevard, Mercer Way,
Mortensen Avenue, and Skyway Boulevard. The existing views from these roadways in proximity to
the project site are comprised of parcels developed with light industrial buildings and offices, as well
as airport-related buildings, such as hangars and terminals, as shown in Figure 3.
The existing development visible from these roadways is generally consistent with the underlying
Public/Semipublic (PS), Airport Overlay District (AR), and Industrial-Business Park (IBP) zoning. There
are also vacant areas visible from these roadways that appear similar to existing conditions on the
project site.
The project would alter the visual character of the site by converting a mostly undeveloped vacant
lot into new development with structures and parking areas. Construction of the project would
include removal of the existing roadways, utility poles, ground vegetation and some trees. While the
proposed project would change the visual character of the site from vacant to more developed, the
proposed development would be similar in character to the existing surrounding development.
The project site is in an urbanized area, and as discussed in Section 11, Land Use and Planning, the
proposed lease between the project sponsor, Salinas Airport, and the City of Salinas, as well as
subsequent development, would be consistent with the City of Salinas General Plan and the Airport
Overlay District zoning ordinance; therefore, visual character and quality would not be substantially
degraded. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Figure 3 Site Photographs
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Aesthetics

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area?
The project site is currently vacant and there are no light sources on-site. The proposed project
would allow for development of the site consistent with the Development Regulations and Design
Standards of the IBP Zoning District and the AR Overlay District. Potential new development would
include buildings and parking areas. Buildings and parking areas would have exterior lighting for
security and safety, and roadways would have street lights in accordance with City requirements.
The PS and Airport Overlay Zoning District would also allow for telecommunications equipment to
be constructed on-site, and telecommunications equipment could include exterior lighting. Because
the site is currently undeveloped, the project would generate a new source of light.
Existing development in the project area surrounding the site, such as the light industrial and office
uses on the north side of Airport Boulevard, include exterior lights. Additionally, airport buildings
and runways include lighting for safety and for aircraft operations. These lights contribute to
illumination of the night sky and affect nighttime views in the project area. The additional lights that
would be added as a result of proposed development at the project site would be an incremental
increase in nighttime lighting. Outdoor lights installed on the project site would be required to
conform with the outdoor lighting standards set forth in Section 37-50.480 of the Salinas Municipal
Code. Section 37-50.480 of the Salinas Municipal Code requires that outdoor lighting be shielded to
not illuminate upwards and that the light pole heights be limited. Because the project site is located
within the Airport Zoning Overlay District, outdoor lighting would also be subject to the provisions
of Municipal Code Chapter 37, Article IV, Division 7: Airport (AR) Overlay District. These provisions to
limit light pole heights and require shielding would ensure that lighting does not interfere with
airport operations.
Parking on the site, including City vehicles stored at the proposed Public Works Corporation Yard,
would contribute new sources of glare in the project area. Depending on the final design of
structures, building exteriors may also contribute glare, particularly windows and glass components.
However, building windows would comply with Title 24 Energy Standards by providing UV
protection with polarization to reduce light and glare onto adjacent uses. Conformance to the City’s
outdoor lighting standards, the Airport Overlay District zoning code, and Title 24 would reduce
potential light and glare impacts to a less than significant level. Impacts would be less than
significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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2

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

d. Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

a.

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

b.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act
contract?

c.

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)); timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526); or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))?

d.

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

14
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources

e.

Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?

The project site is located on Urban and Built-Up Land, per the Department of Conservation’s (DOC)
Important Farmland Finder (DOC 2016a). The project site is not identified as any farmland type, it is
not enrolled in a Williamson Act contract (DOC 2016b), and it does not support forest land or
resources. The project site is not located on or adjacent to agricultural land or forest land and the
proposed project would not involve any development that could result in the conversion of
farmland to non-agricultural uses. The project site is currently undeveloped and located
immediately adjacent to the Salinas Municipal Airport. For these reasons, the project would have no
impact with respect to conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland) to non-agricultural use; conflict with existing agricultural zoning or
Williamson Act contracts; result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use; or other conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use.
NO IMPACT
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3

Air Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?

□

□

■

□

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?

□

□

■

□

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

□

□

■

□

d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?

□

□

■

□

Existing Air Quality Setting and Attainment
The project site is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which consists of Monterey,
San Benito, and Santa Cruz counties. The NCCAB covers an approximately 5,159 square mile area
located within the central coast of California and is bounded by mountains to the north and east.
The Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD) is the designated air quality control agency for
the Basin. Both the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) have established ambient air quality standards for common pollutants.
These ambient air quality standards represent safe levels of contaminants that avoid specific
adverse health effects associated with each pollutant. As the local air quality management agency,
MBARD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that state and federal air quality
standards are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards.
Depending on whether or not the standards are met or exceeded, the Basin is classified as being in
“attainment” or “nonattainment.” Under state law, air districts are required to prepare a plan for air
quality improvement for pollutants for which the district is in non-compliance. The NCCAB currently
has State designation of nonattainment for ozone and PM10, and is either Unclassified or Attainment
for all other criteria pollutants (CARB 2017a). The health effects associated with criteria pollutants
for which the Basin is in non-attainment are described in Table 1.
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Table 1

Health Effects Associated with Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant

Adverse Effects

Ozone

(1) Short-term exposures: (a) pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in
humans and animals and (b) risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage.

Suspended particulate
matter (PM10)

(1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in
pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).

Source: U.S. EPA 2018

Air Quality Management
The California Clean Air Act requires each nonattainment district in the State to adopt a plan
showing how the State Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS) for ozone would be met in their area of
jurisdiction. MBARD adopted the 2012-2015 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in order to have
the region make progress toward meeting the State ozone standard. Reducing NOx emissions is
crucial for reducing ozone formation. Seeing that the primary source of NOx emissions are from
mobile sources, the AQMP includes measures to reduce NOx emissions, focusing on mobile sources.

Air Emission Thresholds
The MBARD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines provides a list of applicable construction and operation air
quality emissions thresholds, as well as a list of mitigation measures to incorporate in circumstances
where emissions are above applicable thresholds (MBARD 2008). Table 2 presents MBARD’s
significance thresholds for construction (daily) and operational (annual)-related criteria air
pollutants and precursor emissions. These represent levels at which a project’s individual emissions
of criteria air pollutants or precursors would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to
the Basin’s existing air quality conditions. For the purposes of this analysis, the project would result
in a significant impact if construction or operational emissions would exceed the thresholds shown
in Table 2.
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Table 2

Air Quality Thresholds of Significance

Pollutant

Source

Threshold of Significance

Construction Impacts
PM10

1

Direct

82 lbs/day

VOC

Direct and Indirect

137 lbs/day

NOX

Direct and Indirect

137 lbs/day

PM10

On-site

82 lbs/day

CO

N/A

LOS at intersection/road segment degrades from D or better to E or F or
V/C ratio at intersection/road segment at LOS E or F increases by 0.05 or
more or delay at intersection at LOS E or F increases by 10 seconds or
more or reserve capacity at unsignalized intersection at LOS E or F
decreases by 50 or more

Direct

550 lbs/day

Direct

150 lbs/day

Operational Impacts

SOX, as SO2

2

3

Notes: lbs/day = pounds per day; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less; VOC = volatile organic
compounds (also referred to as ROG, or reactive organic gases); NOX = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOX = oxides of
sulfur; SO2 = sulfur dioxide
1

This threshold only applies if construction is located nearby or upwind of sensitive receptors. In addition, a significant air quality
impact related to PM10 emissions may occur if a project uses equipment that is not “typical construction equipment” as specified in
Section 5.3 of the MBARD CEQA Guidelines.
2

The District’s operational PM10 threshold of significance applies only to on-site emissions, such as project-related exceedances along
unpaved roads. These impacts are generally less than significant. For large development projects, almost all travel is on paved roads,
and entrained road dust from vehicular travel can exceed the significance threshold.
3

Modeling should be undertaken to determine if the DVSP would cause or substantially contribute (550 lbs/day) to exceedance of CO
ambient air quality standards (AAQS). If not, the DVSP would not have a significant impact.
Source: MBARD 2008

Methodology
This air quality analysis conforms to the methodologies recommended in the MBARD’s CEQA Air
Quality Guidelines (2008). The project’s construction and operational emissions were estimated
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2. CalEEMod uses
project-specific information, including the proposed land uses, square footages of each use (e.g.,
public works corporation yard and warehouse), and project location to estimate construction and
operational emissions from new development. Emissions for the project were modeled based on
the project description detailed in the beginning of this report. The complete CalEEMod modeling
output is provided in Appendix A.
a.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

A project could be inconsistent with the AQMP if it would generate population, housing, or
employment growth exceeding forecasts used in the development of the AQMP. The Association of
Monterey Bay Areas Governments (AMBAG) is the regional planning agency for Monterey, San
Benito, and Santa Cruz counties, and addresses regional issues relating to transportation, economy,
community development, and environment. With regard to air quality planning, AMBAG has
prepared the 2040 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS),
a long-range transportation plan that uses growth forecasts to project trends for regional
population, housing and employment growth out to 2040 to identify regional transportation
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strategies to address mobility needs. These growth forecasts form the basis for the land use and
transportation control portions of the 2016 AQMP.
The employment growth forecasts in AMBAG’s 2040 MTP/SCS estimate that the number of jobs in
Salinas would be 76,294 in 2040, up 7,024 jobs from a job number of 67,270 in 2020. The project
would involve the development of 5.72 acres of the project site for use as a Public Works
Corporation Yard. The remainder of the site (approximately 7.53 acres) would be developed to
accommodate up to 131,202 square feet of light industrial/warehouse uses. As shown in Table 3,
using employee rates per square footage/acre for warehouse from the Employee Density Report
produced by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the proposed project
could result in approximately 288 employees.
Table 3

Commercial Employee Generation Rates

Land Use

Employee Rate

Warehouse
1

Other Retail/Services

Proposed Size

Total Employees

814/sf

130,332 sf

160

21.89/acre

5.72 acre

126

Total

286

Sf = square feet
1
The land use used in the SCAG study most applicable to a Corporation Yard use
Source: Table 12A (SCAG 2001).

This increase of 286 jobs would be within the AMBAG’s projected 2040 employment increase of
7,024 from 2020 for Salinas. Therefore, the project would not cause the area to exceed the regional
growth forecasts and would not conflict with the implementation of the AQMP. This impact would
be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

The project would result in temporary construction emissions, including removing the existing onsite paving, site preparation and grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating of
the proposed structures. Construction activities have the potential to generate fugitive dust (PM10)
through grading and from the exposure of soil to wind erosion and dust entrainment. In addition,
exhaust emissions associated with heavy construction equipment and worker vehicles would
potentially degrade regional air quality.
Long-term emissions associated with operational impacts would include emissions from natural gas
and electricity use for space and water heating and landscape maintenance equipment and
architectural coating associated with on-site development (area sources), and mobile emissions
from traffic generated by the project. Operational emissions could have the potential to exceed
MBARD significance thresholds and could potentially expose nearby sensitive receptors to pollution.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), MBARD’s approach for assessing cumulative
impacts is based on the AQMP forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in
accordance with the requirements of the federal and state Clean Air Acts. If the project’s emissions
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do not exceed the applicable MBARD threshold, then the project’s criteria pollutant emissions
would not be cumulatively considerable.

Construction
Table 4 summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions (lbs) of pollutants associated with
construction of the proposed project. As shown below, PM10 emissions would not exceed the
MBARD PM10 threshold. Because the project would not exceed MBARD thresholds, project
construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant, and
impacts would be less than significant.
Table 4

Construction Emissions (lbs/day)
Maximum
Daily Emissions

Significance
Threshold

Significant
Impact?

PM10

7.6

82

No

PM2.5

4.3

N/A

N/A

Pollutant

See Appendix A for CalEEMod worksheets.

Operational
Table 5 summarizes the project’s operational emissions by emission source (area, energy, and
mobile). As shown below, the emissions generated by operation of the proposed project would not
exceed MBARD thresholds for criteria pollutants. Therefore, the project would not contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. In addition, because criteria pollutant
emissions and regional thresholds are cumulative in nature, the project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants.
Table 5
Pollutant

Operational Emissions (lbs/day)
Maximum
Daily Emissions

Significance
Threshold

Significant
Impact?

ROG

4.3

137

No

NOx

3.2

137

No

CO

7.9

550

No

SOx

<0.1

150

No

PM10

3.0

82

No

PM2.5

0.8

N/A

N/A

See Appendix A for CalEEMod worksheets.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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c.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Toxic Air Contaminants
Construction
Construction-related activities would result in temporary project-generated emissions of diesel
particulate matter (DPM) exhaust emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site
preparation, grading, building construction, and other construction activities. DPM was identified as
a toxic air contaminant (TAC) by CARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of DPM
(discussed in the following paragraphs) outweighs the potential non-cancer health impacts
(CARB 2017b).
Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period.
Construction of the proposed project would occur over approximately 12 months. The dose to
which the receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a
function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of
exposure that person has with the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that
a longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the maximally exposed
individual. The risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a fixed exposure
occurs over a longer period of time. According to the California Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive
receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 70-year exposure period; however, such
assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project. Thus,
the duration of proposed construction activities (i.e., 12 months) is approximately 1.4 percent of the
total exposure period used for health risk calculation. Current models and methodologies for
conducting health-risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 30, and
70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction
activities, resulting in difficulties in producing accurate estimates of health risk (Bay Area Air Quality
Management District [BAAQMD] 2017).
The maximum PM10 and PM2.5 emissions would occur during site preparation and grading activities.
These activities would last for approximately two weeks. PM emissions would decrease for the
remaining construction period because construction activities such as building construction and
architectural coating would require less construction equipment. While the maximum DPM
emissions associated with site preparation and grading activities would only occur for a portion of
the overall construction period, these activities represent the worst-case condition for the total
construction period. This would represent less than 0.06 percent of the total exposure period for
health risk calculation. Therefore, given the aforementioned, DPM generated by project
construction is not expected to create conditions where the probability is greater than one in one
million of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual or to generate ground-level
concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs that exceed a hazard index greater than one for the
Maximally Exposed Individual. This impact would be less than significant.
Operation
A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO ambient air quality standard.
Localized CO hotspots can occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots
can be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local CO
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concentration exceeds the federal one-hour standard of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the federal
and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm (CARB 2016).
The MBARD is in conformance with state and federal CO standards, and most air quality monitoring
stations no longer report CO levels. No stations in the vicinity of the project site have monitored CO
since 2012. In 2012, the Salinas #3 station detected an 8-hour maximum CO concentration of
1.39 ppm, which is substantially below the state and federal standards (CARB 2019). The proposed
project would result in CO emissions of less than one pound per day, well below the 550 pounds per
day threshold. Based on the low background level of CO in the project area, improving vehicle
emissions standards for new cars in accordance with state and federal regulations, and the project’s
low level of operational CO emissions, the project would not create new hotspots or contribute
substantially to existing hotspots, and impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d.

Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting
a substantial number of people?

The CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) identifies
land uses associated with odor complaints, typically including:


Agriculture uses



Power plants



Auto body shops



Landfills



Manufacturing facilities



Chemical plants



Wastewater treatment plants



Truck stops

The proposed project involved the development of a Public Works Corporation Yard and a light
industrial/warehouse facility, which are not included in land uses typically associated with
objectionable odors. The operation of the Corporation Yard would provide vehicle and equipment
repair and other operations related to the maintenance of public facilities. Although these uses are
not typically associated with objectionable odors, odors from gasoline or vehicle repair equipment
could be noticeable in the immediate vicinity of the site. Typical sensitive land uses in CARB’s Air
Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) include residences,
schools, day care centers, playgrounds, and medical facilities. The nearest sensitive land uses are
single-family residences located approximately 1,200 feet from the project site. At this distance, due
to dispersion and attenuation, odors from the project site at sensitive receptors would be negligible.
Therefore, operation of the project would not generate odors that would affect a substantial
number of people.
Odors from construction activities are associated with construction equipment exhaust and the
application of asphalt and architectural coatings. Odors emitted from construction activities would
be temporary and cease upon completion of project construction. In addition, as with operation, the
nearest sensitive land uses are single-family residences located approximately 1,200 feet from the
project site, and at this distance, due to dispersion and attenuation, odor impacts would be
negligible. Therefore, impacts related to objectionable odors during construction or operation of the
project would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Biological Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

□

□

■

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state
or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

□

□

□

■

Would the project:

f.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
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Special-status species are those plants and animals: 1) listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for
listing as Threatened or Endangered by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
National Marine Fisheries Service under the Federal Endangered Species Act; 2) listed or proposed
for listing as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) under the California Endangered Species Act; 3) recognized as Species of Special Concern by
the CDFW; 4) afforded protection under Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or California Fish and Game
Code (CFGC); and 5) occurring on lists 1 and 2 of the CDFW California Rare Plant Rank system.
Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincon) biologists reviewed agency databases and relevant literature for
baseline information on special status species and other sensitive biological resources occurring or
potentially occurring at the project site and in the immediate surrounding area. The following
sources were reviewed for background information







CDFW California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (CDFW 2019a)
CDFW Special Animals List (CDFW 2019b) and Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens
List (CDFW 2017c)
CNPS Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (CNPS 2019)
USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC; USFWS 2017a)
USFWS Critical Habitat Portal (USFWS 2019b)
USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2019c)

Rincon biologists conducted a review of applicable sources listed above for recorded occurrences of
special status plant and wildlife taxa in the region prior to conducting a reconnaissance-level field
survey. For this review, the search included all occurrences within the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5minute topographic quadrangle encompassing the project site (Natividad), and the eight
surrounding quadrangles (Prunedale, San Juan Bautista, Hollister, Mount Harlan, Gonzales, Chualar,
Spreckels, and Salinas). Strictly marine species were excluded from further analysis given the
terrestrial nature of the project site.
Rincon compiled these sources into a list of regionally occurring special status plants and animals
and evaluated each species for potential to occur based on habitat conditions and proximity to
known occurrences. Rincon also reviewed the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (USFWS 2019c)
for potential aquatic resources, including jurisdictional waters of the United States or waters of the
State.
On August 28, 2019, a Rincon biologist conducted a reconnaissance-level survey of the project site
to document site conditions, assess the presence of on-site habitat(s), and evaluate the potential for
special-status species and other sensitive biological resources to occur on the project site. The site is
relatively flat, vacant, and partially developed with existing curb and gutter located along the
roadways surrounding the site, internal paved driveways, a shed structure, and overhead power
lines which are located across the property. The entire site has been graded and disturbed and
consists of ruderal vegetation cover that is regularly mowed. Ruderal species are plant species that
are typically the first species to establish disturbed lands. The ruderal plant community on the
project site is dominated by herbaceous non-native species, including English plantain (Plantago
lanceolata), statice (Limonium sp.), common mallow (Malva neglecta), and cut leaf plantain
(Plantago coronopus), with some Black mustard (Brassica nigra). There are also several mature
honey locust (Gleditsia triacanthos) trees scattered across the site.
Based on the species reported in the area in the aforementioned databases and datasets, and
habitat and species observations during the reconnaissance-level site visit, Rincon biologists
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determined that the following special-status species has potential to occur within or adjacent to the
project site:


Congdon’s tarplant (Centromadia parryi spp. congdonii)

Rincon biologists observed Congdon’s tarplant on the project site during the reconnaissance-level
site visit, confirming its presence on-site. The location of the population observed on-site is shown
on Figure 4.
Other species listed in the database search would not be expected to occur due to an absence of
suitable habitat or anthropogenic influences within or near the site. It should be noted that while
habitat on the project site does not support other specific special-status species that were
evaluated, the ruderal vegetation and trees could support various species of migratory nesting
birds. Examples of migratory nesting birds that could nest within this type of ruderal habitat include
Northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), Brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus).
a.

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

As described above, Congdon’s tarplant occurs on-site. Congdon’s tarplant is included on list 1B of
the CDFW California Rare Plant Rank system (CRPR). Typical habitat for Congdon’s tarplant consists
of valley and foothill grasslands with alkaline soils, which are sometimes described as heavy white
clay. However, the species is also known to occur on disturbed sites (Baldwin 2012), which is
characteristic of conditions on the project site. Because most of the project site is disturbed,
Congdon’s tarplant could occur throughout the site. Impacts to CRPR 1B plant species would only be
considered significant if the loss of individuals in the Plan Area represented a population-level
impact that resulted in a loss of, or risk to the entire regional population. Currently there are nine
(9) known occurrences in the Natividad and Salinas, California USGS 7.5‐minute topographic
quadrangles, including two with over 100,000 individuals, and one with over 200,000 individuals
observed. Currently, loss of Congdon’s tarplant observed during the site visit would not represent a
population level impact, and impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. However,
the size and status of Congdon’s tarplant in the project area and regional vicinity at the time of
future project development is unknown. Therefore, project specific impacts cannot be evaluated at
this time. Construction of the uses that would be allowed on the project site under the proposed
lease would require ground disturbance, including grading and excavation. Therefore, construction
of the proposed project could impact Congdon’s tarplant.
As discussed above, a number of migratory nesting bird species could also utilize the project site
during the nesting season. Construction activities could remove trees on the project site that may
be used as nest sites, as well as ruderal vegetation that may also contain nest sites. Thus,
construction activities could result in the direct take of the birds or their nests. Impacts to specialstatus species, including migratory nesting birds, may be considered significant under CEQA.
Potential impacts to Congdon’s tarplant and migratory nesting birds would be reduced to less than
significant with implementation of the following mitigation measures.
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Figure 4 Congdon’s Tarplant Population
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BIO-1

Pre-Disturbance Congdon’s Tarplant Survey and Mitigation Planting

Prior to commencement of ground disturbance required for project construction, a focused survey
for Congdon’s tarplant shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in areas of the project site where
the construction is to occur, as the site is developed in portions under the proposed lease. The
survey shall be conducted during the species’ blooming period (May to November), and findings of
the survey shall be submitted to the City of Salinas for review and approval.
If a population of Congdon’s tarplant is found within the planned construction area, mitigation for
the loss of individuals shall be conducted. Mitigation shall be achieved by establishing a new
population of Congdon’s tarplant in an area approved by the USFWS and CDFW. This area shall not
be developed and shall contain suitable habitat types for establishing a new population. Mitigation
shall be a 1:1 ratio (impact to mitigation) of plant establishment on an acreage basis.
Monitoring of the new mitigation population shall occur annually. Annual monitoring shall include
quantitative sampling of the Congdon’s tarplant population to determine the number of plants that
have germinated and set seed. This monitoring shall continue annually or until success criteria have
been met; once annual monitoring has documented that a self-sustaining population of this annual
species has been successfully established on site, this mitigation measure shall be determined to
have been met and the project applicant released from further responsibility.
Establishment of the plant population shall be subject to a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan.
To ensure the success of mitigation sites required for compensation of permanent impacts on
Congdon’s tarplant, the project applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to prepare a Habitat
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. The Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be submitted to
the City of Salinas for review and approval prior to the start of construction. The Habitat Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan shall include, at a minimum, the following information:











A summary of impacts to Condon’s tarplant and the proposed mitigation
A description of the location and boundaries of the mitigation site(s) and description of existing
site conditions
A description of any measures to be undertaken to enhance (e.g., through focused
management) the mitigation site for Congdon’s tarplant
Identification of an adequate funding mechanism for long-term management
A description of management and maintenance measures intended to maintain and enhance
habitat for the Congdon’s tarplant (e.g., weed control, fencing maintenance)
A description of Congdon’s tarplant monitoring measures on the mitigation site, including
specific, objective performance criteria, monitoring methods, data analysis, reporting
requirements, monitoring schedule, etc. Monitoring shall document compliance with each
element requiring habitat compensation or management. At a minimum, performance criteria
shall include a minimum 1:1 mitigation ratio for the number of plants in the impacted
population (at least one plant preserved for each plant impacted).
A contingency plan for mitigation elements that do not meet performance or final success
criteria within described periods; the plan shall include specific triggers for remediation if
performance criteria are not met and a description of the process by which remediation of
problems with the mitigation site (e.g., presence of noxious weeds) shall occur
A requirement that the project proponent shall be responsible for monitoring, as specified in
the Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, for at least three (3) years post-construction; during
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this period, annual reporting will be provided to the City’s Project Manager. At the request of
the CDFW or USFWS, the annual reporting shall also be provided to these agencies.
BIO-2

Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization Efforts

If project construction activities occur between February 15 and September 1, a qualified biologist
shall conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds no more than 14 days prior to construction.
If nests are found the qualified biologist shall establish an appropriate species-specific avoidance
buffer of sufficient size to prevent disturbance of the nest by project activity (up to 300 feet for
raptors, up to 150 feet for all other birds). The qualified biologist shall perform at least two hours of
pre-construction monitoring of the nest to characterize "typical" bird behavior. The qualified
biologist shall monitor the nesting birds and shall increase the buffer if it is determined the birds are
showing signs of unusual or distressed behavior associated with project activities. Atypical nesting
behaviors that may cause reproductive harm includes, but is not limited to, defensive flights,
vocalizations directed towards project personnel/activities, standing up from a brooding position,
and flying away from the nest. The qualified biologist should have authority, authority to order the
cessation of all project activities if the nesting birds exhibit atypical behavior which may cause
reproductive failure (nest abandonment and loss of eggs and/or young) until an appropriate buffer
is established. To prevent encroachment, the established buffer(s) should be clearly marked by high
visibility material. The established buffer(s) should remain in effect until the young have fledged as
confirmed by the qualified biologist.
The monitoring biologist, in consultation with the project manager shall determine the appropriate
protection for active nests on a case by case basis using the criteria described above.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
b.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

The CNDDB contains records of four sensitive natural communities within the area shown on the
U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle encompassing the project site
(Natividad), and the eight surrounding quadrangles. These communities include: Central Maritime
Chaparral; Coastal Brackish Marsh; Northern Coastal Salt Marsh; and Valley Needlegrass Grassland.
As described above, vegetation on the project site consists of non-native herbaceous forbs and
several scattered and isolated trees. Native grassland, such as Valley Needlegrass Grassland, do not
occur on the project site, nor does chaparral vegetation. There are no surface waters or shallow
groundwater expressions on or adjacent to the project site and associated riparian and marshland
vegetation does not occur within or adjacent to the project site. Scattered trees on the project site
do not constitute woodland. Ruderal vegetation cover, such as that found on the project site, is not
a sensitive natural community. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural communities.
NO IMPACT
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c.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

No wetlands or potentially jurisdictional features occur within the project site. The project site is not
part of a hydrological flow to a wetland area. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact
on State or federally protected wetlands.
NO IMPACT
d.

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Wildlife movement corridors are generally linear and consist of things such as coastlines, riverways
and riparian zones. Additionally, some wildlife species may move through certain corridors in
response to topography, such as a canyon through rugged mountains, or in response to its prey. The
project site is relatively flat and does not contain wildlife movement corridors. The site is not part of
a known migration route of wildlife species, and it is surrounded by existing development. As
described above, migratory nesting birds may nest on-site, but may also rest or forage on-site
during migration or breeding. However, the ruderal vegetation on-site is not unique, and removal of
vegetation for the proposed project would not substantially reduce the abundance of this type of
ruderal vegetation such that the migration of birds would be at risk. Impacts would be less than
significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
e.

Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Chapter 35 of the Salinas Municipal Code sets forth regulations and provisions pertaining to the
planting, maintenance, and removal of trees and shrubs in Salinas. According to Section 35-1 of the
Salinas Municipal Code, the City defines a heritage and/or landmark tree as 1) an oak tree that is at
least 24 inches in diameter at two feet above the ground surface; or 2) an oak tree that is visually
significant, historically significant, or exemplary in its species. Section 35-18 of the Salinas Municipal
Code prohibits the removal of heritage or landmark trees from City property unless approved by the
City’s Public Works Director. Heritage and landmark trees do not occur on the site, and the
proposed project would not require removal of heritage or landmark trees.
Pursuant to Section 35-9 of the Salinas Municipal Code, no person shall root-trim, trim, prune, plant,
injure, remove, or interfere with any tree, shrub or plant upon any street, parkway or alley in the
City without written permission from the City’s Public Works Director. The project site contains
several trees that grow within proximity to Mortensen Avenue. Removal of these trees, if required
for the proposed project, would be in conformance with the Salinas Municipal Code, as applicable.
The project site is in an industrial area. Section 35-4 of the Salinas Municipal Code states that
industrial areas shall not be planted unless a request is presented to the Director of Public Works.
Upon approval by the Director and the City Council, the request shall be granted. The proposed
project could include landscaping and planting and would be required to comply with Section 35-4
of the Salinas Municipal Code.
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There are no other ordinances or local policies protecting biological resources applicable to the
project site. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
f.

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

There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans applicable to the project site. The
proposed project would not conflict with such plans. There would be no impact.
NO IMPACT
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Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

□

□

□

■

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

□

■

□

□

c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

□

□

■

□

CEQA requires a lead agency determine whether a project may have a significant effect on historical
resources (Public Resources Code [PRC], Section 21084.1) and tribal cultural resources (PRC Section
21074 [a][1][A]-[B]). A historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for
listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), a resource included in a local
register of historical resources, or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or
manuscript that a lead agency determines to be historically significant (State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064.5[a][1-3]).
A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:
1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;
2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction,
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values;
or
4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. To the extent that resources
cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures are required (PRC, Section 21083.2[a], [b]).
PRC, Section 21083.2(g) defines a unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact,
object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it:
1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information;
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2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or
3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event
or person.
Rincon conducted a California Historical Resources Information System records search of the project
site as well as immediately surrounding areas and a review of the Sacred Lands File through the
California Native American Heritage Commission. Findings from the records search are discussed in
the analysis below.
a.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

The project site contains one standing structure consisting of an ancillary, prefabricated storage
shed placed on the property sometime in the 1940s. Although the structure is over 50 years old, it is
a temporary, prefabricated structure and therefore does not require evaluation as a potential
historical resource. No other built-environment resources are present on the project site, thus the
project would not impact historical resources.
NO IMPACT
b.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

A cultural resources records search conducted at the Northwest Information Center on September
3, 2019 failed to identify archaeological resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site.
Additionally, the project site is identified in an area of “low sensitivity” on the Monterey County
Archaeological Sensitivity Map (County of Monterey 2019). Although no archaeological resources
are known to exist on the project site, unanticipated discoveries during construction are always a
possibility and impacts to unknown archaeological sites are potentially significant. Mitigation is
required to reduce impacts to less than significant.
On August 30, 2019, the City of Salinas, pursuant to Public Resources 21080.3.1 and AB 52 sent via
certified mail notification letters to seven (7) California Native American Tribes that are traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the project site requesting to contact the City within 30-days of the
letter to schedule a tribal consultation. The letter was sent to the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of
Mission San Juan Batista, Amah Mutsen Tribal Band (two (2) letters), Coastanoan Rumsen Carmel
Tribe, Indian Canyon Mutsun Tribe of Coastanoan, Ohlone Coastanoan-Esselen Nation, Torres
Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, and the Xolon Salinan Tribe.
On September 23, 2019, Louise J. Miranda Ramirez, Tribal Chairwoman of the Ohlone/CostanoanEsselen Nation requested a tribal consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1.
On October 8, 2019, City staff held a tribal consultation on the proposed project at the Salinas
Permit Center with the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation. During the consultation, the
Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation requested that copies of all applicable archaeological reports
and surveys concerning the proposed project, including subsurface testing and presence/absence
testing should be provided to them for review. In addition, they requested that if any tribal cultural
resource is discovered on the project site, that a monitor from the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen
Nation should be provided. In response, staff provided copies of all applicable archaeological reports
and surveys concerning the proposed project. In addition, the proposed Mitigation Measures
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require that in the event that any tribal cultural resources should be located on the project site, that
a monitor from the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation shall be provided.
Additional requests for tribal consultation on the proposed project were not received on this
project.
Potential impacts regarding disturbing archaeological resources to a less than significant level with
implementation of the following mitigation measure.
CR-1

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources

If cultural resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work in the immediate
area shall halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards for archaeology (NPS 1983) shall be contacted immediately to evaluate the
find. If the discovery proves to be eligible for listing in the CRHR, additional work such as data
recovery excavation may be warranted. In the event the Archaeological Resources are determined
to be of Native American origin, Mitigation Measure TCR-1 shall be applicable as well.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
c.

Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No human remains are known to exist on the project site. However, the discovery of human remains
is always a possibility during ground-disturbing activities. If human remains are found, the State of
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until
the county coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the Monterey
County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the human remains are determined to be
prehistoric, the coroner will notify the NAHC, which will determine and notify a most likely
descendant (MLD). The MLD shall complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of being
granted access. With adherence to existing regulations, impacts to human remains would be less
than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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6

Energy
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?

□

□

■

□

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

□

□

■

□

Would the project:

Electricity
In 2018, California’s total electric generation was 285,488 Gigawatt hours (GWh), of which 194,842
GWh was produced in-state (CEC 2019). California’s non-CO2 emitting electric generation sources
accounted for more than 53 percent of the total in-State generation, which was down from 56
percent in 2017. Monterey County, the location of the proposed project, consumed approximately
2,488.0 GWh of electricity, or 0.9 percent of the electricity generated in California, in 2018 (CEC
2018a).
The proposed project would be provided electricity by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E and
Monterey Bay Community Power). Table 6 details the electricity consumption by sector in PG&E’s
service area. In 2018 PG&E provided approximately 27 percent of the total electricity generated in
California.
Table 6

Electricity Consumption in the PG&E Service Area in 2018

Agriculture
and Water
Pump

Commercial
Building

Commercial
Other

Industry

Mining and
Construction

Residential

Streetlight

Total Usage

5,735.1

26,650.0

4,195.1

10,344.7

1,567.3

27,964.8

318.6

79,775.7

Notes: Usage expressed in GWh
Source: CEC 2018b, http://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbyutil.aspx

Natural Gas
Natural gas forms a third of energy commodities consumed in California and consumers fall into
four sectors: residential, commercial, industrial, and electric power generation (EIA 2018a). In 2018,
California consumed about 12,638 million U.S. therms (Mthm), or about 1,270 trillion Btu, of natural
gas (CEC 2018c).
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The proposed project would be provided natural gas by PG&E. Table 7 details the natural gas
consumption by sector in PG&E’s service area. In 2018 PG&E provided approximately 38 percent of
the total natural gas and generated in California.
Table 7

Natural Gas Consumption in PG&E Service Area in 2018

Agriculture
and Water
Pump

Commercial
Building

Commercial
Other

Industry

Mining and
Construction

Residential

Total Usage

37.2

899.1

59.0

1,776.0

190.2

1,832.8

4,794.4

Notes: Usage expressed in MMThm
Source: CEC 2018d, http://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbyutil.aspx

Petroleum
In 2017, approximately 40 percent of the state’s energy consumption was used for transportation
activities (EIA 2018b). Californians presently consume over 19 billion gallons of motor vehicle fuels
per year (CEC 2018e). Though California’s population and economy are expected to grow, gasoline
demand is projected to decline from roughly 15.8 billion gallons in 2017 to between 12.3 billion and
12.7 billion gallons in 2030, a 20 percent to 22 percent reduction. This decline comes in response to
both increasing vehicle electrification and higher fuel economy for new gasoline vehicles
(CEC 2018d).
a.

Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Construction Energy Demand
During project construction, petroleum-based fuels would be used for construction vehicles and
equipment on the project site, construction workers’ travel to and from the project site, and
vehicles used to deliver materials to the site. The project would involve demolition of existing
asphalt; site preparation and grading; pavement and asphalt installation; building construction;
architectural coating; and installation of landscaping and hardscaping.
The total consumption of gasoline and diesel fuel during project construction was estimated using
the assumptions and factors from CalEEMod used to estimate construction air emissions in the air
quality analysis (Appendix A). Table 8 presents the estimated construction phase energy
consumption, indicating construction equipment, vendor trips, and worker trips would consume
approximately 59,720 gallons of diesel fuel over the project construction period.
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Table 8

Estimated Fuel Consumption during Construction

Fuel Type

Gallons of Fuel

Diesel Fuel (Construction Equipment)
Other Petroleum Fuel (Worker Trips)

1,2

3

Total

4

MMBtu

44,069.1

5,617.2

15,651.0

1,718.3

59,720.1

7,335.5

1

Fuel demand rate for construction equipment is derived from the total hours of operation, the equipment’s horse power, and the
equipment’s fuel usage per horse power per hour of operation, which are taken from CalEEMod outputs (see Appendix A). Fuel
consumed for construction equipment is assumed to be diesel fuel.
2
Fuel demand rates for hauling and vendor trips (cut material imports) are derived from hauling and vendor trip number, hauling and
vendor trip length, and hauling and vendor vehicle class from “Trips and VMT” Table contained in Section 3.0, Construction Detail, of
the CalEEMod results (see Appendix A). The fuel economy for hauling and vendor trip vehicles is derived from the United States
Department of Transportation (DOT 2018). Fuel consumed for hauling trucks is assumed to be diesel fuel.
3
The fuel economy for worker trip vehicles is derived from derived from U.S. Department of Transportation National Transportation
Statistics (24 mpg) (DOT 2018). Fuel consumed for worker trips is assumed to be gasoline fuel.
4
CaRFG CA-GREET 2.0 fuel specification of 109,786 Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption for worker
trips specified above (California Air Resources Board [CARB] 2015a). Low-sulfur Diesel CA-GREET 2.0 fuel specification of 127,464
Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption for construction equipment specified above (CARB 2015). Due
to rounding, numbers may not add up precisely to the totals indicated.

Construction activity and associated fuel consumption and energy use would be temporary and
typical for construction sites. It is also reasonable to assume that contractors would avoid wasteful,
inefficient, and unnecessary fuel consumption during construction to control construction costs.
Therefore, the project would not involve the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy
during construction, and the construction-phase impact related to energy consumption would be
less than significant.

Operational Energy Demand
Operation of the project would result in energy demand from electricity and natural gas
consumption for heating and cooling systems, lighting, appliances, water use, and the overall
operation of the Public Works Corporation Yard and light industrial/warehouse facility. In addition,
energy demand from gasoline consumption would be attributed to the daily trips from workers and
people traveling to and from the project site. The estimated number of daily trips is used to
determine the energy consumption associated with fuel use from the operation of the project.
Table 9 shows the estimated total annual fuel consumption associated with the additional vehicle
trips.
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Table 9

Estimated Project Transportation Energy Consumption
Percent of
2
Vehicle Trips

Total Annual Fuel Consumption
3
(gallons)

Total Fuel Consumption
5
(MMBtu)

Passenger Cars

54.4

25,125.5

2,864.3

Light/Medium Trucks

36.6

22,581.4

2,574.3

Heavy Trucks/Other

8.3

13,625.0

4

1,553.2

Motorcycles

0.8

263.2

5

30.0

Vehicle Type

Total

1

100.0

61,595.06

67,021.8

1

Vehicle classes provided in CalEEMod do not correspond exactly to vehicle classes in DOT fuel consumption data, except for
motorcycles. Therefore, it was assumed that passenger cars correspond to the light-duty, short-base vehicle class, light/medium trucks
correspond to the light-duty long-base vehicle class, and heavy trucks/other correspond to the single unit, 2-axle 6-tire or more class.
2

Percent of vehicle trips from Table 4.4 “Fleet Mix” in CalEEMod output (see Appendix A).

3

Total fuel consumption is based on the mitigated annual VMT found in Table 4.2 in CalEEMod output (see Appendix A) and on average
fuel economy provided by CARB (CARB 2015b)
4

Heavy Trucks/Other consumes diesel fuel

5

CaRFG fuel specification of 109,786 Btu/gallon used to identify conversion rate for fuel energy consumption for vehicle classes specified
above (CARB 2015a).
Notes: Totals may not add up due to rounding.

As shown in Table 9, vehicles associated with the operation of the project would consume
approximately 61,595 gallons of fuel, or 7,021.8 MMBtu, each year under the most conservative
estimate. The fuel consumed by the project would be typical of general light industrial projects.
Project operation would consume approximately 0.53 GWh of electricity per year (Appendix A). As
mentioned, the project would be served by PG&E which provided 79,775 GWh of electricity in 2018
(CEC 2018b). The project would only consume approximately 0.07 percent of PG&E’s electricity
provided in 2018. Therefore, PG&E would have sufficient supplies for the project. Operation of the
project would also consume approximately 0.006 MMThm of natural gas per year (Appendix A).
Natural gas would also be provided by PG&E, which provided 4,794 MMThm of natural gas to its
service area in 2018. (CEC 2018c). The project would only consume approximately 0.0001 percent of
PG&E’s natural gas provided in 2018; therefore, PG&E would have sufficient supplies to serve the
project.
The project would comply with standards set in California Building Code (CBC) Title 24, which would
minimize the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during
operation. California’s Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen; California Code of Regulations,
Title 24, Part 11) requires implementation of energy efficient light fixtures and building materials
into the design of new construction projects. Furthermore, the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards (CBC Title 24, Part 6) requires newly constructed buildings to meet energy performance
standards set by the Energy Commission. As the name implies, these standards are specifically
crafted for new buildings to result in energy efficient performance, so the buildings do not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. The standards are updated every three
years and each iteration is more energy efficient than the previous standards. For example,
according to the CEC, residences built with the 2019 standards will use about seven percent less
energy due to energy efficiency measures versus those built under the 2016 standards, or 53
percent less energy with rooftop solar, and nonresidential buildings will use about 30 percent less
energy due mainly to lighting upgrades (CEC 2018f). Furthermore, the project would continue to
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reduce its use of nonrenewable energy resources as the electricity generated by renewable
resources provided by PG&E continues to increase to comply with state requirements through
Senate Bill 100, which requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible
renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100
percent by 2045.
In conclusion, construction of the project would be temporary and typical of similar projects, and
not result in wasteful use energy. Project operation would increase energy use on the site compared
to existing conditions. However, the energy use would be in conformance with the latest version of
California’s Green Building Standards Code and the Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
Additionally, PG&E has sufficient supplies to serve the project. Therefore, the project would not
result in wasteful or unnecessary energy consumption, and impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

As previously mentioned, the project would comply with California’s Green Building Standards Code
and the Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which contain energy efficiency requirements. The City
of Salinas does not have an adopted Climate Action Pan (CAP) that includes energy reduction
strategies and policies. However, the City’s Conservation/Open Space Element in the General Plan
contains policies which seek to encourage energy conservation. Table 10 includes a consistency
analysis with policies that are applicable to the proposed project.
Table 10 General Plan Energy Policy Consistency Analysis
Applicable Policies

Consistent?

Policy COS-8.1: Enforce State Title 24 building construction requirements

Yes; the project would comply with Title
24.

Policy COS-8.2: Apply standards that promote energy conservation in new
and existing development

Yes; the project would comply with
California’s Green Building Standards code
which includes energy conservation
measures.

As shown in Table 10, the project would not conflict with the two applicable policies in the City’s
General Plan. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct a local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency and impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Geology and Soils
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault?

□

□

□

■

2.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

□

□

□

■

3.

Seismic-related ground
including liquefaction?

□

□

□

■

4.

Landslides?

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

□

■

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or
indirect risks to life or property?

□

□

■

□

e. Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

□

□

□

■

□

■

□

□

Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1.

f.

failure,

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
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a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?
a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?
c.

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

The nearest Alquist-Priolo fault zone is associated with the San Andreas Fault, located
approximately 13 miles northeast of the project site (USGS 2019). While no faults have been
mapped within the city itself, the city and surrounding areas could still experience damage from
earthquakes and the project site is in a zone of moderate seismic hazards (City of Salinas 2002). The
City’s General Plan (2002) includes goals and policies meant to address earthquake risk in the city,
including the following:
Goal S-4

Reduce the risk to the community from seismic activity, geologic conditions, flooding,
and other natural hazards.

Policy S-4.1

During the review of development proposals, investigate and mitigate geologic
and seismic hazards, or require that development be located away from such
hazards, in order to preserve life and protect property.

Policy S-4.6

Ensure that all development and reuse/revitalization projects are developed in
accordance with the most recent Uniform Fire Code requirements.

The City primarily experiences earthquake hazards in the form of liquefaction, due to recently
deposited sands and silts in areas of high groundwater levels (City of Salinas 2002). The liquefaction
susceptibility is mapped as low for the project site and surrounding area (Monterey County 2019).
The site is relatively flat and is not within a mapped landslide area; therefore, there is a very low
potential for landslides on the site (DOC 2015).
The project site would be occupied by future employees, but would not provide housing for any
new residents. The risk is very low for injury or death to occur from any of the hazards associated
with surface rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or the effects of project construction
on the site. The project would be constructed in compliance with the California Building Code and
City of Salinas Code of Ordinances, as applicable, which include seismic safety standards.
Because the project site is not within a designated fault zone, near a mapped fault line, in a high
liquefaction susceptibility area, or in a landslide area, construction and operation of the project
would cause no impact related to seismic hazards.
NO IMPACT
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b.

Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Grading and site preparation associated with project construction can result in erosion and loss of
topsoil. Because the project would disturb more than one acre of land, it would be required to
obtain coverage under the statewide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity Construction
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ (Construction General Permit), administered by the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, describes how
coverage under the NPDES Permit would require implementation of a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and various best management practices (BMP) to reduce erosion and loss
of topsoil during site construction. The City of Salinas Code of Ordinances Section 29-15 provides
direction concerning erosion control, including keeping debris and dirt out of the city’s storm drain
system during construction, requiring submittal of a SWPPP, and requiring low impact development
strategies or structural treatment control BMPs. Compliance with the NPDES permit and identified
BMPs and with appropriate sections of the Salinas Grading Code of Ordinances would ensure
impacts from erosion would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d.

Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Expansive soils have the potential to cause damage to structures through soil movement as the soil
changes volume in response to changes in the water content. The project site is underlain by
Antioch very fine sandy loam soil, which is moderately expansive, as it has a moderate shrink-swell
potential (NRCS 2019). The City of Salinas General Plan does not identify any expansive soils within
the city (City of Salinas 2002). The City of Salinas Code of Ordinances requires a soils report that
identifies and proposes mitigation for critically expansive soils (Section 31-402.5[b]). Project
construction would comply with the California Building Code and City of Salinas Code of Ordinances,
as applicable, which would ensure construction on potentially expansive soils is designed to
withstand potential soil movement. Therefore, potential impacts from expansive soils would be less
than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
e.

Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Proposed structures on the project site would connect to the municipal wastewater system as
needed. The project would not require septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.
Therefore, no impacts would occur.
NO IMPACT
f.

Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?

The paleontological sensitivity of the geologic units that underlie the project site was evaluated
using the results of the paleontological locality search and review of existing information in the
scientific literature concerning known fossils within those geologic units. Rincon examined fossil
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collections records from the University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) online
database, which contains known fossil localities in Monterey County.
Following the literature review and museum record search, a paleontological sensitivity
classification was assigned to the geologic units within the project site. The potential for impacts to
significant paleontological resources is based on the potential for ground disturbance to directly
impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units. The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP)
(2010) has developed a system for assessing paleontological sensitivity and describes sedimentary
rock units as having high, low, undetermined, or no potential for containing scientifically significant
nonrenewable paleontological resources. This criterion is based on rock units within which
vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils have been determined by previous studies to be
present or likely to be present.
The proposed project is situated in the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province, one of eleven major
provinces in California (California Geological Survey 2002). A geomorphic province is a region of
unique topography and geology that is distinguished from other regions based on its landforms and
geologic history. The Coast Ranges province is bounded to the east by the Central Valley, to the
northeast by the Klamath Mountains, to the south by the Transverse Ranges, and to the west by the
Pacific Ocean. According to geologic mapping by Dibblee and Minch (2007), the project site is
entirely underlain by younger Quaternary alluvium (Qa). These Holocene sediments consist of
weakly-consolidated, pale yellowish-brown to dark reddish-brown alluvial gravel, sand, and silt
derived from valley areas and floodplains (Dibblee and Minch 2007; Durham 1974). Intact Holocene
alluvial deposits in the project site are too young to preserve paleontological resources; however, at
moderate depth (approximately 10 feet below ground surface), the Holocene sediments may grade
downward into older deposits of Pleistocene age (Qoa) that could preserve fossil remains.
Pleistocene deposits have a well-documented record of abundant and diverse vertebrate fauna
throughout California, including Monterey County.
A search of the paleontological locality records at the UCMP resulted in no previously recorded
fossil localities in the project site; however, several vertebrate and invertebrate localities have been
recorded nearby in similar deposits. The UCMP has records of seventeen fossil specimens from
Pleistocene-aged sediments in Monterey County. The closest of these include a camel (Camelops)
recovered from Moss Landing and oysters (Osteria) from Elkhorn Slough, just northwest of Salinas
(UCMP 2019). Other Pleistocene-aged fossils recovered from Monterey County are horses (Equus),
ground sloth (Glossotherium), and bison (Bison), among others (Hoppe et al. 2003; UCMP 2019).
Depth of recovery is unreported for any of these localities.
Consistent with SVP (2010) guidelines, Rincon determined the paleontological sensitivity of the
project site based on a literature review and museum locality search. Holocene sedimentary
deposits, particularly those younger than 5,000 years old, are generally too young to contain
fossilized material. Therefore, the Holocene alluvial deposits mapped at the surface of the project
site have been assigned a low paleontological sensitivity.
Project ground disturbance would be minimal as there are no subterranean components associated
with the proposed industrial development. Given that the fossiliferous deposits may occur at
greater depths than anticipated project disturbance, the potential for encountering fossil resources
during project-related ground disturbance is low and impacts to paleontological resources are not
anticipated.
Further paleontological resources work is not recommended at this time; however, unanticipated
discoveries during ground-disturbing activities are possible. Therefore, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 is
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required in the case of unanticipated fossil discoveries during excavation associated with the
proposed industrial development. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would apply to all phases of project
construction and would ensure that potential impacts to paleontological resources would be less
than significant by providing for the recovery, identification and curation of previously unrecovered
fossils.

Mitigation Measure
GEO-1

Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources

In the event an unanticipated fossil discovery is made during the course of project development,
then in accordance with SVP (2010) guidelines, it is the responsibility of any worker who observes
fossils within the project site to stop work in the immediate vicinity of the find and notify a qualified
professional paleontologist who shall be retained to evaluate the discovery, determine its
significance and if additional mitigation or treatment is warranted. Work in the area of the discovery
will resume once the find is properly documented and authorization is given to resume construction
work. Any significant paleontological resources found during construction monitoring shall be
prepared, identified, analyzed, and permanently curated in an approved regional museum
repository.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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8

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period. The term climate change is often used interchangeably with the
term global warming, but climate change is preferred to global warming because it helps convey
that there are other changes in addition to rising temperatures. The baseline against which these
changes are measured originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have
occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages. The global climate is continuously changing,
as evidenced by repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic
record. The rate of change has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring
over the course of thousands of years. The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of
incremental warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe. However, scientists have
observed acceleration in the rate of warming during the past 150 years. According to the United
Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the understanding of anthropogenic
warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a high confidence (95 percent or greater
chance) that the global average net effect of human activities has been the dominant cause of
warming since the mid-twentieth century (IPCC 2014).
Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the atmosphere are called greenhouse gases
(GHGs). The gases that are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced climate
change include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides (N2O), fluorinated gases such as
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). Water vapor
is excluded from the list of GHGs because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric
concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation.
GHGs are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of
fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices
and landfills. Observations of CO2 concentrations, globally averaged temperature, and sea level rise
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are generally well within the range of the extent of the earlier IPCC projections. The recently
observed increases in CH4 and N2O concentrations are smaller than those assumed in the scenarios
in the previous assessments. Each IPCC assessment has used new projections of future climate
change that have become more detailed as the models have become more advanced.
Man-made GHGs, many of which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, include
fluorinated gases and SF6 (California Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA] 2006). Different
types of GHGs have varying global warming potentials (GWPs). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of
a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).
Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the
amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as “carbon dioxide
equivalent” (CO2e), and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. CO2 has a 100-year
GWP of one. By contrast, CH4 has a GWP of 25, meaning its global warming effect is 25 times greater
than carbon dioxide on a molecule per molecule basis (IPCC 2007).
The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without the
natural heat trapping effect of GHGs, Earth’s average temperature would be near 0°F (NASA 1998).
However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil
fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in
the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.
The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly
influence climate change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute
incrementally to cumulative effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a
project are limited. The issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s
contribution towards an impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]).

California Regulations
CARB is responsible for the coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution control
programs in California. California has numerous regulations aimed at reducing the state’s GHG
emissions. A few of these initiatives are highlighted below.
California’s major initiative for reducing GHG emissions is outlined in Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the
California Global Warming solutions Act of 2006, signed into law in 2006. AB 32 codifies the
statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (essentially a 15 percent reduction
below 2005 levels, the same requirement as under S-3-05) and requires CARB to prepare a Scoping
Plan that outlines the main state strategies for reducing GHGs to meet the 2020 deadline. In
addition, AB 32 requires CARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of
statewide GHG emissions.
After completing a comprehensive review and update process, CARB approved a 1990 statewide
GHG level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT CO2e. The Scoping Plan was approved by CARB on December
11, 2008 and included measures to address GHG emission reduction strategies related to energy
efficiency, water use, and recycling and solid waste, among other measures. Many of the GHG
reduction measures included in the Scoping Plan (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Advanced Clean
Car standards, and Cap-and-Trade) have been adopted since approval of the Scoping Plan.
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On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) into law, extending AB 32 by
requiring the State to further reduce GHGs to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other
provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping
Plan, which provides a framework for achieving the 2030 target. The 2017 Scoping Plan relies on the
continuation and expansion of existing policies and regulations, such as the Cap-and-Trade Program,
as well as implementation of recently adopted policies such as SB 350 and SB 1383. The 2017
Scoping Plan also puts an increased emphasis on innovation, adoption of existing technology, and
strategic investment to support its strategies. As with the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, the 2017
Scoping Plan does not provide project-level thresholds for land use development. Instead, it
recommends that local governments adopt policies and locally-appropriate quantitative thresholds
consistent with a statewide per capita goal of six metric tons (MT) of CO2e by 2030 and two MT of
CO2e by 2050 (CARB 2017c). As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, these goals may be appropriate for
plan-level analyses (city, county, subregional, or regional level), but not for specific individual
projects because they include all emissions sectors in the State.
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is an environmental
issue that requires analysis in CEQA documents. In March 2010, the California Resources Agency
adopted amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or
the effects of GHG emissions. The adopted guidelines give lead agencies the discretion to set
quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and mitigation of GHGs and climate
change impacts.
Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in August 2008, enhances the state’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by
directing CARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets to be achieved from passenger
vehicles for 2020 and 2035. In addition, SB 375 directs each of the state’s 18 major Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPO) to prepare a sustainable communities strategy (SCS) that contains a
growth strategy to meet these emission targets for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). On September 23, 2010, CARB adopted final regional targets for reducing GHG emissions
from 2005 levels by 2020 and 2035.
For more information on the Senate and Assembly Bills, Executive Orders, and reports discussed
above, and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the following websites:
www.climatechange.ca.gov and www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm.

City of Salinas Greenhouse Gas Inventory
AMBAG has assisted the City of Salinas in the preparation of GHG emissions baseline inventories. In
2011, AMBAG produced the City of Salinas Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory 2005 Baseline
Report which provides data on the City’s 2005 emissions baseline volumes generated by community
activities (i.e. land use development) and by municipal operations. Total 2005 GHG emissions were
estimated at 804,444 MT CO2e. Emissions from commercial and industrial development were
estimated at 271,143 MT CO2e. The commercial and industrial emissions include only those related
to the consumption of electricity and natural gas and do not include emissions from associated
transportation or waste disposal/management.

Significance Thresholds
The vast majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly
influence climate change. However, project emissions can contribute incrementally to cumulative
effects which are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited. Thus,
the issue of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards
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an impact is cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable means the incremental effects of
an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]).
Neither the State, MBARD, or the City of Salinas has adopted GHG emissions thresholds. The 2017
Scoping Plan does not provide specific guidance to local jurisdictions for determining the amount of
emission reductions to be achieved from land use plans or projects. Instead, it recommends that
local governments adopt policies and locally-appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with a
statewide per capita goal of six MT CO2e by 2030 and two MT CO2e by 2050 (CARB 2017c). Salinas
does not have a GHG emissions reduction plan and MBARD has not provided quantitative thresholds
to evaluate GHG impacts associated with land use projects.
As identified in Section 15064.7(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency may consider
thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or
recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds is
supported by substantial evidence. Land use projects in Monterey County have used the
quantitative thresholds established by San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District
(SLOAPCD) to assess GHG impacts (County of Monterey 2015). In April 2012, SLOAPCD, whose
jurisdiction is adjacent to MBARD to the south, adopted quantitative thresholds for GHG emissions
for most land use projects (SLOAPCD 2012). The SLOAPCD CEQA Handbook includes a bright-line
threshold of 1,150 MT of CO2e, as well as an efficiency threshold of 4.9 MT of CO2e per service
population (SP) per year (service population = number of residents + employees). The most
appropriate threshold available to evaluate potential GHG emissions impacts is SLOAPCD’s adopted
efficiency threshold of 4.9 MT of CO2e per service population per year. SLOAPCD’s supporting
evidence for the efficiency threshold states that it is appropriate for large projects because it
reflects the consistency of highly efficient large projects with the state’s GHG reduction targets
despite such projects’ relatively high mass emissions (SLOAPCD 2012). Because the efficiency metric
is tied to ensuring every resident and employee does his or her fair share to achieve statewide GHG
reduction targets, it is appropriate for use anywhere in the state, and not just in the region within
SLOAPCD’s jurisdiction.
SLOAPCD designed its efficiency threshold to achieve consistency with the 2020 target set by AB 32
and has not yet updated this threshold to achieve consistency with the 2030 target set by SB 32.
However, using the same methodology SLOAPCD used to derive the 2020 target results in a
threshold of 2.8 MT CO2e per service population per year in 2030. In the absence of an updated
threshold, the SLOAPCD efficiency threshold as updated for 2030 is the appropriate threshold to use
in evaluating the significance of the proposed project’s GHG emissions. This threshold ensures that
the future employees do their fair share to help their local region help California meet its statewide
2030 GHG emissions reduction target. In addition, project per capita emissions, which primarily
result from vehicle trips, would continue to decrease over time due to implementation and
expansion of statewide policies, regulations, and programs, such as fuel efficiency standards,
renewable energy requirements for utility providers, and incentive programs to support hybrid and
electric vehicle adoption. Therefore, the GHG efficiency threshold of 2.8 MT CO2e per service
population per year for 2030 is applied to projected development under the project. Emissions
greater than 2.8 MT CO2e per service population per year may conflict with substantial progress
toward GHG reduction targets, and the project’s cumulative contribution of emissions would be
considered cumulatively considerable. As the project is estimated to be operational in 2022, using
the 2030 target as a significance threshold is conservative.
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Methodology
GHG emissions for project construction and operation were calculated using CalEEMod, Version
2016.3.2. The model calculates emissions of the following GHGs: CO2, N2O, and CH4, reported as
CO2e. The calculation methodology and input data used in CalEEMod can be found in the CalEEMod
User’s Guide Appendices A, D, and E (CAPCOA 2017). The input data and subsequent construction
and operation GHG emission estimates for the proposed project are discussed below. CalEEMod
output files for the project are included in Appendix A to this report.
For the purposes of the GHG analysis, only mobile trips from the project’s new warehouse uses
were included in the model. Per the project’s TIA, the public works yard is only a relocation (i.e.,
existing trips from the public works yard would be relocated from its current location to the project
site). In terms of the global impact of GHG emissions, these trips would remain the same as
currently exist and are therefore not included in the model as new trips.
Electricity emissions are calculated by multiplying the energy use times the carbon intensity of the
utility district per kilowatt hour (CAPCOA 2017). The project would be served by PG&E. Therefore,
PG&E’s specific energy intensity factors (i.e., the amount of CO2, CH4, and N2O per kilowatt-hour)
are used in the calculations of GHG emissions. The energy intensity factors included in CalEEMod are
based on 2009 data by default at which time PG&E had only achieved a 14.1 percent procurement
of renewable energy (CPUC 2011). Per SB 100, the statewide Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)
Program requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy
sources to 60 percent by 2030. To account for the continuing effects of the RPS, the energy intensity
factors included in CalEEMod were reduced based on the percentage of renewables reported by
PG&E.
a.

Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Construction Emissions
It was assumed that construction activity would begin in May 2020 with completion by December
2021. As shown in Table 11, construction activity for the project would generate an estimated
636 MT CO2e. When amortized over a 30-year period, construction of the project would generate
approximately 21 MT CO2e per year.
Table 11 Estimated Construction GHG Emissions
1

Year

Project Emissions (MT/yr CO2e)

Total

635.9

Total Amortized over 30 Years
1

21.2

CalEEMod construction default periods were utilized.

See Appendix A for CalEEMod worksheets.

Operational and Total Project Emissions
Table 12 combines the construction and operational GHG emissions associated with development of
the project. As shown, annual emissions from the proposed project would be approximately
790.5 MT CO2e. Taking into account the project’s service population of 286 employees (see Table 3
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for methodology), the project would result in 2.8 MT CO2e per service population per year. These
emissions would not exceed the 2.8 MT CO2e per service population per year threshold. Therefore,
the project’s GHG emissions would have a less than significant impact.
Table 12 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases
Emission Source

Annual Emissions
MT CO2e

Construction

21.2

Operational
Area
Energy
Solid Waste
Water

<0.1
130.2
68.3
78.0

Mobile
CO2 and CH4
N2O

487.1
5.7

Total Emissions

790.5

Service Population (employees)

286

Emissions per Service Population (MT CO2e/SP/year)

2.8

Project-specific Efficiency Threshold

2.8

Exceeds Threshold?

No

1

See Appendix A for CalEEMod results and N2O mobile emissions modeling.
1

Emissions greater than 2.8 MT CO2e per service population per year may conflict with substantial progress toward GHG reduction
targets; as the project does not exceed this number, it would not exceed the threshold.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The City of Salinas or any regional agency has not prepared a qualified GHG reduction plan that is
applicable to the proposed project. In addition, the City’s current General Plan does not contain
policies adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

AMBAG 2040 MTP/SCS
The AMBAG 2040 MTP/SCS was created to outline a growth strategy to meet GHG emission
reduction targets to be achieved from passenger vehicles by 2020 and 2035. This is through an SCS
land use development pattern that complements the proposed transportation network which
emphasizes multimodal system enhancements, system preservation, and improved access to high
quality transit. The focus of the multimodal system and transit strategy is on urbanized areas, which
are better suited to alternative modes of transportation, as opposed to agriculture and the rural,
spread out nature of agricultural land use. The proposed project is located adjacent to the Salinas
Municipal Airport within the urbanized area in the City with existing transportation infrastructure
serving the site. In addition, as discussed in Section 3, Air Quality, the project would not exceed the
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population growth assumptions and would not inhibit the measures identified in the 2040 MTP/SCS
to meet AMBAG’s required targets from being implemented. Therefore, the project would not
conflict with the AMBAG 2040 MTP/SCS.

2017 Scoping Plan and EO B-55-18
The 2017 Scoping Plan outlines a pathway to achieving the reduction targets set under SB 32, which
is considered an interim target toward meeting the State’s long-term 2045 goal established by EO B55-18. The project would impede substantial progress toward meeting the SB 32 and EO B-55-18
targets if per service person GHG emissions exceeded the locally-appropriate efficiency threshold.
As discussed under checklist item a, the project’s GHG emissions would not exceed the efficiency
threshold. As a result, the project would not conflict with the reduction targets of 2017 Scoping Plan
and EO B-55-18.
The 2017 Scoping Plan also provides policies and outlines a pathway to achieving the reduction
targets set under SB 32. Many strategies in the Scoping Plan are not applicable to specific projectlevel applications. Table 13 highlights the Scoping Plan measures applicable to the proposed project.
Table 13 Project Consistency with Applicable Scoping Plan GHG Emission Reduction
Strategies
Measure

Consistent?

Implement SB 350 and increase
renewable energy production

Yes; the project would not interfere with the goal to increase renewable
energy production in the State. The project is not located on land slated for
renewable energy production. Therefore, the project would not inhibit
implementation of this measure, and would be consistent with the measure.

Implement Mobile Source Strategy
(Cleaner Technology and Fuels)

Yes; the project would not interfere with the State-level program increasing
the number of clean energy vehicles and improving fuels. Therefore, the
project would not inhibit implementation of this measure, and would be
consistent with the measure.

Increase stringency of SB 375
Sustainable Communities Strategy

Yes; the proposed project would not exceed the growth assumptions used in
AMBAG’s 2040 MTP/SCS. Therefore, the project would not inhibit
implementation of this measure, and would be consistent with the measure.

By 2019, adjust performance
measures used to select and design
transportation facilities

Yes; the project does not include new transportation facilities. Therefore, the
project would not inhibit implementation of this measure, and would be
consistent with the measure.

Implement the Sustainable Freight
Action Plan

Yes; the project does not involve or impact any rail lines or freight activity.
Therefore, the project would not inhibit implementation of this measure, and
would be consistent with the measure.

Adopt a Low Carbon Fuel Standard

Yes; the project would not interfere with this State-level program. Vehicles
accessing the site would use current fuel standards. Therefore, the project
would not inhibit implementation of this measure, and would be consistent
with the measure.

Implement the Short-Lived Climate
Pollutant Strategy

Yes; this strategy is meant to result in a 40 percent reduction below 2013 levels
by 2030 of short-lived GHG pollutants (e.g., methane and HFCs). This strategy
focuses on specific sources and sinks of these GHGs, such as livestock, landfills,
wastewater, and oil and gas sectors, which would not be applicable to the
anticipated uses of the site. In addition, while the proposed project does
involve source emissions of short-lived GHG pollutants (e.g., methane), the
project would comply with GHG reduction targets of 2030 as shown in
Table 12. Therefore, the project would not inhibit implementation of this
measure, and would be consistent with the strategy.
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Consistent?

Develop regulations and programs to
support organic waste landfill
reduction goals

Yes; the project would not interfere with organic landfill goals. Therefore, the
project would not inhibit implementation of this measure, and would be
consistent with the measure.

Implement the post-2020 Cap-andTrade Program

Yes; the project would not interfere with implementing the post-2020 Capand-Trade Program. Therefore, the project would not inhibit implementation
of this measure, and would be consistent with the measure.

By 2018 develop Integrated Natural
and Working Lands Implementation
Plan

Yes; the project would not involve the development of an area which stores
significant amounts of carbon. The project would also not interfere with the
implementation of the Plan. Therefore, the project would not inhibit
implementation of this measure, and would be consistent with the measure.

Implement Forest Carbon Plan

Yes; the project is not located in a forest. Therefore, the project would not
inhibit implementation of this measure, and would be consistent with the
measure.

Identify and expand funding and
financing mechanisms to support
GHG reductions

Yes; the project would not interfere with funding GHG reductions. Therefore,
the project would not inhibit implementation of this measure, and would be
consistent with the measure.

Source: CARB 2017

As outlined in Table 13, the project would not conflict with applicable state plans, policies or
regulations intended to reduce GHG emissions, and this impact would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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9

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous
or
acutely
hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

g. Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires?

□

□

□

■

Would the project:

f.
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a.

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b.

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Operation
The project would involve the construction of a Public Works Corporation Yard and other light
industrial and/or warehouse uses. Depending on the exact nature of future development at the
project site, hazardous materials may be used or stored at the project site. However, as with any
development, on-site activity involving hazardous substances and the transport, storage, handling of
these substances must adhere to applicable local, state, and federal safety standards, ordinances, or
regulations. Cal/OSHA is responsible for developing and enforcing workplace safety regulations.
Both federal and state laws include special provisions/training in safe methods for handling any type
of hazardous substance. These regulations ensure that potential hazards associated with
operational activities do not create a significant hazard to the public. Future uses would be required
to store hazardous materials in designated areas designed to prevent accidental release into the
environment. Potentially hazardous waste produced during operation would also be collected,
stored and disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Compliance with existing laws and regulations governing the transport, use, release, and storage of
hazardous materials would reduce impacts related to exposure of the public or environment to
hazardous materials during planned operations at the project site to less than significant.

Construction
Project implementation would require the use of heavy equipment typical of construction projects,
the operation of which could result in a spill or accidental release of hazardous materials, including
fuel, engine oil, engine coolant, and lubricants. The transport of any hazardous materials would be
subject to federal, state, and local regulations, which would minimize risk associated with the
transport hazardous materials. Any construction activities that involve hazardous materials would
be required to transport such materials along roadways designated for that purpose in the City or
County, thereby limiting risk of upset during transportation.
Although the project site is currently vacant, the location was historically used for agricultural and
military purposes. Prior to 1937, aerial imagery shows that the location was under agricultural
cultivation. The project site was initially developed in the 1940s by the US Army during World War II
as the Salinas Army Airfield. Structures at the project site associated with the military were
demolished before 1982 (Kimley-Horn 2019). Since then, the site appears to have been used only
for storage ancillary to the Airport, temporary parking, and a water well which has been removed
and capped.
Prior inspections conducted at the project site have investigated the presence of hazardous
substances and environmental contamination. A Final Site Inspection (SI) report that was prepared
by North Wind, Inc. in 2013 identified three Areas of Interest (AOIs) corresponding to locations of
possible contamination at the project site. The locations of the three AOIs coincide to two motor
repair shops and a dry-cleaning facility that were present during military use of the site. To assess
the potential for release of hazardous substances upon development at the project site, KimleyHorn and Associates, Inc. conducted a limited Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) in 2019.
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This was accomplished through the analysis of soil samples collected from the site at locations
corresponding to the previously identified AOIs (Kimley-Horn 2019).
Kimley-Horn did not identify substantial impacts to soil at the site as a result of historical land uses.
Elevated soil concentrations of arsenic, chromium and cobalt were identified at the project site.
However, the reported concentrations are within the range of normal background concentrations.
As such, elevated concentrations of arsenic, chromium and cobalt are attributed to naturally
occurring conditions in the absence of a definitive contamination source (Kimley-Horn 2019). Soils
with elevated levels of arsenic, chromium and cobalt may cause environmental contamination and
impact human health if they are disturbed. Project ground disturbing activities that, such as
excavation and grading, have the potential to disturb soil contaminants.
The following mitigation measure would reduce impacts related to soil contaminants present at the
project site to a less than significant level.
HAZ-1

Soil Management Plan

Prior to grading, the project applicant shall prepare a Soil Management Plan establishing provisions
for the disturbance of contaminated materials (known and undocumented). The SMP shall include,
but is not limited to, the following elements:






A detailed discussion of the site background and presence of elevated levels of arsenic,
chromium and cobalt in soils.
Procedure for handling and disposal of excavated soil stockpiles, including dust and runoff
control measures.
Procedures to follow if evidence of an unknown historic release of hazardous materials (e.g.,
underground storage tanks, polychlorinated biphenyls [PCBs], asbestos containing
materials, etc.) is discovered during excavation or demolition activities.
A health and safety plan (HSP) for each contractor working at the site that addresses the
safety and health hazards of each site operation phase, including the requirements and
procedures for employee protection. The HSP shall outline proper soil handling procedures
and health and safety requirements to minimize work and public exposure to hazardous
materials during construction.

The SMP shall be submitted to the Monterey County Environmental Health Bureau for review and
approval. A copy of the documentation shall be submitted to the City of Salinas Community
Development Department and the Environmental Maintenance Services Division of the Salinas
Public Works Department for approval prior to the issuance of grading permits. Additionally, if reuse
of impacted soil is planned, the contractor shall prepare a Soil Reuse Management Plan establishing
provisions for the reuse of impacted soils. Proper management and disposition of impacted soils
shall be determined in consultation with appropriate regulatory agencies and in accordance with
applicable federal and/or state guidance.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

54

Environmental Checklist
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

c.

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

There are no existing or proposed schools within 0.25 mile of the project site. Los Padres
Elementary School is located approximately 0.39 mile from the project site. As discussed above
under criteria a and b, project construction and operation would not produce hazardous emissions
or require the handling of hazardous materials, substances, or wastes. Therefore, the proposed
project would have less than significant impact.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d.

Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. conducted a Phase I ESA in 2018 to research current and historical
uses of the project site. As a part of the Phase I ESA prepared for this site, Kimley-Horn utilized EDR
to search standard federal and state environmental databases on sites that generate, store, treat, or
dispose of hazardous materials and sites for which a release or incident has occurred on the project
site and surrounding area.
The subject property is located within a larger area identified as a Formerly Used Defense Site
(FUDS). According to Geotracker, an online database maintained by the SWRCB, the project site is
located within the Salinas Army Airfield Military Cleanup Site. Cleanup status at this site is listed as
completed as of January 2013. As a part of its database search, EDR reviewed certain reports found
to be relevant to the site from Geotracker, including a Preliminary Assessment of Salinas Army
Airfield for the US Army Corps of Engineers in February 2009 prepared by North Wind Inc. After its
investigation, North Wind recommended pursuing a No Department of Defense Actions Indicated
(NDAI) letter through the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). A formal
submittal was made in August 2013. The State Water Resource Control Board accepted North
Wind’s recommendation for an NDAI. The NDAI letter and suggests that no additional investigation
or remediation is required related to past Army related uses at the site (Kimley-Horn 2018).
The SWRCB GeoTracker and California DTSC EnviroStor websites were reviewed for any new cases
opened since 2018 that would not have appeared in the 2018 Phase I ESA. No new cases were
identified within 0.5 mile of the project site (DTSC 2019, SWRCB 2019). Therefore, project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment from existing hazardous materials
contamination. This impact would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
e.

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

The project site is located immediately adjacent to the Salinas Municipal Airport and falls within the
Airport Area of Influence as defined by the 1982 Salinas Municipal Airport Land Use Plan (City of
Salinas 1982). According to the City of Salinas General Plan, the majority of the project site falls
within the noise contour for 60 dBA CNEL, with the southern corners falling within the contour for
65 dBA CNEL (City of Salinas 2002).
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The General Plan defines Noise/Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for areas potentially affected by
operations at the Salinas Municipal Airport. It shows that land uses within the Government Services
category (which the corporation yard associated with this project would fall under), are acceptable
in areas adjacent to the airport when ambient noise does not exceed 70 dBA CNEL (City of Salinas
2002). Therefore, because the project area falls within the noise contours for 60 and 65 dBA CNEL,
people working in the project area would not be exposed to excessive noise levels.
The Airport Land Use Plan discusses safety hazards and building restriction areas in the vicinity of
the Salinas Municipal Airport. Due to the elevated potential for aircraft accidents in the vicinity, the
Airport Land Use Plan specifies examples of preferred land uses that are low occupancy in nature,
including industrial uses such as corporation yards and warehouses. The Airport Land Use Plan also
outlines Airport Building Restriction Areas that encompass 500 feet on each side of runway
centerlines, plus 200 feet past each end and Clear Zones that extend further from the runway ends
to enhance protection. Construction of buildings is prohibited in Airport Building Restriction Areas
and Clear Zones. The project would be consistent with preferred land uses in the vicinity of the
airport and construction would not occur in areas where building construction is prohibited.
Impacts related to noise and safety hazards the project site’s proximity to the Salinas Municipal
Airport would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
f.

Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The project would not develop structures or change circulation or access routes that could
potentially impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan. The design of new access points would be reviewed and
approved by the Salinas Fire Department to ensure that emergency access meets City standards.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
g.

Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

The project site is located within an urbanized area of the City of Salinas and is in close proximity to
existing urban development. Furthermore, the project site is identified as not being within a Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and being within an area of local responsibility (California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection [CAL FIRE] 2008). Therefore, the project would not
expose people or structures to a significant risk involving wildland fires. There would be no impact.
NO IMPACT
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface
or ground water quality?

□

□

■

□

b. Substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the
project
may
impede
sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

□

□

■

□

Result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;

□

□

■

□

(ii) Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site;

□

□

■

□

(iii) Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

□

□

■

□

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

□

□

■

□

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones,
risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation?

□

□

■

□

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management
plan?

□

□

■

□

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which
would:
(i)
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

f.

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

With regard to NPDES compliance:
(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

Would the project result in the
potential
impact
of
project
construction on storm water
runoff?

□

□

■

□

Would the project result in the
potential impact of project postconstruction activity on storm water
runoff?

□

□

■

□

Would the project result in the
potential for discharge of storm
water from material storage areas,
vehicle or equipment fueling,
vehicle or equipment maintenance
(including washing), waste handling,
hazardous materials handling or
storage, delivery areas or loading
docks, or other outdoor work
areas?

□

□

■

□

Would the project result in the
potential for discharge of storm
water to impair the beneficial uses
of the receiving waters or areas that
provide water quality benefit?

□

□

■

□

Would the project result in the
potential for the discharge of storm
water to cause significant harm on
the biological integrity of the
waterways and water bodies?

□

□

■

□

Would the project result in the
potential for significant changes in
the flow velocity or volume of storm
water runoff that can cause
environmental harm?

□

□

■

□

(vii) Would the project result in the
potential for significant increases in
erosion of the project site or
surrounding areas?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

(viii) Could this proposed project result
in an increase in pollutant
discharges to receiving waters?
Consider water quality parameters
such as temperature, dissolved
oxygen, turbidity, and other typical
Stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy
metals, pathogens, petroleum
derivatives, synthetic organics,
sediment,
nutrients,
oxygendemanding substances, and trash).
(ix)

Could the proposed project result
in a decrease in treatment and
retention capacity for the site's
Stormwater run-on?

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

□

□

■

□

□

□

■

□

(x)

Could the proposed project result
in significant alteration of receiving
water quality during or following
construction?

(xi)

Could the proposed project result
in increased impervious surfaces
and associated increased urban
runoff?

□

□

■

□

Could the proposed project create
a
significant
adverse
environmental impact to drainage
patterns due to changes in urban
runoff flow rates and/or volumes?

□

□

■

□

Could the proposed project create
a
significant
adverse
environmental impact to drainage
patterns due to changes in urban
runoff flow rates and/or volumes?

□

□

■

□

Could the proposed project alter
the natural ranges of sediment
supply and transport to receiving
waters?

□

□

■

□

Is the project tributary to an
already impaired water body, as
listed on the CWA Section 303(d)

□

□

■

□

(xii)

(xiii)

(xiv)

(xv)
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

list? If so, can it result in an
increase in any pollutant for which
the water body is already
impaired?
(xvi)

Could the proposed project have a
potentially
significant
environmental impact on surface
water quality, to either marine,
fresh, or wetland waters?

□

□

■

□

(xvii) Could the proposed project result
in decreased baseflow quantities
to receiving surface waterbodies?

□

□

■

□

(xviii) Could the proposed project cause
of contribute to an exceedance of
applicable surface or groundwater
receiving water quality objectives
or degradation of beneficial uses?

□

□

■

□

Does the proposed project
adversely impact the hydrologic or
water quality function of the 100year floodplain area?

□

□

■

□

Does the proposed project site
layout adhere to the Permittee's
waterbody setback requirements?

□

□

■

□

Can the proposed project impact
aquatic, wetland, or riparian
habitat?

□

□

■

□

(xix)

(xx)

(xxi)

The federal Clean Water Act establishes the framework for regulating discharges to Waters of the
United States in order to protect their beneficial uses. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act
regulates water quality within California and establishes the authority of the SWRCB and the nine
Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The SWRCB requires construction projects to
provide careful management and close monitoring of runoff during construction, including on-site
erosion protection, sediment management, and prevention of non-storm discharges. The SWRCB
and RWQCBs issue NPDES permits to regulate specific discharges. The NPDES Construction General
Permit regulates stormwater discharges from construction sites that disturb more than one acre of
land.
The project site overlies the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin (SVGB), which extends from north of
Marina and Salinas to the Monterey County/San Luis Obispo County line throughout the Salinas
Valley. The site is within the East Side Aquifer Subbasin of the SVGB, which covers 57,500 acres (90
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square miles) of the SVGB. The project site is within the Alisal Creek-Salinas River Hydrologic Unit
(HUC 180600051509). Surface water flows generally follow local creeks and canals toward the
Salinas River. Groundwater is primarily recharged naturally through stream channels and from
subsurface inflow from rainfall with recharge primarily from subsurface flow as a result of largescale groundwater pumping. Groundwater tends to flow down-valley to the south and into a
groundwater table depression near the valley margin due to excessive groundwater pumping (DWR
2004).
a.

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Excavation, grading, and other activities associated with construction of the proposed project would
result in soil disturbance that could cause water quality violations through potential erosion and
subsequent sedimentation of receiving water bodies. Construction activities could also cause water
quality violations in the event of an accidental fuel or hazardous materials leak or spill. If
precautions are not taken to contain contaminants, construction activities could result in
contaminated stormwater runoff that could enter nearby waterbodies. Construction activities
resulting in ground disturbance of one acre or more are subject to the permitting requirements of
the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges associated with Construction and Land
Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). The Construction
General Permit requires the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, which must be prepared
before construction begins. The SWPPP includes specifications for BMPs implemented during
project construction to minimize or prevent sediment or pollutants in stormwater runoff.
Project construction would comply with the requirements of the Construction General Permit. In
addition, the contractor would be required to implement BMPs identified in the SWPPP to prevent
construction pollution via stormwater and minimize erosion and sedimentation into waterways as a
result of construction. Additionally, the project would be required to comply with the City of Salinas
MS4 Permit (Order No. R3-2012-0005, NPDES Permit No. CA0049981), which requires the volume of
runoff from an 85th percentile storm event be retained on site through either retention basins or
bioretention facilities. The project would be required to include such facilities in the final design
plans for the site.
Compliance with the NPDES Construction General Permit would ensure the proposed project would
not violate any water quality standards or WDRs, and impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

The project site overlies the SVGB, East Side Aquifer Subbasin. DWR has provided a final ranking of
this groundwater subbasin as a high priority subbasin that has declining groundwater levels and
experiencing saltwater intrusion from the Pacific Ocean (DWR 2019). The Salinas Valley Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency is developing a draft Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for
the subbasin; however, no sections have been finalized. While the proposed project would
construct new impervious surfaces that would prevent groundwater recharge in certain areas of the
project site, the project would be required to comply with the City of Salinas MS4 Permit (Order No.
R3-2012-0005, NPDES Permit No. CA0049981), which requires the volume of runoff from an 85th
percentile storm event be retained on site through either retention basins or bioretention facilities.
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61

City of Salinas
Salinas Airport Development Lease Project

The project would be required to include such facilities in the final design plans for the site, which
would ensure that groundwater recharge on the site continues, and is not substantially decreased
due to surface runoff. Additionally, the proposed uses of the site do not involve substantial
extraction or use of groundwater.
The proposed Ground Lease and future development of the project site would increase the water
usage on the project site by approximately 100 acre-feet per year (based on CalEEMod modeling
results shown in Appendix A). Cal Water provides groundwater to all customers in the Salinas
District (Cal Water 2016); therefore, all water provided to the project site would be sourced from
off-site groundwater. The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) utilized population projections
consistent with the City's General Plan to determine future water demand. As described in Section
14, Population and Housing, the project would not generate unplanned population growth;
therefore, the project would not substantially increase demand for groundwater beyond expected
demand forecasts. The proposed project would result in a less than significant impact on
groundwater levels.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.(i)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

c.(ii)

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

c.(iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner that would create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
c.(iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows?
Drainage on and in the vicinity of the project site generally follows the gently sloping topography of
the site to the southwest. Existing stormwater drainage systems include curb and gutter along
existing roadways adjacent to and within the project site. The project would involve grading of the
project site and improvements to the existing stormwater drainage of the site. Project construction
would not substantially change the topography of the site. However, construction of the proposed
project would result in new impervious surfaces, including parking areas and structures. Rainfall
onto the project site would run off the new surfaces and be incorporated into surface runoff. The
project would include construction of new on-site stormwater drainage facilities that would convey
runoff to the existing off-site municipal stormwater drainage system. Additionally, the project would
be required to comply with the City of Salinas MS4 Permit (Order No. R3-2012-0005, NPDES Permit
No. CA0049981), which requires the volume of runoff from an 85th percentile storm event be
retained on site through either retention basins or bioretention facilities. The project would be
required to include such facilities in the final design plans for the site.
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As stated previously, project construction would be conducted in compliance with the State’s
Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). Preparation of the SWPPP in accordance
with the Construction General Permit would require erosion-control BMPs at the construction areas.
BMPs that are typically specified within the SWPPP may include, but would not be limited to,
temporary measures during construction, revegetation, and structural BMPs. Therefore, the project
would not cause substantial erosion or siltation during construction.
According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the
project site and surrounding area is located within Flood Zone X, outside the 100-year Flood Hazard
Area (FEMA 2009). Therefore, the project would not alter the flood zone boundaries or cause excess
flooding downstream of the site. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d.

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

According to FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the project site and surrounding area is located
within Flood Zone X, outside the 100-year Flood Hazard Area (FEMA 2009). Any materials stored on
the project site that could pollute runoff from flood events would be properly contained and stored
per applicable local, state, and federal regulations (refer to Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, for additional information). There are no major water bodies within two miles of the site
that could cause impacts from seiches on the project site. Further, the City’s General Plan states
that tsunamis and seiches are not considered potential hazards (City of Salinas 2002). Therefore,
inundation of the site would not occur during the 100-year flood, the project would not release
pollutants into floodwaters, and this impact would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
e.

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

As stated previously, the Salinas Valley Basin Groundwater Sustainability Agency is preparing a GSP,
but no draft version is currently available. The Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coast
Basin, prepared by the RWQCB, Central Coast Region (CCRWQCB), in June 2019, provides water
quality requirements for surface and groundwater in the basin based on the type of use. The plan
includes potential beneficial uses for waterways within the basin, including Alisal Creek, which is
located approximately 0.25 mile west of the project site and is the closest waterway to the project
site. This creek is identified as having municipal and domestic, agricultural supply, groundwater
recharge, contact and non-contact recreation, wildlife habitat, cold freshwater habitat, warm
freshwater habitat, fish spawning or early development, and commercial and sport fishing uses. The
plan includes water quality objectives, including dissolved oxygen content, pH level, radioactivity,
color, taste and odor, material content, oil and grease content, sediment, turbidity, toxicity,
temperature, pesticides, chemicals, and other potential pollutants (CCRWQCB 2017).
The project would not require substantial amounts of groundwater or otherwise affect the existing
management strategies of the subbasin. The project would comply with NPDES and MS4 permits
regarding pollution of surface waters and surface runoff. Overall, the proposed project would not
conflict the implementation of the applicable water quality control plan and groundwater
management plan, and no impact would occur.
NO IMPACT
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f. (i)

Would the project result in the potential impact of construction on storm water runoff?

f. (ii)

Would the project result in the potential impact of project post- construction activity on
storm water runoff?

f. (iii)

Would the project result in the potential for discharge of storm water from material storage
areas, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing),
waste handling, hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas or loading docks, or
other outdoor work areas?

f. (iv)

Would the project result in the potential for discharge of storm water to impair the
beneficial uses of the receiving waters or areas that provide water quality benefit?

f. (v)

Would the project result in the potential for the discharge of storm water to cause significant
harm on the biological integrity of the waterways and water bodies?

f. (vi)

Would the project result in the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or
volume of storm water runoff that can cause environmental harm?

f. (vii) Would the project result in the potential for significant increases in erosion of the project site
or surrounding areas?
f. (viii) Could this proposed project result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters?
Consider water quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and
other typical Stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives,
synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash).
f. (ix)

Could the proposed project result in a decrease in treatment and retention capacity for the
site’s Stormwater run-on?

f. (x)

Could the proposed project result in significant alteration of receiving water quality during or
following construction?

f. (xi)

Could the proposed project result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased
urban runoff?

f. (xii) Could the proposed project create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage
patterns due to changes in urban runoff flow rates and/or volumes?
f. (xiii) Could the proposed project result in increased erosion downstream?
f. (xiv) Could the proposed project alter the natural ranges of sediment supply and transport to
receiving waters?
f. (xv) Is the project tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the CWA Section
303(d) list? If so, can it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body is
already impaired?
f. (xvi) Could the proposed project have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface
water quality, to either marine, fresh, or wetland waters?
f. (xvii) Could the proposed project result in decreased baseflow quantities to receiving surface
waterbodies?
f. (xviii) Could the proposed project cause of contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses?
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f. (xix) Does the proposed project adversely impact the hydrologic or water quality function of the
100-year floodplain area?
f. (xx)

Does the proposed project site layout adhere to the Permittee’s waterbody setback
requirements?

f. (xxi) Can the proposed project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?
As previously stated in criteria a, b and c above, the project would comply with the permitting
requirements of the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges and Best Management
Practices (BMP’s) associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction
General Permit Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ). In addition, the project would comply with City of
Salinas MS4 Permit (Order No. R3-2012-0005, NPDES Permit No. CA0049981), which requires the
volume of runoff from an 85th percentile storm event be retained on site through either retention
basins or bioretention facilities. As discussed above, the project would not result in a decrease in
water quality, substantially impact drainage characteristics at the project site, alter aquatic, wetland
or riparian habitat and would comply with applicable local, state and federal regulations. Impacts
would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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11 Land Use and Planning
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

□

□

□

■

□

□

■

□

Would the project:
a. Physically
divide
community?

an

established

b. Cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
a.

Would the project physically divide an established community?

The proposed project site includes approximately 13.25 acres of vacant land between Airport
Boulevard and the Salinas Municipal Airport. No major structures are present at the project site,
other than a 600-square foot storage shed and several utility poles. The project site is bounded by
Airport Boulevard to the northwest, Mortensen Avenue to the southeast, Skyway Boulevard to the
northeast and Mercer Way to the southwest. Jeffery Avenue and Anderson Avenue run through the
project site. The project site is relatively flat with no notable topographic variations, dominated by
seasonal grasses and seven total trees, and is mostly unpaved, with the exception of internal
roadways. The project was initially developed in the 1940s by the US Army during World War II as
the Salinas Army Airfield, and structures at the project site associated with the military were
demolished before 1982, and the site has not seen further use since.
The project site is immediately adjacent to land zoned as Public/Semipublic to the west, south, east,
and northeast, and alternating Public/Semipublic and Industrial—Business Park to the north and
northwest. The surrounding vicinity also includes area zoned for Parks to the north and northeast,
Open Space along Alisal Creek to the west, and Residential Low Density beyond the Open Space
designation to the west. Land immediately to the south, east, and west of the project site is
occupied by the Salinas Municipal Airport and to the north is a small business park. The airport
includes hangars and storage facilities, aviation business operations, and various airport-related
offices adjacent to the site. The small business park includes administrative offices for a health
clinic, an airport RV storage facility, Monterey County Mosquito Abatement District offices, and the
offices of Ramco Enterprises and Ramirez Harvest Inc. Surface parking is present within this business
park. Other developments in the surrounding vicinity include the Elks Lodge #614, Salinas Fairways
Golf Course, an Industrial Business Park just south of the Airport’s fenced area, and single-family
residential homes located in a neighborhood oriented along Fairview Avenue west of the site.
Nearby environmental features include a section of Alisal Creek, which flows south to north and is
located approximately 0.25 mile west of the project site, and undeveloped public/semipublicdesignated land along Airport Boulevard located between US Highway 101 and Elks Lodge #614.
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The project is located on one parcel adjacent to the Salinas Municipal Airport and existing
industrial/commercial development. The project would not result in the construction of any new
roads or walls, and would remove Jeffery Avenue, Anderson Avenue, and the unnamed roadway
between Jeffery Avenue and Anderson Avenue. The project is not located near any existing
residential communities, and the project site consists of a single parcel. Therefore, the project
would not physically divide an established community.
NO IMPACT
b.

Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

The project site is zoned as Public/Semipublic (PS) and is within the Airport Overlay (AR) District
(City of Salinas 2012).
The Salinas General Plan identifies that properties designated as Public/Semipublic are appropriate
for “schools, hospitals, libraries, utilities, airport (precise uses for the airport property will be
defined in the Airport Master Plan), and government institutions.” The proposed lease is largely
consistent with the Airport Master Plan, as noted below.
Section 37-10.400 of the Salinas Municipal Code (SMC) defines Public and Semipublic Uses as “a
class of uses generally open to the public and maintained and supported by public or nonprofit
agencies or organizations and which are of a recreational, civic, educational, religious, institutional,
or cultural nature.” The Public/Semipublic zoning designation allows for the development of the
following uses with no permits required:



Disaster shelters
Accessory utilities




Emergency shelters
Minor telecommunications facilities

This zoning also allows for the following uses with either a conditional use permit, site plan review,
or temporary use permit:








Airports and heliports
Outdoor facilities
Clubs and lodges
Day care centers
Hospitals
Park and recreation
facilities
Religious assembly









Airport-related uses
Airports
Convalescent hospital and
nursing homes
Detention facilities
Major maintenance and
repair services
Parking lots and structures
Public/private schools









Commercial recreation
and entertainment
Cemeteries
Cultural institutions
Government offices
Open space
Public safety facilities
Major telecommunications
facilities

Additionally, the City Council will soon consider a proposed Zoning Code Amendment to allow
residential uses in the PS District; however, under the proposed Zoning Code Amendment,
residential uses would not be allowed on the project site because it is located within the Airport
Overlay District.
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Pursuant to SMC Section 37-10.070, as the project site is on land owned by the City of Salinas, uses
in addition to those identified above may be considered for the site provided that the City Council
makes the determination that the property is “developed and used for such public purposes and in
such a manner as…to be proper and in the public interest.” Allowable uses for the project site would
therefore be defined by the Ground Lease (as defined below).
The Airport Overlay District defines the Airport Area of Influence and Affected Parcels surrounding
the Salinas Municipal Airport. Per Section 37-40.430 of the SMC, development review applications
within the Airport Overlay District are subject to review by the Public Works Director to ensure
conformance with the SMC.
Salinas Municipal Airport Land Use Plan
The project site is located within the Airport Overlay (AR) District. The Airport Land Use Plan shows
that the project site is located outside of the Building Restriction Areas and within an area
designated aviation-related commercial/assembly and non-aviation related commercial (Salinas
Community Development Department 1982). The proposed project is consistent with the Salinas
Municipal Airport Land Use Plan policies, the Salinas General Plan, and the Salinas Municipal Code,
including airport building restrictions, height restrictions (Ordinance No. 1214), developing the
Salinas Airport with general aviation, promoting safety from aircraft hazards and lower intensity of
uses shall be encouraged (Policy 3), development of adjacent land to the south of the airport shall
be used for expansion and industrial development (Policy 6), and preservation of prime agricultural
land to the east and south of the airport (Policy 7). The project does not include any development
on lands east or south of the airport. Additionally, pursuant to the Airport Land Use Plan, all
development plans for parcels located on airport property must be submitted to the FAA, who
determines compliance with the building restriction area requirements.
The proposed project would be consistent with adopted policies and plans and would not cause a
significant environmental impact due to a conflict with a land use plan, policy or regulation. Impacts
would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

68

Environmental Checklist
Mineral Resources

12 Mineral Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

Would the project:

a.

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

b.

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

The project site and surrounding properties are part of an urbanized area of Salinas with no active
mineral resource extraction (DOC 2015). The project site is not used or otherwise identified for
mineral resource extraction (City of Salinas, 2002). No mineral resource activities would be altered
or displaced by the proposed project. Therefore, the project would have no impact with respect to
mineral resources.
NO IMPACT
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13 Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in
excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

□

□

■

□

b. Generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

□

□

■

□

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

□

□

■

□

Would the project result in:

Noise Fundamentals
Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Noise level measurements include intensity, frequency, and
duration, as well as time of occurrence. Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels
(dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the
actual sound pressure levels to be consistent with that of human hearing response, which is most
sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to
low frequencies (below 100 Hertz).
Sound pressure level is measured on a logarithmic scale with the 0 dBA level based on the lowest
detectable sound pressure level that people can perceive (an audible sound that is not zero sound
pressure level). Based on the logarithmic scale, a doubling of sound energy is equivalent to an
increase of 3 dBA, and a sound that is 10 dBA less than the ambient sound level has no effect on
ambient noise. Because of the nature of the human ear, a sound must be about 10 dBA greater than
the ambient noise level to be judged as twice as loud. In general, a 3 dBA change in the ambient
noise level is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes generally are not perceived. Quiet suburban areas
typically have noise levels in the range of 40-50 dBA, while areas adjacent to arterial streets are
typically in the 50-60+ dBA range. Normal conversational levels are usually in the 60-65 dBA range
and ambient noise levels greater than 65 dBA can interrupt conversations.
Noise levels from point sources, such as those from individual pieces of machinery, typically
attenuate (or drop off) at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the noise source. Noise
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levels from lightly traveled roads typically attenuate at a rate of about 4.5 dBA per doubling of
distance. Noise levels from heavily traveled roads typically attenuate at about 3 dBA per doubling of
distance. Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; generally, a single row of
buildings between the receptor and the noise source can reduces noise levels by about 5 dBA, while
a solid wall or berm can reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA (Federal Transit Administration [FTA]
2006). The manner in which homes in California are constructed generally provides a reduction of
exterior-to-interior noise levels of approximately 20 to 25 dBA with closed windows (FTA 2006).
The duration of noise is important because sounds that occur over a long period of time are more
likely to be an annoyance or cause direct physical damage or environmental stress. One of the most
frequently used noise metrics that considers both duration and sound power level is the equivalent
noise level (Leq). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the
same amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time
(essentially, the average noise level). Typically, Leq is summed over a one-hour period. Lmax is the
highest RMS (root mean squared) sound pressure level within the measurement period, and Lmin is
the lowest RMS sound pressure level within the measurement period.
The time period in which noise occurs is also important since nighttime noise tends to disturb
people more than daytime noise. Community noise is usually measured using the Day-Night Average
Level (Ldn), which is the 24-hour average noise level with a 10-dBA penalty for noise occurring
during nighttime (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) hours, or Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), which is
the 24-hour average noise level with a 5 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. and
a 10 dBA penalty for noise occurring from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.. The Ldn and CNEL typically do not differ
by more than 1 dBA. In practice, CNEL and Ldn are often used interchangeably.
Some land uses are more sensitive to ambient noise levels than other uses due to the amount of
noise exposure and the types of activities involved. For example, residences, motels, hotels, schools,
libraries, churches, nursing homes, auditoriums, museums, cultural facilities, parks, and outdoor
recreation areas are more sensitive to noise than commercial and industrial land uses.

Vibration
Vibration is a unique form of noise because its energy is carried through buildings, structures, and
the ground, whereas sound is simply carried through the air. Thus, vibration is generally felt rather
than heard. Some vibration effects can be caused by noise (e.g., the rattling of windows from
passing trucks). This phenomenon is caused by the coupling of the acoustic energy at frequencies
that are close to the resonant frequency of the material being vibrated. Typically, ground-borne
vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of the
vibration increases. The ground motion caused by vibration is measured as particle velocity in inches
per second and is measured in vibration decibels (VdB).
The vibration velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. A vibration
velocity of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly
perceptible levels for many people. Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources inside
buildings such as the operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of
doors. Typical outdoor sources of perceptible ground-borne vibration are construction equipment,
steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads.
Vibration impacts would be significant if they exceed the following Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) thresholds:
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65 VdB where low ambient vibration is essential for interior operations, such as hospitals and
recording studios
72 VdB for residences and buildings where people normally sleep, including hotels
75 VdB for institutional land uses with primary daytime use, such as churches and schools
95 VdB for physical damage to extremely fragile historic buildings
100 VdB for physical damage to buildings







Environmental Setting
The project site is adjacent to the Salinas Municipal Airport and a business park. The nearest
sensitive noise receptors include single family residences to the west and Los Padres Elementary
School to the northwest. The residences nearest to the project site are located approximately 1,200
feet to the west and the elementary school is located approximately 2,000 feet to the northwest.
Given its location, the project site is subject to noise impacts from surrounding roadways and
operations at the Salinas Municipal Airport. As noted above in Item 9, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, criteria (e), the project site falls within the Airport Area of Influence (City of Salinas 1982)
and the majority of it is within 60 dBA CNEL noise contour, with the southern corners falling within
the 65 dBA CNEL contour (City of Salinas 2002).

Regulatory Setting
Federal Transit Administration
The FTA has recommended noise criteria related to traffic-generated noise in Transit Noise and
Vibration Impact Assessment that can be used to determine whether a change in traffic would result
in a substantial permanent increase in noise (FTA 2006). Table 14 shows the significance thresholds
for increases in traffic-related noise levels. These standards are applicable to project impacts on
existing sensitive receptors (as defined under Environmental Setting above).
Table 14 Significance of Changes in Operational Roadway Noise Exposure
Existing Noise Exposure
(dBA DNL or Leq)

Allowable Noise Exposure Increase
(dBA DNL or Leq)

45-49

7

50-54

5

55-59

3

60-64

2

65-74

1

75+

0

dBA = A-weighted sound pressure level
DNL =Day-Night Average Level
Leq =Equivalent continuous sound level
Source: FTA 2006
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In addition to the groundborne vibration thresholds outlined above, FTA provides human responses
to different levels of groundborne vibration and recommends vibration impact thresholds to
determine whether groundborne vibration would be “excessive.” Groundborne vibration impact
criteria for residential receptors are 72 VdB for frequent events, 75 VdB for occasional events, and
80 VdB for infrequent events (FTA 2006). With regard to groundborne vibration impacts on
structures, the FTA states that groundborne vibration levels in excess of 100 VdB would damage
fragile buildings. The City does not have specific policies pertaining to vibration, therefore, FTA
standards will be used when determining significance of vibration impacts (FTA 2006).
City of Salinas
CITY OF SALINAS MUNICIPAL CODE
Section 37-50.180 of the Zoning Code identifies performance standards for noise. The project site is
zoned as Public/Semipublic; therefore, noise levels would be required to be maintained at or below
60 dBA CNEL.
CITY OF SALINAS 2002 GENERAL PLAN
The City’s General Plan contains a Noise Element which identifies and appraises existing noises in
Salinas and provides guidance to avoid noise-related impacts in the future. Table 15 and Table 16,
below, shows the land use compatibility matrix from the General Plan. In addition, noise-related
goals, polices and implementation plans relevant to this project are provided below (City of Salinas
2002):
Table 15 City of Salinas Noise/Land Use Compatibility Matrix
Community Noise Exposure
(Ldn or CNEL, dBA)
Land Use

Normally
Acceptable

Conditionally
Normally
Clearly
Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Residential

50-60

60-70

70-75

75-85

Transient Lodging – Motel, Hotel

50-60

60-75

75-80

80-85

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes

50-60

60-70

70-80

80-85

NA

50-70

NA

70-85

Playgrounds, Parks

50-70

NA

70-75

75-85

Golf Course, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries

50-70

NA

70-80

80-85

Office Buildings, Business Commercial, and Professional

50-65

60-75

75-85

NA

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture

50-70

70-80

80-85

NA

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters

Source: City of Salinas2002
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In addition, the General Plan provides noise-related polices and implementation programs
applicable to the project. Policy N-1.3 states that only urban development compatible with an
airport noise environment should be located within the Airport Area of Influence. Policy N-1.4
requires that proposed development meets Title 24 Noise Insulation Standards. Implementation
Program N-3 requires all construction activity to comply with the limits (maximum noise levels,
hours and days of allowed activity) established in the City noise regulations (Title 24 California Code
of Regulations, Zoning Ordinance and Chapter 21A of the Municipal Code) (City of Salinas 2002).
The General Plan also defines Noise/Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for areas potentially affected
by operations at the Salinas Municipal Airport. Project consistency with airport related noise
regulations is discussed further under criteria (c) below.
a.

Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Construction
The project would involve removal of existing roadways, trees and the storage shed at the project
site, grading, and construction of a city operated Public Works Corporation Yard. Construction
would also be required to further develop the site to accommodate an additional light industrial
and/or warehouse use. Temporary noise would be generated by these demolition and construction
activities. Noise impacts associated with construction activity are a function of the noise generated
by construction equipment, the location and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and
duration of the noise-generating activities. The City of Salinas does not currently have any
established quantitative noise standards for construction associated noise (City of Salinas 2002).
Table 16 provides estimates of typical noise levels generated by common construction equipment at
50 feet. Construction noise estimates are taken from the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018). A project-specific construction
equipment list is not currently available; therefore, commonly used types of equipment were
included. Noise levels at 1,200 feet were calculated using a standard attenuation rate for point
sources of noise and are provided for informational purposes.
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Table 16 Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels
Equipment

Typical Noise Level 50 ft from Source, dBA

1

Typical Noise Level 1,200 ft from Source, dBA

Air Compressor

80

45.5

Backhoe

80

45.5

Compactor

82

47.5

Dozer

85

50.5

Jack Hammer

88

53.5

Loader

80

45.5

Pneumatic Tools

85

50.5

Roller

85

50.5

Scraper

85

50.5

1

Calculated using a standard formula for noise attenuation
Source: FTA 2018

At 50 feet, construction related noise levels could range from 80-88 dBA. However, noise levels
would drop substantially at a distance of 1,200 feet, potentially ranging from 45.5-53.5 dBA. As
such, the nearest sensitive receptors, residences located approximately 1,200 feet to the west,
would not experience substantial noise-related impacts due to construction. Therefore, increases in
ambient noise due to project construction would be less than significant.

Operation
The proposed project would facilitate the development of a city operated Public Works Corporation
Yard and a light industrial and/or warehouse use at the project site. Operation of the proposed
development would potentially increase ambient noise from both on-site operational noise and offsite roadway noise.
On-site stationary noise would be generated as a result of mechanical equipment such as heating,
ventilation, and air condition (HVAC) equipment typically located on the roof of a building or within
an interior mechanical room. Specific planning data for the future HVAC systems are not available at
this stage of project design. However, given that nearest sensitive receptors are located
approximately 1,200 feet west of the project site, noise attenuation across this distance would
result in a negligible change to ambient noise levels.
To analyze potential impacts of increased traffic on surrounding roadways, Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc. prepared a Transportation Impact Analysis in September 2019. Several intersections
and highway on-ramps near the project were included in the study. The study provides existing
traffic counts and future conditions were modeled under Existing Plus Project, Background,
Background Plus Project, Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project scenarios (See Item 17,
Transportation, for further explanation of modeling scenarios).
Of the intersections included in the study, the roundabout at the intersection of East Alisal Street
and Skyway Boulevard is located closest to a sensitive receptor, Los Padres Elementary School,
approximately 1,000 feet to the southwest. For informational purposes, the relative increase in
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noise due to traffic was calculated at this intersection. To perform this calculation, traffic volumes
from Existing AM and PM Peak Hours and Existing Plus Project AM and PM Peak Hours were utilized.
Table 17 shows that the increase in noise level due to project traffic would be approximately 1.0
dBA at the intersection of East Alisal Street and Skyway Boulevard.
Table 17 Relative Increase in Noise Levels due to Traffic
Existing Peak
Hour Traffic
Volume

Intersection
East Alisal Street & Skyway Boulevard

Future Peak
Hour Traffic
Volume

1

Percent
Increase in
Traffic Volume

Increase in
Noise Level
3
(dBA)

25.6%

1.0

2

3,184

4,000

1

Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volume = Existing AM Peak Hour + Existing PM Peak Hour

2

Future Peak Hour Traffic Volume = Existing Plus Project AM Peak Hour + Existing Plus Project PM Peak Hour

3

Increase in Noise Level (dBA) = 10*LOG10(1+25.6%)

Source: Kimley-Horn 2019 (see Appendix B)

Potential land uses and increased noise due to traffic would not generate noise levels that would
exceed the thresholds listed above. The nearest residences are 1,200 feet to the west and Los
Padres Elementary School is located 2,000 feet to the northwest and would not be affected by
operations at the project site. Further, all development at the site would be required to comply with
all established regulations and standards. The project would not result in generation of a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels near the project. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Table 18 identifies vibration velocity levels for the project’s potential construction equipment.
Table 18 Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment
Approximate VdB
Equipment

25 feet

100 feet

500 feet

1,200 feet

Vibratory Roller

94

76

55

44

Hoe Ram

87

69

48

37

Large Bulldozer

87

69

48

37

Caisson Drilling

87

69

48

37

Jackhammer

79

61

40

28

Loaded Trucks

86

68

47

35

Source: USDOT 1998
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As illustrated in Table 18, vibration levels could reach approximately 44 vibration decibels (VdB) at
the nearest sensitive receptor, residences located approximately 1,200 feet to the west. These
levels would not exceed the groundborne velocity threshold level of 100 VdB general threshold
established by the FTA for minor damage to fragile buildings. Therefore, impacts resulting from
temporary construction vibration would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
c.

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

The project site is located immediately adjacent to the Salinas Municipal Airport and would
experience noise-related impacts due to airport operations. As discussed above, the project site falls
within the Airport Area of Influence as defined by the 1982 Salinas Municipal Airport Land Use Plan
(City of Salinas 1982). According to the City of Salinas General Plan, the majority of the project site
falls within the noise contour for 60 dBA CNEL, with the southern corners falling within the contour
for 65 dBA CNEL (City of Salinas 2002).
Table N-4 in the General Plan defines Noise/Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for areas potentially
affected by operations at the Salinas Municipal Airport. It shows that land uses within the
Government services category (which the corporation yard associated with this project would fall
under), are acceptable in areas adjacent to the airport when ambient noise does not exceed 70 dBA
CNEL (City of Salinas 2002). Therefore, because the project area falls within the noise contours for
60 and 65 dBA CNEL, people working in the project area would not be exposed to excessive noise
levels. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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14 Population and Housing
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

■

□

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

□

□

□

■

Would the project:

a.

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

The proposed project would involve the construction of a Public Works Corporation Yard and
development of facilities to accommodate light industrial and/or warehouse uses at the project site.
No permanent residences are included; therefore, the project would not directly induce population
growth to the City. The proposed project could generate 288 jobs that could indirectly generate
population growth and a greater need for employee housing. This incremental increase in
employment opportunities in the city would not substantially induce population growth through the
provision of new jobs. No new roads or infrastructure are proposed. Therefore, the project would
not result in direct or substantial indirect population growth within the City of Salinas or the region.
This impact would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
b.

Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The project site is currently vacant. There are no existing housing units on the project site or people
residing on the project site in temporary housing. Therefore, the project would not displace existing
housing units or people. No impact would occur.
NO IMPACT
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15 Public Services
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

1. Fire protection?

□

□

■

□

2. Police protection?

□

□

■

□

3. Schools?

□

□

□

■

4. Parks?

□

□

■

□

5. Other public facilities?

□

□

□

■

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

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?
The Salinas Fire Department (SFD) provides all-risk fire protection to the City of Salinas in the form
of fire suppression, search and rescue, emergency medical services, operational training, disaster
preparedness, community education, and other services based on community needs. As of August
2019, 75 full-time shift personnel are employed by the SFD and no less than 24 personnel are onduty at all times. SFD operates with three platoons (A, B and C). Each platoon has six engine
companies that are made up of a Captain, Engineer, and Firefighter, with one of the members being
a Paramedic. The department has six pumper trucks, two ladder trucks, a crash truck for airport
emergencies and other service vehicles (ESCI 2019).
The SFD has established performance goals for the first unit response time of within five minutes, 20
seconds, 90 percent of the time for fire incidents, within five minutes, 90 percent of the time for
emergency medical incidents and within five minutes, 20 seconds, 90 percent of the time for all
other priority incidents. Overall, response time for all priority incidents was within seven minutes,
23 seconds, 90 percent of the time during 2018, indicating that the SFD is not meeting its
performance goals (ESCI 2019).
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SFD Fire Station #4 is closest to the project site at 308 Williams Road, approximately 0.65 mile north.
The project site is in the existing service area of the SFD. All future development at the project site
would be required to comply with applicable Fire Code requirements and would be reviewed by the
SFD prior to construction. Given that the project would not include any new residences or induce
substantial population and job growth in Salinas, the project would not create excessive demand for
emergency services or introduce development to areas outside of normal service range that would
necessitate new fire protection facilities. With the continued implementation of existing practices,
including compliance with the California Fire Code, future development of the project site would
undergo review by the Salinas Fire Department during the Building Permitting process to ensure
adequate access, consistency with existing facilities, and acceptable response times. Impacts would
be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?
The Salinas Police Department (SPD) provides police protection in the City of Salinas.
The Department has 146 full-time sworn officers, including one chief, two assistant chiefs, seven
Commanders, 21 Sergeants and 115 Officers. The Department benefits from the service of five
civilian volunteers and five retired annuitant police officers. Under this sworn staffing level, the
Department has 1.00 sworn officers for every 1,088 residents. The Department is divided into three
divisions; Field Operations, Investigations and Administration. The Field Operations Division is
headed by one Assistant Chief who oversees the Patrol Division, K-9 Unit, and the Field Training and
Evaluation Program (FTO). In 2017, the Salinas Police Department had 109,180 calls for service (De
Novo 2019).
The police department communications center screens and assign calls on a priority basis based on
the nature of the problem. Department response time data is currently unavailable; however, the
highest priority calls are typically answered within a few minutes. Less urgent calls can take longer
depending on availability of the police officers and other calls the department is responding to at
the time.
The nearest police station is at 222 Lincoln Avenue, approximately 2.4 miles northwest of the
project site; however, a new Police Station is currently being constructed at 312 East Alisal Street,
which is located approximately 1.7 miles northwest of the project site, with expected completion in
Spring 2020. The project site is in the SPD service area. All future development at the project site
would be reviewed by the SPD prior to construction. Given that the project would not include any
new residences or induce substantial population and job growth in Salinas, the project would not
increase SPD service population, create excessive demand for police services, or introduce
development to areas outside of normal service range that would necessitate new or expanded
police protection facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?
The project would be located in the Salinas City and the Salinas Union High School Districts (City of
Salinas, 2017). The project would not involve housing and would not indirectly increase the number
of permanent residents living in Salinas. Therefore, the project would not significantly impact school
enrollment in the Salinas City or Salinas Union High School District and would not result in the need
for new or expanded school facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.
NO IMPACT
a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks, public facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
parks, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?
As discussed in Section 16, Recreation, the project would not substantially alter citywide demand for
parks and it would not involve off-site improvements or construction that would directly affect
recreational facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives?
As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would not result in
population growth. Construction of other new facilities, such as libraries, would not be required. No
impact would occur.
NO IMPACT
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16 Recreation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

□

■

a.

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

b.

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

The proposed project would involve the construction of a Public Works Corporation Yard and
development of facilities to accommodate light industrial and/or warehouse uses at the project site.
The site would be developed in accordance with the Development Regulations and Design
Standards of the City’s Public/Semipublic (PS) with an Airport Overlay District zoning. None of these
potential land uses would result in substantially increased demand or significant deterioration of
recreational facilities. Employees working at the project site could potentially use nearby parks and
recreational facilities in the city. However, this use would be temporary and intermittent and would
not result in substantially increased demand or significant deterioration of recreation facilities. As
discussed in Section 13, Population and Housing, the project would not directly induce population
growth in the surrounding area. Therefore, the project would not substantially alter citywide
demand for parks.
None of the potential land uses would include the development of recreational facilities. The
nearest recreational facility is the Salinas Fairways Golf Course, located approximately 500 feet from
the project site. The Salinas Fairways facility is approximately 132 acres in size and includes an 18hole golf course, driving range, practice green, golf shop, café and parking area (Salinas Fairways
Golf Course 2019). The project would not involve off-site improvements or construction that would
directly affect recreational facilities. A less than significant impact to parks or recreational facilities
would occur.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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17 Transportation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

□

■

□

□

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

□

□

□

■

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

□

□

■

□

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?

□

□

■

□

Would the project:

The analysis in this section is based primarily on a Transportation Impact Analysis produced by
Kimley-Horn in September 2019. The study is included in this Initial Study as Appendix B.

Study Intersections and Roadway Segments
Roadway conditions during the weekday AM and PM peak periods were evaluated at the following
five intersections:






Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy Diaz Street
Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps
Roy Diaz Street & Airport Boulevard
Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard
East Alisal Street & Skyway Boulevard

The conditions during the weekday AM and PM peak periods were also evaluated on the following
two segments of Highway 101:



Highway 101 (from Fairview Avenue to Airport Boulevard)
Highway 101 (Airport Boulevard to Roy Diaz Street)

The weekday AM peak period occurs between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m., while the weekday PM peak
period occurs between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. These time periods were chosen because they both
reflect typical commute periods when the project area and surrounding area experiences the
greatest congestion.
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Study Methodology
Level of Service (LOS) is used to rank traffic operation on various types of facilities based on traffic
volumes and roadway capacity using a series of letter designations ranging from A to F. Generally,
LOS A represents free flow conditions and LOS F represents forced flow or breakdown conditions. A
unit of measure that indicates a level of delay generally accompanies the LOS designation. The City
of Salinas’s threshold for acceptable operation is LOS D. Caltrans defines an acceptable level of
service as the transition between LOS C and D (LOS C/D) for study intersections and roadway
segments under its jurisdiction. The Study Significant impacts are defined to occur when the
addition of project traffic causes intersection operations to degrade from an acceptable level to an
unacceptable level, or if project traffic is added to an intersection operating at an unacceptable
level.
Caltrans considers an impact to be significant on a roadway segment when project traffic causes
that roadway segment to degrade to LOS D or worse. The study intersections were analyzed using
the signalized and unsignalized (two-way stop-controlled) methodologies published in the Highway
Capacity Manual 6th Edition (HCM), Transportation Research Board, 2000 and Synchro 10 traffic
analysis software (Kimley-Horn 2019). The LOS standard for the study intersections and roadway
segments is shown below in Table 19.
Table 19 Study Intersections and Study Roadway Segments LOS Standard
Intersection

Maintaining Agency

LOS Standard

Intersection Control

Northbound Highway 101 Ramps &
Roy Diaz Street

Caltrans

C/D

Side street stop
controlled

Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard &
Southbound Highway 101 Ramps

Caltrans

C/D

Signalized

Roy Diaz Street & Airport Boulevard

City of Salinas

D

Signalized

Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard

City of Salinas

D

All-way stop
controlled

East Alisal Street & Skyway Boulevard

City of Salinas

D

Roundabout

Highway 101 Segment (Fairview Avenue to
Airport Boulevard)

Caltrans

C/D

Not applicable

Highway 101 Segment (Airport Boulevard to
Roy Diaz Street)

Caltrans

C/D

Not applicable

Source: Transportation Impact Analysis, Kimley-Horn, September 2019 (see Appendix B)

a.

Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Trip Generation
The anticipated trip generation for the proposed project was estimated using standard rates
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition,
2017, and driveway counts at the existing City Public Works Department facility. ITE land use code
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110 (General Light Industrial) was used to estimate the project trip generation for the proposed
approximately 65,166 square feet of general light industrial uses. ITE land use code 150
(Warehousing) was used to estimate the project trips generation for the proposed approximately
65,166 square feet of warehousing uses. The driveway counts were used to estimate trips that
would be generated from the proposed Public Works Corporation Yard. As shown in Table 21, the
project would be expected to generate 1,214 trips daily, including 153 during the AM peak hour and
94 during the PM peak hour.
Table 20 Estimated Project Vehicle Trip Generation
Weekday Peak Hour
Land Use

AM

PM

ITE 110: General Light Industrial

46

41

324

ITE 150: Warehousing

33

36

150

Public Works Corporation Yard

74

17

740

153

94

1,214

Total

Total Daily Trips

Source: Kimley-Horn 2019 (see Appendix B)

Existing and Existing plus Project Conditions
The Existing Conditions scenario provides an evaluation of current operation based on existing
traffic volumes. The Existing Conditions scenario does not include project-generated traffic volumes.
Volume data was collected at three of the five study intersections on Thursday, August 1, 2019. A 15
percent seasonal adjustment factor was applied to the collected count volumes to account for
increased volumes under school year traffic, because school was not yet in session during the
counts. For the two study intersections that were not counted, traffic counts from previous studies
conducted in 2017 were provided by the City and volumes were increased by an annual growth rate
of 0.75 percent to reflect existing 2019 conditions at these intersections. Average annual daily traffic
(AADT) volumes for the study roadway segments were obtained from Caltrans traffic census data
published annually on the Caltrans website. The AADT values were converted into weekday peak
hour AM and PM peak volumes using factors published by Caltrans, as detailed in the
Transportation Impact Analysis (see Appendix B). The Existing plus Project Conditions scenario
provides an evaluation of operation upon the addition of project-generated trips.
As shown in Table 21, the Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps
intersection operates unacceptably at LOS E and LOS D under the Existing Conditions scenario. This
intersection would continue to operate unacceptably at LOS E during AM peak hour and LOS D
during PM peak hour under the Existing plus Project Conditions scenario but delay time would
increase. All other study intersections operate acceptable under both the Existing Conditions
scenario and Existing plus Project Conditions scenario. As shown in Table 22, study roadway
segments operate at acceptable LOS A and LOS B under the Existing Conditions scenario and would
continue to operate acceptably under the Existing plus Project Conditions scenario.
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Table 21 Existing and Existing plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Existing Conditions
AM Peak

Existing plus Project

PM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

Study Intersection

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Northbound Highway 101 Ramps &
Roy Diaz Street

10.3

B

10.4

B

10.6

B

10.5

B

Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard &
Southbound Highway 101 Ramps

57.8

E

49.4

D

63.8

E

50.4

D

Roy Diaz Street & Airport Boulevard

16.8

B

40.1

D

18.6

B

44.5

D

Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard

12.9

B

23.3

C

13.6

B

25.2

D

East Alisal Street & Skyway Boulevard

4.9

A

9.4

A

4.8

A

9.8

A

Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS – Level of Service; results for worst approaches to side street and all-way stopcontrolled intersections are indicated in this table. Unacceptable LOS is denoted using bold text.

Table 22 Existing and Existing plus Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Levels of
Service
Existing Conditions
AM Peak

Existing plus Project

PM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

Roadway Segment

Direction

Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS

Highway 101 Segment
(Fairview Avenue to Airport Boulevard)

NB

20.9

C

23.2

C

21.0

C

23.3

C

SB

15.6

B

13.7

B

15.9

B

13.7

B

Highway 101 Segment
(Airport Boulevard to Roy Diaz Street)

NB

15.0

B

16.4

B

15.1

B

16.4

B

SB

11.3

B

9.9

A

11.4

B

9.9

A

Roadway segment LOS is based on density measures in passenger cars per hour per travel lane.

Because LOS would operate unacceptably during the AM and PM peaks hours under both the
Existing Conditions and Existing plus Project Conditions scenario at the intersection of Terven
Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps, any delay time would increase with
the addition of project-generated trips.
The City of Salinas 2010 Traffic Improvement Program (TIP) and Traffic Fee Ordinance (TFO)
identifies the Airport Boulevard Interchange Project (#38) for future improvements to reduce traffic
delays and impacts to the intersection of Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway
101 Ramps. The Airport Boulevard Interchange Project would improve the operation of the
intersection to acceptable LOS under Existing and Existing plus Project Conditions scenarios.
Because the Airport Boulevard Interchange Project is included in the City’s TFO, payment of traffic
impact fees would reduce the project’s cumulative impacts at this intersection.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure is required to reduce traffic delays and impacts
to the intersection of Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps.
Although the intersection would continue to operate at LOS D during the AM peak hour, there
would be no significant impact, as the project would not increase vehicle delay.
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TRA-1

Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps
Improvements

To address the short-term, project-level impacts, encroachment permit improvements shall be
implemented at the Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps to
improve level of service operations:








Eliminate the Airport eastbound slip ramp onto the Airport Boulevard overpass and convert the
intersection into a typical standard intersection with dual northbound right turn lanes onto the
eastbound receiving approach.
Restripe southbound off ramp approach from the main line to include a shared through and
right turn lane, and dual left turn lanes.
Widen northbound approach for two receiving lanes onto the Airport Boulevard overcrossing.
Widen the northbound approach to include a left-turn pocket and a shared through and rightturn lane.
Restripe the southbound approach to include one left-turn pocket and one shared thru-right
lane.
Eliminate split signal phasing.

As shown in in Table 23, implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would reduce traffic delays at
the intersection of Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps in
comparison to existing conditions. LOS would improve to acceptable at the intersection during the
PM peak hour; however, AM peak hour operations would remain at unacceptable LOS D, although
wait times would be reduced, resulting in an improvement over existing conditions. Mitigation
Measure TRA-1 would result in a superior LOS at the intersection of Terven Avenue/Airport
Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps compared to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts
are less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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Table 23 Existing Plus Project Mitigated Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Existing Conditions
AM Peak

Existing plus Project Mitigated

PM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

Study Intersection

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy Diaz
Street

10.3

B

10.4

B

10.6

B

10.5

B

Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard &
Southbound Highway 101 Ramps

57.8

E

49.4

D

54.6

D

20.9

C

Roy Diaz Street & Airport Boulevard

16.8

B

40.1

D

18.6

B

44.5

D

Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard

12.9

B

23.3

C

13.6

B

25.2

D

East Alisal Street & Skyway Boulevard

4.9

A

9.4

A

4.8

A

9.8

A

Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS – Level of Service; results for worst approaches to side street and all-way stopcontrolled intersections are indicated in this table. Unacceptable LOS is denoted using bold text.

Background and Background Plus Project Conditions
The Background Conditions scenario reflects conditions with traffic from projects that City staff
deems likely to be constructed and generate traffic in a similar timeframe to completion of
construction and opening of the proposed project. There is one such project that would affect traffic
in the study area and was included in the Baseline Conditions scenario:


Salinas Travel Center – development of a 64-acre area located between Highway 101 and Roy
Diaz Street that would include a fueling station for trucks and automobiles, a convenience store,
a fast-food restaurant, a truck tire shop, and a hotel with 79 rooms.

The traffic associated with the Salinas Travel Center project was added to existing traffic volumes to
obtain the Background Conditions volumes. As shown in Table 24, under the Background Conditions
scenario the following study intersections would be expected to operate unacceptably during either
or both AM and PM peak periods:




Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy Diaz Street (PM peak hour)
Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps (AM and PM peak hours)
Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard (PM peak hour)

As shown in Table 24, these intersections would continue to operate unacceptably under
Background Plus Project Conditions scenario, and the delay at each intersection would increase. All
other study intersection would operate acceptably under both the Background Conditions and
Background Plus Project Conditions scenarios. Roadway segments would operate acceptably under
both the Background Conditions and Background Plus Project Conditions scenarios, as shown in
Table 25.
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Table 24 Background and Background Plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Levels of
Service
Background Conditions
AM Peak

Background Plus Project

PM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

Study Intersection

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy Diaz
Street

30.8

D

102.7

F

36.3

E

110.2

F

Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard &
Southbound Highway 101 Ramps

98.3

F

69.3

E

111.2

F

72.7

E

Roy Diaz Street & Airport Boulevard

20.2

C

47.8

D

22.2

C

50.5

D

Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard

16.2

C

34.6

D

17.8

C

38.1

E

East Alisal Street & Skyway Boulevard

5.1

A

10.6

B

5.3

A

11.0

B

Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS – Level of Service; results for worst approaches to side street and all-way stopcontrolled intersections are indicated in this table. Unacceptable LOS is denoted using bold text.

Table 25 Background and Background Plus Project Peak Hour Roadway Segment Levels
of Service
Background Conditions

Background Plus Project

AM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

PM Peak

Roadway Segment

Direction

Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS Density LOS

Highway 101 Segment
(Fairview Avenue to Airport Boulevard)

NB

21.6

C

24.0

C

21.7

C

24.1

C

SB

17.1

B

14.3

B

17.3

B

14.4

B

Highway 101 Segment
(Airport Boulevard to Roy Diaz Street)

NB

17.2

B

17.2

B

17.4

B

17.2

B

SB

11.7

B

11.1

B

11.8

B

11.2

B

Roadway segment LOS is based on density measures in passenger cars per hour per travel lane.

For the three intersections that would operate unacceptably under Background Conditions, any
addition of traffic to these intersections as a result of the proposed project would be considered a
significant impact. The proposed project would add trips to all three intersections. As such, impacts
of the proposed project would be considered potentially significant.


Potentially significant impacts to Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101
Ramps would be mitigated with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1, above.
Therefore, under Background Conditions, impacts to this intersection would be reduced to a less
than significant level.

The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) completed for the Salinas Travel Center project (Hexagon
Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2017) required signalization of the Northbound Highway 101
Ramps & Roy Diaz Street and Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard intersections. The Salinas
Travel Center project would be solely responsible for implementing this mitigation (signalization).
With these improvements, the Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy Diaz Street and Skyway
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Boulevard & Airport Boulevard intersections would operate acceptably, and no mitigation would be
required for the proposed Salinas Airport Development Lease Project.
However, the Salinas Travel Center project includes buildout of a 64-acre Specific Plan area in
several phases. In the event that only Phase 1 of the Salinas Travel Center project is constructed
prior to implementation of the proposed project, signalization of the Skyway Boulevard & Airport
Boulevard intersection would not be completed, and the proposed project would contribute vehicle
trips to this deficient intersection, resulting in a potentially significant impact. Therefore, Mitigation
Measure TRA-2 is required to ensure that the proposed project pays its fair share contribution
toward signalization of this intersection in the event that only Phase 1 of the Salinas Travel Center
project is constructed prior to construction of the proposed project.
Additional project-specific mitigation is not required for the Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy
Diaz Street intersection because Phase I of the Salinas Travel Center project shall install the signal at
the northbound off ramp
TRA-2

Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard Improvements

If development of the Salinas Airport Development Lease Project occurs prior to implementation of
Phase 2 of the Salinas Travel Center project, the applicant shall pay a fair share of the cost of a
traffic signal or roundabout at the Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard intersection. The fair
share fee shall be paid prior to issuance of a building permit.
As shown in Table 26, identified mitigation would result in acceptable LOS at the three impacted
intersections (Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy Diaz Street, Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard
& Southbound Highway 101 Ramps, and Airport Boulevard & Skyway Boulevard). Identified
mitigation includes improvements required for the Salinas Travel Center project as well as
implementation of Mitigation Measures TRA-1 and TRA-2, identified herein. The proposed project
would have a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
Table 26 Background Plus Project Mitigated Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Background Conditions
AM Peak

Background Plus Project Mitigated

PM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

Study Intersection

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Northbound Highway 101 Ramps & Roy Diaz
Street

30.8

D

102.7

F

18.8

B

25.4

C

Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard &
Southbound Highway 101 Ramps

98.3

F

69.3

E

65.6

E

35.4

D

Roy Diaz Street & Airport Boulevard

20.2

C

47.8

D

20.2

C

47.8

D

Skyway Boulevard & Airport Boulevard

16.2

C

34.6

D

6.0

A

6.2

A

East Alisal Street & Skyway Boulevard

5.1

A

10.6

B

5.3

A

11.0

B

Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS – Level of Service; results for worst approaches to side street and all-way stopcontrolled intersections are indicated in this table. Unacceptable LOS is denoted using bold text.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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b.

Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

Section 15064.3 of the CEQA Guidelines replace congestion-based metrics, such as auto delay and
LOS, with vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the basis for determining significant impacts, unless the
CEQA Guidelines provide specific exceptions. Section 15064.3(c) states that a lead agency may elect
to apply the provisions of Section 15064.3 at its discretion prior to July 20, 2020, at which time it
shall apply statewide. The City has elected not to apply CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 for the
proposed project, and instead assessed impacts using LOS, above. Therefore, there would be no
impact related to conflicts or inconsistencies with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3.
NO IMPACT
c.

Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)?

The proposed project would include a mix of light industrial and warehousing uses, as well as the
Public Works Corporation Yard. Vehicles associated with these uses would include passenger
vehicles, delivery trucks, and larger tractor trailers. These vehicles would be compatible with
existing roadway uses because the project area is developed with similar light industrial uses
requiring the same types of vehicles.
The proposed project would not reconfigure curves on Airport Boulevard or other public roadways,
resulting in no new sharp curves. Intersections, including driveways, would be designed and
constructed in accordance with Salinas Municipal Code (per Municipal Code Section 30-26) and
Caltrans standards when applicable. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
d.

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The project development would include removal of Jeffrey Avenue and Anderson Avenue, located
within the project site. Access for proposed development would be reviewed as part of the Building
Permitting process and would need to comply with all applicable provisions of the Salinas Municipal
Code for the provision of such access. Emergency access for the site would also be reviewed by the
Fire Department during the permitting process.
The project site is surrounded by public roadways, including Airport Boulevard, Mercer Way,
Mortensen Avenue, and Skyway Boulevard. These roadways would be available for emergency
access to the project site. Additionally, the project would be designed in accordance with Salinas
Municipal Code, which requires access for fire emergencies. Accordingly, impacts would be less than
significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in a Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, or
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the
California
Register
of
Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or

□

■

□

□

b. A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

□

■

□

□

California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52), enacted in July 2015, expanded CEQA by defining a new
resource category, “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “A project with an effect that
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a project
that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2). It further states that
the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the significant
characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3).
PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe” and is:
1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
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AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources.
The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under AB
52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project.” Native
American tribes to be included in the process are those that have requested notice of projects
proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
On August 30, 2019, the City of Salinas, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 and
AB 52 sent via certified mail notification letters to seven (7) California Native American Tribes that
are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project site requesting to contact the City within
30-days of the letter to schedule a tribal consultation. The letter was sent to the Amah Mutsun
Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Batista, Amah Mutsen Tribal Band (two (2) letters), Coastanoan
Rumsen Carmel Tribe, Indian Canyon Mutsun Tribe of Coastanoan, Ohlone Coastanoan-Esselen
Nation, Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians, and the Xolon Salinan Tribe.
On September 23, 2019, Louise J. Miranda Ramirez, Tribal Chairwoman of the Ohlone/CostanoanEsselen Nation requested a tribal consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1.
On October 8, 2019, City staff held a tribal consultation on the proposed project at the Salinas
Permit Center with the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation. During the consultation, the
Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation requested that copies of all applicable archaeological reports
and surveys concerning the proposed project, including subsurface testing and presence/absence
testing should be provided to them for review. In addition, they requested that if any tribal cultural
resource is discovered on the project site, that a monitor from the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen
Nation should be provided. In response, staff provided copies of all applicable archaeological reports
and surveys concerning the proposed project. In addition, the proposed Mitigation Measures
require that in the event that any tribal cultural resources should be located on the project site, that
a monitor from the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation shall be provided.
Additional requests for tribal consultation on the proposed project were not received on this
project.
a.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?

b.

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is a resource determined by
the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1?

Although no tribal cultural resources are expected to be present on-site, there is the possibility of
encountering undisturbed subsurface tribal cultural resources. The proposed excavation of the
project site could potentially result in adverse effects on unanticipated tribal cultural resources.
However, impacts from the unanticipated discovery of tribal cultural resources during construction
would be less than significant with Mitigation Measure TCR-1.

Mitigation Measure
The following mitigation measure would reduce impacts regarding disrupting tribal cultural
resources to a less than significant level.
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TCR-1

Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources

In the event that cultural resources of Native American origin are identified during construction, all
earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find must be temporarily suspended or redirected
until an archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of the find and an appropriate
Native American representative, based on the nature of the find, is consulted. If the City determines
that the resource is a tribal cultural resource and thus significant under CEQA, a mitigation plan shall
be prepared and implemented in accordance with state guidelines and in consultation with Native
American groups prior to continuation of any earth disturbing work within the vicinity of the find.
The plan shall include avoidance of the resource or, if avoidance of the resource is infeasible, the
plan shall outline the appropriate treatment of the resource in coordination with the archeologist
and the appropriate Native American tribal representative and/or a representative from the
Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen Nation, as appropriate.
Treatment of the resource could include but not limited to the examples provided below.
(1) Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to, planning
and construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context, or
planning greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with
culturally appropriate protection and management criteria.
(2) Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity taking into account the tribal
cultural values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following:
(A) Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource.
(B) Protecting the traditional use of the resource.
(C) Protecting the confidentiality of the resource.
(3) Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally
appropriate management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or
places.
(4) Protecting the resource.
Earth-disturbing work within the vicinity of the find shall not be restarted until all requirements of
the mitigation plan have been adequately addressed pursuant to CEQA.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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19 Utilities and Service Systems
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a. Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications
facilities,
the
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

□

□

■

□

b. Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years?

□

□

■

□

c. Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

□

□

■

□

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or
otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals?

□

□

■

□

e. Comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

□

□

■

□

Would the project:

a.

Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b.

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

c.

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
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Water
Water supply in the City of Salinas is primarily provided by California Water Service (Cal Water). Cal
Water provides water service to approximately 70 percent of the city, including the project site (Cal
Water 2016). Cal Water currently obtains its water supply from groundwater. Between 2010 and
2015, Cal Water delivered an average of 16 million gallons of water per day to more than 27,000
service connections (Cal Water 2016). The project site contains existing water lines throughout the
site, primarily following internal roadways, ranging from 6-inch to 12-inch diameter pipes, as shown
in Figure 5 (Salinas District 2019).
A significant impact to water supply, treatment, and distribution systems would occur if a project is
determined to be inconsistent with the adopted Water Master Plan and Urban Water Management
Plan (City of Salinas 2002).
Estimated water demand for the proposed project is shown in Table 27. Based on CalEEMod water
usage rates for the proposed project, the project would generate water demand of approximately
100 AFY.
Table 27 Estimated Water Demand
1

Land Use

Size

Light Industry

10,800 sf

2,497,500

7.66

5.52 ac

0

0

130,332 sf

30,138,800

92.5

32,636,300

100.2

Other Asphalt Surfaces
Unrefrigerated Warehouse

Total (gallons/year)

Total

Total (AFY)

Notes: sf = square feet; AFY = acre-feet/year (one AF = 325,850 gallons); ac = acre
1

Source: CalEEMod modeling results (see Appendix A)

Table 28 shows Cal Water’s service area reliability assessment for a potential multiple-dry year
period from 2020 to 2040, as contained in Cal Water’s (2016) 2015 Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP).
Table 28 Multiple Dry Years Water Supply and Demand
2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

Total Demand (AFY)

19,847

20,639

21,634

22,731

23,959

Total Supply (AFY)

19,847

20,639

21,634

22,731

23,959

0

0

0

0

0

Difference
Source: Cal Water 2016, Table 7-4
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Figure 5 Existing Utilities
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Based on available supply projections for Cal Water, available supply is expected to be equal to the
demand for the multiple-dry year scenarios through 2040. As shown above, the demand in water
supply in Cal Water’s service area is anticipated to increase 4,112 AFY from 19,847 AFY in 2020 to
23,959 AFY in 2040. The UWMP utilized the California Department of Finance and CaltransMonterey County population forecast to project water demand within the service area. The UWMP
(Cal Water 2016) utilized population projections consistent with the City's General Plan to
determine future water demand. As described in Section 14, Population and Housing, the project
would not generate unplanned population growth; therefore, the project would not substantially
increase demand for groundwater beyond expected demand forecasts. In addition, the project
would comply with California’s Green Building Standards Code (as required by the Salinas Code of
Ordinances, Chapter 9, Article I-K), which includes installing low-flow plumbing fixtures and fittings
in new properties where feasible, which would further reduce water usage. Demand for water
created by the project would not require new water supply entitlements or require the relocation or
construction of water supply facilities beyond those already considered in the 2015 UWMP.
Adequate water supplies would be available to serve the project for the reasonably foreseeable
future, and the project’s water system would connect to existing water supply infrastructure located
within and adjacent to the project site. Therefore, the project would not require or result in the
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, facilities, the construction or relocation of
which could cause significant environmental effects. Water supply and infrastructure impacts would
be less than significant.

Wastewater Treatment
The proposed project would be served by connection to the municipal sewer system, which is
operated and maintained by the City of Salinas. Wastewater would be treated at the Monterey One
Water (M1W; formerly Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency) Regional Treatment
Plant located approximately nine miles northwest of the project site in Marina. The Treatment Plant
has a total treatment capacity of approximately 29.6 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently
treats an average of 18.5 mgd with a remaining capacity of 11.1 mgd (M1W 2019). The project site
contains existing wastewater lines throughout the site, ranging from 4-inch to 8-inch diameter
pipes, as shown in Figure 5 (Polaris Consulting 2018).
A significant impact to wastewater treatment and distribution systems would occur if a project is
determined to be inconsistent with the adopted Sewer and Drainage Master Plan (City of Salinas
2002).
The project’s estimated wastewater generation was calculated using an industry standard
assumption that the project’s water use is 120 percent of the project’s wastewater generation (City
of Malibu 2008). Based on this assumption, the project would generate approximately 39,163,560
gallons of wastewater per year, or approximately 120.2 AFY. The project’s anticipated wastewater
generation (approximately 0.11 mgd) would be less than 1.0 percent of the Treatment Plant’s
remaining capacity.
Therefore, the project would neither require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects; nor result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments. Impacts related to wastewater treatment facilites
and sewer infrastructure would be less than significant.
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Stormwater Drainage
The project site contains existing stormwater conveyance facilities along Mercer Way within the
project site, as shown in Figure 5 (Polaris Consulting 2018). As discussed in Section 10, Hydrology
and Water Quality, the proposed project would be required to comply with the City of Salinas MS4
Permit (Order No. R3-2012-0005, NPDES Permit No. CA0049981), which requires the volume of
runoff from an 85th percentile storm event be retained on site through either retention basins or
bioretention facilities. The project would be required to include such facilities in the final design
plans for the site. Therefore, the project would not increase the rate or amount of surface runoff so
as to exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage systems or create additional sources of
polluted runoff. The proposed project would result in new impervious surfaces; however, the
required retention basins and/or bioretention facilities would capture stormwater runoff from these
new surfaces. Although construction activities would involve ground disturbance at the project site,
this disturbance would be temporary. Therefore, impacts related to stormwater drainage would be
less than significant.

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunications
As described in Section 6, Energy, the project would require approximately 0.53 GWh per year of
electricity and approximately 0.006 MMThm per year of natural gas. Electricity and natural gas
would be provided to the project site by PG&E. Telecommunications services could be provided by
AT&T, Xfinity, Viasat, or other providers. Telecommunications are generally available in the project
area, and facility upgrades would not likely be necessary.
The project would involve relocating the existing aboveground on-site PG&E transmission lines,
which are located throughout the site, two of which run north-south about mid-site and two
additional lines which run east-west from Skyway Boulevard to Mercer Road west of the project
site. Relocation of these lines would be conducted in compliance with Rule 20 and PG&E’s
undergrounding program (PG&E 2019a), and would not require off-site alterations to PG&E
transmission lines. Additionally, relocation may result in service disruptions; however, this would be
temporary, would not substantially interfere with the provision of electric service to the area, and
affected customers would be notified by PG&E (PG&E 2019b). The project site contains existing
natural gas lines within the project site parallel to Skyway Boulevard, and along Mortensen Avenue
and Airport Boulevard adjacent to the site, as shown in Figure 5 (Polaris Consulting 2018). The
project site contains existing telecommunication lines along the project site boundaries with Airport
Boulevard and Skyway Boulevard, as shown in Figure 5 (Polaris Consulting 2018).
PG&E had an excess annual capacity of approximately 6,061 GWh in 2014, which is sufficient to
accommodate the electricity requirements of the project (PG&E 2019c). PG&E has an estimated
natural gas throughput of 10,195 MMThm in 2014 (PG&E 2019c). The increase in natural gas
demand generated by the project would represent less than 0.0001 percent increase in natural gas
demand; therefore, existing natural gas supplies would be adequate to accommodate the natural
gas requirements of the project. Improvements to existing facilities or the provision of new
electricity and natural gas facilities would not be required. Therefore, the project would not require
or result in the construction of new or expanded electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. Impacts would be
less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration

99

City of Salinas
Salinas Airport Development Lease Project

d.

Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

e.

Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The City of Salinas General Plan provides a landfill service standard of 10 years of capacity for
landfills serving a proposed project (City of Salinas 2002). Project site waste would be transferred by
the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority to the Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill via the Sun Street
Transfer Station and/or the Jolon Road Transfer Station. The Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill can
accept up to 1,574 tons per day, and has a remaining capacity of 6,923,297 cubic yards, with an
anticipated closure date of 2055 (CalRecycle 2019).
Construction of the project would generate solid waste, including construction debris; however, this
is not expected to generate a substantial amount of waste that would exceed the landfill capacity or
noticeably affect the anticipated closure date of the landfill. Operation of the project would
generate approximately 135.9 tons of solid waste per year (0.37 tons per day) from the proposed
light industrial and warehouse uses. 1 This represents less than 0.03 percent of the landfill’s allowed
daily tonnage. Therefore, the existing landfill has adequate remaining capacity. Further, the project
would be required to recycle materials per Assembly Bill (AB) 341 and Salinas Valley Solid Waste
Authority requirements, which would reduce the amount of solid waste generated by the project,
thus further reducing project demand on the landfill’s remaining capacity. Therefore, project
impacts related to solid waste would be less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

1 This estimate is based on the CalEEMod assumptions and output files (Appendix A).
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20 Wildfire
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project:
a. Substantially
impair
an
adopted
emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

□

□

□

■

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and
thereby expose project occupants to
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

□

□

□

■

c. Require the installation or maintenance
of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to
the environment?

□

□

□

■

d. Expose people or structures to significant
risks,
including
downslopes
or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,
or drainage changes?

□

□

□

■

While nearly all of California is subject to some degree of wildfire hazard, there are specific features
that make certain areas more hazardous. CAL FIRE is required by law to map areas of significant fire
hazards based on fuels, terrain, weather and other relevant factors (Public Resources Code [PRC]
4201-4204, California Government Code 51175-89). The primary factors that increase an area’s
susceptibility to fire hazards include topography and slope, vegetation type and vegetation
condition, and weather and atmospheric conditions. CAL FIRE maps fire hazards based on zones,
referred to as Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Each of the zones influence how people construct
buildings and protect property to reduce risk associated with wildland fires. Under state regulations,
areas within Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) must comply with specific building and
vegetation management requirements intended to reduce property damage and loss of life within
these areas.
In California, responsibility for wildfire prevention and suppression is shared by federal, state and
local agencies. Federal agencies have legal responsibility to prevent and suppress wildfires in
Federal Responsibility Areas (FRAs). CAL FIRE prevents and suppresses wildfires in State
Responsibility Area (SRA) lands, which are non-federal lands in unincorporated areas with
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watershed value, are of statewide interest, defined by land ownership, population density, and land
use. Wildfire prevention and suppression in Local Responsibility Areas (LRA) are typically provided
by city fire departments, fire protection districts, counties, and by CAL FIRE under contract to local
government. These lands include incorporated cities, cultivated agriculture lands, and portions of
the desert. (CAL FIRE 2019).
a.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

The project site is in an LRA and is a non-VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2008). It is also not classified as a
moderate or high FHSZ. All areas immediately surrounding the project site are non-VHFHSZs. As
discussed in Section 15, Public Services, the SFD provides emergency response and public safety
services for the project site. The project would maintain emergency access and would not interfere
with an emergency response plan or evacuation route. No impact would occur.
NO IMPACT
b.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

d.

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

The project site is in an LRA and is a non-VHFHSZ. There would be no impact.
NO IMPACT
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

□

■

□

□

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

□

■

□

□

c. Have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

□

■

□

□

Does the project:

a.

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

With incorporation of the mitigation measures in Section 4, Biological Resources, the project would
not have the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. Section 5, Cultural Resources, and Section 18,
Tribal Cultural Resources, discussed how the project would not eliminate important examples of the
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major periods of California history or prehistory. This is a less than significant impact with Mitigation
Measures BIO-1, BIO-2, CR-1 and TCR-1 included.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
b.

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

The proposed project was determined to have no impact in comparison to existing conditions for
Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Mineral Resources, Recreation, and Wildfire issue areas.
Therefore, as there would be no direct or indirect impacts, the proposed project would not
contribute to cumulative impacts to these issue areas.
For all other issue areas, the proposed project would have either direct or indirect impacts that have
been determined to be less than significant, with or without mitigation incorporated. The proposed
project would involve the construction of a Public Works Corporation Yard and potential future
development of light industrial and/or warehouse uses at a 13.25-acre project site adjacent to the
Salinas Municipal Airport. The project would not adversely affect biological, cultural, or other
physical resources outside of the project site. Other impacts, such as noise and GHG emissions,
would be minor and would not be cumulatively considerable. Thus, the effects of the project would
not combine with impacts from other projects in the vicinity to result in a significant cumulative
impact.
According to the TIA prepared for this project, all intersections are anticipated to operate at an
acceptable LOS under Cumulative Plus Project conditions except for the intersection of Airport
Boulevard/Terven Avenue & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps, which without mitigation is
anticipated to operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour and LOS D during the PM peak hour.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would result in acceptable LOS C for both the AM and
PM peak hours at Terven Avenue/Airport Boulevard & Southbound Highway 101 Ramps. Therefore,
the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact with Mitigation Measure TRA-1
incorporated.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
c.

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

The project would not have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly, as discussed in Section 3, Air Quality, Section 9,
Hazardous Materials, and Section 13, Noise. The project would not conflict with the MBARD AQMP
and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment with implementation
of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1.
The project would not result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project. Construction noise would be temporary and impacts to the surrounding vicinity would be
less than significant.
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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