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1.0 INTRODUCTION

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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1.0 INTRODUCTION

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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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 1

B AR SR T AL A RO S R NS T 1 L L R S R A T 2

Regional Transportation Planning Agency » Congestion Managerment Planning
Local Tremsportation Commission « Monterey County Service Authority for Freeways & Expressways

June 1, 2006 JUN & 2005

Mark McClain @I‘b
Building Official/Planning Manager

City of Greenfield

45 El Camino Real

Greenfield, CA 93927

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Greenfield
South End Sphere of Influence and General Plan Amendment Project

Dear Mr, McClain:

Transportation Agency for Monterey County {TAMC) staff has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Greenfield South End Sphere of
Influence and General Plan Amendment. TAMC is the Regional Transportation Planning
Agency and Congestion Management Agency for Monterey County.

The project will accommodate development of 293 new low-density residential units and

approximately 217,800 square feet of commercial space on 214 acres, generating approximaiely
15,606 daily trips.

TAMC staff offers the following comments for your consideration:

Regional Road and Highway Impacts

1. The document acknowledges that 40% of project trips will travel northbound on TJS 101
and identifies a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to US 101 mainline
performance north of Greenfield, which would be mitigated by widening the roadway to
accommeodate the cumulative traffic volumes. TAMC is requesting that new projects pay
proposed TAMC regional impact fees on an ad hoc basis to mitigate cumulative impacts 1-1
to state highways, prior to TAMC asking each city to take official action adopting the fee
program over the next two months. The fee program must be updated regularly to reflect
changes in land use plans and transportation project development, and which will also
have to take into account the need to widen US 101 through South Monterey County.

55-B Ploza Circle, Salings. CA 93901-2%02 - Tel: (831) 775-0%03 « Fax: (831) 775-08%7 « Website: www.lomemontferey.org

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



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 1 Continued

TAMC urges the City to adopt the proposed regional fee program and collect regional
fees from projects currently being reviewed by the City to establish a mechanism for
mitigating cumulative capacity impacts on the county’s road and highway system.

1-1
cont.

2. The project will generate both project-specific and cumulative impacts to US 101
interchanges in the City of Greenfield, which will be mitigated through the city’s traffic
impact fee program, and through a direct financial contribution toward the cost of a new
US 101 interchange at Espinosa Road io replace the existing access ramps. These 1-2
improvements must be implemented in coordination with Caltrans District 5 to meet
Caltrans requirements and to obtain necessary approvals. A Project Study Report (PSR)
will most likely need to be completed for some or all of the proposed interchange
improvements.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

3. TAMC supports Mitigation Measures 3.11-9a and 3.119b in the document, which will
provide for bicycle and pedestrian facilities serving development proposed for the area io
be added into the ¢ity’s sphere of influence. Our agency particularly supports the
emphasis on pedesirian connectivity noted in these measures, and would like to express
its appreciation for the consideration given to these modes of transportation. 1-3

TAMC specifically recommends, however, that bicycle travel be accommodated via
Class II bicycle lanes according to specifications in Chapter 1000 of the Caltrans
Highway Design Manual, as opposed to separated Class I bicycle paths.

Transit System

4, Impact 3.11-10 listed in the document noies that some increase in demand for transit will
result in & less than significant impact to local and regional transit systems serving the
City of Greenfield. TAMC would like to note that 2% of proposed regional fee program
revenne will be aliocated io Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) for expansion of 1-4
countywide transit services, which include the MST Route 23 and 53 services identified

in the document that connect Greenfield with destinations in Salinas and the Monterey
Peninsula.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. If you have any questions, please
contact Andrew Cagk of my staff at (831) 775-0903.
|

-

Wm. Reichmuth, P.E., cutive Director

CC:  Dave Murray, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 5
Carl Sedoryk, Monterey-Salinas Transit
Nicholas Papadakis, AMBAG
Douglas Quetin, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

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

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
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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.

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



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 2

N\ MONTEREY BAY

o ,' Unified Air Pollution Gontrol District AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFIGER
oo serving Monterey, San Benlte, and Sania Cruz counties Douglas Quetin
24580 Silver Cloud Court « Monteray, Cafifornia 92040 « 831/647-8411 « EAX 831/647-8501
June 2,.2006
M, Mark McClain, Planning Manager/Building Official Sent by Facsimile to:
L City of Greenfield (831) 674-3149
WEMEERS 45 El Camino Real
CHAR: Greenfield, CA 93927
Sante Oz,
o e SUBJECT:  DEIR FOR SOUTH END GPA / SO AMENDMENT
Reb Munaeu
Sy Dear Mr. McClain:
ST Staff has reviewed the Draft EIR and submits the following comments for your consideration:
onarsy Gy NCCAB Attainment Status Designations. Page 3.3-8.
B ey The federal one-hour ozone standard was revoked on June 15, 2005; there is no attainment 2-1
o it designation for this revoked standard.
R Mitigation Meagure MM 3.3-1. Page 3.3-11-13,
King City The District welcomes the opportunity to review the consiruction emissions reduction plan
Denis Norton (CERP) that would include best-available control measures for site preparation and 2.2
e Piis construction activities. However, without implementation and enforcement of measures to
Sons Gz reduce impacts within District thresholds of significance, MM 3.3-1 may not reduce impacts
P to a less than significant level.
Moriteray County
Sub-Measures “n”, “0”, “p” and “q”. Page 3.3-13.
“To the extent feasible”; and “minimize the use”, “limit the pieces™ and limit hours™ ” 2-3
(without specified detail) are not enforceable mitigation measures.
Stationary Construction Equipment, Page 3.3-13.
Sub-measure “s”, stationary equipment, may inchide portable equipment that is registered by
the State under the Air Resources Board’s Portable Equipment Regisiration Program. Please | 2-4
contact Lance Ericksen, Manager of the District’s Engineering Division, for details of this
program, as well as stationary sources subject to District permit.
Operational Emissions at Buildout without Mitigation. Page 3.3-15.
The document specifies that the modeling conducted did not take into account onsite mobile
emissions associated with distribution facilities, packaging facilities and fruck stops.
Inastmuch as the Land Use Summary in Fable 2-2 on page 2-17 includes 61 acres of highway 2-5
commercial, 25 acres for a truck stop, and 83 acres of heavy industrial; the District suggests
that the modeling be redone to reflect what is ouilined in the Project Description.
City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
June 2006

Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 2 Continued

MM 3.3-3. Page 3.3-16.
As stated under MM 3.1, above, the District welcomes the opportunity to
tecommend mitigation measures and suggests the following:

Highway Commercial and Industrial Uses

For the truck stop that is proposed on the Franscioni parcel, the District suggests
that truck stop electrification be considered. Electrification would not only reduce 2.6
fuel consumption and costs for the trucker, but would also significantly decrease
emissions of diesel particulate matier and toxic air contaminants. This measure
should significantly decrease PMig, NOy and ROG emissions. The District
suggests that the benefits of such a measure be quantified. Information from the
U. 8. Depariment of Energy is attached for your reference, whick includes
locations of similar projects in California.

Health Risk Assessment

The District suggests that a Health Risk Assessment be considered for
development within 500 feet of Highway 101, especially the proposed residential 2-7
development.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project.

Sincerely,

Jean Getchell
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Mondtoring Division

Attachment

ce: Lance Bricksen, Engineering Division

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
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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

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
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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

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
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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.

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
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v T JOHNSONG: MONCRIEF

Letter 3

ARRONT: JOHNZON
Adrin@JolmsorMataisfcon.
S D908

TH: 830 750908 . ¢ -5 PAULWEMEOMCRIER
FEB21),759:0905: ABROTESSIONAL L CORPORATION

Pasi@alinsonionsricf.eoii:

SHRISTIRA M TRUPLLO
Hiiwahiisoiaicr i

womijalnsonddonrrteficon

June 2, 2006
File Ne.-02035.000
Mark McClain
Building Official arid Planming Manager
City-of Greenficld,
45 B Carmino Redl

Greenfield, CA H3927
RE: Comments:to “Sonth End*”Sphere of Tnflwence Amendment Project.
Deair ME. MoeClatii:

Thasl;yewfor the work o, Greenfields city staffang Pacific:MusicipalCorisilidiits
(“PMCZ) have putinto the “Sputh:End™ annexation project;

This is'to-provids you with by cortments.on the Draft Bavironmenial Impact Report on the
“Sputh, Bng" Sphere of fluence Amendinent Project, dated Az 2006 (TEIR™, I weuld
like torcompliment:you and PMCronunderstanding and’ expireasing e betiefifs and
obijectives of thisiproject. The'project will esfablish longterm job-genetating land tives,
romicte.a tietier job#hotging balanee within Greenficld and enhance the southern geteway:
entrance-to the:Gity:

The foliowing represents cur-eomments to-the DEIT:

L. 2175 Table 22, Theteack stap, hotelimotel and.storage faikities have Yeen
proposed by Gary:Coates as ideas that may-wirk on the.east side of highway
191, “The uses wer contemplated and mtended to apply-to either the-Stheid Bast 3-1
or Franscioni properties, The DER correctly addresses the preliminagy-nature
of tis concept,

2. P32-12; Williamson-AclBxchanee Ptogram. In:an effort to-assist-the City ints
analysis.of compliance with the Williamson. Act Exchange Program (“WAEP?),
-atiached you will:find ouranalysis-of the requiternénts and application:ofithe 3 '2
WHEP to.our project, Exhibit “4” analyzes:ihe-eligibility, sclection and value

City of Greenfield
June 2006

South End GPA / SOl Amendment
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 3 Continued

Mr. Mtk McClain

Tune 2, 2006°
Pape g g
3. ssues:surtounditig the propertly. Exhibit “B* analyzes the necessary findinge as | 3 —2
zequired by the WAEP. cont.

4, P.3.2:21. A portion of the-property consists of the Elder Gravelly Loam, while 2
majority ofthe subject property consiste-of Arrayo Seco Gravelly Sandy Loam,
Itiis impartant'to emghasize that the!City'is tontemplating fmioving the Sphere:of 3 _ 3
Influence lines from an area portheast.of the subjectproperty:that consists.almest:
entirely-of the-revered Cropley Sitt Clay, fo an. arealess. desirable’in terms ofsoil
quality.

5, P.3.2-26: MM'3.2-4. An agricultusliimpact fee does not eurrenitly-exist, Ty
clearthat the amount of land thet the Frensclont Frifly is dedicaig to
‘peithanert:agficultural casements far exceed the requiramerits estibilished in. 3 —4
stateJavi-andishould be considerst mitigation for pugposes of thigmeasure;
regardless of whetherah Impact miogram is created dr.not,

% P33T Toble 3,30, Thelieve thenumberof days the state standard for Piio . | 3-5
was.exceeded was-4.ad the federdl standard shonld read zera, -

7. P.3.8-10: MM3.818. Tt is myamderstanding that Cltyof Gireesifield policies o
reguired :paik space. do-not:address corunereialior indudirial property. ' Weils
anticipate providing tetention aveas:onthe property. and-we intend to work with
‘the Schiéid property owniersiin‘terms &f overall te planning, whicl: would 3 _6
ingludle padkspece. Inthe.event that weprovids a wétention basinlerges snoiigh
Aoaccommodate recreational uises, we assame that by workingicollaborafively
withthe Scheid properties; that:such a ugewould:dlse qualify Tor-any-park space
required throughout the project. '

& . 3.11:17; Analysis Scenarlos. The DEIR analyzes bockground conditions
‘represented by projects that are: approved’but notconstrugted and wheve there'ly
an-gssumption of fullbuild-ont of thergeneralplan. Does this analysis 3 - 7
incorperatethe clrrently approved general plan, whichincludes the indwstrial
designation of the Thozpe property locatednostheast of the préject site.

9 P3.11.25, "The last sentence:of the:first:paragraph of this page starts with | 3 _8
“Background Plus Interint™ withnothing further.

10 EAdid Thetaffosudyindicated thatanevrireewaysiriterchange worild'be
needed at Highway 101-ané Espinosa Road, Itis importait note thet from&
project level, this analysis is imporiant and valid. However, we helizve that with 3 _9
further engiineering, review and technical analysis, we:may find thet mpgrading

\ 4
City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
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Letter 3 Continued

W, Watk Mo Cldti
June 2,2006
Page 2 ofd

the-existifig overpass at-Patricia Lanemay-provide a more feasible and.preferable
alternative, TEisouriment to:fihd the rdostfair, econiomisil e Teasible resolution
to the southern:overpass, wiitch will vltimately benefit the résidents of Greenfisid 3-9
traveling o the highwaycommeris] desfinations and those travéling from their cont.
homies'te schodliand worls, Inother-words, this overpass will benefit the enfire ciiy,

Again, thank you for your fime-and ¢ffort n. prspativie this EIR.

Ifyou have anyquestions, please do.not hesitate fo contact me:

Very traly yows,

Aaronl; 61&130‘:1‘
APY/mea

Enclosurg

City of Greenfield South End GPA / SOl Amendment
June 2006 Final Environmental Impact Report
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Letter 3 Continued

EXHIBIT “A>

WILLIAMSON ACT EXCHANGE:PROGRAM ANALYSIS
(Eligibility, Selection and Value of Property)

The Government:Code provides-the initidl guidance on the oriterfa for satisfying a
‘Willistnson Act Exchange Program-iransaction. The laws gmdmg s ourcomplicated and
meke reférencs td.one.nnother, Tgsentially, we dre reviewirig Goveminent Code:§ 51256
which:requires

(1) The proposed agricultural eesement is consistent withhe eriteriain
B ‘Public Resources Cods § 10251 (Ses section &, below);
(&) The :proposed agricultural easement [s: evaluaed prrsuantto selection

oritetia in Public.Resourées:Gode§ 10252, making:a beneficial
coptribuion to-the:cohiservation-dgricyliural landinits area (See:
SectionB, below);

© The: pmpused land io beplaced into ppriciittiral Sanseriation
casement i4-of équal:size'or Jarger thamtheland subject:tt the
contiract fo bereseinded, ind isequally.or more:siitible for
apriculture] use:tliatthe la‘n&‘suhject 1o the:contract toberescinded.
Indetenmining the suitability.of the ind for agrieninal se, the city;
wr'ediuntyshall consider the soil quality and-waiter availability of the
lamid, adjacent {end uses and; any agricilturdl supportinfrasttuctute,
(See Section. C= below)idtid,

© Ttivahie of fhe proposed apriculbural-congervation eassment, is.
equal o of preater than 12,5 pércent of tlié: carieellation: valuation.of
the land subject to-the.coritract-to be reseinded, pursiant to
sibdivision ) of §'51283, The cadoment valag and thseanceliation
valuation shall be determined within 30 days before the appraval-of
the:¢ity-ar couniy of ax-2grestent pursnant to ihis sention, (See
Bection D), below),

A, Public Resources:Code § 10251, Eligihility Criterin,

Puirsuant o Publie:Resources Code§ 10251, thepraposed agitultinal easementsidentified
i the'Soniavia Ranch (APNEI 37041 #034-000), Redding Rancls (APN# 221-011.040-000)
aid fhe remaiiing 50-Acre VanoliRanch (APR#221-0] L-017-000% (eollectively, the.
“Easements™), must be-consistent with the-following-erfters;

t1} The parcel proposed for conservation’ s expecterl fo continue fo'be
uged for,-ang is large-enough'to sustiin, com 1 agricaHuralproduetion,
Fheland is alsoin an at_tea-ﬂmt possesses-the necu.ssu'ry:markct, infrastructars,
amd agricnlfural support scrvices, and the surrounding payeel sizes andl Jand
gés will supporé long-texm commereial agricultural-production:
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Letter 3 Continued

Sotniavia Ranol: The ranch consi3i6£'86.09 dores of produciive, itfsated row craps
Jocated west o¥ Highway 101 at Somayia Roadl, between Salinas and Chudlar, Forthe past
several degades; the mnahihas beer-used for the production of vegetablis Grops. The
-agricultural-use 1s @ viable use-and a consistent use'with the surrounding propertis.

‘Redding Ranch: The tanch-consists:of 317,09 scrés of productive, irigated row.crops
Jogated cast of and adjacent to Highway:101 just:south.of Greorffiéld: For the past severs]
decades, the Ranch has‘been used forthe produgtion of wegetableerops. The agrieultural
use is Viable use and a consistent use witl the surrounding properties

30 Acre Vanoli Rancli: The'50.Acre Ranch consists of S0.00-acres of firotluctive, irlgated
rovrcrops located sastof Highiway 101 and-s castof and adjecent to the. 120-acre:
Fransoioni-project site, This.50 acre:portian of the:ranch consisis:mainty of the preferred
Ciopley Silty Clay.sail, The subject ranch is-itrigated row grop ranclywhich for the ‘past
savern! dscades Huis been used for the produciion 4 vegetaliles raps, The ageicnltural yse s
avidble nse and a consisEntnse with the surrounding propeifies.

12] Theapplicable city or county has a:general planthat deruons tratés s
long-term eommitment to-agticutteal land conservation, This comaiitment’
shali beireflected in the gonls; chjectives, policies,and impilemontition
mebsures.af theplan, as they-relateto-the area of the connty.or eity wherethe
easementacquisition is proposed;

See TIEIR page 3.2:18%19,

(@) ‘Without conservation, the land proposei for protectionis likely to
be-eonyerted to notagricultural use:in the foresecahla-future.

Somavia Ranchr: The current zoning and Monterey County Generdl Plandesignationfor
ihig property make it possible to'be conveifed foiothdr Usesinthe nigss fufiare, Therprop erty
is currently zoned “Heavy Tndusttial” and s Jocated off of Somavia road, whichthas access
‘to/from Highway £01.-Although Tt-woulid be difficlt to:convert 1o anotheruss beoauseof
traffic; conshraints: s low-intensity, storage facility wenild be:a type of conversion that.could
be-consistent with the zoring/general:plan designation-with very itle iraffic impact,

Reitding Ranch: Given ity provcimity and access to-a major thovoughifire dike Highway 101,
itis possible t0:seek a géineral plan amendment from Monterey. County to dovelop the
“property as 2 “Community, Area”, sipsiileir 10 that-of Pajaro.or Boronda. While the 2005.2025
Clty of Greenfiold General Plan glanming boundaries domotinchude:the Refding Ranch for
firtuié city growth, the;property is located ¢lose snough ta Greenfield to wertant concern
abotit dévéloping in that avea,

50 Acre Vanoli Ranch: The 50 Acre Ranch will be direcily adjacent to the-City’s sphere:of
influence. and uhimately developed land,
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Letter 3 Continued

B. PublicResources. Code’§ 10252 Selection-Criteria..

Pursiant to.Fublic Resources Code § 10252 the proposed Easements shal- make a beneficil
contribution o the conseryation of agricvltural Tand i its aven, The director shall evaluate 5
proposal fora fes ttle or agricultural conservation eesement acquisition grant based upon:
s overall vilie of the project; taking into consideration the foals and.cohjectives for this
program, and the extent to'which.the proposed:project satisfies the following seléction
criteria:

1) The gquality of thie agricultural fand, based onland capability,
Harmland miappingand monitoring program definitions, productivity Indices,
:and othér:soil, climate, and vegetative factors.

Sumevia Ranch: “This ranch:censists-of a ik of Cogley Silty Clay-and Antloch Very Fine
Sandy Loam. The factars discussed in Seotion 32 of the DEIR, extept fot-soil type, apply
tothe condition.and climate of this raneh in terms of productive ferming, i

Redding Ranch: "This ranch.consists of & mix.of Rincon Clay Logm, The fagtors discussed
in Section 372 6fthe: DEIR, except for soil lyps, apply to this condifion:and climate-of fhis
tanch il terms of productive farming:

30-AereVanoli Ranch; ‘Pleaseses DEIR, “sovith End" Sphere-of Influence. Amendimerit
Priject, 3.2 Agriculfural Resonrces, Pg, 324,

2) The, proposul:meets maltipte nataral resourge.conservation
objectives, melrding, hut notlimited:to; wetland protection, willlife habitat
conservation;-and sceriic-open-space preservation.

Al three sitesare Jocated off of Highway 10 aiid sré highity visiblétothé travelisg public.
Tho Somavia Retich is zoned Heavy Indusirial. The-praposetl Ensivent would frotectihe
faenilanid:from fature developtivent by permanently plaing over-330 acres of I ghly visible
fmitand ingo-an.agricultural essement inaintaining its cusrent nse as rowcrop-and
preserving the open-spase, scenic quality of the ptoperty.

Foiadditionsl diseussion.onithe proposal’s-dedication fonatal resQUICe conservation,
please see DEIR Seetion 3.1 {Aesthetic & Visual Resources), Section’d 2 (Agricultal
Resources) and Section 3.4 (Biological Resciives).

{3) The.cily demonstrates 2 Jong-term comniitment to agriculturalland
conservation as lemonstrated by thegeneral plan-and.related Jand use pokigies.
of the city, policies of thedocal agency formativd comnitssion, Califcrriin
Environmental Quality Act pelicies md proceiures, the existence.of active Tocal
agrienlfural land.coriservancics or truss, the use of an effective right-th-Tarm
ordinance, and.applied strategies-for the econemic support and eihancement of
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Letter 3 Continued

agx:ic_llltural-entérprise,-inc]u'ding—wa’ter-pn]iéies,puhh’ecﬂuwﬁun,:markeﬁng
suppord,and consiimer snd recrestional incentives,

“The Monteray’ County General Plan demenstrates & long:ierm comm itmentits agiiciiitursl
land conservetion.evidenced by the-foliowing Land Tse:Polivies:

Countv of Monferey General Plan Land Use Policies

Lond Use Polioy 26/1.12:  Tn orderto preserve:its apen space znd rural characier, the
‘County.shaill encourage the voluniary restriction of developmentihrough dedication of
scenic.or conservation-eassments, tansfer.of development rights and other appropfiafe
techniques,

Land Use Policy 27.3.2¢ “The-County. shall. choowrage open space’be provifed wittin
and on the finges of resifiential areas,

Land Use Policy30,0.1: TheCourty shallpréventnon-agriculture] uses which coild
Interfere with the potential of normal agricultura] ‘opétatiohe on viable farmlands desigriated
a5 primeg, of statewide impoitanice, unique or oFlosal Importance.

Land Usa Policy 30.0:4: The Cotmityshifl meke every effort {o.preserve, enfianed, and
expand vinble agricultural land uses on familand designated ag prime,.of statewidi.
Impoitanee, wnigie; of. of lecalimportance throughapplication. of “agrienlnzal® land use
designations-and encouragément-oflarge lotaericiitural 2RI,

The County shall.support other policies that preride tax end
3 will erhance competitive capabilities of farms and ranclies,
theréby insuting lobg-tenm preservation, guhancsmient, and expansion of viable agriculiza!
Tands. Examyitss of thess policies and  progreme may iticlhudo:the following;

+ Esfablishrignt.of a-progranyio purchage and lease back agricultural-lands nearurban
-or developiiig-areas for'contlined agriclturaluss,

# "Use-ofvoluniary restriction to-agricvitirdl nses threvgh-cavititbutions of
<congervation easements or-othet. sppropriate fochndgoes,

+ use of Williamson Aet-Contragts

Land (fse Policy 34.1.7: “The County shail support the creation of private nonprofit
land trusts and conservation organizations torective:by voluntary donafion-op purchase,
development tights ois any.lands to.be preserved as open space.

Laiid Uss Pélicy 26,1.71.1{8CY: Inorder to make the mest efficient use of lang ang o

preserve-agricyltural land and open space, slustéred develtipment shall be encoraged inall
areag where developraent is permtted.
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Letter 3 Continued

Lanit Use Poliey'27.1.3.1(3C Faisfing cominuiities:shall be the nucleus for. resilential,
expansion and-premature, scattered development shail be discouraged.

Land Use Policy 27.1.3.1{SCx The Cotinty shall suppori policies arid programs sucli-as
inrpe’lot zoning:and agriculfural land trusts which will-ehancethe compefitive.capdbilifies
.of farms and ranches;

Greenfleld’s Policjes: Fora discussior.of the City of Greenfigld s:policics.on protecting
agriculture, please see:?,3,2-18 thronzh 20,

LAFCO Policies: For a discussion of the LAFCO, Policy andlysis, please see Table'3,2-6:0n
P32-17.0f the DEIR,

CEQA Compliance: Inaccord with ihe California Erivironmentai Quality Actfequirements;
Momterey-County has adopted by ordinance the cfitetia and procedures forthe.evaluation of

‘projects and the preperation of environmental reports and negative-declarations as sef forth
‘i the California Prbilic Ressirices Code seations 21000t seq. See Monterév County Code

§16.70.030,

Land Trusts: The applicant has beerworking cooperatively withthe Wonterey County
Agiiowttiral and Historieal Land Conservancy, Inc., & Caltormia-non-profit corporation
{“Conservancy™), whe will scesptthe grantof the Easetnent, The-Conservaney was. founded
ani August T, 1984 and.was created by the fesidents of Monierey County to servethe
residents of Nonterey County. Indorporated in 1985, the'Gonservancy is;a private; niofi-
pisfit organization. dedicatedito the:proservatipr o the agricultural and historical resources
of Monterey County.

Rightio Farm Nofice: Monteréy Conty has adopiett Monterey:Uousity-Code ' 1640, dn
-drdinance protecting:agricultirdl aceivities nearresidential and commercial activities
otherwise knownasa right-fo-farm oxdindnce.

Appliei Steategies: Please seethe 1988 Montergy-County General Plan, South County Aren,
Plan,

{4y df the land is:in 4 connty thit jarticipates inthe Willizmson Act
(Chapter 7 {commeneing with:Section 51200} 6f Zart 1.of Division'] of Tifle:5 of
the Government Code), the land proposed for protection’is within.a-county or
city designated agricaliurdl prescrve. )

A portionof the proposed Easement is withiiva county designated spriculfiredl preserve,
(5) The land:proposed for conservation is within two miles ontside of the

exteriorboundary of the spliere of influence of-2 ity as cstablished hy the Jocal
agengy formation commission,
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Letter 3 Continued

Somavia Ranch: Yé-within two miles of the unincorporated town-of Chular, & commurity.
approximetely 10 miles South-of the Salinas city limits, Chularhaé afopulation of 1,135
people,hos its own elementarj-sehos!, post offiee; and several convenionde:stofss. Urider
the Monterey Coungy General Plan Update, Chuslar witl be considered & “comimuntty area®
and a5 such identified for future growth,

Redding Ranoh: s withinitwo miles:ofthe City of: Greenfiskl.
VapoliRanch: The 50, Acre, Vauoli Ranch: casement is within two milles.of Greenfidld,

{6) The:applicanit demonsirates fiscal nnd techvival cipability to
effectively carry ont the projosil. Technical capability may bé demonstéated.
‘by agriendtiralland conservation expertise onthegoverning board or staff of
‘the-applicant,.or through partnership with an organization that has that
.expertise.

The-applicant:is represeried. by Jegal counsel knowled geable on the Williamson Act and
agiicultural casement restrictions. In addifion, theMonterey: County Agriculturdl and
Historical Dand Consérvaney, Inc;, the Calffomis nofprofit-comporation who is accepling
the proposed Easerment for consorvation, is knowledgeable anil detiisated to'the preservation
of agricuftural.and histotical fesovitcés-of Monterey County and familiar with:the state
agricultural preservation policies and statutes, Furthermore, the applicanit is.in the buatucks
of farmitig and willdikely continue to farrm the Easement properties..

17 The proposal demonsirates.a.coordinaied sippoach among affected
Iandowners, local governments, andnonprofit opganizations. T offier entitie
are affected; thereliswritten support fronythose-entities for the proposal snd-4a
willingness to cooperate, The support of nighboring landowners who ave fiot
involved in the propossl shall be:considered.

The Mouterey Counity Agrie\lltural and Historical Land Conservanoy, Tac,,.a California non-
profit corpordtion accepiing the grent ofithe Easement:(“Conservancy™) and the City, of
Gireenfieldhave expressed their support of the: projéet, “This proposal has heen discussed at
public meetings in the City of: Groenfield, with neiglibors'and adjacent developers. The
proposal Has novimettesistance tordate: )

(8) The:conseryation of the land suppnﬂs.iong“‘-ferm:pri\cate
stewvardship and continued agricubiural produetion in the region.

Aciording to the egresment, the Easement will berestéicted uhdar-an agriculfural-easement
it the Cotservancy in perpetuity. The proposed Easementis.expected to beused for, and.
large: enough:to sustain, commeréialmgriculinral produetion, endis stirfoundsd By
agricultura! supparting services that stpport long-term commergial agriculturabproduction.

(9} ‘The proposal demonsirates an innevative approach to agriculiurs]
Iand conservation with-a potential forwide application inthe siate:
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“Thentan proposal deemonstratas that Williarsen Act Exchange Program is apracess
where a lafidowner and the:state can benefit fom earicellation of the Williamson Act
vontract: The landowner'is able to-cance] the contract o, the resticted property anititie state
gaing additionsl:and better or-equal valus of agrieuiural land for agricultural preservation.
Int.this regazd, the Francsioni proposal to exchange the westernmost 121.06:Acre Vanoli
Ranch for the proposed Easement places a greatet aniount of acraage of betier and
equivelentsoil guality under agricultural preservation..

(10) Theamount of matehing fundsand inkind services conitributed by
Ipcal governments and.other sourcestoward the acquisifion of the fee title.or
agriculiural conservation eas, t, or both.

The-logdl:government s not contiibuting to-the équisition of the a_gr‘ibultm‘al easgmnent,

{1%) The price of the proposeil acquisition is-tost-elfective i
-comparison to:the fair markes value.

An appraisal, to be provided in this process; willshowthafthe Easement is being donated 1o
thé Gonservancy,.as.such it is cogt:effective i comparidon to ihe folr markef vaiue of the
proposed Ensement and the-cost of obiaining such.an easemerithy the Conservancy;

{12} Otherrelevant considerations established by ihe director.
To'bedetermined by the direcfor of the Department of Consetvation,

. “The proposed land ‘to-be placed into agricotiursl Eongervation casement is
of cqual size-orfarger than theland subject 4o the-contract fo bz, rescinded, andt 5.
cqually or moxe suitabiedor-agricaliural use thanfhe Jand.subject fo the.continétto be
reseindeil, In detorniiniitg the suftibility of the Jand for agrienltural use, the oy or
county shall.consider the sl quality and water-avalability of the land, ailjacent land-
uges dnd any agricaltural supportinfrastrocture;

Egual oy Larcer Batement: The proposed land to'be placed in sgricuttural preservation, the
Somayia Ranch (+/- 68.09%-acres), the Redding Ranch(+/+ 31709 ages), and the
vasternmast 50 AcreVanoli Ranchin.exchange:forthe canceliation of the westeramost

121,06 Vanoli Ranch-agriculturel easement, is grester byaeplacing 433.18 acresinto
agricultaral frédctvation:in exchange for the cancelled westernmost Vanoli Ranch of 121.06
ECHES.

Eauslly or More:Suitshle for Ag 1se: The Somedvia, Redding and the easlemmiost 50 Acre
Vineli Ranch-ensement:are superior to the-agriculural quality of the:soil onthe westernmpst
121.06 actes.of the Venoli Ranch, which consists of primarily the Arrayo Seeo Grayely
Loam. For a disoussion of soil-types on.the Vanoli ranch, please see P, 3.3.7 through. 11,
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Bovdavia Ranch Svitability:

Soil quality-and water aveilability; ‘The Somavis Ranch has one-well. This well is'adéquate
for Farmifyg s ranch. Soils o the ranch include the:Cropley Silty Clay; dlass: Tl soil.
Adiaeent-Uste: “The Somavia Ranchfromts-on SomaviaRood with the'SalinasRiver o ihe
west, Highway 101 is/located 1o the east androw cropiare found-to the:nofth and south of
theranch, The:City of Chwilar'is Jocated southsast oF the:ranch. Agricultaraf Suppiort
dufrastructure: The:ranch has water arid is clagerofransportation rowtes,

Redding Ranch Swimbilite:

Soil quelity and water aveilability; The'Redding Ranch hag two wells on:the subject
ptoperty und has. permanent:sprinkleritrigation. The soil tating:is Class T for all usable
acres. Adjacent Useg: The Reddimg Ranch Fronts onthe 101 Highway to the west and the
Salinas Riveron the east. There are zawsrops on the north-and south of the propesty..
Agricalturd! Infrastrusture: The Redding Ranch has two wells on the subject property.aad
has permanent spridkler isigation. There 4f fio building improvements on the'ianch
exoopting mefal equipment shed,

50 Agre Vaneoli Ranch:
Soil quality and water availabilicy:

Water-otvthe 50 Acre Vanoli Ranch is providied by well on fhi {avger porfion ofithiis
‘pavcel. The soil vating 18 Class T for 20 usdble acres:and - Class HI for the remaiting 30:
agres, The Stovie Tridex i5:90 for 10 dores, 51 for 10-acyes and 63-for the remaining 30 aciis;
Adjacent Uses: The subject ranchiis:located. approximately ¥ mile south ofthe City of
Greenfield limits. The 50.acre Vanoli Ranch froiitdon thidaiger portion.of the Vanoli
Ranch with the Salinas River tp the east, Highway 701 to the-west, tow crop farming to:the
north, south-and west (for now) and:the:CHy.of Greenfieldito the siorth. Agrledliral
Infrastrsture: Water'is. cuirertly served by awell onshe property(fhe applicant will agres
{o.continue lo provide water to.that paree]), ) ) )

D; Thevalue of the propoesed agricultural conservation easement, is equal fo or:
greatér than 12.5 percent of the caneellation:valnation of theland subject to the
«contract to berescinded, parsuantto-subdivision (4) of §:31243, The easement value
and the eancellation vahuation shaltbe determined within 30 days befaré the approval
of the city orcounty of an agreement pursuznt to this section.

‘The landowner has.an October 12, 2005, thaft Centified Resl Estate. Appraiss] on the
Somavia Ranch, the Redding Rench and theeaslernimost's0 Acre Vanoli Rancly sppraising
the values of the easernent individually es follows: 1) Somavia Ranchi, $600,000.00;72)
Redding Raneh, 1,113,000.00; 3)-ensterrmost 50 Acte’ Vandli Ranch, $375,000.00. The
Menterey County Assessor ninst make anappraisdt 30-days before spproval of the city or
county rescission agrsement to determine the cancellation valuation ef the 121.08, Acte
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Yanoli Ranch, the laftl subject to comiract whd fo'bereseinided and thétesficr to'be
exchanged for the proposed essement,
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EXHIBIT*B”

WILLIAMSON ACT EXCHANGE PROGRAM ANALYSIS
(Necessary Findings)

L

Under the Williatnson Act the Board or Goundil ey grantientative aporoval for
ancellation ofa contract onlyif it-makes.one of the following imdings {Government Code
§.51282

(1} That the-canecllation is congistent with theiprrpeses of this chapter;. or

Cancellation i consistent wifli e purposes of the.chaptes because e proposed exchange
can.meet the Williamson Act-easement excliange criteria under Governrnent Code soofion
31256, Public Resources Codle.§ 10251 and § 10252,

(2) Thatthe canecflation’isin the publicinterest; {Cancellation ofim-contract shall bein
the:publicinterest if the.couheil oF borrd makes fhie Following fidings: (1) fhat gther publi¢
concerns substantiglly outweigh the.objectives of this-chapter, b £2) that there-is:fio.
proximate noncoriracted land-whick iz hoth avallabie-and suifable forthensa to whichjtis.
proposed the contracted land be prit, or-that development of the contracted land woild
provide aiorgcondiguans patisms of urhan development than development of proximate,
noncontracted Tand?) B

The proposed praject beneflts the City of Gréenfield by providing econoitic.development.af
the adjacent land:that can: provide jobs for the commmunifty. Theredsno practivel altersiative:
inoncontracted properly that'is suitable for the proposed use (See B33 below),
Development of the contracted fand will provide:s, conliguous pattern:of ufban-developmen,
(See (B)(#)). Pleasysee BEIR Section 4.2 formorsinfonmation simporting the benefit of
this projectio:the public interest.

i,

Cancellation ofaconteact shiall be consistent with the parposes:of this chapter pnlyif the
board orcouncil makes all the:foliowing findings:

(1)That cancellation js for Tand on which.notice of nonrenewalhas been served
pursuantfo § 51245, A nonrenewal totice has been filed with Monterey County;

(2) That-cancellation i not Jikely 4o result in the removal of. udj_acent langs from,
agriculturs] uses.

The cancellafion invéives land that is presently being proposed in the Gity of Greentield
amended sphere ofnflucnce, Any. adjacent property ot witlin the proposed adjusted
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sphere of:inﬂg_.z_ence_ is-tmlik_e,Ly‘in b dovelopet-in the-near fuiwre, Adiavent property is going
into permanent agricutiurel easement.

(3) That cancellation is for an slterhative nge-whilch is: consisteirt with-tie applicable
provisions of the cify.or.county generalplan.

Bee DERisection 4.3-for'bensfits ofthe freject, incluiiing planning for futurs growth
consistent with the existing plan and zoning, and.compatibility with surfounding Jand ases,

(4) That cancellation willnot kesult in discontiguous patterns of urban development.,

Thigancellation will limit development to.property that fs atjiasent 1o the city fimits and
therefors does notresultin discontiguous pattemns ofurban develgpment,

(5) That there is.no proximate noncontracted Jund which is-bath availabls and suitable
for the-use to-which it is proposed the contracted Iand'be put, or, that development of
proximate onéintracted land {practical allernntive for fae use of the proposed.land).

Thie City of Greenfisld futore srowfii is ioving south. ind.west ofthe:ity. Thepropesed
vse of the contracted land, because of its locatiion, the gatevay of the city, will provide
Heavy hdustifal and Conmercia! development beneficial forthe distribution and
fransportation industry traveling on Highway 101, There-is.nio nonconiractsd land that is
pragimete 1o the Cify of Greenficld on the southern end-of the city that can practieally
provide the same use-of the proposed eoiteatted fand without leapfogging,

(¢) Noweconomic-character of an xisting agriculiural ise shall ot be itself be
sufficient reason for-cancellation, Tt.can be considered onlyif therc.is not other
reasonalile or compsirablé agricultaral use to which e Tand may e pat.

The property.is currently productive;

(¢) The landvwier’s petition shall be accompanted by.a proposil for-a specified
alternative use of the Jand. The proposal for the alternative.nse shall list. hose
governmental agencies known: by thé landowner fo have:permit autherity reliated to
the proposed alternative-use, and the pravisionsand requirements of 51283,4 shall be
fully applicable thereto (filing teneative canceliation upin conilitions met-with county).

See City. of Greenfield DEIR. South find Sphere of Influenice Amendment Project, 2.0
FProject Deseription, Py, 2-18,

(D ICERR dentifics significant-effects on the environment must make findings found in
FRC 21081

See City of Greenfisld DEIR, Sonith End Sphere of Influcnce Amendsien Projées, 3.0
Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Pg. 3.1,
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

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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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

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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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 4

O FLAg,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA %}

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research m

, Sy,

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit e
Arnold Schwarzenegger Sean Walsh
Governor Director
Tune 1, 2006
REC’ER@
Mark McClain JUn
City of Greenficld b 2008
45 El Camino Rea.

Iy Or
Greenficld, CA 93927 GR‘?EN
15)

Subject: South End GPA / SOI Amendment
SCH#: 2005121035

Dear Mark McClaln:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to seleoted state agencies for review. The
review period elosed on May 21, 2006, and no state agencies subnitted cemmenis by that date. This letter
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirerments for draft
environmenta] documents, pursnant to the California Environmental Quality Aot

Please call the Stane Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental rev.ew process. If you have a question about the zbove-named project, please refer fo the
ten-digit State Clenringhousc tumber wiien contacting this office.,
Sincerely,
2 e

Lot i,
Terry Robéfts
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 356812-8044
TEL (518) 445.0618 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 4 Continued

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH# 2005121035
Project Title  South End GPA / SOl Amendment
Lead Agency Greenfield, City of
Type EIR Drafi BIR
Description  The South End SOI project invelves a series of complex l2nd use actions and boundary changes that
ultimately relate o the City of Greenfield's General Plan and praposed S0l boundaries. The projest is
described within this EIR represents the "whole of the action," made up of several components.
Lead Agency Gontact,
Name Mark McClain
Agency City of Gresnfield
Phone (B31) 674-1i581 Fax
email
Address 45 El Camino Real

City Greenfield State CA  Zip 93327
Project Location
Counfy Monterey
City Greenfield
Region
Cross Streets  Espinoza Road / E] Camino Real / Patricla Lane
Parcol No. 221-011-068, 071, 017, 018
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways Highway 101
Alrports
Rallways SFRR
Waterways Aroyo Seco and Salinas River
Schools  Greenflelc ESD, King City JUHSD
Land Use  Agriculture
GP: Partiglly Heavy Industrial / Partially not included in current GP area
Project Jssves  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects;
Drainage/Absorptien; Flood Plain/Floading; Geologic/Selsmic; Growth Irducing; Landuse; Noisg;
Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer
Capacity; Scil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation:
Vegetation; Water Quallty; Water Supply; Wildlife
Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Reglon 3; Department of Parks and
Agencles Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Department of
Heusing and Community Development; Department of Health Servises; Office of Emergenay Services;
Office of Historie Preservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Water
Resourees; Department of Conservation; Cafifornia Highway Patrol; Catrans, District 3
Date Raceived 04/17/2006 Start of Review (4/17/2006 End of Review 05{31/2008

Note: Blanks In data fields result from insufficient informaticn provided by lead agency.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

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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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 5

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, RESOURCES AGENCY ARMOLD SCHWARIENEGGER, GOYERNOR

S eroTrenon PHONE 916/ 1200850 » FAX 916/ 523430 o TOD 916 /324:2555 a WEGBSE consarvation.ce.gov

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION

80| KSTREET « M35 18-01 o SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

TO; Mr. Mark MeClain RECEIVED
Building Official/Planning Manager
City of Greenfield N g 50
45 El Camino Real %
P.O. Box 127

Gregnfisld, CA 83927 My op GREENHEM
e\ DUy

FROM: Dennis J. O'Bryant, Acfing Assistant Director
Departiment of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection

DATE: June 5, 2008

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) SOUTH END
GPA/SOI AMENDMENT PROJECT SCH#2005121038

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection has reviewed
the proposed DEIR for the referenced project. The Depariment of Conservation
(Department) is responsible for monitoring farmland conversion on a statewide basis
and administering the California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act and other
agricultural land conservation programs. We offer the following comments and
recommendations on the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Project Description

The project involves four parcels consisting of a total of 267 prime agricultural acres
located south of the City of Greenfield (City).

» Parcel 1 {APN 221-001-068) an L-shaped parcel of forty-seven acres, is located
west of Highway 101 within the City's current Sphere of Influence. The DEIR
proposes a General Plan amendment to change Parcel 1 from Agricultural to
Low-density residential.

+ Parcel 2 {APN 221-011-017), is a 171-acre parcel east and adjacerit to Highway
101 and curretly subject to a Williamson Act Contract, The DEIR proposes
inclusion of this parcel in the City's SOl and a GF amendmenit changing the land

The Departmen; of Censervation's mission is to protect Californians and their environment by:
Protecting fives and praperty from earthquakes cnd landslides; Ensuring sqfe mining and oil and gas drifling;
Conserving California’s farmlend; and Saving energy and resources through recycling.

City of Greenfield
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 5 Continued

Mr. Mark McClain
June 5, 2008
Page 2 of 4

use on 121-acres from agriculture 1o Highway Commercial and Heavy Industrial.
The easterly 50-acres of the parcel are proposed to remain in agricultural as part
of the Department’s Easement Exchange Program.

» Parcel 3 (APN 221-001-071), is 48-acres north of Parcel 2 and east and adjacent
to Highway 101. The DEIR proposes inclusion of Parcel 2 within its SOl and a
General Plan amendment to change the parcel's designation from Heavy
Industrial to Highway Commercial,

» Parcel 4 (APN 221-0010-018), located south and adjacent to Parcel 2, is a three-
acre parcel proposed for inclusion within the City SOl and a GiP amendment from
Agriculture to Highway Commercial.

The 267 acres are currently in agricultural production, primarily prodicing row crops.
The DEIR indicates the project applicants have requested annexation of the four parcels 5-1
into the City of Greenfield. The annexation may be part of an application to LAFCO -
apart from and subsequent to the application to amend the SOI.

Williamson Act Coniract Cancellation

The Department recommends that the following information be included in the EIR
regarding Williamson Act land impacted by the project,

« A proposal for carcellation of a Williamson Act conltract requires notification to the
Department when the County or City aceepts the petition application as complete
(Government Code §51284.1). The board or council must consider the
Department's comrments prior to approving a tentative cancellation. Required
findings must be made by the board or council in order to approve tentative 5-2
cancellation. We recommend that the environmental document include discussion
of how the cancellation invelved in this project would meet required findings,
However, notification must be submitted separately from the CEQA process and
CEQA documentation. (The notice should be mailed to Bridgst Luther, Director,
Department of Conservation, ¢/o Division of Land Resource Protection, 801 K Street
MS 18-01, Sacramento, CA 95814-3528.)

It should be clarified that until the annexation process is complete, the City of Greenfigld
is not a party to the contract and has no legal authority under the Witiiamson Act to hear
or act on the termination of a Williamson Act contract.

Williamseon Act Easernent Exchange Program
The Williamson Act provides a voluntary contract rescigsion process jor iocal entities 5-3

and landowners to cance! a Williamson Agt contract and to simultaneously dedicate a
permanent agricultural conservaiion easement on other gualifying land.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 5 Continued

Mr. Mark McGlain
June 5, 2008
Page 3 of 4

The Williamson Act easement exchange process has specific qualifying requiraments
both for the centracted land and for the potential easement land and is discretionary
process subject to final approval by the Depariment. The Depariment of Conservation
is a responsible agency under CEQA for exchange program projects.

The decisicns made by the Depariment in the process Include a defermination of
whether the contract cancellation findings are supported by substantial evidence!
whether the proposed easement meets eligibility and evaluation criteria; whether the
proposal will be a beneficial contribution to agricultural land conservation; and the 5-3
appropriateness of the easement vaiuation. cont.

The Department typically advises that invoived parties consult the Department several
months prior to the easement éxchange application process to ensure that the proposal
can meet statutory requirements. The DEIR indicates that a proposal is in-progress. As
the Department has not received correspondence on the proposal, the involved parties
should contact the Division's Williamson Act Program for assistance. The contact
person for the Williamson Act Easement Exchange Program is Adele Lagomarsino,
Program Analyst, (916) 445-8411.

Mitigation Measures

The DEIR proposes to utiliza the Williamson Act Easement Exchange Program In
exchange for terminating the Williamson Act eontract on 121-acres. Under the
Easement Exchange Program agricultural conservation easements are used in lieu of
paying the contract cancellation fee penalty to the State General Fund and do not
gualify as a mitigation measure for the conversion of agricultural land 1o urban use.

Agricultural conservation easements may also be utilized on land of at least equal
qualily and size as parfial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural land, While
agricultural conservaiion easements can be purchased outright, an alternative approach
invoives the donation of mitigation fees to a local, regicnal or statewide organization or
agency whose purpose includes the acquisition and stewardship of agricuitural 5-4
conservation easemeants. The conversion of agricultural land should be deemed an
impact of at least regional significance, and the search for replacement lands conducted
regionally or statewide, and not limited stitcily to lands within the project's surrounding
area.

Other forms of mitigasion may be appropriate, including the following:

+ Protecting farmlarid in the project area or elsewhere in the County through the use of
less than permanent long-term restrictions on use such as 20-year Farmland
Security Zone contracts (Government Code §51296 et seq.) or 10-year Williamson
Act contracts (Government Code §51200 et seq.).

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

33



2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Letter 5 Continued

Mr. Mark McClain
June 5, 2006
Page 4 cf 4

» Directing a mitigaiion fee to invest in supporting the commercial viability of the
remaining agriculiural land in the project area, Gounty or region through a mitigation
bank that invests in agricultural infrastructure, water supplies, merketing, ete, 5-4
cont.
Thank you for the oppartunity to comment on the DEIR. If you have any questions on
our comments, please contact our office af (916) 324-0850.
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2.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

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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3.0 DRAFT EIR ERRATA

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
Not Applicable
Ozone, 1 hour Attainment/Maintenance Nonattainment/Transitional
Ozone, 8 hour Unclassified/Attainment Not Applicable
PMio Unclassified Nonattainment
PMa.s 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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3.0 DRAFT EIR ERRATA

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) 0.079/0.066 | 0.085/0.074 | 0.078/0.070

Number of days state standard exceeded 0 0 0

Number of days federal standard (1-hr/8-hr) exceeded 0/0 0/0 0/0

Suspended Particulates (PM10)

Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 62.4 38.0 46.1

Number of days state standard exceeded -- -- --

Number of days federal standard exceeded 0 0 0
Salinas #3 Air Monitoring Station

Ozone (03)

Maximum concentration, 1-hr/8-hr period (ppm) 0.075/0.062 | 0.073/0.063 | 0.077/0.070

Number of days state standard exceeded 0 0 0

Number of days federal standard (1-hr/8-hr) exceeded 0/0 0/0 0/0

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Maximum concentration, 1-hr/8-hr period (ppm) 2.3/1.38 2.8/1.09 1.9/1.21

Number of days state (1-hr/8-hr) standard exceeded 0/0 0/0 0/0

Number of days federal (1-hr/8-hr) standard exceeded 0/0 0/0 0/0

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.049 0.053 0.1394

Number of days state standard exceeded 0 0 0

Annual arithmetic mean (AAM) 0.007 0.006 0.007

AAM exceed federal standard? 0 0 0

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)

Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 44.0 66.0 44.0

Number of days state standard exceeded 0 0 4.0 0

Number of days federal standard exceeded 0 40 0 0

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 23.5 15.9 22.3

Number of days federal standard exceeded * 0 0 0

AM

Annual Arithmetic Mean

(ug/m3) Micrograms per Cubic Meter

ppm

Parts per Million
Not Calculated or Insufficient Data Available

Source: ARB 2005
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3.0 DRAFT EIR ERRATA

ERRATA TO THE TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION SECTION
Page 3.11, last sentence of first paragraph, has been amended as follows:

Baekground-Plustnterim
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