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PURPOSE OF THE EIR PROCESS 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document prepared by the City 
of Greenfield to evaluate the environmental impacts of the South End Sphere of Influence 
Amendment Project.  The primary objectives of the EIR process under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are to inform decision makers and the public about a 
project’s potential significant environmental effects, identify possible ways to minimize 
significant effects and consider reasonable alternatives to the project.  This EIR has been 
prepared with assistance from the City’s consultant, Pacific Municipal Consultants, and 
reviewed by City staff for completeness and adequacy in accordance with Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Sections 21000-21177 and the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The purpose of an EIR is to identify a project’s significant effects on the environment, to 
identify alternatives to the project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant 
effects can be mitigated or avoided (PRC sec. 21002.1[a]).  Comments from the public and 
public agencies on the environmental effects of a project must be made to lead agencies as 
soon as possible in the review of environmental documents, including, but not limited to, 
draft EIRs and negative declarations in order to allow the lead agency to identify, at the 
earliest possible time in the environmental review process, potential significant effects of a 
project, alternatives, and mitigation measures which would substantially reduce the effects. 
(PRC sec. 21003.1[a]). 
 
As prescribed by the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088 and 15132, the Lead Agency, 
the City of Greenfield, is required to evaluate comments on environmental issues received 
from persons who have reviewed the Draft EIR (DEIR) and prepare written responses to 
these comments.  This document, together with the DEIR (incorporated by reference in 
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150) will comprise the Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for this project.  Pursuant to the requirements of the 
CEQA, the City of Greenfield must certify the FEIR as complete and adequate prior to 
approval of the project. 
 
This FEIR contains individual responses to each written and verbal comment received 
during the public review period for the DEIR. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088(b), the written responses describe the disposition of significant 
environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated 
impacts or objections).  The City of Greenfield and its consultants have provided a good 
faith effort to respond in detail to all significant environmental issues raised by the 
comments.  
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EIR CERTIFICATION PROCESS AND PROJECT APPROVAL 

In accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the procedures of the City of 
Greenfield, the City Council must certify the FEIR as complete and adequate prior to taking 
action on the proposed project.  Once the EIR is certified and all information considered, 
using its independent judgment, the City can take action to go forward with the proposed 
project, make changes, or select an alternative to the proposed project.  While the 
information in the EIR does not control the City’s ultimate decision, the agency must 
respond to each significant effect and mitigation measure identified in the EIR by making 
findings supporting its decision. 
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Response to Letter 1 – Transportation Agency of Monterey County (TAMC) 
 
Response to Comment 1-1 

Regional Road and Highway Impacts. The comment recommends that new projects in 
Greenfield and elsewhere pay TAMC’s proposed regional impact fees to address 
cumulative impacts on Highway 101.  

Cumulative highway impacts are addressed on pages 3.11-37 through 3.11-39 of the DEIR. 
The comment is correct that the project and cumulative urban development in the South 
Salinas Valley is predicted to constrain the mainline freeway facility in the future. 
Significant and unavoidable level of service impacts could occur on segments of Highway 
101 unless widening to six lanes occurs in the future. 

As discussed on page 3.11-38, there is currently no fee collection mechanism in place by 
the City, TAMC or Caltrans for funding Highway 101 widening within or outside the City 
of Greenfield, and no cost estimates have been developed by TAMC for such a project in 
order to assess a meaningful fee. TAMC’s package of regional improvements, as explained 
to the public and public agencies as the basis of the proposed TAMC fee program, has not 
to this point included costs for the widening of Highway 101. As freeway segment level of 
service is the primary cumulative impact forecasted by the City of Greenfield and other 
South County cities, any logical fee program for the City would be expected to include 
mainline improvements such as additional freeway lanes and financial assistance with 
interchange improvements. At this time, such improvements or direct assistance are not 
included in the program.  

If mainline widening improvements were to be added to the proposed fee program through 
“adjustments” to the TAMC fee, as indicated in the comment letter, it is unclear what the 
total assessment would be. Without mainline improvements as an itemized component, the 
proposed TAMC fee is already over $8,000 per new dwelling unit.  In addition, the City of 
Greenfield’s Traffic Fee Impact (TIF) program has identified $90 million of new local 
improvements, including major interchanges and freeway ramp improvements. The City’s 
new TIF is approximately $9,000 per dwelling unit to provide this comprehensive menu of 
improvements, many of which quality as “regional” improvements because they improve 
access and operations along Highway 101 within the City.  TAMC’s only planned 
improvement in Greenfield was ramp and signal work at Thorne Road. The City’s plans are 
much more comprehensive. 

The City of Greenfield supports the concept of shared responsibility for regional and 
cumulative impacts, as evidenced by the adopted General Plan policies that support such 
an approach. However, TAMC’s 14-year plan is not on solid footing at the present time, as 
three of the four “legs” of the program – developer impact fees, half-cent sales tax and 
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contributions from the agriculture industry – are unreliable. Should the City collect fees 
from developers on an ad hoc basis at this time, there is little assurance that the fees 
collected would be used toward real improvements, or that any fee would have a 
measurable nexus toward mitigating the project’s regional impacts within a reasonable 
geographic boundary. 

The City of Greenfield looks forward to working with TAMC toward regional solutions, 
toward maximizing the funding available, and to meet goals that would make more State 
and federal money available to Monterey County as a whole. However, it may be 
worthwhile to explore a “subregional” approach to mitigating regional problems – such as 
using a higher ratio of South County fees on South County projects – to provide more 
equity within the program.  
 
Response to Comment 1-2 
 

Caltrans Coordination on Interchanges. The comment is correct that new interchanges and 
bridges in the City of Greenfield located along the Highway 101 corridor must be 
coordinated with Caltrans District 5 to meet Caltrans requirements and necessary 
approvals. A current example is Walnut Avenue, where the City has initiated a Project 
Study Report (PSR) to develop alternatives for the bridge. 

Response to Comment 1-3 

Bicycle Lanes. Comment in support of proposed mitigation measures is noted. The class of 
bicycle facility on any particular street shall be consistent with the City’s circulation 
element.  

Response to Comment 1-4 

Transit System. The comment notes that the proposed TAMC fee program would allocate 
2% of the revenue to MST for expansion of county-wide services. As discussed in Response 
to Comment 1-1, the City supports interagency coordination and would support expansion 
of the public transit system to better serve the City and the South County. The City agrees 
that improved public transit opportunities should be central to any feasible regional or 
subregional transportation plan.  
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Response to Letter 2 – Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-1 

NCCAB Attainment Status. Comment regarding federal one-hour ozone standard is correct. 
Any future tables using this information will be updated.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-2 

Implementation of MM 3.3-1. The primary factor affecting construction impacts is the 
amount of ground disturbance on a given day. MM 3.3-1(l) recommends limiting ground 
disturbance to the quantities specified by the MBUAPCD. The City understands and has 
disclosed the potential for significant temporary impacts. However, by reinforcing the 
measures recommended by the District, it is the City’s finding that all reasonable 
construction measures have been taken to mitigate such impacts. The measures are 
included in the EIR because they have been found, in practice, to be effective. Enforcement 
is ultimately the responsibility of the City, to ensure that contractors are in compliance with 
their permit conditions that include these practices. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-3 

Sub-Measures n, o, p and q.  These measures for mobile/stationary sources reflect the 
realities of the construction process and the availability of certain types of equipment to the 
contractor at any given time. Certain conditions in the field may require idling, extensive 
heavy-duty equipment use or use of diesel equipment for specific tasks, even though such 
practices should be minimized. These measures are intended to assist with the reduction of 
mobile source emissions during the construction process. Fugitive dust is the primary 
construction-related problem. However, the City understands that any reduction in mobile 
source emissions will improve overall air quality during the time that construction is 
underway.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-4 

Stationary Construction Equipment. Comments regarding the ARB’s Portable Equipment 
Registration Program are appreciated and noted for the record. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-5 

Operational Emissions at Buildout without Mitigation. The modeling was performed within 
the accuracy allowable by the URBEMIS2002 model.  The URBEMIS model does not 
provide a detailed break-down of possible industrial and commercial land uses that could 
potentially be developed, nor did the traffic analysis prepared for this project provide a 
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break-down of trip-generation rates associated with possible land uses.  Although the 
ultimate mix of land uses and actual mobile source conditions will vary from the modeled 
estimate one way or the other, the EIR takes a conservative approach to the model input. 
As a result, the EIR concludes and properly discloses that operational emissions will be a 
significant and unavoidable consequence of the proposal. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-6 

MM 3.3-3, Highway Commercial and Industrial Uses. Comments recommending truck stop 
electrification are noted. The City has amended MM 3.3-3 to include this recommendation. 
The following text will be added:  

 Truck Stop-Specific 

 s. Utilize truck stop electrification to decrease emissions of diesel 
particulates from idling trucks. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2-7 

Health Risk Assessment. As identified on page 3.3-21, only a small portion of the 
residential area within the plan is located within the 500-foot “setback” area recommended 
by the District. The City has recognized the relationship between the freeway and new 
sensitive uses. The City looks forward to the review of detailed site planning that would 
further separate these uses. For example, drainage basins, roads or easements may increase 
that distance. For this reason, a health risk assessment was not deemed necessary for this 
project. 

It is important to note that District staff was consulted during the preparation of this EIR. In 
accordance with District staff recommendations, the analysis presented in the EIR 
recognized potential health risks to occupants of proposed land uses, as well as the setback 
distance identified by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for the siting of sensitive 
land uses near major roadways.  The ARB has recommended that new sensitive receptors 
not be located within 500 feet of major roadways.  The 500-foot “setback” distance 
recommended by the ARB is based on the distance within which health risks would be 
greatest.  However, this setback distance is not intended to represent a distance or 
threshold beyond which a less-than-significant impact would occur.  Because predicted 
health risks are dependent on site-specific conditions, health risk assessments can be 
conducted to better estimate predicted health risks along major roadways and possibly 
refute anticipated risks.  However, given the proposed project’s proximity to SR 101, 
preparation of a health risk assessment would not be anticipated to result in findings that 
would refute anticipated health risks, such that predicted risks to occupants of proposed 
residential land uses would be considered less than significant.  As a result, District staff 
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agreed that a qualitative assessment of health risks would be acceptable and that 
preparation of a health risk assessment would not be required for this project. 

 

 

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

12   

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

13 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

14   

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

15 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

16   

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

17 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

18   

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

19 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

20   

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

21 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

22   

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

23 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

24   

 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

25 



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOI Amendment 
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report 

26   

 

Response to Letter 3 – Johnson & Moncrief 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-1 

Page 2-17, Table 2-2. Comment noted. Footnote 2 clarifies that locations and uses are 
conceptual. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-2 

Williamson Act Exchange Program. The City appreciates the applicant’s effort to expand 
upon the required analysis and findings needed for a successful program. Please see also 
the comment letter from the Department of Conservation, Letter 5. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-3 

SOI Boundary Location. The comment is correct that the City is concurrently processing a 
GPA that will remove planned development out of an area of exceptional soil.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-4 

MM 3.2-4, Agriculture Impact Fee. The comment is correct that an agriculture impact fee 
does not exist at this time. The measure is a policy-level mitigation. The DEIR concludes 
that, although the South End SOI project includes a Williamson Act Exchange Program, the 
physical conversion of agricultural land will still occur despite these mitigating 
circumstances (page 3.2-22). 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-5 

Table 3.3-2. Comment noted and correction made.  

RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-6 

MM 3.8-1b. Any joint use of basin area for recreational purposes will only be considered if 
required by code or if such a facility would further the City’s planning goals. Such a facility 
in a heavy industrial or highway commercial area may not be desirable. All proposed 
residential areas will be required to meet park requirements. 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 3-7 

Analysis Scenarios. The traffic analysis for the South End SOI DEIR assumed a land use 
adjustment for the city-sponsored GPA that removed 172 acres of heavy industrial use (see 
Figure 3.11-2).  
Response to Comment 3-8 
 
Editorial, page 3.11-25. Wording and misplaced heading will be removed.  
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Response to Comment 3-9 
 
Espinosa Road/Highway 101 Interchange, page 3.11-4. Comments regarding the overpass 
are noted. The measure is structured to require the improvement when and if it is 
warranted. Because the improvement is not required without this particular project, it is 
critical that the project’s responsibility be assigned. As the improvement is identified within 
the City’s updated TIF, it is anticipated that partial funding will have been collected by the 
time such a major improvement is triggered. 
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Response to Letter 4 – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
 
This letter simply acknowledges that he City has complied with State Clearinghouse review 
requirements.  
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Response to Letter 5 – California Department of Conservation 
 
Response to Comment 5-1 
 
Project Description. The Department has accurately summarized the proposal. The 
annexation of real property as part of a separate LAFCO application is an important part of 
the description. The separate application will allow additional time for the applicants and 
City to complete all Williamson Act cancellation and exchange processes as required by 
the Department of Conservation. 
 
Response to Comment 5-2 
 
Williamson Act Cancellation Process. Exhibits A and B, attached to Letter 3 from Johnson & 
Montcrif, provide additional detail for the record regarding the cancellation and exchange 
process. The City is independently reviewing this information and will provide an objective 
analysis in order to make the necessary findings. The City understands that the City’s 
determinations regarding cancellation are preliminary and must consider the Department’s 
comments prior to approving a tentative cancellation. Until the annexation of the property 
is complete the City cannot act independently on this matter. Letter 3 and its exhibits are 
considered part of this Final EIR and incorporated into the record. 
 
Response to Comment 5-3 
 
Williamson Act Exchange Program.  Please see the above response and Exhibits of Letter 3. 
 
Response to Comment 5-4 
 
Mitigation Measures. The DEIR does not propose the exchange program as mitigation for 
conversion of agricultural land. The mitigation only addresses the impact of the Williamson 
Act contract cancellation.  Impacts specific to the conversion of prime farmland are 
disclosed and analyzed on pages 3.2-21 and 3.2-22 of the DEIR. This analysis summarizes 
the City’s planned approach to growth and cites the fact that the City has voluntarily 
removed an additional 172 acres outside the project from planned urban development. 
Despite these mitigating circumstances, the DEIR concludes that conversion of farmland is 
a significant and unavoidable effect of the proposal. Although a mitigation fee has not been 
formed in the County or the City, MM 3.2-4 acknowledges that such a fee may be a 
mitigation option if one is established in the near future.   
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Minor typographical errors and corrections to the DEIR text are presented below.  
Additions are shown as bold italics and deletions are shown as strikethrough.   

ERRATA TO THE AIR QUALITY SECTION 

Page 3.3-8, Table 3.3-3, has been amended as follows:  

TABLE 3.3-3 
NCCAB Attainment Status Designations  

POLLUTANT NATIONAL DESIGNATION STATE DESIGNATION 

Ozone, 1 hour 
Not Applicable 

Attainment/Maintenance 
 

Nonattainment/Transitional 

Ozone, 8 hour Unclassified/Attainment Not Applicable 

PM10 Unclassified Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Unclassified Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide Unclassified/Attainment Unclassified/Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfates Not Applicable Attainment 

Lead Not Applicable Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide Not Applicable Unclassified 

Visibility Reducing Particles Not Applicable Unclassified 

 

Page 3.3-17, MM 3.3-3, has been amended as follows: 
 
s. Utilize truck stop electrification to decrease emissions of diesel particulates from idling 
trucks. 
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Page 3.3-7, Table 3.3-2, has been amended as follows: 
 

TABLE 3.3-2 
SUMMARY OF AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA 

POLLUTANT STANDARDS 2002 2003 2004 
King City-750 Metz Road Air Monitoring Station 

 Ozone (O3) 

 Maximum concentration, 1-hr/8-hr period (ppm) 

 Number of days state standard exceeded 

 Number of days federal standard (1-hr/8-hr) exceeded 

 

0.079/0.066 

0            
0/0 

 

0.085/0.074 

0 

0/0 

 

0.078/0.070 

0 

0/0 

 Suspended Particulates (PM10) 

 Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 

 Number of days state standard exceeded  

 Number of days federal standard exceeded  

 

62.4 

- - 

0 

 

38.0 

- - 

0 

 

46.1 

- - 

0 
Salinas #3 Air Monitoring Station 
 Ozone (O3) 

 Maximum concentration, 1-hr/8-hr period (ppm) 

 Number of days state standard exceeded 

 Number of days federal standard (1-hr/8-hr) exceeded 

 

0.075/0.062 

0 

0/0 

 

0.073/0.063 

0 

0/0 

 

0.077/0.070 

0 

0/0 

 Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

 Maximum concentration, 1-hr/8-hr period (ppm) 

 Number of days state (1-hr/8-hr) standard exceeded 

 Number of days federal (1-hr/8-hr) standard exceeded 

 

2.3/1.38 

0/0 

0/0 

 

2.8/1.09 

0/0 

0/0 

 

1.9/1.21 

0/0 

0/0 

 Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

 Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 

 Number of days state standard exceeded 

 Annual arithmetic mean (AAM) 

 AAM exceed federal standard? 

 

0.049 

0 

0.007 

0 

 

0.053 

0 

0.006 

0 

 

0.1394 

0 

0.007 

0 

 Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 

 Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 

 Number of days state standard exceeded  

 Number of days federal standard exceeded  

 

44.0 

0 

0 

 

66.0 

0  4.0 

4.0  0 

 

44.0 

0 

0 

 Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

 Maximum 24-hour concentration (µg/m3) 

 Number of days federal standard exceeded * 

 

23.5 

0 

 

15.9 

0 

 

22.3 

0 
AM Annual Arithmetic Mean 
(µg/m3) Micrograms per Cubic Meter  
ppm  Parts per Million 
  - -      Not Calculated or Insufficient Data Available 
Source:  ARB 2005 
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ERRATA TO THE TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION SECTION 
Page 3.11, last sentence of first paragraph, has been amended as follows: 
 
 Background Plus Interim 

 


