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October 13, 2008

Mr. Carl Holm

Monterey County

S -~ = Planning Department : R e R ELTEt e
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

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

Dear Mr, Holm:

AMBAG’s Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary of notice of your
environmental document to our member agencies and interested parties for review and
comment. . . . - N i R i 1

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

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process.

Sincerely,

0

Nicolas Papadakis
 meee Executive Director

SERVING OUR REGIONAL COMMUNITY SINCE 1968
445 RESERYATION ROAD, SUITE G 4 F.0. BOX 509 4+ MARINA, CA 93983-0609
(&31) 883-3750 4 FAX (831} 8B83-3755 4 www.ambag.org
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RECEIVED
Mr. Carl Holm
County of Monterey
Planning Department
168 W. Alisal Street, 1® Floor :
Salinas, CA 93901 .

RE: MCH# 20081208 — Notice of Availability
2007 General Plan Draft EIR

Dear Mr. Holm:

AMBAG’s Regional Clearinghouse circulated a summary of notice of your
environmental document to our member agencies and interested parties for review
and comment. 1

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

Thank you for complying with the Clearinghouse process.

John Doughty
Executive Director

SERVING OUR REGIONAL COMMUNITY SINCE 1968
~—445-RESERVATION-ROAD, SUITE-G 4 PO-BOX-BEG~4-MARINA; CA 95955-0809
(831) 883-3750 + FAX (831) 883-3755 4 www.ambag.org



|

) ﬁ
Viariz G co, I' ayotJ {

1

potential effects upon the City of Gonzales. At several times during the County General
Plan Update process the City has offered comments, most recently by letters on
November 21, 2006 and December 4, 2006.

The City appreciates that the County has made various adjustments to certain plan
policies along the lines that we previously requested. However, we believe that several
parts of the plan text. still warrant adjustment. Attached to this letter, and indicated by

italics, are comments on specific policies that we recommend be modified. These are the
same comments that the City made on these specific policies in the letter of November
21, 2006. The County policies of concern are included for reference.

Please accept our congratulations that the General Plan Update is nearing completion. We
will appreciate_yozr further considerations of our attached recommendations.

Sincerely,

d"'%erey Co®

Gonzales will-continue to be a safe, clean, family-friendly community, diverse in heritage, and
committed to working collaboratively to preserve and retain its small town charm
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p— 168 W. Alisal Street, Floor?
Mayor Fro Tetn Salinas; CA 93901
Re: City of.Gonzales. Comments on 2007 Monterey County General Plan Update
Man Gourley
Councilmentber Dear Chairman Armenta and Members of the Board of Supervisors:
The City of Gonzales continues to follow the evolution of the County General Plan
Radll T Update because our interest in the future- of the County and because of the Update's
City Manager

CITY OF GONZALES
www.cizonzales caug

: BILL FARREL, AICP
3 DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & EC NOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

bfaael@ci.gonzales. ca.

P.0. BOX 647 * 147 FOURTH StREET
GONZALES, CALIFORNIA 93926
CITY HALL: (831) 675-5000

DIRECT: (831} 675-4203

FAX: (831) 675-2644
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CITY COUNCIL R Ly
CITY OF GONZALES R
COMMENTS ON SELECTED GENERAL PLA_I}I_I_J_IfDATE POLICIES
January 5, 2008 Y
Policy[JT-2.15 "Work with AMBAG and, cities to direct the majority of urban gro{m;'h 1

including higher density housing development into cities and the1r sphere of mﬂuence
with an emphasis on redevelopment and infill." ' : e

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

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

Policyl U-2.19  The County shall critically review development proposals and general
plan amendments within the cities to assure that the impacts of growth in the cities on the

County's infrastructure are adequately quantified and fully mitigated.”

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

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

the infrastructure of the cities. The City of Gonzales is heavily impacted by traffic,

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

Gonzales will continue 1o be a safe, clean, family-friendly community, diverse in heritage, and
committed to working collaboratively to preserve and retain its small town charm
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AG-2.1 "Agricultural support facilities such as coolers, cold storage, warehouses,
parking lots, greenhouses, temporary and permanent worker housing and offices,
processing equipment and facilities, agricultural research facilities, loading docks,
workshops established to serve on-site and/or off-site fanning and ranching activities
shall be considered compatible and appropriate uses in the Farmlands, Permanent
Grazing, and Rural Grazing land use designations. The County shall establish an
ordinance that determines which uses require a discretionary permit.”

AG-2.2 "The establishment and retention of a broad rangé of agricultural support
businesses and services to enhance the full development potential of the agricultural
industry in the County shall be encouraged and supported.”

AG-2.3 "Agricultural processing facilities for products grown in and out of the County

are compatible and appropriate land uses in the Farmlands, Permanent Grazing and Rural
Grazing land use designations."

Comment: These policies are a major expansion of the range of uses allowed by the
County in the past, and in essence allow gradual conversion of the Countys best
agricultural lands into an agricultural industrial park. For many years the County's
policy; which worked well, was fo limit uses on agriculturally zoned property to those
uses supporting agriculture op that site. The current draft Plan language is a major
change in the County s former protective treatment of the agricultural areas. This new
language will result in conversion of significant areas into inappropriate uses, and
increase rural traffic and roadway safety problems that are already significant in several
areas of the Salinas Valley. These policies encourage isolated work environments instead
of putting workers within cities where they can be housed and enjoy services. These
policies work against creating a good jobs/housing balance within the cities and County.

Agricultural support and processing facilities are needed, but most of these facilities
should be located within the designated agricultural industrial parks of the Salinas
Valley cities, where infrastructure has been developed at considerable public expense.
The encouragement ojthese uses outside the cities undermines the financial viability
the established and traditional farm service centers. If the County wishes to allow a
range of agricultural support uses on the farms, then these should be limited to the

principal of allowing only those uses that must be located on the farm to function at all
and that serve only that farm property. The Cj ues e polici revised to

Gonzales will continue to be a safe, clean, family-friendly community, diverse in heritage, and
committed to working collaboratively to preserve and retain its small town charm
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Carl Holm, Assistant Director
County of Monterey
Planning Department

168 West Alisal, 2™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93801

Subject: Comments on 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft Environmental impact Report
(September 2008) - County File # PLN070525

Dear Mr. Holm,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on the
adequacy of the DEIR. The City of King’s primary considerations pertain o impacts on
agricultural lands and City-centerad growth.

The fdlo\niing comments provide an overview of the policy and mitigation considerations that the
City of King would like the County to address in the 2007 Monterey County General Plan and
DEIR.

= |mpact AG-1 {Loss of Important Farmland) states that 2,671 acres of important Farmiand
will be removed from the agricuitural land use designation through General Plan buildout.
The DEIR should describe the type, amount, and location of farmland conversion
resulting directly or indirectly from both project implementation and growth inducement.
Feasible mitigation measures should be considered if implementation of the project will |1
result in any conversion of Important Farmiand. Consideration should be given to the
purchase of agticultural conservation easements on land of at least equal quality and size
as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural land, as well as for the mitigation
of growth inducing and cumulative impacts on agricultural land. Conservation easements
can protect a portion of those remaining land resources and lessen project impacts in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15370.

» Impact AG-1 (Loss of Important Farmiand) evaluates policies from the General Plan

o Agrictiltare ERTEN that 5 iHded 16 miniMiZe agverse itipacts on the conversion of
Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses. However, the analysis does not
acknowledge the inconsistency between the city-centered growth concept supported by | 2
the General Plan and Policies AG-2.1 and AG-2.3. These policies promote the
development of agricultural support and processing facilities in the unincorporated area
on lands designated as Farmiand, Permanent Grazing and Rural Grazing. The General
Plan is overly vague in its definition of agricultural support facilities:

AGRICULTURAL SUPPORT FACILITY means the use of a structure, land or {and
and structure principally established to support on-site andfor off-site farming or
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ranching activities including but not limited to coolers, cold storage, loading docks,
and workshops.

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

* Impact AG-2 (Agricultural Use Zoning and Williamson Act Confracts) discusses potential
conflicts between the 2007 General Plan and agriculturally zoned land or land under a
Williamson Act contracts. However the discussion does not adequately address the
CEQA threshold - confiict with existing zoning for agriculfural use or a Willlamsen Act
contract. The discussion should be expanded to address and mitigate the following '
issues:

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

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

o Impacts on cument and future agricultural operations, land-use confiicts, and
petential increases in property values and taxes from project implementation.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. The staff contact in this office is
Maricruz Aguilar, Assistant Planner. Please contact her as needed with any questions {831) 386-
5918,

Sinceraly,

Michael Powers

City Manager

ce: City Manager
City Council
Community Development Department
City Clerk

212 S. VANDERHURST AVENUE o KING CITY, CA 93830
PHONE: (831) 385-3281 e Fax: (831) 385-6887
WWW.KINGCITY.COM
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Calderqn, Vanessa A. x5186

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

To: cegacomments

Subject: City of King Comment Letter - County GP DEIR

To Whom It May Concern:

] am attaching an electronic copy of the City of King’s comments regarding the Monterey
County’s General Plan Draft EIR. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Original will follow.
Thank you,

Maricruz Aguilar, Assistant Planner

02/03/2009



City of Marina
21 HILLCREST AVENUE
MARINA. CALIFORNIA 93933
831-884-1278 fax 831-384-9148
WWW.CLL.Marina.ca.us

October 27, 2008

Carl Holm, Planning Manager
Monterey County Planning Department
168 Alisal Street. 2™ floor

Salinas, California 93901

RE: CITY OF MARINA COMMENTS ON THE MONTEREY COLINTY
GENERAL PLAN DRAFT EIR

Dear Mr. Holm.

On October 21, 2008, the City Council held a duly noticed public meeting to discuss and
consider the Monterey County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIR) as it pertains to the City of Marina, At the meeting, the City Council adopted
Resolution No. 2008-213 memorializing their response to the County. This letter
forwards the City Council’s comments.

1. County Draft General Plan, Qongg'ation'and Open Spacg Element

While the drafi General Plan does include policy GMP-3.2 to limit the visual
impact of new development on canyon edges and hilltops and while the County
did add a policy to prohibit development on slopes greater than 30 percent. there
is still no specific language to preserve hill tops and bluft tops as permanent open
space that can be enjoyed by many future generations, 1

The City believes that the existing. un-developed hill tops and buff tops within the
County. and in particular within the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan,
deserve 1o be protected and preserved. The City believes that any development at
the top of these hills and blufls is a significant impact and that the only acceptable
mitigation is to prohibit their development. Such impact and mitigation should be

addressed in the EIR.
2 County Draft G i Pl d Draft EIR. Circulation Element, Intersection Level
of Service

The County draft General Plan and Draft EIR continue to set a Level of Service D
as the impact threshold for County intersections.
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Octgber 27, 2008
RE: City of Marina Comments on the Monterey County General Plan Drafi EIR Puge 2

The City believes that the County should set a minimum Level of Service C for
major County intersections to limit impacts to local jurisdictions, since |2
approximately 73 percent of the County’s residents are located within city
boundaries. A Level of Service C should be addressed in the EIR.

3 County Draft General Plan, Public Services Element, Fair Share of Impact Fees

The County has not added language to the draft General Plan to emphasize that

new residential development located adjacent to the City of Marina should seek

annexation to the City to relieve the impact on City services by paying their fair
i share of impact fecs.

The City believes that new development within the County, but adjacent to local
jurisdictions. will greatly impact those jurisdictions, because it is within the local
Jurisdiction that most of the public services are concentrated. For example, if a
Marina fire station is the closest fire station to an emergency in adjacent County
land, Marina will respond and likewise for police services. These types of public
service impacts from new. adjacent development to focal jurisdictions should be
addressed in the EIR.

4. Draft EIR, Table 4.11-1. Sheriff's Station Summary

The Draft EIR inciudes a table that summarizes the service areas for the Central,
Coastal, and South County regional stations. The City suggests listing the Royal
Oaks area as a neighborhood that is also serviced by the Central sheriff's station.

5. Draft EIR. Page 4.11-16, Safety Element Policies

The City recommends revising the last paragraph to provide more detail regarding
the types of resources needed in an emergency situation. as follows:

“As stated in Impact 1, Safety Element Policies $-6.1 through S-
6.8 set forth emergency preparedness policies to ensure that the 5
Sheriff's Office would have adequate resources io meet the
demands of the 2030 population. Policies $-6.1 through $-6.8
would decrease impact on sheriff stations by ensuring that stations
have the adequate resources in an emergency situation, which
include emergency centers, [pesources, personnel, and
equipment, information on the levels of emergency provided and
prohibiting development in arcas that cannot be reached by
emergency vehicles.”




Cctober 27, 2008
RE: City of Marina Commenis on the Mongerey Cownty General Plan Draft EIR Page 3

6. Draft EIR. Page 4.11-17. Significance Determination

The City suggests strengthening the third to last paragraph to emphasize that there
are currently unincorporated areas that are already underserved. as follows:

“There are no plans at the current time that describe the design.
location. or operational characteristics of future facilities.
Therefore, their environmental impacts cannot be determined with
any certainty and are examined at only a general level of detail,
New facilities and services would serve the Community Areas and
Rural Centers (where demand is expected to be greatest) and likely 6
would be located in those areas. Their impacts would be an
indistinguishable part of the impacts of the community as a whele.
These facilities are typically low-key. Yor example. traffic is
generally insubstantial because it is spread throughout the day.
Noise is similarly low because of the limited number of employees
and because sirens are seldom. if ever used when vehicles leave the
premises (unlike a fire station). Regardiess, these facilities must
be geosraphically located in those unincorperated areas that
historically have been underserved and have the highest

concentration of pepulation and crime.”

In summary. the City of Marina appreciates the efforts by the County to address the
concerns of our community as you move forward with your General Plan adoption.
However. we believe that the above concems are critical to Marina’s future. Thank you
for the opportunity to comment,

COD:S Planming Monterey ComntyMuCoDER 20Ul comment = on Coanty DEIR - Citober 22, 2008



City of Salinas

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
200 Lincoln Avenue Salinas, California 93901 {(831) 758-7201 Fax (831) 758-7368
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Carl Holm, Assistant Planning Director

County of Monterey RMA
Planning Department @ =AER
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor Lis =it

Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: 2007 GENERAL PLAN AND DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Holm:

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

Land Use

Greater Salinas Area Plan Policies GS-1.1 through GS-1.12 identify multiple Special Treatment
Areas (STAs) and Study Areas (SAs), including Butterfly Village, Spence/Potter/Encinal Road

and Highway 68/Foster Road among others. These STAs and SAs are intended to establish
standards to guide development at those locations. In some cases, this is accomplished quite

effectively. For example, GS 1.4 stipulates that development would only be allowed under
specific conditions, within the identified land use boundaries shown in the Area Plan. In other

areas, discussed further below, the Greater Salinas Area Plan does not establish clear guidelines

for orderly development or does so in a manner that is inconsistent with the Greater Salinas Area
Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOU).

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

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

+ City growth to the North and East, except as provided in the agreement;
+ County support for the City's Future Growth Area annexation proposal to LAFCO;
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Carl Holm
2007 Monterey County General Plan
January 6, 2009

County support for the City's Fresh Express and Uni-Kool annexation proposals, subject
to appropriate environmental review, and subject to appropriate agricultural conservation
casements;

» Agricultural casements to the west and south;

* Consultation with the City in the planning process for any development in the Greater
Salinas Planning Area,

* No development by County contiguous to the City limits if those proposals require either
or both a General Plan amendment or a rezoning. Proposals requiring such changes shall
be referred to the City for consideration and possible annexation;

= City and County support for regional transportation system (TAMC);

* County development of a County-wide Traffic Impact Fee within 18 months of the
adoption of the County General Plan;

» City and County cooperation regarding the alignment of the future Westside Bypass
which shall establish a development boundary for the City;

= Development in area west of Davis Road and east of the future Westside 'Bypass,
excluding the Boronda Redevelopment Area, shall be limited to expansion of City's
retail sales capacity and shall take place after annexation;

* City and County to work cooperatively to address impacts on the Reclamation Ditch
Watershed Area, recognizing that a comprehensive financing program is needed. County

to complete a nexus study and hearing process, within 36 months of adoption of the
GSA-MOU [August 29, 2009].

Our review of the 2007 General Plan and Draft Program EIR has focused first and foremost on
an analysis of consistency with the GSA-MOU. The City of Salinas is pleased to see that the
Land Use Map for the Greater Salinas Area has been amended to restore an Agricultural land use
designation to those lands previously considered in the prior versions of the Rancho San Juan
Specific Plan (pre Butterfly Village). The exception being those existing developed commercial
parcels adjacent Highway 101 at the northerly entrance to the City. As we have mentioned in
our informal monthly City — County staff meetings, it would be appropriate to designate that area
northeasterly of the City as a Special Study Area (SA) subject to specific planning requirements
and its potential annexation into the City of Salinas.

The City maintains its advocacy of city-centered growth and was therefore, concerned to see an

acknowledgement of the potential for the development of general commercial uses in the vicinity
of the Salinas River and Highway 68.

The City appreciates the agricultural-tourism nature of "The Farm,” as addressed in Policy GS-
2
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1.3, however, the addition of general commercial uses as contemplated by Policy GS-1.5, or any
commercial uses other than row-crop agriculture along this agricultural, scenic corridor would
not be appropriate.

The City of Salinas has been diligent in its adherence to maintaining a distinct urban boundary.
Unfortunately, that distinction is often blurred by commercial ventures at important gateways
into the City. Of particular note is the cluster of heavy commercial, storage and even a mobile
home park at the northerly entrance to the City as viewed from US 101. We fear that similar
conditions are evolving along Highway 68 just south of Salinas as a series of metal buildings,
ostensibly "fruit stands" are being developed. The aforementioned Policy GS-1.5 affirms the
City's concern in this regard.

The City also questions Policy GS-1.6 addressing the potential development of commercial uses
on commercially designated parcels between Harrison Road and Highway 101 to the north of the
City. It is the City's position that any commercial development along this city gateway should
be limited to only the redevelopment of those properties containing existing development.
Additional development is inherently in conflict with the idea of city-centered growth and in
conflict with the spirit of the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding. Absent
further consultation with the City, any undeveloped properties between Harrison Road and
Highway 101 should be designated and limited to agricultural farmland use.

If not limited to row crop production, as a gateway into the City of Salinas (if not annexed into
the City of Salinas), at minimurmn the properties should be developed to a very high architectural
standard.

Policy GS-1.11 establishing a study area for Espinosa Road suggests the intention of the

introduction of industrial uses in this location. Consideration of a General Plan policy and the
establishment of a Special Study Area would is not an appropriate solution to a code

enforcement concern. The introduction of industrial uses in this location - in near proximity to

the City of Salinas is in conflict with the principles of city-centered growth and again in conflict
with the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding.

The City of Salinas is also concerned regarding Policy GS-6.2 permiiting the development of
coolers, cold rooms, loading docks and farm equipment shops on agriculturally designated land.
These are industrial activities and as such should be located in an appropriate industrially
designated, city-centered location.

Circulation

The discussion regarding the public transportation services provided by Monterey-Salinas
Transit fails to mention the service provided to South County.

The City is pleased to see that the Capital Improvement and Financing Plan (CIFP) are to be
completed within the 18 month period established by the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of
Understanding (GSA-MOU). 1t is interesting that the County has determined that Level of

3
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Service (LOS) D is being proposed as a County standard. LOS D is more typically an urban
rather than rural standard. LOS D may be appropriate in designated Community Areas; however
as an overall standard for the County, it may condone traffic congestion in rural locations where
traffic problems are typically not anticipated. Regrettably, the electorate did not see the uitimate
value in Measure Z (the 'z cent sales tax initiative to address region and local serving roads)
which makes it all the more imperative that the County of Monterey along with other regional
entities adopt timely transportation congestion/safety policies.

Conservation and Open Space

The City of Salinas questions Policy OS-1.1 encouraging the establishment voluntary restrictions
to the development potential of property located in designated visually sensitive areas. Monterey
County is visually stunning. Areas which are deemed to be visually sensitive should have
development regulations and public review processes established to ensure that Policies 0S-1.2
through OS-1.9 remain viable.

Regarding Policy 0O8-3.7 encouraging the voluntary preparation of a coordinated resources
management plan in watersheds of State designated impaired waterways,; the City of Salinas
encourages the County of Monterey to require the preparation of stormwater management and
control plans meeting the requirements as imposed on the City by the state Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board. This is particularly relevant to those properties within
the Zone 9 watershed area as defined by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency.

Safety

Safety policy S-2.3 provides for an exemption to the guidelines established by FEMA and the
National Flood Insurance Programs as well as ordinances enacted by the Monterey County
Board of Supervisors for grading activities carried out in the course of routine agricultural
operations. It has been the City of Salinas' experience that the greatest contributor to the
siltation of the creeks and their tributaries flowing through the City is a result of upstream
agricultural grading practices. The Cify of Salinas recommends an agricultural grading policy
that would result in the detention/retention of storm and irrigation water on-site.  Table PS-1
indicates that agricultural lands result in no net increase in harmful run-off. This statement is
contrary to the herbicide and pesticide measurements that have been collected in the stream
corridors flowing through the City as a result of upstream agricultural operations. Drainage and
agricultural management and mitigation monitoring plans should be required for run-off into the
regional watershed.

Agriculture
The 2007 General Plan update anticipates the conversion of approximately 2,571 acres of
Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Although the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) states that no mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is feasible, the City was

pleased to see the commitment to the preparation, adoption and implementation of a program to
mitigate for the loss of that farmland in Policy AG-1.2. The City of Salinas recommends that the

4
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County of Monterey consider the Agricultural Land Preservation Program established in
consultation with the County of Monterey as a potential regional model [Resolution No. 19422
(NCS)] for the loss of important farmland.

Water Resource Management

The Water Resources section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2007 Monterey
County General Plan update commendably addresses many of the hydrologic conditions
throughout the County of Monterey. However, with the attention that the community has given
Can Lake, and with the concerns expressed by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency,
the City was surprised to note that Section 4.3 Water Resources did not address this significant
natural stormwater management facility along with the accompanying 1907 Reclamation Ditch
that was created to enable the cultivation of this watershed feature.

It is vital that the County implement Paragraph #13 of the GSA-MOU and work in good faith
with the City and other interested parties to complete its comprehensive financing program for
the Reclamation Ditch, including finalization of the nexus study and hearing process.

The City did note the reference to existing storm drain systems and the potential that they may be
insufficient to accommodate future "Special Treatment Areas” outside of the city-limits. The
properties within these "Special Treatment Areas" must be included in the solution to address the
deficiencies identified by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency.

The Reclamation Ditch is a man made feature connecting the regions natural watercourses:
Gabilan and Natividad Creeks and Alisal and Tembledero Sloughs. As these natural and man-
made riparian and drainage features are improved the City of Salinas encourages the County to
establish policies that would establish a recreation trail extending from the foothills of the
Gabilan Mountains to the beach at Moss Landing for the benefit of all our respective residents.

The City of Salinas appreciates that the County of Monterey has had many challenges throughout
its lengthy General Plan Update process. The City also acknowledges that the adoption of the
GPU initiates the requirement to bring all of the County's land use, zoning and development
policies into conformance with the General Plan. In this regard, the City of Salinas urges the
County of Monterey to limit the permissive and conditionally permissive land uses and
development that may be considered in Agriculturally designated lands which surround the cities
of the Salinas Valley to maintain the distinct urbanlrural boundaries that contribute so
significantly to the beauty and bounty of this region.
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2007 Monterey County General Plan
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The City is grateful for the progress that that been made and hopes that its comments assist in
improving the document and ensuring that mitigation measures are consistent with the GSA-
MOU.

Respectfully submitted,

CITY OF"SALINAS

Enclosures

Correspondence dated October 6, 2006 and September 25, 2007
Resolution No. 19422 establishing an Agricultural Land Preservation Program

cc: Mayor and Salinas City Council
Monterey County Board of Supervisors
City Attorney
Deputy City Manager / City Engineer



\ City of Salinas

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

September 25, 2007

Y E RY

Chairman Dave Potter
Vice-Chair Fernando Armenta and Members of the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors

168 West Alisal St., Ist Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re:  City of Salinas Comments re Planning Commission Recommendations for GPU-5
Dear Chairman Potter and Members of the Board:

Please accept these comments on behalf of the City of Salinas concerning the recommendations
by the Planning, Commission and the Planning Commission Ad Hoc Subcommittee for GPU-5.
The City commends the County's efforts to arrive at a comprehensive and credible compromise
General Plan update document.

The City's primary considerations pertain to policies in support of City Centered Growth. and
development in the Greater Salinas Area. The Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of
Understanding (GSA-MOU), approved by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors and the
Salinas City Council on August 29, 2006 (attached as Exhibit A) establishes a framework of |7
guiding principles to ensure orderly and appropriate development for the Greater Salinas area.

This is consistent with our previous communications to the County, most recently in October
2006 {copy of letter attached as ExhjbitB).

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

+ Rancho Sap Juan: The City positively considers the deletion of Rancho San Juan/

Butterfly Village as a "Community Area" in GPU-5. 8
¢ Development in the Greater Salinas Area: The City notes that under the GSA-MOU, the

City and County agreed that "developments within the area designated by the County | 9

General Plan as the Greater Salinas Planning Area shall only occur after consultation

ith the City in the plannin " (GSA-MOU, Paragraph 6 (emphasis added))




Monterey County Board of Supervisors
September 25, 2007
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Community Arcas geperally: Community Area policies that establish designated areas
for urban uses are not generally consistent with basic and widely accepted "smart

growth" principles which are city-centered and take advantage of existing urban | {1
infrastructure, transit and public and emergency services. Any development within
designated "Community Areas” (including redevelopment areas) should not proceed
ptior to the adoption of a Community Plan or Specific Plan.

Boronda: With respect to the designation of Boronda as a "Community Area", the City
notes that any development in the undeveloped southern portion of the Boronda
Redevelopment area must be consistent with Paragraph 14-15 of the GSA-MOU.

11

Affordable Housing Overlays: The City notes that under the GSA-MOU, the City and
County agreed "to support each other's efforts to construct affordable housing thronghout
the Countynecessary to achieve the Fair Share Housing Allocation as approved by the
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG)." (GSA-MOU, Paragraph
16 (emphasis added)) The City commends the County's efforts to promote affordable
housing throughout the County.

12

Traffic: In addition to the Planning Commission's recommendation that the Board
require the adoption of a concept-level Capital Improvement Financing Plan (CIFP), the
City notes that the GSA-MOU also requires the County "to develop a County-wide 13
Traffic Impact fee program for the improvement of major County roads in accordance
with the County's adopted General Plan." (GSA-MOU, Paragraph 10.) Also, please note
our previous concerns with the traffic modeling assumptions prepared for the 2006
General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.

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

14

These comments are not intended to be exclusive and merely highlight some of the provisions of
the GSA-MOU that have application to GPU-5.

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

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

B

DAVE MORA
City Manager
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Enclosures:
Exhibit A -- City of Salinas Letter to Mike Novo dated October 6, 2006
Exhibit B -- GSA-MOU

cc: Mayor and City Council (without enclosurss)
Vanessa Vallarta, City Attorney (w/ enclosures)
Robert C. Russell, PE, Deputy City Manager/City Engineer (w/o enclosures)
Jorge Rifa, Deputy City Manager (w/o enclosures)
Mike Novo, Monterey County Planning Department (w/ enclosures)
Wayne Tanda, Resource Management Agency (w/ enclosures)
Charles, McKee, County Counsel (w/ enclosures)




GREATER SALINAS AREA
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Preface

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

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), by and between the County of Monterey
(County) and the City of Salinas (City), is to set forth certain agreements between the
parties to express their intent to jointly pursue action to assure orderly and appropriate
land 'use development in the area designated in the General Plan of Monterey County as
the Greater Salinas Area Plan area and in the City of Salinas. Specific objectives to be
achieved through the implementation of the land use and associated policies included in
this MOU are the preservation of certain agriculture land, the provision of future growth
areas, and the provision of adequate financing for the services and facilities of benefit to
the residents of the Greater Salinas Area Plan area and the City. It is recognized that,
with respect to some of the provisions set forth herein, numerous actions must be taken
pursuant to State and local laws and regulations before such policies can be implemented.
Such actions include, in some instances; the need to comply with the California
Euviromnental Quality Act (CEQA), the need, to hold public hearings and/or otherwise
seck public input before reaching binding decisions, and the need to obtain approvals .
from other agencies such as the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO}. For all
such provisions, this MOU shall be understood to constitute tentative policy
commitments that can only become fully binding after all such legal prerequisites have
been satisfied. Even so, both parties agree to make a good faith effort to follow and
implement the provisions of this MOU subject to the foregoing. ; /

The City and County do hereby mutually agree to the following:
CityGrowth

1. City and County agree that the future growth direction of the City shall be to the

north and east of the current City limits, except as otherwise provided for in this
MOU.

.2. County supports the City's 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence/Annexation
Proposal te LAFCO to the north and east of the City's existing City Limits (Exhibit

3. County supports the City's 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence/Annexation .
Proposal to LAFCO to the south of the City's existing City Limits (Exhibit A) for the
exclusive purpose of agricultural processing and processing capacity (Fresh Express).
County further supports future City Sphere of Influence./ Annexation proposals to the




. City and County agtree that County will dévelop 2 County-wide Traffic Imi:act fee

GREATER S A LI NAS AREA
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

south of the City's existing City Limit for the exclusive purpose of agriculrural
processing and processing capacity (Unikool), subject to the establishment of
approptiate agricultural conservation easements.

City and Cnnnty agrec to the eraatinn and impl mentatinn of agririilhiral
consetvation casements in the unincorporated areas to the west and south of the
City's Sphere of Influence insofar as the easements are consistent with the adopted
Géneral Plans of the two jutisdictions.

City and County agree to work cooperatively and in concert with the affected
property owners to annex developed unincorporated areas (e.g, Bolsa Knolls)
adjacent to ot within the City's Sphete of Influence as shown in Exhibit A and to
transfer existing County sanitation facilities (¢.g. Boronda) upen futute City
annexation that support these areas subject to the property owners paying any
required sanitation system connection fees established by MRWPCA. Tt is
anticipated that an initial effort consistent with this annexation commitment shall
be cooperation by all parties to consider and facilitate the ptoposed Chapin Rogge
Road annexation application insofar as thé annexation is consistent with the
provisions of LAFCO.

City and County.agree that developments within the City's 2005 Preliminary
Sphete of Influence/Annexation Proposal shall only occur after annexation to the
City and that the City shall consult with the County in the planning process. City
and County also agree that the developments within the area designated by the
County General Plan as the Greater Salinas Planning Area shall only occur after
consultation with the City in the planning process.

City and County agree that the County shall not process any proposals for

development in areas contiguous (immediately adjacent) to the City's City Limit /
+ it those proposals would requite either ot both a County General Plan amendment

ot a rezoning. Proposals for development requiring a General Plan amendment or

a rezoning shall be referred to the City for consideration and possible anncxation

to the Clty

City and County agtee to wotk cooperatively and expeditiously in annexation
matters consistent with this agreement

City and County agree to support fees and tages needed to mitigatc the collective
impact of new and existing development on the regional.transportation systetn to

the extent that the fees and taxes reflect the overall financing program adopted by
TAMC.

program for the imptovement of major County roads in accordance with the
County's adopted General Plan. The County fee program will be developed in
consultation with TAMC and Monterey County cities. It is recognized that there

Page 2 of5




GREATER SALINAS AREA
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

will be development within the City of Salinas related to the anticipated
annexation of land to the north and east of the existing City Limits, aud it is the
desire of both jutisdictions that the County not tely upon the imposition of an ad
hoc traffic fee on City development. Therefore the development of the Traffic
Impact Fee for the Salinas Area. as shown in Fxhihit R, will he a prinrity and a
nexus study and hearing process should be completed within 18 months of
adoption of the 2006 County Genctal Plan. The County Traffic Impact Fee will
be imposed on development in affected cities and unincorporated areas.

-11. City and County agtee to work coopetatively on establishing the alignment,
phasing and financing of the regional roadway facility commonly referred to as
the Westside Bypass and will expedite the completion of a Project Study Report
for this future roadway. City and County agree that the ultimate alignment of the
future Westside Bypass shall establish the development boundary for the City. It
is the intent of.both parties to miniinizé the impact on'igricultural land in
establishing the Westside Bypass alignment so that the ultimate alignment shall
not result in the development of acres of agticultural land in excess of that
anticipated in the Westside Bypass alignment as shown in the City of Salinas
2002 adopted General Plan (ExbihitC).

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

13. City and County agtee to. work cooperatively to address the collective impact of
current and anticipated land uses in the Reclamation Ditch Watershed Area
Thete is a tecognition that a comprehensive financing program is needed that
includes grants, benefit assessments, appropriate development impact fees, and
special usxes required w ttdtiress current and anticipated impacts. The County, in
consultation with the City, should complete a nexus study and hearing process,
assessing benefit of current and existing land uses, within 36 months of adoption
of this MOU. The adopted impact fee will be imposed on current and existing
land uses in both the City and unincorporated areas.

OLo evelopment ject Area

14. City and County agree that in the undeveloped southern pottion of the Boronda
Redevelopment Project Area (Exhibit D) the County shall rake the lead in the
planning, review, and approval process subject to concurrent City review so that
the final approved project is consistent'with existing City development standards.
City recognizes the County's desire and intent to assure development that is
consistent with commitments made to the Boronda community-regarding required
amendments to the current adopted Botonda Community Plan and that the’
anticipated development is assumed to provide financial benefit-O.e, tax
increment) to the Boronda Development Area. City and County will wotk
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cooperatively o assure that those commitments will result from and through the
final approvals for development and annexation to the City of Salinas. City and
County further agree that there will be no final development approvals ptiot to the
completion of all requirements (including final LAFCO approval) for annexation
of the subject area to the City of Salinas.

City and County agree that infill development in the notthetn portion of ze
Botonda Redevelopment Project Area (Exhibit D) Will continue to be processed
by the County subject to consultation with the City.

.15, City and County agree that propetty tax genetated within the Boronda
Redevelopment Area ghall continue to acctue to the Boronda Redevelopment
Atea forimplementation of the current (January 1, 2006) adopted Redevelopment
Area Plan. Upon completion of the aforementioned Plan, the former
Redevelopment Property Tax increment shall be allocated between-the City'and
the Countyona 50/1;?] bass.

Affordable Housing

16. City and County agree to suppott each other's efforts to construct affordable
housing throughout the County necessary to achieve the Fair Shate Housing .
Allocation as approved by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Government
(AMBAG).

17. City and County agree that if the 100% affordable housing project on Rogge
Road approved by the County in 2006 is annexed to the City that the project shall
be credited to the County's Fair Share Housing Allocation.

Other J

18. City and County mutually agree that neither will pursue future development
related litigation against- he other insofar as the subject development is consistent

with this agreement.
CITY OF. SALINAS COUNTY OF MONTEREY
) . A political subdivision' the State of Califotnia
A mutt’ ipal corporation of the State of California
By: <
erty Smith
Caballero, Mayor Jerty
Chairman of the Board of Supervisoss
Dated: o200 i |
Dated: — aZ*pG
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?/’ o C.nirnty Clerk
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'EXHIBIT A

Salinas 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence {SOnl
Annexation Proposal Map




EXHIBIT B

Salinas Area Tfaffic Impact Fee
Affected Maj or County Roads




Salinas Western Bypass
(Westside Bypass)

EXHIBIT C

Westside Bypass Alignment
City Salinas 2002 General Plan
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EXHIBIT D
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North Borounda Redevelopment Project Area
South Boronda Redevelopment Proj ect Area




City of Salinas

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

October 6, 2006

Mike Novo, Interim Planning Director

County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency
Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, Second Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: 2006 MONTEREY COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND GENERAL PLAN EIR

Dear Mr. Novo:

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

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

ity Centered Growth

* Policies LU-2.1—IL1J-2.4 should cross reference City Centered Growth policies LU-2:15-
2.19.

* Policy 2.15 does not acknowledge the sovereignty of local jurisdictions and reads as if it
was a policy for other jurisdictions to implement. As such, an appropriate revision to this
policy would be enconrage rather than emphasize redevelopment and infill.
Development proposals that are contiguous to current or planned city limits » should be
directed to the respective city for annexation and development.

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

¢ Policy LU-2.17b. is overly broad. Establishing a "demonstrable benefit to the residents
of the County as a whole" is quite vague and bears no relationship to the findings that
LAFCQ must establish for the determination of a jurisdiction's sphere of influence. The

EXHIBI

200 Lincoln Avenue Salinas, California 93901 (831) 758-7201 Fax (831) 758-7368
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City recommends that this policy be deleted.

*  Policy LU-2.18, "The County shall critically review development proposals and general

plan amendments within cities to assure that the impacts of growth in cities on the
County's infrastructure are adequately quantified andfully mitigated is expressed in an
overbearing manner and does not reflect the spirit of cooperation embodied in the
GSAMOU. It is recommended that this policy be either deleted or restated to indicate
that the County will coordinate with cities to cooperatively evaluate development
proposals both in the County and within the cities to discuss issues of mutual concern , and
to mitigate, when feasible, impacts on infrastructure.

* Community Area Policies LU-2.20-2.27 establishing designated areas for urban uses is
contrary to the fundamental principle of City Centered Growth.

* Policy LU-2.25 should be revised to prohibit development within designated Community

Areas (including redevelopment areas) prior to the adoption of 2 Community Plan or
Specific Plan.

= Agricultural Policies AG-2.1 and AG-23 pr 4 the development of agricultural
support and processing facilities in the unincu.porated area on lands designated as 15
Farmland, Permanent Grazing and Rural Grazing. These policies are contrary to City
Centered Growth, These policies allow for the conversion of prime agricultural lands
into industrial business parks. Agricultural support and processing facilities are a critical
component of the regional economy, however, these industrial facilities are most

appropriately located in the incorporated cities where infrastructure has been developed
and where the workforce resides.

Circulati

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

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

the Community Plan.

Policy C-1.8 is similar to Policy LU-2.18 discussed above. The City recommends that
the policy be revised to indicate that the County will coordinate with cities to
cooperatively evaluate development proposals both in the County and within the cities to
discuss issues of mutual concern and to mitigate, when feasible, impacts on the
circulation system.
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Policy C-4.3 implies that agricultural uses take precedence over all other uses —the
devclopment of an efficient circulation system is a benefit for all including agricultural
users. All public rights of way should include appropriate provisions for drainage and
utilities; however, agricultural drainage should not be a part of the public infrastructure.

Policies C-5.1-C-5.6 support scenic roads and highways. As such, all of the County's
roads and highways should be considered scenic. Monterey County and its incorporated
cities rely on the quality of the landscape to support its principal economic activities:
agriculture and tourism. This also supports Policy LU-1.12 that discourages off site
advertising. The City of Salinas has prohibited the erection of new billboards and off
premise advertising structures for many years and recommends that Monterey County

. also consider such a prohibition.

Policy C-6.5 is recommended to include a reference to City Centered Growth as urban
development allows for more viable transit options.

Conservation& Open Space

Policy OS-1.1 encouraging voluntary restrictions to the development potential of
property located in a visually sensitive area is meaningless. Development in visually
sensitive areas should be linked to an implementation program or mitigation measure as

appropriate.

Emergency Services

Policy S-6.5 (mislabeled as Policy P-6.5) indicates service levels for urban (Community
Areag), suburban (Rural Centers) and rural areas. The response time for urban areas is
established as 8 minutes or less, 90% of the time. The County may wish to consider a
more aggressive response time similar to the City of Salinas. The emergency response
service level adopted in the,City's General Plan is 6 minutes, 90% of the time.

Public Servi

Policy PS-3.2 -" in determining whether there is a long term sustainable water supply,
credit may be given for a significant reduction in the historic water use on site. Up to
50% of the average annual water use of 10 of the previous 20 years may be conserved for
the proposed development.” The intent of this policy is unclear. As it reads, one is led
to believe that the policy is intended to contravene the doctrine of correlative rights and
reasonable use which gives an overlying property owner the right to the reasonable use of
the basin supply. Establishing the "reasonable use" of the water basin is typically
established by creating a water balance demonstrating that the new use will use no more
water than the historic use. This policy seems to imply that the "reasonable use" for a
new use is one-half that of the historic use on the property. This policy appears
inequitable.

15
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+  Policy P5-4.5- "New development proposed in the service area if existing wastewater
collection, treatment and disposal should seek service from those facilities whenever
possible." The City recommends that this policy emphasize City Centered Growth and
be strengthened to require annexation into a member agency's jurisdiction.

Agricultural

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

Eco i elopment

15

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

«  Policy ED-2.3 should reference and reinforce City Centered Growth.

ter Salinas an Supplemental Policj

= FIGURE #10 Land Use Plan Greater Salinas

This map and inserts continue to reflect urban land uses in the area formerly designated
as Ranch San Juan with significant portions of the property designhated for high density
residential, industrial and commercial uses. The area is designated as a "Study Area,"
however the City recommends that the underlying land uses be designated as
Agricultural Farmlands until the study is completed through either a Community Plan
or Specific Plan in conjunction with the annexation into the City of Salinas.

Further, the City also recommends that the lands located northeasterly of the City's
Future Growth Area (the generally triangularly shaped area formed by the extension of
San Juan Grade road [both sides] and Old Stage Road as it extends to Crazy Horse
Canyon Road be designated as a Study Area. Development within this area should be
prohibited until the adoption of the required Community Plan or Specific Plan in
conjunction with the annexation into the City of Salinas. The insert map entitled
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Butterfly Village and Rancho San Juan should be revised to include only the approved
Butterfly Villageproject reflecting the Board of Supervisor's action. The inclusion of
balance of the former Rancho San Juan area in this detail is misleading as Rancho San
Juan is now limited to only Butterfly Village.

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

* Policy GS-1.1 discusses the requirement for a special study for the area located north of
Russell Road between Harrison Road and San Juan Grade Road adjacent the 671-acre
Butterfly Village (a.k.a. Revised Rancho San Juan Specific Plan). Included in the
discussion is a list of affected participants — the City of Salinas must be included in this
discussion as should opportunities for City Centered Growth.

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

15
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Thank you for presenting these concerns and considerations to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.

Sincerely,
/s/

DAVE MORA
City Manager

Ce: Mayor and City Council
Vanessa Vallarta, City Attorney
Robert C. Russell, PE, Deputy City Manager/City Engineer
Jorge Rifa, Deputy City Manager
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RESOLUTION NO. 19422 (N.C.S.)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF ,THE CITY OUSALINAS
APPROVING THE AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the City of Salinas has adopted and implemented various policies and
mitigation measures in its 2002 General Plan and General Plan Final Program EIR relating to the
conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses;

WHEREAS, these policies and measures include cooperation and agreements with the
County of Monterey to confirm the general growth direction of the City to the north and east, as
memorialized in the 2006 Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOU);

WHEREAS, these policies and measures adopted in the 2002 General Plan also include
priority to redevelopment and infill projects, as well as City-Centered growth principles; right to
farm notices to ensure respect for farming rights; and buffers between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses, amongst other General Plan policies and City codes that support and preserve
agricultural lands;

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

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Salinas
wishes to clarify and state the basic elements of the City's Agricultural Land Preservation

Program.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council approves
adopts the attached Agricultural Land Preservation Program attached hereto and incorporated by
reference.

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

AYES: Councilmembers Barnes, Barrera, Sanchez, Villegas, and Mayor Donohue

NOES : Councilmember Lutes

ABSENT: Councilmember De La Rosa

ATTEST:

Ann Camel, City Clerk



CITY OF SALINAS

AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAM

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

Uses:

Cooperation with the County

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

productive farmland.

Priority to Redevelopment and Infill ) .

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

developments.

Right to Farm Notices
AG-3. The City will implement the Implementation Program COS-11, which requires the

City to be consistent with the County of Monterey's "Right-to-Farm" Ordinance,
and the policies with respect to farming rights” found in the 2007 County of
Monterey Draft General Plan, revise the City's Zoning Ordinance to require the
recordation of a Right-to-Farm Notice as a condition of discretionary ‘permit
approval for residential development within 1,000 feet of an established
agricultural operation. The purpose of the Notice is to acknowledge that residents
in the area may’ experience inconveniences and discomfort associated with the
normal fanning and grazing activities, such as. noise and dust. The Notice shall
specifically state that a variety of activities may occur that may be incompatible
with the proposed development and that an established agticultural operation in-
full compliance with applicable laws, shall not be considered a nuisance due to
changes in the surrounding area. The Notice shall also state that a person's right
to recover under a nuisance claim against those activities may be restricted.

Buffers between Agricultural and Non Agricultural Uses

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

L-6
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et linral Land Conssrvation Easement Program:

AG-5. The City will work with the County of Monterey, and other local jurisdictions, to

create and implement an agricultural | land conservation casement program
including such measures as securing the dedication of easements or by paying a

mitigation fee that could be used to purchase easements through a mitigation
bank.

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

#4. City and County agree to the creation and implementation of agricultural
conservation easements in the unincorporated areas 1o the west and south of the
City's Sphere of Influence insofar as the easements are consistent with the
adopted General Plans of the two jurisdictions. (Emphasis added)

Program will include {in addition to AG1—AGS5+noted above):

Tax Sharing Agreement that confirms the growth-direction of the City and
conra;ng severe fiscal penalties for growth that is not consistent with the City's
established 2002 adopted General Plan and/or City-County policy (i.e., GSA-
MOU).

* For development to the west and south of City, the City shall require the
dedication of agricultural conservation easements to provide for the permanent
protection of agricultural land. For example, the proposed Salinas Ag-Industrial
Business Park (UniKool property) includes agricultural conservation easements
that will be established prior to final approval by the City, consistent with GSA-
MOU paragraph #3. All other GSA-MOU identified growth areas to the south
and west of Highway 101, including the Fresh Express annexation project area,
the Westside Bypass area as. generally shown on Exhibit C to the GSA-MOU and
development in the Boronda Redevelopment project area shall be subject to their
own separate environmental review and appropriate mitigation measures.

For development of lands within the GSA-MOU identified growth arcas to the «
north and cast of Highway 101, no agricultural mitigation easement shall be
required and a mitigation fee of $750 p/acre shall be assessed for agricultural
lands currently designated by the California Department of Conservation's
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as "Prime" or "of Statewide
Importance.’
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For purposes of this program, "GSA-MOLT identified growth areas" means
annexations or changes in organization in the following areas: the north and east
of the City limits that existed in 200.5 and that are referenced in Figure LU-1 of
the 2002 City General Plan, as well as the other areas identified in the GSA-
MOU, including but not limited to Balsa Knolls and the Salinas Future Growth
Annexation and Sphere of Influence (SOI) Area, the Chapin Rogge Road
property, areas within the boundary of the final alignment of the Westside Bypass,
the proposéd Fresh Express expansion and the proposed Unikool Site to the south
of Highway 101, and the Boronda Redevelopment Project Area, all as shown on
Exhibits A and C to the GSA-MOU. A copy of the GSA-MOU is attached to this

Program as Exhibit A,

= Any agricultural mitigation fees assessed by the City pursuant to this Program
may, in the City's sole discretion, be applied toward tha féllowing types. of
activities designed to preserve and promote agriculture in the Greater Salinas
Area (list is not intended to be all inclusive):

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

o Increased agricultural educational programs in local high schools and
community colleges.

o Programs for expanding markets for local agricultural products.

Promoting careers in agriculture (e.g., scholarships).

o Contributions to non-profit associations dedicated to agricultural
education, promotion or preservation.

o Contributions to USDA and the University of California Cooperative

Extension. .

o

The City of Salinas Agricultural Land Preservation Program shall apply to all lands
subject to the 2002 Salinsts General Plan, and the GSA-MOU identified growth areas

noted above.
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Carl Holm, Assistant Planning Director

County of Montercy RMA

Planning Department i
168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor -
Salinas, CA 93901
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SUBJECT: 2007 GENERAL PLAN AND DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Holm:

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

Land Use

Greater Salinas Area Plan Policies GS-1.1 through GS-1.12 identify multiple Special Treatment

Areas (STAs) and Study Areas (SAs), including Butterfly Village, Spence/Potter/Encinal Road

and Highway 68/Foster Road among others. These STAs and SAs are intended to establish
standards to guide development at those locations. In some cases, this is accomplished quite

effectively. For example, GS 1.4 stipulates that development would only be allowed under
specific conditions, within the identified land use boundaries shown in the Area Plan. In other

areas, discussed further below, the Greater Salinas Area Plan does not establish clear guidelines

for orderly development or does so in a manner that is inconsistent with the Greater Salinas Area
Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOU).

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

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

+ City growth to the North and East, except as provided in the agreement;
County support for the City's Future Growth Area annexation proposal to LAFCO;
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County support for the City's Fresh Express and Uni-Kool annexation proposals, subject
to appropriate environmental review, and subject to appropriate agricultural conservation
easements;

« Agricultural easements to the west and south;

* Consultation with the City in the planning process for any development in the Greater
Salinas Planning Area,

* No development by County contiguous to the City limits if those proposals require either
or both a General Plan amendment or a rezoning. Proposals requiring such changes shall
be referred to the City for consideration and possible annexation;

= City and County support for regional transportation system (TAMC);

»  County development of a County-wide Traffic Impact Fee within 18 months of the
adoption of the County General Plan;

» City and County cooperation regarding the alignment of the future Westside Bypass '
which shall establish a development boundary for the City;

» Development in area west of Davis Road and east of the future Westside 'Bypass,
excluding the Boronda Redevelopment Area, shall be limited to expansion of City's
retail sales capacity and shall take place after annexation,

= City and County to work cooperatively to address impacts on the Reclamation Ditch
Watershed Area, recognizing that a comprehensive financing program is needed. County

to complete a nexus study and hearing process, within 36 months of adoption of the
GSA-MOU [August 29, 2009].

Our review of the 2007 General Plan and Draft Program EIR has focused first and foremost on
an analysis of consistency with the GSA-MOU. The City of Salinas is pleased to see that the
Land Use Map for the Greater Salinas Area has been amended to restore an Agricultural land use
designation to those lands previously considered in the prior versions of the Rancho San Juan
Specific Plan (pre Butterfly Village). The exception being those existing developed commercial

parcels adjacent Highway 101 at the northerly entrance to the City. As we have mentioned in
our informal monthly City — County staff meetings, it would be appropriate to designate that area
northeasterly of the City as a Special Study Area (SA) subject to specific planning requirements

and its potential annexation into the City of Salinas.

The City maintains its advocacy of city-centered growth and was therefore, concerned to see an

acknowledgement of the potential for the development of general commercial uses in the vicinity
of the Salinas River and Highway 68.

The City appreciates the agricultural-tourism nature of "The Farm," as addressed in Policy GS-
2
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1.3, however, the addition of general commercial uses as contemplated by Policy GS-1.5, or any
commercial uses other than row-crop agriculture along this agricultural, scenic corridor would
not be appropriate.

The City of Salinas has been diligent in its adherence to maintaining a distinct urban boundary.
Unfortunately, that distinction is often blurred by commercial ventures at important gateways
into the City. Of particular note is the cluster of heavy commercial, storage and even a mobile
home park at the northerly entrance to the City as viewed from US 101. We fear that similar
conditions are evolving along Highway 68 just south of Salinas as a series of metal buildings,
ostensibly "fruit stands" are being developed. The aforementioned Policy GS-1.5 affirms the
City's concern in this regard.

The City also questions Policy GS-1.6 addressing the potential development of commercial uses
on commercially designated parcels between Harrison Road and Highway 101 to the north of the
City. It is the City's position that any commercial development along this city gateway should
be limited to only the redevelopment of those propertics containing existing development.
Additional development is inherently in conflict with the idea of city-centered growth and in
conflict with the spirit of the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding. ~ Absent
further consultation with the City, any undeveloped properties between Harrison Road and
Highway 101 should be designated and limited to agricultural farmland use.

If not limited to row crop production, as a gateway into the City of Salinas (if not annexed into
the City of Salinas), at minimum the properties should be developed to a very high architectural
standard.

Policy GS-1.11 establishing a study area for Espinosa Road suggests the intention of the
introduction of industrial uses in this location. Consideration of a General Plan policy and the
establishment of a Special Study Area would is not an appropriate solution to a code
enforcement concern. The introduction of industrial uses in this location - in near proximity to
the City of Salinas is in conflict with the principles of city-centered growth and again in conflict
with the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding.

The City of Salinas is also concerned regarding Policy G5-6.2 permitting the development of
coolers, cold rooms, loading docks and farm equipment shops on agriculturally designated land.
These are industrial activities and as such should be located in an appropriate industrially
designated, city-centered location.

Circulation

The discussion regarding the public transportation services provided by Monterey-Salinas
Transit fails to mention the service provided to South County.

The City is pleased to see that the Capital Improvement and Financing Plan (CIFP) are to be

completed within the 18 month period established by the Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of
Understanding (GSA-MOU). It is interesting that the County has determined that Level of
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Service (LOS) D is being proposed as a County standard. LOS D is more typically an urban
rather than rural standard. LOS D may be appropriate in designated Community Areas; however
as an overall standard for the County, it may condone traffic congestion in rural locations where
traffic problems are typically not anticipated. Regrettably, the electorate did not see the ultimate
value in Measure Z (the 12 cent sales tax initiative to address region and local serving roads)
which makes it all the more imperative that the County of Monterey along with other regional
entities adopt timely transportation congestion/safety policies.

rvati Open ce

The City of Salinas questions Policy OS-1.1 encouraging the establishment voluntary restrictions
to the development potential of property located in designated visually sensitive areas. Monterey
County is visually stunning. Areas which are deemed to be visually sensitive should have
development regulations and public review processes established to ensure that Policies OS-1.2
through OS-1.9 remain viable.

Regarding Policy OS-3.7 encouraging the voluntary preparation of a coordinated resources
management plan in watersheds of State designated impaired waterways; the City of Salinas
encourages the County of Monterey to require the preparation of stormwater management and
control plans meeting the requirements as imposed on the City by the state Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board. This is particularly relevant to those properties within
the Zone 9 watershed area as defined by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency.

afe

Safety policy S-2.3 provides for an exemption to the guidelines established by FEMA and the
National Flood Insurance Programs as well as ordinances enacted by the Montercy County
Board of Supervisors for grading activities carried out in the course of routine agricultural
operations. It has been the City of Salinas' experience that the greatest contributor to the
siltation of the creeks and their tributaries flowing through the City is a result of upstream
agricultural grading practices. The City of Salinas recommends an agricultural grading policy
that would result in the detention/retention of storm and irrigation water on-site.  Table PS-1
indicates that agricultural lands result in no net increase in harmful run-off. This statement is
‘contrary to the herbicide and pesticide measurements that have been collected in the stream
corridors flowing through the City as a result of upstream agricultural operations. Drainage and
agricultural management and mitigation monitoring plans should be required for run-off into the
regional watershed.

ltur

The 2007 General Plan update anticipates the conversion of approximately 2,571 acres of
Important Farmiand to non-agricultural uses. Although the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) states that no mitigation beyond the 2007 General Plan policies is feasible, the City was

pleased to see the commitment to the preparation, adoption and implementation of a program to
mitigate for the loss of that farmland in Policy AG-1.2, The City of Salinas recommends that the

4
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County of Monterey consider the Agricultural Land Preservation Program established in
consultation with the County of Monterey as a potential regional model [Resolution No. 19422
(NCS)] for the loss of important farmland.

Water Resource Management

The Water Resources section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2007 Monterey
County General Plan update commendably addresses many of the hydrologic conditions
throughout the County of Monterey. However, with the attention that the community has given
Can Lake, and with the concerns expressed by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency,
the City was surprised to note that Section 4.3 Water Resources did not address this significant

natural stormwater management facility along with the accompanying 1907 Reclamation Ditch
that was created to enable the cultivation of this watershed feature.

It is vital that the County implement Paragraph #13 of the GSA-MOU and work in good faith
with the City and other interested partics to complete its comprehensive financing program for
the Reclamation Ditch, including finalization of the nexus study and hearing process.

The City did note the reference to existing storm drain systems and the potential that they may be
insufficient to accommodate future "Special Treatment Areas" outside of the city-limits. The
properties within these "Special Treatment Areas"” must be included in the solution to address the
deficiencies identified by the Monterey County Water Resources Agency.

The Reclamation Ditch is a man made feature connecting the regions natural watercourses:
Gabilan and Natividad Creeks and Alisal and Tembledero Sloughs. As these natural and man-
made riparian and drainage features are improved the City of Salinas encourages the County to
establish policies that would establish a recreation trail extending from the foothills of the
Gabilan Mountains to the beach at Moss Landing for the benefit of all our respective residents.

The City of Salinas appreciates that the County of Monterey has had many challenges throughout
its lengthy General Plan Update process. The City also acknowledges that the adoption of the
GPU initiates the requirement to bring all of the County's land use, zoning and development
policies into conformance with the General Plan. In this regard, the City of Salinas urges the
County of Monterey to limit the permissive and conditionally permissive land uses and
development that may be considered in Agriculturally designated lands which surround the cities
of the Salinas Valley to maintain the distinct urbanlrural boundaries that contribute se
significantly to the beauty and bounty of this region.
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The City is grateful for the progress that that been made and hopes that its comments assist in
improving the document and ensuring that mitigation measures are consistent with the GSA-
MOU.

Respectfully submitted,

CITY OF"SALINAS

Enclosures

Correspondence dated October 6, 2006 and September 25, 2007
Resolution No. 19422 establishing an Agricultural Land Preservation Program

cc: Mayor and Salinas City Council
Monterey County Board of Supervisors
City Attorney
Deputy City Manager / City Engineer
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September 25, 2007

DE R

Chairman Dave Potter

Vice-Chair Fernando Armenta and Members of the
Monterey County Board of Supervisors

168 West Alisal St., 1st Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

Re:  City of Salinas Comments re Planning Commission Recommendations for GPU-3
Dear Chairman Potter and Members of the Board:

Please accept these comments on behalf of the City of Salinas concerning the recommendations
by the Planning, Commission and the Planning Commission Ad Hoc Subcommittee for GPU-3.
The City commends the County's efforts to arrive at a comprehensive and credible compromise
General Plan update document.

The City's primary considerations pertain to policies in support of City Centered Growth. and
development in the Greater Salinas Area.  The Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of
Understanding (GSA-MOU), approved by the Monterey County Board of Supervisors and the

Salinas City Council on Aungust 29, 2006 (attached as Exhibit A) establishes a framework of
guiding principles to ensure orderly and appropriate development for the Greater Salinas area.

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

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

« Rancho San Juan: The City positively considers the deletion of Rancho San Juan/
Butterfly Village as a "Community Area" in GPU-5.

. Development in the Greater Salinas Area: The City notes that under the GSA-MOU, the
City and County agreed that "developments within the area designated by the County
General Plan as the Greater Salinas Planning Area shall only occur after consultation

with the City in the planning process.” (GSA-MOU, Paragraph 6 (emphasis added))
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Community Areas generally: Community Area policies that establish designated areas
for urban uses are not generally consistent with basic and widely accepted "smart

growth" principles which are city-centered and take advantage of existing urban
infrastructure, transit and public and emergency services. Any development within
designated "Community Areas" (including redevelopment areas) should not proceed
prior to the adoption of a Community Plan or Specific Plan,

Boronda: With respect to the designation of Boronda as a "Community Area", the City
notes that any development in the undeveloped southern portion of the Boronda
Redevelopment area must be consistent with Paragraph 14-15 of the GSA-MOU.

Affordable Housing Overlays: The City notes that under the GSA-MOU, the City and

County agreed "to support each other's efforts to construct affordable housing throughout

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

Traffic. In addition to the Planning Commission's recommendation that the Board
require the adoption of a concept-level Capital Improvement Financing Plan (CIFP), the
City notes that the GSA-MOU also requires the County "to develop a County-wide
Traffic Impact fee program for the improvement of major County roads in accordance
with the County's adopted General Plan." (GSA-MOU, Paragraph 10.) Also, please note
our previous concerns with the traffic modeling assumptions prepared for the 2006
General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report.

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

These comments are not intended to be exclusive and merely highlight some of the provisions of
the GSA-MOU that have application to GPU-5.

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

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

DAVE MORA
City Manager
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Enclosures:

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

ce! Mayor and City Council (without enclosures)
Vanessa Vallarta, City Attorney (w/ enclosures)
Robert C. Russell, PE, Deputy City Manager/City Engineer (w/o enclosures)
Jorge Rifa, Deputy City Manager (w/o enclosures)
Mike Novo, Monterey County Planning Department (w/ enclosures)
Wayne Tanda, Resource Management Agency (w/ enclosures)
Charles, McKee, County Counsel (w/ enclosures)




GREATER SALINAS AREA
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

Preface

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

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), by and between the County of Monterey
(County) and the City of Salinas (City), is to set forth certain agreements between the
parties to express their intent to jointly pursue action to assure orderly and appropriate
land 'use development in the area designated in the General Plan of Monterey County as
the Greater Salinas Area Plan area and in the City of Salinas. Specific objectives to be
achieved through the implementation of the land use and associated policies included in
this MOU are the preservation of certain agriculture land, the provision of future growth
areas, and the provision of adequate financing for the services and facilities of benefit to
the residents of the Greater Salinas Area Plan area and the City. It is recognized that,
with respect to some of the provisions set forth herein, numerous actions must be taken
pursuant to State and local laws and regulations before such policies can be implemented.
Such actions include, in some instances; the need to comply with the California
Euviromnental Quality Act (CEQA), the need, to hold public hearings and/or otherwise
seek public input before reaching binding decisions, and the need to obtain approvals .
from other agencies such as the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). For all
such provisions, this MOU shall be understood to constitute tentative policy
commitments that can only become fully binding after all such legal prerequisites have
been satisfied. Even so, both parties agree to make a good faith effort to follow and
implement the provisions of this MOU subject to the foregoing. /

The City and County do hereby mutually agree to the following:
i wth

1. City and County agree that the future growth direction of the City shall be to the

north and east of the current City limits, except as otherwise provided for in this
MOU.

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

3. County supports the City's 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence/Annexation .
Proposal to LAFCO to the south of the City's existing City Limits (Exhibit A) for the
exclusive purpose of agricultural processing and processing capacity (Fresh Express).
County further supports future City Sphere of Influence./ Annexation proposals to the
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south of the City's existing City Limit for the exclusive purposc of agricultural
processing and processing capacity {Unikool), subject to the establishment of
appropriate agticultural consetvation easements.

4, City and Cnnnty agree to the eraatinn and impl mentatinn of agririilhiral
conservation easements in the unincorporated areas to the west and south of the
City' s Sphere of Influence insofar as the easements are consistent with the adopted
Géneral Plans of the two jurisdictions.

5, City and County agree to work cooperatively and in concert with the affected
propetty owners to annex developed unincorporated areas {e.g. Bolsa Knolls)
adjacent to or within the City's Sphete of Influence as shown in Exhibit A and to
transfer exisdng County sanitation facilities (e.g. Boronda) upon future City
annexation that support these arcas subject to the property owners paving any
required sanitation system connection fees established by MRWPCA. Tt is
anticipated that an initial effort consistent with this annexation commitment shall
be coopetation by all parties to consider and facilitate the proposed Chapin Rogge
Road annexation application insofar as thé annexation is consistent with the
provisions of LAFCO.

6. City and County.agree that developments within the City's 2005 Preliminary
Sphete of Influence/ Annexation Proposal shall only occur after annexation to the
City and that the City shall consult with the County in the planning process. City
and County also agree that the developments within the area designated by the
County General Plan as the Greater Salinas Planning Area shall only occur after
consultation with the City in the planning process.

7. City and County agree that the County shall not process any proposals for
development in areas contiguous (immediately zdjacent) to the City's City Limit /
« it those proposals would require either or both a County General Plan amendment
or 2 rezoning, Proposals for development requiring a General Plan amendment ot
a rezoning shall be referred to the City for consideration and possible annexation

to the City.

8. City and County agree to work cooperatively and expeditiously in annexation
matters consistent with this agreement

9, City and County agree to support fees and taxes needed to mitigate the collective
impact of new and existing devclopment on the regional transpottation system to

the extent that the fees and taxes reflect the overall financing program adopted by
TAMC.

10. City and County agtee that County will develop a County-wide Traffic Impact fee
program for the improvement of major County toads in accordance with the
County's adopted General Plan. The County fee program will be developed in
consultation with TAMC and Monterey County cities. It is recognized that there
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will be development within the City of Salinzs related to the anticipated
annexation of land to the north and east of the existing City Limits, and it is the
desire of both jutisdictions that the County not rely upon the imposition of an ad
hoc traffic fee on City development. Therefore the development of the Traffic
Impact Fee for the Salinas drea. as shown in Fxhihit R, will he a prinrity and a
nexus study and hearing process should be completed within 18 months of
adoption of the 2006 County General Plan. The County Traffic Impact Fee will
be imposed on development in affected cities and unincorporated areas.

.11. City and County agree to work cooperatively on establishing the alignment,
phasing and financing of the regional roadway facility commonly referred to as
the Westside Bypass and will expedite the completion of a Project Study Report
for this future roadway. City and County agree that the ultimate alignment of the
future Westside Bypass shall establish the development boundary for the City. It
is the intent of.both parties to miniinizé the impact on'igricultural land in
establishing the Westside Bypass alignment so that the ultimate alignment shall
not result in the development of acres of agricultural land in excess of that
anticipated in the Westside Bypass alignment as shown in the City of Salinas
2002 adopted General Plan MC)

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

13. City and County agree to. wotk cooperatively to address the collective impact of
cuerent and anticipated land uses in the Reclamation Ditch Watershed Area
Thete is a recognition that a comprehensive financing program is needed that
includes grants, benefit assessments, appropriate development impact fees, and
special usxzes required w ttdtiress current and anticipated impacts. The County, in
consultation with the City, should complete a nexus study and hearing process,
assessing benefit of current and existing land uses, within 36 months of adoption
of this MOU. The adopted impact fee will be imposed on cutrent and existing
land uses in both the City and unincorporated areas.

Re ment Project Area

14. City and County agree that in the undeveloped southern portion of the Boronda
Redevelopment Project Area (Exhibit D) the County shall take the lead in the
planning, review, and approval process subject to concurtent City review so that
the final approved project is consistent'with existing City development standards.
City recoguizes the County's desire and intent to assure development that is
consistent with commitments made to the Boronda community-regarding required
amendments to the current adopted Botonda Community Plan and that the'
anticipated development is assumed to provide financial benefit-0.c. tax
increment) to the Boronda Development Area. City and County will wotk
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cooperatively zo assure that those commitments will result from and through the
final approvals for development and annexation to the City of Salinas. City and
County further agtee that there will be no final development approvals prior to the
completion of all requirements (including final LAFCO apptoval) for annexation
of the subject area to the City of Salinas.

City and County agree that infill development in the notthern portion gf zke
Botonda Redevelopment Project Area (Exhibit 1)) Will continue to be processed
by the County subject to consultation with the City.

. 15, City and County agtee that property tax generated within the Boronda
Redevelopment Area shall continue to accrue to the Boronda Redevelopment
Area forimplementation of the cusrent (Jaquaty 1, 2006) adopted Redevelopment
Area Plan. Upon completion of the aforementioned Plan, the formet
Redevelopment Property Tax increment shall be allocated between-the City'and
the County on a 50/50 basis.

Affordable Housing

16. City and County agree to suppott each other's efforts to constuct affordable
housing throughout the County necessary to achieve the Fait Share Housing .
Allocation 2s approved by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Government
(AMBAG).

17. City and County agree that if the 100% affordable housing project on Rogge
Road apptoved by the County in 2006 is annexed to the City that the project shall
be cedited to the County's Fair Share Housing Allocation.

Other ]
18. City and County mutually agree that neither will pursue future development

related litigation against- he other insofar as the subject development is consistent
with this agreement.

CITY OF. SALINAS COUNTY OF MONTEREY

A mutt’ ipal cotporation of the State of California

Anna  Caballero, Mayor
Dated:_ %o"200 -

A political subdivision' the State of California
By: =

Jerry Smith
Chairman of the Board of Supervisots

Dated: _ pZ** bG

Page 40fS




GREATER SAUNAS AREA
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

C.nirnty Clerk

Pae M5




Balsa Enslls
Area D
Alread y In Salimas 501

Boronda Redevelopment [NEES
Project Area s
Already in SOI

'EXHIBIT A

Salinas 2005 Preliminary Sphere of Influence (SOn!
Annexation Proposal Map




EXHIBIT B

Salinas Area Tfaffic Impact Fee
Affected Maj or County Roads




Salinas Western Bypass
{(Westside Bypass)

EXHIBIT C

Westside Bypass Alignment
City Salinas 2002 General Plan



Prdpusad for
New Development

North Boronda Redevelopment Project Area
South Boronda Redevelopment Project Area




City of Salinas

OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER

October 6, 2006

Mike Novo, Interim Planning Director

County of Monterey, Resource Management Agency
Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, Second Floor

Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: 2006 MONTEREY COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND GENERAL PLAN EIR

Dear Mr. Novo:

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

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

City Centered Growth

Policies LU-2,1—LU-2.4 should cross reference City Centered Growth policies LU-2:15-
2.19.

Policy 2.15 does not acknowledge the sovereignty of local jurisdictions and reads as if it
was a policy for other jurisdictions to implement. As such, an appropriate revision 1o this
policy would be encourage rather than emphasize redevelopment and infill.
Development proposals that are contiguous to current or planned city limits = should be
directed to the respective city for annexation and development.

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

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

EXHIBI

200 Lincoln Avenue Sallnas; California 93901 (B31) 758-7201 Fax (831) 758-7368
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Mike Novo
October 6, 2006
Page 2 of 6

City recommends that this policy be deleted.

+  Policy LU-2.18, "The County shall critically review development proposals and general
plan amendments within cities to assure that the impacts of growth in cities on the
County's infrastructure are adequately quantified andfully mitigated is expressed in an
overbearing manner and does not reflect the spirit of cooperation embodied in the
GSAMOU. It is recommended that this policy be either deleted or restated to indicate
that the County will coordinate with cities to cooperatively evaluate development
proposals both in the County and within the cities to discuss issues of mutual concern , and
to mitigate, when feasible, impacts on infrastructure.

* Community Area Policies LU-2.20-2.27 establishing designated areas for urban uses is
contrary to the fundamental principle of City Centered Growth.

Policy LU-2.25 should be revised to prohibit development within designated Community

Areas (including redevelopment areas) prior to the adoption of a Community Plan or
Specific Plan.

+  Agricultural Policies AG-2.1 and AG-23 pr 1 the development of agricultural
support and processing facilities in the uninc..purcated area on lands designated as 15
Farmland, Permanent Grazing and Rural Grazing. These policies are contrary to City
Centered Growth. These policies allow for the conversion of prime agtricultural lands
into industrial business parks. Agricultural support and processing facilities are a critical
component of the regional economy, however, these industrial facilities are most

appropriately located in the incorporated cities where infrastructure has been developed
and where the workforce resides.

Cireulai

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

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

the Community Plan.

Policy C-1.8 is similar to Policy LU-2.18 discussed above. The City recommends that
the policy be revised to indicate that the County will coordinate with cities to
cooperatively evaluate development proposals both in the County and within the cities to
discuss issues of mutual concern and to mitigate, when feasible, impacts on the
circulation system.
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Policy C-4.3 implies that agricultural uses take precedence over all other uses — the
development of an efficient circulation system is a benefit for all including agricultural
users.  All public rights of way should include appropriate provisions for drainage and
utilities; however, agricultural drainage should not be a part of the public infrastructure.

Policies C-5.1-C-5.6 support scenic roads and highways. As such, all of the County's
roads and highways should be considered scenic. Monterey County and its incorporated
cities rely on the quality of the landscape to support its principal economic activities:
agriculture and tourism. This also supports Policy LU-1.12 that discourages off site
advertising. The City of Salinas has prohibited the erection of new billboards and off

premise advertising structures for many years and recommends that Monterey County
also consider such a prohibition.

Policy C-6.5 is recommended to include a reference to City Centered Growth as urban
development allows for more viable transit options.

Conservation & Open Space

Policy OS-1.1 encouraging voluntary restrictions to the development potential of
property located in a visually sensitive area is meaningless. Development in visually
sensitive areas should be linked to an implementation program or mitigation measure as
appropriate.

Emergency Services

Policy S-6.5 (mislabeled as Policy P-6.5) indicates service levels for urban (Community
Areas), suburban (Rural Centers} and rural arcas. The response time for urban areas is

established as 8 minutes or less, 30% of the time. The County may wish to consider a

more aggressive response time similar to the City of Salinas. The emergency response

service level adopted in the,City's General Plan is 6 minutes, 90% of the time.

Public Services

-

Policy PS-3.2 -" in determining whether there is a long term sustainable water supply,

credit may be given for a significant reduction in the historic water use on site. Up to
50% of the average annual water use of 10 of the previous 20 years may be conserved for

the proposed development." The intent of this policy is unclear. As it reads, one is led
to believe that the policy is intended to contravene the doctrine of correlative rights and
reasonable use which gives an overlying property owner the right to the reasonable use of
the basin supply. Establishing the "reasonable use" of the water basin is typically

established by creating a water balance demonstrating that the new use will use no more

water than the historic use. This policy seems to imply that the "reasonable use” for a
new use is one-half that of the historic use on the property. This policy appears
inequitable.

15
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= Policy PS-4.5- "New development proposed in the service area if existing wastcwater
collection, treatment and disposal should seek service from those facilities whenever
possible." The City recommends that this policy emphasize City Centered Growth and
be strengthened to require annexation into a member agency's jurisdiction.

Agricultural

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

Economic Development

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

Policy ED-2.3 should reference and reinforce City Centered Growth.
Greater Salinas Area Plan Supplemental Policics

* FIGURE #10 Land Use Plan Greater Salinas

This map and inserts continue to reflect urban land uses in the area formerly designated
as Ranch San Juan with significant portions of the property designated for high density
residential, industrial and commercial uses. The area is designated as a "Study Area,"
however the City recommends that the underlying land uses be designated as
Agricultural Farmlands until the study is completed through either a Community Plan
or Specific Plan in conjunction with the annexation into the City of Salinas.

Further, the City also recommends that the lands located northeasterly of the City's
Future Growth Area (the generally triangularly shaped area formed by the extension of
San Juan Grade road [both sides] and Old Stage Road as it extends to Crazy Horse
Canyon Road be designated as a Study Area. Development within this area should be
prohibited until the adoption of the required Community Plan or Specific Plan in
conjunction with the annexation into the City of Salinas. The insert map entitled
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Butterfly Village and Rancho San Juan should be revised to include only the approved
Butterfly Villageproject reflecting the Board of Supervisor’s action. The inclusion of
balance of the former Rancho San Juan area in this detail is misleading as Rancho San
Juan is now limited to only Butterfly Village.

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

* Policy GS-1.1 discusses the requirement for a special study for the area located north of
Russell Road between Harrison Road and San Juan Grade Road adjacent the §71-acre
Butterfly Village (a.k.a. Revised Ranche San Juan Specific Plan). Included in the
discussion is a list of affected participants — the City of Salinas must be included in this
discussion as should opportunities for City Centered Growth.

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

15
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Thank you for presenting these concerns and considerations to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors.

Sincerely,
/s/

DAVE MORA
City Manager

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



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

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF ,THE CITY OUSALINAS
APPROVING THE AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the City of Salinas has adopted and implemented various policies and
mitigation measures in its 2002 General Plan and General Plan Final Program EIR relating to the
conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses;

WHEREAS, these policies and measures include cooperation and agreements with the
County of Monterey to confirm the general growth direction of the City to the north and cast, as
memeorialized in the 2006 Greater Salinas Area Memorandum of Understanding (GSA-MOU);

WHEREAS, these policies and measures adopted in the 2002 General Plan also include
priority to redevelopment and infill projects, as well as City-Centered growth principles; right to
farm notices to ensure respect for farming rights; and buffers between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses, amongst other General Plan policies and City codes that support and preserve
agricultural lands;

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

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Salinas
wishes to clarify and state the basic elements of the City's Agricultural Land Preservation
Program.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council approves
adopts the attached Agricultural Land Preservation Program attached hereto and incorporated by
reference.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 8 day of April 2008, by the following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Bames, Barrera, Sanchez, Villegas, and Mayor Donohue

NOES : Councilmember Lutes

ABSENT: Councilmember De La Rosa

ATTEST:

Ann Camel, City Clerk N



CITY OF SALINAS
AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION PROGRAM

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

Cooperation with the County

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

productive farmland.

Priority to Redeveloprreent and Infill . .

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

developments.

Right to Farm Notices

AG-3. The City will implement the Implementation Program COS-11, which requires the
City to be consistent with the County of Monterey's "Right-to-Farm" Ordinance,
and the policies with respect to farming rights found in the 2007 County of
Monterey Draft General Plan, revise the City's Zoning Ordinance to require the
recordation of a Right-to-Farm Notice as a condition of discretionary 'permit
approval for residential development within 1,000 feet of an established
agricultural operation. The purpose of the Notice is to acknowledge that residents
in the arca may’ experience inconveniences and discomfort associated with the
normal fanning and grazing activities, such as noise and dust. The Notice shall
specifically state that a variety of activities may occur that may be incompatible
with the proposed development and that an established agricultural operation in-
full compliance with applicable laws, shall not be considered a nuisance due to
changes in the surrounding area. The Notice shall also state that a person's right
to recover under a nuisance claim against those activities may be restricted.

Buffers between Agricultural and Non Agricultural Uses

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




City of Salinas
Agricultural-Land Preservation Program

cultnural Land Conservation Easement Program:

AG-5. The City will work with the County of Monterey, and other local jurisdictions, to
create and implement an agricultural , land conservation easement program
including such measures as securing the dedication of easements or by paying a
mitigation fee that could be used to purchase easements through a mitigation

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

#4. City and County agree to the creation and implementation of agricultural
conservation easements in the unincorporated areas to the west and south of the
City's Sphere of Influence insofar as the eascments are consistent with the
adopted General Plans of the two jurisdictions. (Emphasis added)

Program will include (in addition to AG1—AGS+*noted above):

Tax Sharing Agreement that confirms the growth-direction of the City and
conra:ns severe fiscal penalties for growth that is not consistent with the City's
established 2002 adopted General Plan and/or City-County policy (i.c., GSA-
MOU).

For development to the west and south of City, the City shall require the
dedication of agricultural conservation easements to provide for the permanent
protection of agricultural land. For example, the proposed Salinas Ag-Industrial
Business Park {UniKool property) includes agricultural conservation easements
that will be established prior to final approval by the City, consistent with GSA-
MOU paragraph #3. All other GSA-MOU identified growth areas to the south
and west of Highway 101, including the Fresh Express annexation project area,
the Westside Bypass area as, generally shown on Exhibit C to the GSA-MOU and
development in the Boronda Redevelopment project area shall be subject to their
own separate environmental review and appropriate mitigation measures.

* For devclopment of lands within the GSA-MOU identified growth areas to the
north and east of Highway 101, no agricultural mitigation easement shali be
required and a mitigation fee of $750 p/acre shall be assessed for agricultural
lands currently designated by the California Department of Conservation's
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as "Prime" or "of Statewide
Importance.”

April 8, 2008 2




City of Salinas
Agricultural Land Preservation Program

For purposes of this program, "GSA-MOLT identified growth areas" means
annexations or changes in organization in the following areas: the north and east
of the City limits that existed in 200.5 and that are referenced in Figure LU-1 of
the 2002 City General Plan, as well as the other areas identified in the GSA-
MOU, including but not limited to Balsa Knolls and the Salinas Future Growth
Annexation and Sphere of Influence (SOI) Area, the Chapin Rogge Road
property, areas within the boundary of the final alignment of the Westside Bypass,
the proposéd Fresh Express expansion and the proposed Unikool Site to the south
of Highway 101, and the Boronda Redevelopment Project Area, all as shown on
Exhibits A and C to the GSA-MOU. A copy of the GSA-MOU is attached to this

Program as Exhibit A,

* Any agricultural mitigation fees assessed by the City pursuant to this Program
may, in the City's sole discretion, be applied toward tha following types. of
activities designed to preserve and promote agriculture in the Greater Salinas
Area (list is not intended to be all inclusive):

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

o Increased agricultural educational programs in local high schools and
community colleges.

o Programs for expanding markets for local agricultural products.

Promoting careers in agriculture (e.g., scholarships).

o Contributions to non-profit associations dedicated to agricultural
education, promotion or preservation.

o Contributions to USDA and the University of Califotnia Cooperative

Extension. .

Q

The City of Salinas Agricultural Land Preservation Program shall apply to all lands
subject to the 2002 Salinsts General Plan, and the GSA-MOU identified growth areas

noted above.

April 8, 2008
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SERVICES

440 Harcourt Avenue Telephone {831) 809-.6737
Seaside, CA 93856 FAX (831) 889-6211
TDD (831) 889-6207
October 28, 2008
Monterey County
Attn: Carl Holm
168 West Aligal Street, 2" Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

RE; City of Seaside Comments on General Plan Update 5

Dear Mr. Holm:

The following comments provide an overview of the policy considerations that the City
of Seaside belicves should be considered by the County of Monterey in its review of the
recirculation of the Environmental Tmpact Report for Gemeral Plan Update 5.

Water

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

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

Page 4.3-96&97: New development should be required to include on-site drainage
system; same on-site dreinage should apply to the Greater Monterey Peninsula

Page 4.3-115: What is footnote (4) referencing in Table 4.3-8.

Page 4.3.138: Refurence to proposal by Cal-Am for the construction of injection wells
shmﬂdbcmwdandhmmuchaddmmdwaterwouldbcdlmdmththembhahnnn

.. of Cal-Am ASR wells. _ e | ey B -

Page 4.3-140: EIR should reference proposed development on Ft. Ord Master Plan and
identify how existing infrastructure is adequate to serve projected build-out.

Page 4.3-179: Amend mitigation measure to require retention of storm water for new
development per 100 year storm event.

Greater Monterey Peninsula Master Plan

The County should coordinate with Caltrans to determine what information must be
submitted with the application for the designation of & Scenic Highway between the City
of Seaside and the City Maxina and how Montercy County and applicable jurisdictions
must coordinate on the application.




SRS T T T N R———

IV 407 LU00 13.££ TAA O IODUUGZ 1L LLIY UF SEASIOE oe3 ood

L-6

Monterey County General Plan Update 5 EIR Comments
PageZ of 3

Land Use

The City of Seaside has the following concems related to the Fort Ord Master Plan Area:

Rezidential Lapd Use Policieg

The Fort Ord Master Plan should acknowledge and discuss the City’s fature growth
potential west of the urban boundary line. The City of Seaside is considering the
following projects within its city limits:

1. Relocation of City of Seaside Corporation Yard to Polygon 18 on Figure 2;
and

2. Development of a Veterans Cemetery on Polygon 20c on Figure 2; and

3. Surplus I Specific Plan on Polygon 20e on Figure 2,

Circulation Element

Of particolar concern to the City of Seaside are the potential impacts that could be
generated by residential and commercial development within the Fort Ord Arca Master
Plan and designsted Affordable Housing Overlays within the Greater Monterey
Peningula. The City of Seaside recommends that the traffic study for the General Plan
Update 5 include an evaluarion of the cumulative impacts associated with the City of
Seaside’s and City of Marina's epproved and planned projects in relation to the build-
out of the County lands on Fort Ord and Fort Ord Business and Operations Plan
(Appendix B of Reuse Plan) and swudy the following intersections/roadways;

Intersections

General Fim Moore and Light Fighter Drive
General Jim Moore and Giggling Road
General Jim Moore and Coe Avenne
General Jim Moore and Broadway

~ "Light Fighter Drive and Second Avenne
Highway 1 and Light Fighter Drive
Highway 1 and SR 218
Del Monte Boulevard and SR 218 (Canyon Del Rey Blvd.)
Del Monte Boulevard and Broadway Avenue
Del Monte Boulevard and Playa Avenue
Fremont Boulevard and SR 218 (Canyon De] Rey Blvd.)
Fremont Boulevard and Broadway Avenue
Fremont Boulevard and Ord Grove Avenue
Fremont Boulevard and Del Monte Avenue
Gigling Road and 8® Avenue
Monterey Road and Fremont Boulevard
Monterey Road and Coe Avenue
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Monterey County Geperal Plan Update 5 BIR Comments
Page3of 3

Roadways

Broadway Avenue between Del Monte Boulevard and General Jimn Moore Road
Del Monte Boulevard between Canyom Del Rey Boulevard and Fremont
Boulevard

Fremont Boulevard between Canyon Del Rey and Broadway Avenue

Fremont Boulevard betwsen Broadway Avenue and Highway 1

General Jim Moore between SR 218 and Light Fighter Drive

Eucalyptus Road

Gigpling Road between 8™ Avenue and General Jim Moors Road

Light Fighter Drive between General Jim Moore and Highway 1

Hydrolagy and Water Quality

Update EIR to include identification of potential reservoir and water
impoundment sites that would be located within the City of Seaside on the former
Fort Ord and/or its sphere if influence as designated by LAFCO.

The Merina Const Water District shall be included in list of water agencies to
mitigate further seawater intrusion.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the City of Seaside’s comments on the
reciroulation of the Environmental Jmpact Report for General Plan Update 5, you can
contact me at (831) 899-6726.

Rick Medina
Senior Planner

...CCs ... Diana Ingersoll, Deputy City Manager-Resource Management Services-

Barbara Nelson, Planning Services Manager
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COUNTY OF SAN BENITO
PLANNING & BUILDING INSPECTION SERVICES
3224 Scuthside Road Phone: 831-637-5313
Hollister, CA 95023 Fax: 831-837-5334

s-mail: sbeplan@planning.co.san-benitn.ca us

October 23, 2008

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

Salinas, CA 93901-2438

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

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

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

o We encourage Morterey Courdy fo work with San Benito Courty in improving locations along our shared

. border in areas such as near Gonzales, Soledad and King City.in addition to.the Aromas.and Pruneddle - __). ... — ...

areas.

Although this comment does not need to specificaily be addressed in this EIR document, San Benito would like
to emphasize the ongoing need for governmentat cooperation when considering development projects or
policies for development for which the effects would reach across County boimdaries and potentially conflict
with current San Benito County policies.
o We are also interested in better coordinating public safety and transportation planming especially in those
areas in particular dlong La Gloria Grade Road as some problems occur there from time to time.
This comment relates directly to transportation corridor plenning. Monterey County is in a unique position asit | 3
boarders San Benito County, which has a number of recognized outdoor recreation areas. One area in
particular, The Pirmacles, is working toward National Park status and as such may require increased attention
from both San Benito and Monterey Counties in arder to ensure access to the park is convenient, safe, and
desirable.
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* We also would like to cooperate with you again in protection of the ridgeline areas that we share and in
minimizing the impact of nighttime lighting in the rural areas.
Lend Use Element Policy LU-1.13 appears to appropriately address light and glare. Open Space and

ion Element 0S-1.12 appears to prohibit ridgeline development. Therefore, staff believes this 2006
comment has been adequately addressed. Thank you.

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

Transportation:

Regional transportation impacts are addressed in Section 4.6. of this document. TRAN-1A, TRAN-2B,
TRANS-3B describe that implementation of the 2007 General Plan would have significant irpacts to roads
within and extemnal to Monterey County. In addition, TRAN-1A describes that neither the County nor TAMC
mojemﬁs&dwcapiﬁlhvapnﬁwﬁ,wﬁ&mh&ﬁMeﬂbyngionﬂhpamM,uﬂlﬁﬂy
mitigate the impacts of the 2007 plan. Staff feels that the development of policies should reach outside the
established benchmarks of Monterey’s policies. In addition, if regional traffic created by an authority’s

are in place, the govemning authority has the responsibility to ensure traffic impacts are mitigated accordingly.
Currently, San Benito County has estahlished policy describing a minftram LOS of C for roadways within our
Comq.AmsudﬂinSmBmﬁowHQmaybe&dedbyMMyCoumymﬁcmwimﬂymdude
the Aromas ammdShtePﬁghmleI.MonﬁeyCmmlfsplmnﬁnggﬂdelhesmyhmeaﬁgﬁﬁmﬁeﬁbm
mmmmdhgjmisdicﬁmsmﬁshmﬂdbem&icﬁwhnmhmmmﬁdemﬁm@tyﬁmaﬂ
mmmdhgmdondphnﬁnggrﬁdeﬁn:sﬂndmdsﬁymmgingﬁﬂmiﬁgaﬂmofmypomﬁﬂ impacts
MontereyComLywouldmtpheeaddiﬁom!bmdmonndghboﬂngjmisdicﬁom

\ir Ouality: .
Bo&SmBeﬁhmdMoMeyCamﬁwmhmbdui&intbeMonﬁeyBayUﬁﬂedAkPoMmComd
District’s jurisdiction. Being that we are in 2 common air basin, a discussion should be included in the
mﬁmamldommﬁﬁuadiem%mnmmdﬂwpm%leﬁgﬁﬁe@%mﬂasﬁghm&d
mfﬁcwngm&mdmgmemlmnidmmﬂdlwemaﬂaimlwekwiﬁndﬂmrﬁﬁsdicﬁm

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

S- " iy,
et

Art Henriques

Director of Building and Planning

Cc:  Susan Thompson, CAO

Board of Supervisors

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

" PLANNING DEPARTMENT

7_01 OCEAN STREET, 4T"l FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, Ca 95060
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 ToD: (831)454-2123
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

Monterey cq

00 Planning . uit
February 2, 2009 Inspectijgr% ngngf;‘g’:ﬁn
Carl Holm - _
RMA-Pianning Salinas Pemmit Center i FEB S Z €038
168 W. Alisal St. 2nd Floor RIE R E :
Salinas, CA 93901 ' N=GEIVER

av C2 AR

Dear Mr. Holm, W 3| 3{0‘1

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2007 Generai Plan Update and the 2007  11: S7am,
General Plan Draft EIR. The Planning Department has reviewed both documents. We wish to
express our concemns regarding significant and unavoidable impacts to the Pajaro
groundwater basin identified in the EIR, particularly as this may impact future development
within Santa Cruz County. ' :

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

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

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




Calderon, Vanessa A. x5186

From: Annie Murphy [PLN400@co.santa-cruz. ca us]
- :u-.se-nt:,,....... e iaem  tmeme mmeeem— — Monday_Febmary_oz .2009. .1 1, 57 AM R P T Ry — e e i mmaim s n e e
To: ceqacomments
Subject: Comments from County of Santa Cruz Planning Department on the 2007 General Plan
Update and Draft EIR
ﬁqu ul'ﬂr'gy Csu”d!
| lIl 'q '—ﬂﬂ u I
% Insp eiion Ad mmrs'tratnon

- i .'m “E y.' Q

Letter to Morterey n‘“ﬂz £
County.doc ...

Hello Carl, HE@EHVE

Hope you and everyone in the Department are doing welll

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

Sincerely,

Annie Murphy

Planner, Policy Section

Santa Cruz County Planning Dept.

Phone: (831) 454-3111 - 3
Fax: (831) 454-2131

Email: pln400@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

z<Letter to Monterey County.doc»>
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From: Holm, CarP. x5103

Sent:  Thursday, October 16, 2008 8:58 AM
To: 'Hagan, Kristin A.'

Cc: 'Powers, Briana'

Subject: RE: 2007 General Plan Update

The ALUC asked for further information on a site near the Monterey Airport...it is planned to
retum to the ALUC on October 27. The Commission was were not concemed with the area
around King City because it had not changed from what they considered and accepted in
GPU4. Figure 4 in GPU4 illustrated the location of planned Community Areas. Land use
designations around King City are llustrated on the South County Area Plan Land Use map
(Figure LU-9). [n addition, the Agricultural Winery Corridor Plan (AWCP) includes area around
King City. All of this is available for review on our website at:

hitp://www.co.monterey.ca.us/planning/gpu/GPU_2007/gpu_2007.htm

If after reviewing this information you have questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Carl P. Holm, AICP

RMA - Planning Department
Assistant Director

~-=—Qriginal Message-—--

From: Hagan, Kristin A. [mallto:khagan@kmtg.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2008 11:57 AM

To: Holm, Carl P. x5103

Cc: Powers, Briana

Subject: 2007 General Plan Update

Carl,

Thanks for you retumn call yesterday. Per your request I'm sending you an e-mall regarding my questions
pertaining to the 2007 General Plan Update. As indicated in my messages, | practice airport land use
planning and have a number of cfients with projects near the King City Airport. | noticed that the Monterey
County Airpert Land Use Commission recelved at its last meeting on September 22,.2008, an update
regarding the status of the 2007 Genaeral Plan Update. | was wondering if at that meeting the Commission
voted to take any action with respect to reviewing and considering the 2007 General Plan Update.

| also noticed that in the 2008 General Plan Update (GPU4), there Is a reference to a Figure 4, which
illustrates the proposed land Lises within two-miles of the King City Alirport. I'm trying to confirm whether

that same figure is referenced and used in the 2007 General Plan Update. If so, | would like to get a copy
of this figure.

‘Any assistance you can provide is greatly appreciated. Thanks for your time.

Take care,
Kristin

11/06/2008

1
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E See I-22
§ Kristin A, Hagan
~ | Aformey atLaw 58) E-Mail

1875 ChesterAvenus, Suite 320 T: 561.864.8800 Yoard
Bakersfisld, CA 83301 F:661.854.3810  ¥mywk

The information contained in this E-mail is confidential and may also contain privileged attorney-client information or work product.
The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it Is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient,
or the employee or agent responsible to defiver it to the Intended recipient, you are hereby nofified that any use, dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If yoy have received this E-mail in error, please delate this
message from your computer and immediately notify the sender. Thank you.

11/06/2008
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- MONTEREY BAY Mo .
G o, eeeenlilmey
. 24580 Silver Cloud Court » Monterey, California 93940 « 831/647-8411 « FAX 831/647-8501  Adminisiration
FEB 07 250
February 2, 2009 RE@EEVEE‘
Sent Electronically To: g & Miels
Mr. Carl Holm, Assistant Planming Director 0. ca.us 2 I
DISTRIGT Monterey County RMA / Planning Department ~ Original Sent by First Class Mail 3/09
MENBERS 168 West Alisal Street, 2™ Floor af{={ 0
:"’.%;’?‘ - Salinas, Ca 93901 : 250 M
Vice Grk SUBJECT: 2007 MONTEREY COUNTY GENRAL PLAN DRAFT EIR. (GPUS)
Santa Cruz.
Gourty Gites Dear Mr. Holm:
(roabaor The Air District submits the following comments for your consideration:
Tony Campes F
Couty 4.72 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:
Dennls Donohus
Gl ot Seines P.4.7-2. Air Pollutants -
mw Please note the Table 4.7-1, which is referenced in this section, is missing. This table was to
S summarize current State and federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). Table 4.7-1 on.
Santa Crez page 4.7-6 of the DEIR presents the distribution of statewide wine fermentation emissions by | 1
- month rather than information in a format that could be compared to applicable AAQSs.
Mantacey Courty Current AAQSs are summarized in the attached PDF table and can be accessed at
Reb Monaco http://www.arb.ca gov/research/aags/aaqs?.pdf.
San Benile
Counly
Richard Oriiz )
Courty Giea P. 4.7-3. Ozone, Natural vs. Man-Made VOC
This section blends a discussion of natural and anthropogenic {(man-made) emissions. The
first and second sentences on this page indicate that current NCCAB emissions of VOC are
estimhated to be 100 to 125 tons per day and that most of the emissions come from the oak and
coastal chaparral environment. As described in the first paragraph on page 4-7 of 2008 2
AQMP, these figures actually refer to naturally occurring VOC emissions and not man-made
or anthropogenic emissions. The 2008 AQMP focuses on man-made emissions, which is the
category of emissions subject to regulation. As illustrated in Figure 4-3 in the 2008 AQMP,
2007 NCCAR anthropogenic emissions of VOC are estimated to be 70 tons per day.
P. 4.7-3. Ozone, Natural vs. Man-Made NOx
Stmilarly, the third sentence indicates that NCCAB emissions of NOx are in the 1 to 5 ton per
day range and are highest during wildfire events. Again, these figures pertain to naturally
occurring emissions and not regional man-made NOx emissions. Man-made emissions of 3
NCCAB NOx are illustrated in Figure 4-7 of the 2008 AQMP and are estimated to be §1 tons
per day. The District would be glad to provide additional information on this subject.
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P. 4.7-3. Ozone, Discussion of Federal Standard

The first sentence of the first full paragraph on this page indicates that on June 15, 2004
the EPA replaced the 1979 one-hour standard with more stringent 8-hour standard. The
EPA adopted the 0.08 ppm 8-hour standard in 1997 and on June 15, 2004 the EPA.
designated the NCCAB as an attainment area for the 8-hour standard. The 1979 one-hour
standard was then revoked one year later on June 15, 2005. The eight-hour federal
standard adopted by EPA in 1997 is 0.08 ppm. Please refer to pages 5 through 7 of the
District’s 2007 Federal Maintenance Plan for further discussion. This can be accessed at
http://www.mbuapcd.org/index.cfm?Doc=451. After the Maintenance Plan was ‘
prepared, EPA. adopted a more stringent eight-hour standard of 0.075 ppm on March 12,
2008.

P, 4.7-3. Ozone, Discussion of State Standard

The second sentence of the second full paragraph on this page indicates that the new
State 8-hour standard is 0.07 ppm. It should be noted that the State standard is 0.070
ppm, with three significant figures. This is important because it reduces round-off play
when averaging data. Currently, the State ozone standard is more stringent (health
protective) than the corresponding federal standard.

P. 4.7-3. Carbon Monoxide : )

State and federal standards were not exceeded during 2005-2007, which is the most
recent three years of data. As part of the Environmental Setting discussion, it should be
mentioned that ambient CO readings in the NCCAB are low and have a history of being
well within applicable standards.

P. 4.7-3. Nitrogen Oxides
In order to relate this section to the NCCAB, the Draft EIR should have specified that

major sources of NOy in the NCCAB include exhaust emissions from on-road motor
vehicles, off-road mobile sources and industrial sources. These are illustrated in Figure
4-5 of the 2008 AQMP. There are no refineries in the NCCAB. -

The NCCAB is designated attainment for the State NO, standard and
Unclassified/Attainment for the federal NO; standard. Current NCCAB designations for
all eriteria pollutants are presented in Table 2-2 on page 2-5 of the 2008 AQMP.

P. 4.7-4. Particulate Matter

To relate this section to the NCCAB, please note that primary sources of particulate
matter in the NCCAB include fugitive dust from unpaved roads, agricultural tilling,
agricultiral wind-blown fugitive dust, prescribed fires and construction dust. These are
summarized in Table 4-2 of the District’s 2005 Particulate Matter Plan, which is available
at http://www.mbuaped.org/index.cfm?Doc=358.
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The third sentence mdmates fhat major sources of VOCs include oil refineries, and oil-
fired power plants. There are no oil refineries or oil fired power plants in the NCCAB.
Major sources of VOCs in the NCCAB include exhanst emissions from on-road motor
vehicles, solvent evaporation, and exhaust emissions from off-road mobile sources (See
Figure 4-3 from the 2008 AQMP). Wineries are a minor contributor to regional VOCs
representing less than 1% of the NCCAB VOC inventory.

P. 4.7-5. Wine Fermentation Discussion _
The sixth paragraph on this page ends in a comma. Please complete the sentence or make
the necessary typographical correction.

P. 4.7-5. Discussion on Wine Making Process
The extended discussion on how wine is made, while informative, deviates from the -

general discussion on VOCs and would fit better in a separate section.

P. 4.7-6. Table 4.7-1, Statewide Wine Fermentation
The monthly distribution of wine fermentation emissions shown in the table would be
more informative if they were specific to the amount of wine actually fermented in
Monterey County. Also, the discussion introduces the fermentation figures as being
harvest figures. Because wine grapes can be exported to other areas, the amount of wine
grapes harvested in Monterey County is not relevant unless the Draft
EIR specifies
o the amount of grapes that are grown locally
» the amount and increase of the local harvest that is fermented locally
e the amount and increase / decrease of local harvest that is shipped outside
Monterey County
e and a comparison of the potential increase in emissions from Monterey County
fermentation and wine aging, compared to the decrease in emissions (VMT) that
would be avoided by a decrease in shipment of local grapes to out-of-County
grape processers / winemakers and wine agers.

P. 4.7-7. Table 4.7-1, Toxic Air Contaminants

The first sentence in the third paragraph on this page indicates that CARB has listed
particulate matter as a TAC. The sentence should be corrected to specify that this listing
pertains to diesel particulate matter (diesel exhaust) and not particulate matter in general.

P. 4.7-7. Attainment Status
Many of the designations described in this section are dated. Please refer to Table 2-2 on

page 2-5 of the 2008 AQMP for current designations. For instance, in relation to the
State ozone standard, the ARB’s most recent designation (July 26, 2007) shows that the
NCCAB is nonattainment. The moderate nonattainment and nonattainment transitionat
designations are no longer applicable. The first sentence of the second paragraph under
Attainment Status states that EPA has designated the NCCAB as a moderate maintenance

10
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——area for-ozene. There is-no-such thing as a moderate maintenance area and EPA has.— 3 44—~
designated the NCCAB as an attainment area for ozone.

P. 4.7-8. Air Ouality Monitoring Data

Please note that Table 4.7-2 referenced in this section is missing. This table was to
summarize the most recent three years of data for Monterey County. Table 4.7-2 inthe | 15
DEIR (page 4.7-11) summarizes wine fermentation and aging emissions.

P. 4.7-8. Air Quality Monitoring Data

The third sentence in this section indicates that the Salinas station is the monitoring
station for Monterey County. Please note that the Salinas site is not the only air
monitoring station operated in Monterey County as there are two other air monitoring | 16
stations: one in King City and one in Carmel Valley. Including data from these sites
would more accurately portray air quality in Monterey County.

473 REGULATORY FRAMEWORKX:

P.4.7-8. EPA

The second sentence in this section states that the NAAQS are set to the maximum

ambient (background) level considered safe. The NAAQS are set according to the 17
maximum safe level in the ambient breathable outdoor air, and according to background.
Background is typically a much lower concentration than levels that include man-made
emissions.

P.4.7-8. CARB

It should be noted that State law vests California Air Resources Board (CARB) with
direct authority to regulate pollution from motor vehicles registered in California, as well [ 18
as fuels and consumer products sold in the State.

P. 4.7-9. MBUAPCD :
The overall role of the MBUAPCD should be mentioned before introducing the specific

construction mitigation measures. For reference, as required by the California Clean Air
Act and Amendments (HSC Section 40910 et seq.) and the Federal Clean Air Act and
Amendments (42 U.S.C. Section 7401 et seq.), the District is responsible for air
monitoring, permitting, enforcement, long-range air quality planning, regulatory
development, education and public information activities related to air pollution. 19
California Health and Safety Code Sections 39002, et seq. and 40000, et seq. require
local air districts to be the primary enforcement mechanism for controlling pollution from
local business and industry. Air districts must have rules and regulations for the
attainment and maintenance of federal and state ambient air standards.

P.4.7-10. MBUAPCD ,
The first header indicates that the MBUAPCD has mitigation measures for beavy duty
equipment. The measures listed are specific to heavy duty diesel equipment. Also, a 20
typo in the hyphenated word “non-zone season” in the 4% bullet in this section needs to
be corrected to read “non-ozone season”.

4
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P. 4.7-11. MBUAPCD Air Quality Management Plan

The operative Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was adopted by the Air Board in
august 2008. It integrated the Association of Monterey Bay Area Government’s
“Monterey Bay Area 2008 Regional Forecast” for population, housing and employment.
Before discussing the District’s 2008 AQMP for ozone, it would be helpful to mention
two other important air plans the District has developed for the region:

SB 656 Particulate Matter Plan (December 2005)

This plan outlines measures to make progress toward achieving the State PM;o
standard by reducing fugitive dust, especially along the ag/urban interface, as well
as emissions of particulate matter from diesel exhaust throngh education about Best
Management Practices and grant incentives.

2007 Federal Maintenance Plan
This plan describes how the federal ozone standard will be maintained in our area.

P.4.7-11. Table 4.7-2. AOMP VOC Aging & Fermentation Emissions
A numerical artifact (16510.8257) appears in this table for the year 2030 Wine Aging

category. The number from the AQMP is 0.8257 tons per day.

P.4.7-12. Rules 201 and 417

In the second bullet, please correct the text following the rule name for Rule 207, which
makes this sentence hard to follow. Also, in the following paragraph, wineries may be
subject to prohibitory Rule 417, Storage of Organic Liquids, whether or not they are
exempt from Rule 201. While Rule 417 applies primarily to storage of petroleum based
liquids, it would be applicable to wineries if vapor pressure and tank size met the criteria
of the rule.

474 PROJECT IMPACTS:

P. 4.7-12. Thresholds of Significance
Jt should be noted that the 137 ibs/day construction related threshold for NG, only applies

to non-typical construction equipment (page 7-2 District’s 2008 CEQA Guidelines).
Typical equipment, which includes scrappers, tractors, dozers, graders, loaders and
rollers, are accommodated in the District’s emission inventory.

P. 4.7-13. Thresholds of Significance

Similar to the prior comment, the last paragraph under 4.7.4.1 should be modified to state
that emissions of ozone precursors, including NOx and VOC, from typical construction
equipment are accommodated in the inventory.

P.4.7-15. AQ-1, Table 4.7-3, Population Consistency
This section concludes that the 2007 General Plan is consistent with the population

5
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e e .._gTOWth projected in the MBUAPCD’s. AQMP and.therefore impacts.assaciated with AQ-_|

1 are less than significant. However, the comparisons are based on the outdated 2004
AMBAG population figures for Monterey County for 2030, which were used in the 2004
AQMP. AMBAG’s 2008 population forecast for 2030 is 515,549 and is lower than the
602,790 population figure for 2030 shown in Table 4.7-3 for the 2007 General Plan. The
2007 General Plan population forecast for 2030 is 87,241 persons greater than the
applicable 2008 AMBAG forecasts for 2030, and would make the General Plan Update
inconsistent with the applicable AQMP and a significant impact to air quality in the
region.

P.4.7-15. AQ-1, Table 4.7-3. Demographic Figures

Please explain why the Population, VMT, Housing Units and Employment “With
Project” figures decrease between 2000 and 2030, despite the General Plan Update’s
accommodating greater population, housing and VMT.

P.4.7-15 & 16. AQ-1, MBUAPCD AQMP
The significance determination section uses the generic name Clean Air Plan for the

District’s AQMP for ozone. Please specify which plan is being referred to (2004 or
2008) and note that the actual name of the document is the Air Quality Management Plan.
As already specified, herein, the operative AQMP was approved in August 2008.

P. 4.7-16. AQ-1, Table 4.7-4, VOC Fermentation Emissions
Please note that the fermentation emission factors for red and white wine used in Table

4.7-4 are actually from ARB (ARB Area Source Methods, Chapter 5.1, March 2005) and
not EPA. The factors in the table are higher than those used in the AQMP, which were
from Chapter 9.12.2 of EPA’s AP-42 document. The AQMP used EPA’s factors of 4.6
and 1.8 lbs/kgal for red and white respectively, rather than the 6.2 and 2.5 Ib/kgal factors
shown in the table. If the same factors were applied as used in the 2008 AQMP,
estimated fermentation emissions associated with 10 full scale and 40 artisan wineries
would be lower than the 905.3 1bs/day shown in the iable.

P.4.7-16. AQ-1, Table 4.7-4, VOC Aging Emissions
The calculations for the red and white aging related emission factors (0.02782 and

0.02583 Ibs/kgal) given in the table appear to be off by a factor of 1,000 and do not work
out as shown in the table. Please verify the units of the factors and make any necessary
corrections to the table.

P.4.7-17. AQ-1, Buildout Significance Conclusion

It is concluded that air quality impacts associated with buildout by 2092 would be less
than significant because of the beneficial policies in the 2007 General Plan and Area
Plans. However, consistency with the AQMP is determined by consistency with the
population forecasts in the AQMP, not area plans. Also, the expected air quality benefits
of the 2007 General Plan and local Area Plans are not quantified. Since the 2092
buildout date is beyond the forecast horizon of the 2008 AQMP and AMBAG population
forecasts, the significance conclusion cannot be supported.
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various policies in pages 4.7-13 et seq. were actually undertaken, encouragement and
promotion do not guarantee that anything quantifiable or enforceable would result, so this
text and any implied mitigation should be eliminated from the EIR.

Mobile Source Emissions Associated with Growth
The Air District does not have regulatory authority over mobile sources.

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

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

Area Source Emissions Associated with Growth

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

“The construction, installation ox operation of a wood-burning fireplace or a wood-
burning stove shall be prohibited in perpetuity on all residential properties. Only
EPA-certified natural gas/liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) fireplaces/ stoves shall be
constructed, installed or operated. This restrictive covenant shall be recorded on the

' ftitle of all parcels in the project and shall run with the land. All Building Plans and
Building Permits shall include this express condition.”

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

P. 4.7-20. AQ-2, Mitigation Measure AQ-1
The disjointed sentence following 0S-10.5 should also be rewritten.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The year of the existing environment in this table is taken as the year 2000, which is no
longer representative of the existing environment. The existing environment should be a
year closer to the time the Notice of Preparation for GPUS5 was submitted, which was
2007.

P. 4.7-24. Table 4.7-7, VOC Wipery Emissions |
The same comments as applied to Table 4.7-4 apply here. Please verify the units of the
factors and make any pecessary corrections to the table.

P. 4.7-33. MM AQ-6. Construction Confracts

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

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

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

Section 4.16, Climate Change

Inasmuch as the narrative in Chapter'4.16 is based on Appendix B - Methodology,
comments are focused on it.
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Off-road vehicular emissions are not included. Agricultural off-road emissions are
estimated but the methodology used is very limiting.

Trying to establish the "unincorporated-only” emissions (see above) all VMT on County
roads and 25% of the VMT on state highways have been included. This appears 1o be
based on a 75%/25% split in population between City and County residents. Please
explain the basis for this split.

Initially, there seems to be a "source” mix-up. In the text it refers to Bruso but the table
refers to Formey. Please explain.

Please explain why they fugitive CH4 emissions from gas transmission were not
included.

Landfill Emissions

Emission factors from ICLEI/CACP Software are cited but there is not relation to the
emission factor, or its derivation. ICLEI does not generate emission factors. What
methodology was used?

The document states that 97% of the solid waste goes to landfills that are flared, or have
landfill gas to energy technologies. It also specifies that EPA has estimated flaring
efficiency to be 75%. This efficiency factor was used to estimate all of Monterey's net
CH4 emissions. This generates a couple of concerns:

It did not differentiate between the flaring and the landfill gas to energy technologies.
These efficiencies are different.

The flaring efficiency states that the 75% of CH4 is converted to CO2. What are the
resulting CO2 emissions?

Agricultural Equipment Fuel Use
The method compares the proportion of agricultiral acreage in Monterey to that in all of

California and then apportions the state GHG emissions for agriculture proportionately.
The use of this method should be explained. (The ARB has a model (OFFROAD) which
is used to estimate criteria emissions from off-road motor vehicle sources, including
agricultural equipment. It has already apportioned this usage by county and air basin and
have projected the growth and controls out to the future. This model is for criteria

pollutants and does not include factors for CO2, CH4, or N20 like the on-road equivalent .

(EMFAC), but it does include estimated fuel usage. At least the CO2 (which is the
majority of the associated GHG emissions) could be estimated by using the fuels usage
and the CCAR's fuel-based emission factor.)
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all off-road equipment, including construction, industrial, and recreational. Please explain
why this method was not used.

General Comments on Forecasting Methodology
The document states that fuel efficiency and low carbon fuel standards were used in

estimating firture, but this did not include reduction on GHG emissions from heavy-duty
vehicles. Please explain. .

The document concludes that an 8% increase in renewables forecasted by PG&E would
result in an equivalent 8% reduction in CO2. . This assumes that renewables have no

The-ARB-method-would-be doubly-useful-in-that-it would also-allow for-the-estimation.of- -

43

CO2 emissions, which is not accurate. Renewables have reduced CO2 emissions, not
zero CO2 emissions. Please explain.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

Jean Getchell
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division

Attachment: Ambient Air Quality Standards
10
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Ambient Air Quality Standards
- -§o|]ut-a—n_t - Awraglﬁ-g —cal"omla. shndams—t. - imwaw HAR . A . EM - G aEre Fe*ml.shn“rds.z e - - ceramr vwnfl W
Time Concentration.® Method * Primary > Secondary *° Method 7
Ozone (09 | | OO ume — Privey Sniand | Fhesomony
I
8 Hour 0,070 ppm (137 pgim’) ey 0.075 ppm (147 pg/m?) i
Respirable | .4 1100 s o
{ Particulate ] o Gravimetic or 150 vgin? Same as gock i g
" Matter Annual ‘ ; Beta Attenuation Primary Standand Analysis
(PM10) | Adithmetic Mean 20 pgim’ -
Fine 3
24 Hour No Separate State Standard
| Particutate | ' 351 Same as ! lmalasanw - n 1
Matter Annugl Gravimetric or Primary Standard Analysls
(PM2.5) | Arfthmatic Mean 12pgim? Beta Attenzion 15.0 ghn’
8 Hour 990 pem {(10mg/m®) 9 ppm {10 maim?) . Non-Dispersive
Carbon Non-Dispersive . None Infrared Photometry
Manoxide 1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m?) | Infrared Pholometry | 35 ppm (40 mgim®) (NDIR)
(co) 8§ Hour yess) |
{Lake Tahoe) & ppm (7 mma) = = -
Nitrogen | w:amm 0.030 ppm (67 pgima) | 0.053 ppm (100 yg/m’) Samie Eie Phiaas
Dioxide Chamiksminescence Primary Stendard | Chemiluminescence
(NO,) 1 Hour 0.18 pptn (339 pgm®) — . _
Annual
: = 0.030 ppm (80 pg/m®} -
S Asithmetic Mean . -S(P' hot .I
N 24 Hour 0.04 ppm {105 pg/m® . 0.44 - arafosariline
DO e ESRL =
{SOy) 3 Hour -— - 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m®) )
tHour | 0.25 ppm (855 pgim®) — - -
30 Day Average 1.5 pgim* — — —
lendar _ : 3
Lead® G Cuartse Atomic Absorption 15 gm P High Vohme
. Sampler and Atomic|
Rolling 3-Month | _ 0.45 ugh® Primary Standand Absorption |
Averags’ )
Extinetion coefficient of 0.23 per kiometer —
e vislbility of ten miles or more (0.07 — 30
Visibility ahow |es of more for Lake Tahoe) due to No
Reducing particles when relative humidity is less than
Particles 70 percent. Method: Beta Attenuation and
| Tranamittance through Filter Tape.
. ' Federal
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pg/m’® fon Chromatography
Hydrogen Ultraviolet
Suifide THowr | 0.63ppm (424gh) | Fuorescence Standards
Vinyl | ' Gas
24 Hou pgim’
Chioride® | 00tpem@5K9M) | crromatography
|See footnates on next page ...

Far more infarmation please call ARB-FIQ at (916) 322-2990

California Air Resources Board (11/17/08)
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1. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour),
nitrogen dioxide, suspended particulate matter—PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles, are
wvalues that are not to be exceeded. All others are noi to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air
. quality standards are Hsted in the Table of Standards in. Section 70200 of Title 17 of the _____ . .
California Code of Regulations.

2. National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or
annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is
attained when the fourth highest eight hour concentration in a year, averaged over three years,
is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24 hour standard is attained when the expected |
number of days per calender year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m’ is equal
10 or less thar one, For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily
concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard.

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

3. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in
parentheses are based upon a reference temperatare of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr.
Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to & reference temperature 0of 25°C and a
reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of
pollutant per mole of gas.

4. Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent
resalts at or near the level of the air quality stamdard may be used.

5. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to
proiect the public health,

6. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare
from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant,

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

8. The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as "toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of
exposure for adverse health effects determined, These actions allow for the implementation of
control menasures at levels below the embient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

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

For more Information please eall ARB-PIO at (316) 322-2990 California Air Resources Board (11/17/08)
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Montere
Planning and Bupg’i‘(n

Ins
—Qriginal Message—- pection: Admimstra on

From: Tim Jensen [mailto:tjensen@mprpd.org]
Sent: Friday, February 06, 2009 10:41 AM FEB Bﬁ 2&%
To: Holm, Carl P. x5103 :
Subject: GPU5 Comments ﬁ E C E g VE
B Med Lang.o, 2)6]og
Good Morning Carl; 10°4] pm

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

Tim Jensen
Planning & Conservation Manager -

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

(831) 372-3196 x2 (office)
(831) 372-3187 {facs)
tlensen@mprpd.o

www.mprpd.org

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

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

Monterey County’s Land Use Element establishes policies to designate the general distribution
and intensity of residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, public facilities, and open space
uses of the land in the County. The main vision of this Element is to create a general framework
that encourages growth within or near developed/developing areas in order to reduce impacts to
agricultural production, natural resources, or public services. Areas where development would
be encouraged include incorporated cities and designated community areas where existing
services are available (Figure 4, next page). These areas would be subject to additional levels of
planning consisting of city general plans adopted by cities and community plans or specific plans
to be adopted by the Board of Supervisors for the community areas. In addition, the Plan
designates rural centers where development has started and that will be allowed to develop in a
semi-rural character (Figure 5, next page).

Monterey County’s General Plan consists of policies that apply countywide and policies unique
to a specific region. Countywide policies are applicable to the entire unincorporated area and are
included within this Land Use Element. More focused policies that address specific regional or
local issues are found in Area Plans. The Land Use Maps and land use designation descriptions
in this general plan cover all inland, unincorporated, areas of the county. Due to the size of the
County, Land Use Maps are divided by Planning Areas and are included as part of this Land Use
Element (Policy LU-1.11).

Approximately one percent of Monterey County has been developed with residential (0.7%),
commercial (0.03%), and industrial (0.3%) uses. Most of this development is concentrated in the
northern one-third of the County. Agriculture is the largest land use representing almost 60% of
the total land area. The second largest land use consists of public and quasi-public uses (about
28%) such as educational, transportation, and military facilities as well as religious,
recreational/cultural and community facilities.

2007 Monterey County General Plan
DRAFT - November 6, 2007 Page LU-1
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Summary of Comments on Policy LU-8

Page: 5
GOALS AND POLICIES T o, Tim e Meriergie Dt 27008 143,38 A4 SO
LAND USE Author: Tim Hols Dz /2008 1 1:45:59 AM O¥DY
FhoR/eSon.., il Ol gl T viuet AT O RERYIRCLAGHT SOtbouAORS X GRS CATLAANIL AL, ST Lol SO okl M) MRACIME SeAc] e HITACONL.
GENERAL LAND USE

GOAL LU-1

FROMOTE APPROPRIATE AND ORDERLY GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT
WHILE FROTECTING DESIRABLE EXISTING LAND USES.

Policies

LU-LI ‘The type, localion, thuing, ond intensity of growth in the unine
ghall be managed,

LU-1.2 P and d devel shafi be di

LU-1.3 Bolmeced development of the County shell be sssured Jrf designoting adequate

LU-1.% Growth aress shall be designaned only where s adequate level of services and
protection, transpoctation. and
nchonll cniste or can be assored cong with growth and development,
Phasing of development shull be requirpd as necesmary in growth areas in order to

LU-1.5 Land unes shall be designated

LU-1.6 Standards and

LU-1.7 Cl 1 devel to those pertions of the property which are
g dcvelnpmem and where approprinte infrasinucturc to support that
exists or can be provided shall be strongly encoraged, Lot fine
5z amumg four lots or fewer, or the Te-subdivision of more than four
glious lots of record that do not mereose e total muwnber of lots tay be
wed pursusnt to thix policy withou! requiremnent of a general plan amendment.

l.U-I.8 Volontary rod or limitotion of devel patential in the ruml wd

egricultuzal wreas t‘hmugh dedicution of scemic or conservetion anssments,
Tranaler of Devalopent Rights (TDR), nd other agpeoprisie techniques shall be
encouraged. The Trunkfer of Development Credlt (TDC) in the Big Sur Land Use
Plan is & scparate program to address development within the critical viewshed,
A TDR Program shull be estoblished to provide 3 systemotic, consistent,
predictable, and quantitutive methed for decision-makers fo svaluate receiver sites
in_grcas of the ynincomorated County with priority for locatipns within

2007 Monlcroy County Groeral Ml
DRAFT - Navember 6, 2007 Page LU
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MONTEREY PENINSULA
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

5 HARRIS COURT, BLDG. G

POST OFFICE BOX 85

MONTEREY, CA 93942-0085 » (831) 658-5600
FAX (831) 644-9560 » http-//www.mpwrmd.dst.caus -

February 12, 2009

Carl Holm, Project Manager

Monterey County Resource Management Agency
Planning Department

168 West Alisal Street, Second Floor
-Salinas, CA 93901

SUBJECT: Comments on 2607 Monterey County General Plan Draft EIR
Dear Mr. Holm:

‘Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for thie

2007 Monterey County General Plan Update project (State Clearinghouse Number
2007121001/County file # PLN070525). The Monterey Peninsula Water Management District’s
(MPWMD or District) comments are as follows,

Speciﬁe Comments

Page 4.3-11, fourth bullet: The text indicates that MPWMD is currently evaluating the feasibility
of a desalination plant in Sand City, which would take 15 million gallons per day (mgd) of saline
groundwater from the coastal beachfront and produce 7.5 mgd of potable water. This text should be
updated to reflect the fact that MPWMD is no longer investigating the feasibility of a desalination
plant in Sand City, but is investigating the feasibility of a desalination facility in the former Fort Ord
area, north of Sand City. Specifically, the District is investigating the feasibility of a feedwater
system cxtracting water from the shallow duncs sands on Fort Ord Statc Park. The expected yield of
a desalination facility in this location, if feasible, will be determined as part of the current
investigation.

Page 4.3-11, second paragraph: The tributaries to Tularcitos Creek should be “Chupines and
Rana Creeks”, not Choppiness and Rana Creeks.

Page 4.3-14, third bullet: The text should be revised as suggested above. Also, in the first
paragraph, the last sentence should read “In 2006, Cal-Am obtained ...”, not Calm obtained.

Page 4.3-31, Table 4.3-4: For the Fort Ord “Community Area”, the Seaside Groundwater Basin
Watermaster should be included under the “Management Authority” heading, “WPWMD?” should be
“MPWMD?”, and Cal-Am should be included under the “Water Supplier” heading. Also, the text in
the third paragraph regarding the District’s current desalination investigations should be revised as
suggested above.
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Carl Holm, Project Manager
Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department
February 12, 2009
Page 2

Page 4.3-36, first paragraph: The fourth sentence should read “Total usable storage in the Coastal
Subarea of the Seaside Groundwater Basin is estimated to be approximately 7,500 acre-feet”.

Page 4.3-36, second paragraph: The first sentence should read “Because of a 1995 State Water:

Resources Control Board Order (Order No, WR. 95-10) that ruled Cal-Am did not have a legal right
to roughly 70% of the surface and groundwater it was presently diverting from the Carmel River and
underlying Carmel Valley Alluvial Aquifer (refer to Carmel River Conflicts) ...”. Thefifth sentence
should read “The judgment requires a 10% decrease in operating yield for the basin every three years
beginning in Water Year 2009, unless replenishment supplies are secured or groundwater levels are
sufficient to prevent seawater intrusion”. The last sentence should read “ The watermaster adopted
the Seaside Monitoring and Management Program in 2006, as directed by the court.”; the
Monitoring and Management Program did not implement any decreases.

Page 4.3-38, fifth paragraph: The last sentence should read “The primary water supplier in the
Carmel River Basin is Cal-Am, an investor-owned public utility that provides water to approximately
40,000 connections within the MPWMD”., -

Page 4 3-39, fourth paragraph: The second sentence should read “As a result, Cal-Am was
charged by the State Water Resources Control Board with diverting water from the Carmel River and
undetlying aquifer unlawfully (Order 95-10, as amended by Orders 98-04 and 2002-0002).” The
third sentence should be revised to reflect the fact that Order 2001-04 was rescinded in March 2002
by Order 2002-0002 and is not in effect.

Page 4.3-40, second paragraph: The second sentence should be revised to read “The State Water
Resources Control Board granted ten temporary permits to MPWMD to allow diversions of water
from the Carmel River between December and May for the years 1998 through 2007. In November
2007, the State Water Resources Control Board issued a permanent permit to MPWMD and Cal-Am
to allow diversions of up to 2,426 acre-feet of water from the Carmel River between December and
May”. The last sentence should be revised to read “Under the proposed operational plan, the
maximum extraction would be approximately 1,500 AFY, leaving a portion of the injected water in
the Seaside Basin available for recovery during extended dry periods”.

Page 4.3-46, fourth paragraph: The third sentence should be revised to read “The order further
established an interim annual production goal of no more than 11,285 AFY from Carmel River
sources and directed Cal-Am to secure permits for its unauthorized water use (10,730 AFY) ...”. The
order recognized that Cal-Am had valid rights for its authorized diversions from the Carmel River,
i.e., 3,376 AFY.

10
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Carl Holm, Project Manager

Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department
February 12, 2009

Page 3

Page 4.3-47, third bullet: The requirement that Cal-Am cease withdrawals of water from San
Clemente Reservoir and reduce diversions from production wells in the Upper Carmel Valley during

Jlow-flow periods of the year, except during an emergency was specified in Order 2002-0002, not

Order 98-04. See following paragraph in text.

Page 4.3-47, third paragraph: The first sentence should be revised to read “In addition, because of
growing concerns regarding the sustainable yield of the Seaside Groundwater Basin and the threat of
seawater intrusion, Cal-Am filed a lawsuit to adjudicate the pumping and storage rights of the
various groundwater pumpers in the Seaside Basin™. Cal-Am’s lawsuit was not filed in response toa
SWRCB Order. . In addition, it should be noted that 5,600 AFY is the amount of recent basin
pumping, and is not 500 AFY less than the recent pumping maximum.

The second sentence should be revised to read “In a final ruling on March 27, 2006, the Court
directed that current pumping in the basin, i.e., 5,600 AFY, be reduced by 10% every three years

unless replenishment supplies are secured. Under the ruling, Cal-Am, which is the major pumperin -

the basin, is responsible for approximately 92% of the reduction in pumping”.

Page 4.3-65, last paragraph: The first sentence should be revised to read “The MPWMD began

the process of preparing a long-term Seaside Basin Groundwater Management Plan following AB.

3030 guidelines in March 2004. This effort was superseded by the Seaside Basin adjudication
proceedings and decision that was issued in March 2006”,

Page 4.3-130, first paragraph: In addressing the environmental impact on water resources in the
Monterey Peninsula area.during the 2030 planning horizon, the document proposes a general
mitigation measure:

WR-1: Support a Regional Solution for the Monterey Peninsula in addition to the Coastal Water
Project,

and indicates that the draft 2007 General Plan will be revised to include a new policy:

PS-3.16 The County will participate in the Water for Monterey County Coalition , or similar
regional group, for the purpose of identifying and supporting avariety of new water supply projects,
water management programs, and multiple agency agreements that will provide additional domestic
water supplies for the Monterey Peninsula and Seaside basin, while continuing to protect the Salinas
and Pajaro River groundwater basins from saltwater intrusion. The County's general objective,
while recognizing that timeframes will be dependent upon the dynamics of the regional group, will
be to complete the cooperative planning of these water supply alternatives within five years of the
adoption of the general plan and to implement the selected alternatives within five years after that
time.

11
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Carl Holm, Project Manager

Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department
February 12, 2009

Page 4

Mitigation Measure WR-1 lacks specificity and is inadequate. To be considered adequate, a
mitigation measure should be a specific, feasible action that will actually improve adverse
environmental conditions and should be measurable to allow monitoring of its implementation.
Mitigation measures consisting only of further studies, or consultation with regulatory agencies that
are not tied to a specific action should be avoided. The proposed mitigation measure should specify
who is responsible for its implementation, how the measure will be implemented and when it will be
implemented.

Section 4.9.4.3 page 52, Regulatory Framework, Local Policies and Regulations: Please include
areference to MPWMD Rule 124 concerning Carmel River Management and Regulations. This rule
requires that property owners obtain a valid River Work Permit issued by MPWMD for any work
within the riparian corridor, which is defined as within 25 lineal feet of the 10-year flood waterline
defined by the Nolte and Associates analysis for the 1984 Fiood Insurance Study for Monterey
County. The following link describes MPWMD’s Rules and Regulations regarding River Work

Permits: http://www.mpwmd.dst.ca.us/programs/river/CARMEL _RIVER MGT RULES htm.

Other Comments:

Control of Runoff from Developed Areas  In the Water Resources section of the DEIR (Section
4.3), there is a description of the alteration of drainage patterns associated with the 2030 horizon and
build out. MPWMD recommends that consideration be given to collection of runoff from
developments that now discharge to open river channels. These digcharges are, in effect, unnatural

‘tributaries that cause localized destabilization of streambanks and permanent loss of riparian
-vegetation. Collection of this type of runoff would reduce the potential for streambank erosion and

loss of riparian vegetation.

In addition, the Water Resources section talks about water quality being impacted by runoff
associated with development. All development projects should consider using pervious pavement
and other techniques to promote infiltration.

Care of Riparian Vegetation

In Carmel Valley, it is the responsibility of property owners to maintain in good condition the
riparian areas of their propérty. With increased water use and development, irrigation and
maintenance of the riparian corridor will need to continue, especially during times of drought,

reduced sireamflow, and lowered groundwater levels. The groundwater table in normal to dry years.

is annually drawn down below the root zone of riparian trees. Therefore, irrigation is necessary to
maintain healthy riparian vegetation as long as this condition continues.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, you may contact Andy Bell, MPWMD District
Engineer, at 658-5620 or andy@mpwmd.dst.ca.us.

14
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Carl Holm, Project Manager

Monterey County Resource Management Agency - Planning Department

February 12, 2009

Page 5

Control of Runoff from Developed Areas  In the Water Resources section of the DEIR (Section

4.3), there is a description of the alteration of drainage patterns associated with the 2030 horizon and
build out. MPWMD recommends that consideration be given to collection of runoff from
developments that now discharge to open river channels. These discharges are, in effect, unnatural
tributaries that cause localized destabilization of streambanks and permanent loss of riparian
vegetation. Collection of this type of runoff would reduce the potential for streambank erosion and
loss of riparian vegetation.

In addition, the ‘Water Resources section talks about water quality being impacted by runoff
associated with development. All development projects should consider using pervious pavement
and other techniques to promote infiltration. '

Care of Riparian Vegetation

In Carmel Valley, it is the responsibility of property owners to maintain in good condition the
tiparian areas of their property. With increased water use and development, irrigation and
maintenance of the riparian corridor will need to continue, especially during times of drought,
reduced streamflow, and lowered groundwater levels. The groundwater table in normal to dry years
is annually drawn down below the root zone of riparian trees. Therefore, irrigation is necessary to
maintain healthy riparian vegetation as long as this condition continues.

Sincerely,

U\Darby\wp\Agencies\imepd\comments_2007 general plan_deir_12feb09.doc
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MST

MONTEREY-SALINAS TRANSIT

JOINT POWERS AGENCY MEMBERS:
City of Carmel-by-the-Seqa » Cily of Del Rey Oaks » Cliy of Marino = City of Monterey + City of Pacific Grove
City of Sailnas = Clty of Secsids « County of Monterey « Cily of Gonzales (ex. officio)

‘October 24, 2008

Carl Holm

Assistant Director

County of Montersy

168 W. Alisal Street, 2™ Floor
Salinas CA 93901

Dear Mr. Holm:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the GPU draft EIR.
Please amend the EIR document, Sections 4.6.2.3 and 4.6.2.8, to reflect the latest
changes with MST services. :

4.6.2.3 Tourism Traffic

Tourism is the county’s second largest industry, and the continued expansion of
the tourism industry in Monterey County will further exacerbate this source of impact.
Present alternatives to the automobile are not attractive to casual weekend travelers or
to long-distance tourists. Although visitors comprise a high percentage of commercial
airline passengers arriving at Monterey Peninsula Airport (62 percent, according to a
1996 AMBAG study), the relatively low number of airline trips in and out of the 1
Peninsula accounts for only a very small percentage of the annual tourist-volume.
Monterey-Salinas Transit's popular MST Trolley service is an example of a non-impact

-~-transportation-mode-specifically-tailored-to-tourist-demand:-Line-22-is-another-bus-route— —~-~—~

that is tailored to tourist demand as it serves the Big Sur coastline with a limited number
of daily roundtrips year around. MST’s Line 24 Canmel Valley Grapevine Express also
is attractive with visitors and provides a safe alternative to driving between wine tasting
venues while reducing congestion on Carmel Valley Road.

4.6.2.8 Public Transit Services

The Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) system is an inter-city and intra-city bus
service. MST serves a 280 square-mile area of Monterey County, Southern Santa Cruz
County, and Santa Clara County. Intercity bus service is provided between Monterey- 2
Salinas, Watsonville-Salinas, Watsonville-Marina, Monterey-San Jose, and Salinas-King
City. Intra-city service is provided by in Carmel, Gonzales, Greenfield, King City,
Marina, Monterey, Pacific Grove, Salinas, Seaside and Soledad. MST offers 37 routes

One Ryan Ranch Road = Monterey, California 939405795 USA = Fox 831,899.3954 » Phone 831.899.2668 or 424.7696
www.mst.org * e-mall, mst@mst.org
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that serve an estimated 352,000 people residing within three-quarters of a mile from a
fixed-route bus line. Three MST bus routes connect with Santa Cruz Metropolitan
Transit District buses at the Watsonville Transit Center. One MST route offers daily
express service to cities in southern Santa Clara County as well as downtown San Jose
and provides convenient connections to Santa Clara Vaiiey Transportation Authority
(VTA) bus and light rail transit lines. This express route serves Diridon Station in San
Jose with direct connections to AMTRAK, Altamont Commuter Express (ACE), as well
as CALTRAIN commuter rail service. MST's rural service is provided to Carmel Valley
and to Big Sur as well as to unincorporated areas of the county such as Castroville,
Prunedale and Chualar. The MST Trolley offers locals and fourists service to popular
tourist destinations within the City of Monterey.

Monterey County's paratransit program, MST RIDES, provides transportation for
individuals with disabilities who are unable to use MST’s regular fixed route transit
services. The MST RIDES program also provides RIDES Special Transportation
(RIDES ST) service for persons living outside of the ADA-required service corridor (up
to three-quarters mile from any MST fixed route bus line). MST RIDES serves 14
municipalities in two counties and 10 additional communities in the unincorporated area
of Monterey County. Service coverage spans the Monterey Peninsula, Salinas Valley
and the Watsonville Transit Center in Santa Cruz County. As of October 2008, there
are 3,171 people certified as ADA Paratransit eligible within the service area. About
one half of that population resides in either Monterey or Salinas. The MST RIDES ST
service area includes the unincorporated areas of Prunedale, Castroville, and Aromas
for North Monterey County as well as the area along River Road from State Hwy 68 to,
and including, Las Palmas Ranch Il. The MST RIDES ST service area extends one
mile on either side of Highway 101 from Salinas to Bradley including the unincorporated
communities of San Lucas and San Ardo for South Monterey County. MST RIDES ST
services are provided when MST RIDES and MST's regular bus services are in
operation. Table 4.8-7 lists each of MST bus route. Exhibit 4.6.3 shows MST bus
routes in Monterey County.

If you have any questions regarding these changes, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

(i o/

Michael Galiant
Planning Manager
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Calderon, Vanessa A. x5186

From: Linda G. Mcintyre [mcintyre@mosslandingharbor.dst.ca.us]
Sent: Wednesday, December 31, 2008 11:59 AM

To: ceqacomments

Subject: Water Transportation

Hi Carl — I'm not sure how critical & Is to have accurate information on this one little tiny paragraph but will provide
you with my info and you can decide: '

_Paragraph 4.6.2.11 Water Transportation. The info included in the second paragraph may apply to Monterey
Harbor and may be accurate for them, but as for Moss Landing Harbor, a more accurate statement would be:
"Mast slip sizes are readily avaitable with little or no waiting at Moss Landing Harbor™.

Happy New Year and thanks, Carll
- Linda G.

Linda G. Mcintyre, Esq.
General Manager/Harbormaster
Moss Landing Harbor District
7881 Sandholdt Road

Moss Landing, CA 95039
Office: 831.633.5417

Fax : 831.633.4537

Cell : 831.970.3346

mcintyre@mosslandingharbor. dst.ca.us

Confidentiality Nofice: The information contalned In this electronic mall transmission Is intended to be read only by the addressee. If you are not the
intended raciplent you are hereby notified that any review, use, dissamination, distribution or copying of this communication ls striclly prohibited. You
are also asked to nolify the above sender iImmediately at mclnfyra®@mosslandingharbor.dst.ca.us or by telephone of the misdirectad mall and dastroy alf
copies of the original message. Thank you for your cooperation. Mote: Under sorme circumstances, Reply to All or Ferward of this email message may

be considered a violation of the Brown Act.

01/05/2009
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~=?
Roger £. Antin, Jf,. S m——
Superintendant Tim Vanell
superintsndant@selnesx12.ceus  SALINAS UNION HIGH BCHOOL DIETRICT As?nclata'_gup:l:.é:ltendent/
netructional Services
Nina Van Cleav tvanoli@salinas.k12.ca.u
Admirll'i‘satrati:a Assi;:an: p| Monterey Coury g){ nas o8.ce
nvanclesve ®salinas.k12.ca.us lﬂSfJaencr%;gn g.gd IB’lillltr i Assa:itg:':stl;al,a::tgsl:\zent/
] ministratiorn Hu a
October 28, 2008 T ahuganvfé:lineass?llc‘: ;e:a.us
v 2& Zﬂm James A. Earhart
5 o ) Associate Sgggrlntandent/
ﬁ E @ = EVE D jearhart@salinas.k12.ca.us
Carl Holm

Monterey County Planning Department
168 W. Alisal St., 2nd Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Re:  Comments Regarding the “2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft
Environmental Tmpact Repoit” (Sch. No. 2007121001)

Dear Mr. Holm:

This letter provides comments on behalf of Salinas Union High School District
(“District”) on the 2007 Monterey County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Sch. No. 2007121001) dated September 2008 (“DEIR™), prepared by ICF Jones
& Stokes.

The DEIR provides an analysis of the environmental impacts of the County of
Monterey’s (“County™) proposed updates to its general plan (“General Plan™). While the
DEIR does not analyze the environmental impacts of specific development projects, it
does analyze the environmental impacts of the County’s general planning document,
which guides and governs-all future development in the County. Furthermore, according
to the DEIR, the County will experience significant population growth between now and
2030 (the General Plan’s planning horizon), and continued growth until the County 1
.. reaches “full buildout” in 2092. The DEIR projects the Monterey County population to
grow from 432,600 in 2005 to 602,731 in 2030, and the unincorporated county
population to grow from 110,083 in 2005 to 135,375 in 2030 (in spite of city annexations
of county property). (DEIR pp. 3-8 —3-10.) This anticipated population increase of
nearly 200,000 residents by the year 2030 will have a major impact on District facilities,
and the District hopes to work closely with the County and developers to ensure that this

impact is properly mitigated.

The District notes that while the DEIR does not analyze the environmental impacts of
specific development projects, the General Plan does address the proposed development
of up to 1,147 residential units (along with commercial development and a community
center) on approximately 671 acres in the Greater Salinas area, known as “Butterfly
Village,” which may require schoot sites and/or athletic fields. (General Plan GS-1.)
Furthermore, the District understands that the City of Salinas (“City”) is also planning
large residential developments in the near future. Thus, the population growth

{SR060655.00C) 1

431 W. Alizal Straat, Sslinaa, CA 83801 ® P.Q. Box 80800, Selinas, CA 93912
N . Bhone: (8311 786-7000. ® Fax: (831} 796-7005. ¢ www.ealinas.k12.cawus _ _ __ . ...
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anticipated by the DEIR is well on its way, and will need to be appropriately analyzed to
ensure that the District can serve the students generated by new development.

Senate Bill 50 and CEQA

The District is concerned about language in the DEIR that states that new development is
fully mitigated by developer fees paid pursuant to Senate Bill (“S.B.”) 50, so that all
future development has a “less than significant™ impact on District facilities apparently

with no further analysis needed. In particular, the District notes the following language
in the DEIR:

{SRO60655.D0C)

In 1998, the California State Legislature enacted SB 50, which made significant
amendments to existing State law governing school fees. SB 50 prohibited state or
local agencies from imposing school impact mitigation fees, dedications, or other
requirements in excess of those provided in the statute. Government Code Section
65995(¢) provides that where payment has been made to a school districtin =~
accordance with the school fee program that is considered full mitigation of any
school impacts. The legislation also prohibits local agencies from denying or
conditioning any project (including a general plan) based on the inadequacy of school
facilities. (DEIR p. 4.11-10.)

Impact PSU-3: Development and land use activities contemplated in the 2007
General Plan may result in the need for new or expanded school facilities. (Less-
Than-Significant-Impact) (DEIR p. 4.11-19.)

As discussed above in the regulatory section, Government Code Section 65995(h)
provides that payment of development impact fees in accordance with its provisions
constitutes “full and complete mitigation of the impacts” of new development.
(DEIR p. 4.11-20.)

Paying school impact fees mitigates the impact of new development on schools under

*. Government Code Section-65995(h)- Therefore; the-policies-of the 2007 General-Plan -

will ensure that this impact will be less-than-significant. (DEIR p. 4.11-20.)

Development under the 2007 General Plan will result in a less-than-significant effect
on schools. Paying school impact fees, as required by state law and proposed Public
Services Element policy PS-7.8, mitigates the impact of new development on schools
under Government Code Section 65995(h). (DEIR p. 4.11-21.)

Development under the 2007 General Plan will result in a less-than-significant effect
on schools. Paying school impact fees, as required by state law and proposed Public
Services Element policy PS-7.8, mitigates the impact of new development on schools
under Government Code Section 65995(h). (DEIR p. 4.11-22.)
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The District objects to the concept that S.B. 50 removes the need for full analysis under
the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) of the impact of new development
on school district facilities.

Environmental Impacts

S.B. 50 does not negate the County’s responsibility under CEQA to analyze the

-environmental impacts of new development. Under CEQA, if a project *“may” have a

significant effect on the environment, a public agency must prepare an environmental
impact report (“EIR™), giving a detailed analysis of all the effects on the environment by
a proposed project. (Pub. Res. Code §§21061, 21080, & 21100.) One of the main
purposes of the EIR is informational, to “provide public agencies and the public in
general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to
have on the environment . . ..” (Pub. Res. Code §21061.) This includes impacts on local
agencies, including school districts. (See 14 C.C.R. §15382; 14 C.C.R. Appendices G &
H.) S.B. 50 does not allow the Couinty to bypass providing this informiation, fegardless of
whether the environmental impacts are later mitigated to a level of less-than-significant.
However, even though the DEIR projects a population increase of nearly 200,000 by the
year 2030, an increase that will clearly have an impact on the District, the DEIR does not
analyze the impact of this population increase on the District, and arguably also
concludes that no analysis will be necessary in the future.

Mitigation Measures

In addition to analyzing the project’s environmental impacts, CEQA requires the EIR to
analyze possible mitigation measures for all significant environmental impacts. (Pub.
Res. Code §21100.) Furthermore, CEQA requires the adoption of mitigation measures
necessary to reduce the impact to a level of less-than-significant, unless findings are
made that “specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations” makes
a mitigation measure “infeasible.” (14 C.C.R. §15091; see also Pub. Res. Code §§21002,
21002.1 & 21081; 14 C.C.R §§ 15021 & 15096.) Again, the purpose of this analysis is in

part informational, and the infeasibility of a particular mitigation measure does not negate

CEQA'’s requirement that the EIR provide information about the measure and why it is
infeasible. (See Pub. Res. Code §21061.)

S.B. 50 does not nullify the need for this mitigation measure analysis. In fact, since
developer fees are one possible mitigation measure to address the impact of
overcrowding in school districts caused by new development, the EIR should specifically
analyze developer fees and determine the amount necessary to mitigate the impact of
school overcrowding to a level of less-than-significant. To the extent that S.B. 50
potentially precludes collecting this amount of developer fees, higher fees would be a
legally infeasible mitigation measure and the EIR should then state that it is infeasible to
collect the developer fees needed to fully mitigate overcrowding, and acknowledge an
unmitigated impact on school districts remains. The District notes that, as a practical
matter, developer fees are generally insufficient to fully mitigate overcrowding in school
district facilities.
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Moreover, S.B. 50 only regulates mitigation of the impact of school overcrowding.
There are many other impacts of new development that are not lirited by S.B. 50, and
that can and should be fully mitigated. Common examples include the need to widen
roads or put in other traffic controls to accommodate the increased flow of traffic (both
from students and generally), safety measures to address pedestrian travel to school, and
the need to add sound-proofing to offset noise increases from nearby development and
resulting traffic.

The DEIR simply states that developer fees will be collected pursuant to S.B. 50. It does
not analyze the amount of fees necessary to mitigate school overcrowding. It does not
determine whether fees collected pursuant to S.B. 50 are sufficient to mitigate this
impact. It does not analyze additional mitigation measures to address impacts other than
school facility overcrowding. Furthermore, the DEIR arguably concludes that there will
be no need for such analysis in the future, when specific development projects are being
analyzeéd. This analysis is ihsufficient iindér CEQA. ;

Statement of Overriding Considerations

Finally, if the County determines that significant impacts remain even after the
imposition of all feasible mitigation measures, such as developer fees under 8.B. 50, the
County must adopt an applicable statement of overriding consideration. (Pub. Res. Code
§§ 21002, 21002.1 & 21081; 14 C.C.R §§ 15021(a)(2), 15091(a) & 15096(g); see Sierra
Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30.) Thus, the County would have to
acknowledge and adopt public findings that, for example, the escalation of timing of the
development in question outweighs the public’s need for adequate school facilities.

The DEIR

The District requests that the County revise the DEIR so that it analyzes the various
environmental impacts of new development on the District and determines their level of

_._significance, analyzes potential mitigation measures, and either adopts mitigation . _.

measures sufficient to reduce the impacts to a level of less-than-significant or adopts a
statement of overriding considerations. If the County is unable to provide detailed
analyses of new development at the General Plan level, the DEIR should at least state that
such analysis must be provided when environmental analyses are performed for specific
projects. Furthermore, any discussion of S.B. 50 in the DEIR should clarify that the bill
addresses only adequacy of facilities to accommodate new students, and not other
impacts that may directly or indirectly impact schools and the populations they serve.

Alternate Measures to Mitigate Impact of New Development on the District

The District notes that S.B. 50 does not preclude the County from requiring mitigation
from developers in addition to developer fees. In fact, the County can assist the District
to address the impact of new development in several ways.

{SR060655.D0C} 4




Land Dedication

One legally available mitigation measure would be for the County to consider adopting
findings requiring any developer building residential units to dedicate land and/or
funding pursuant to Government Code sections 65970 et seq. (all subsequent code
sections refer to the Government Code unless otherwise specified), which permit the
County to require a developer to dedicate land to a school district. Section 65974
specifically states that “for the purpose of establishing an interim method of providing
classroom facilities where overcrowded conditions exist, . . . a city, county, or city and
county may, by ordinance, require the dedication of land, or the payment of fees in licu
thereof, or a combination of both, for classroom and related facilities for elementary or
high schools as a condition to the approval of a residential development.”

A land dedication requirement would be good public planning benefiting all residents of
the community, including future residents of new development. As development occurs,
land suitable for new school sites grows scarcer. - Under sections 65352 and 65352.2, the-
County has a duty to help plan for adequate services to their residents by ensuring that
future sites are set aside for schools. Failure to do so leads to inadequate services, future
controversies, and the potential need for a schoo] district to exercise its rights under
eminent domain to displace existing residents.

Land dedication under sections 65970, et seq., remains a permissible mitigation measure
under sections 65995, et seq., which are cited by the DEIR. Section 65995, subdivision
(a), specifically states that “[e]xcept for a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement
authorized under Section 17620 of the Education Code, or pursuant to Chapter 4.7
(commencing with Section 65970), a fee, charge, dedication or other requirement for the
construction or reconstruction of school facilities may not be levied . . . .” Section 65995

‘expressly excludes Chapter 4.7, inclusive of section 65974, from this limitation, thus

penmitting a county to address conditions of overcrowding in school facilities or
inadequately sized school sites by requiring, for example, the dedication of land.

. Phasing

Another method by which the County can work cooperatively with the District within all
legal constraints to ensure adequate school facilities with regard to new development is
by requiring development to be phased and not permitted prior to availability of school
facilities. Timing development so as to balance the availability of school facilities with
new development can significantly aid the District in its attempt to provide for the
additional students generated by new development. At the same time, it is not a denial of
development.

Cooperative Use
The County and the District can also work together to ensure adequate school facilities to

serve the residential units contemplated by new development by entering into a
partnership to jointly use school and park land for recreation and educational purposes. It
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is desirable for both public entities to have land set aside for both school and park use so
that a single joint use facility of ten or more acres would be available to both the District
and residents within new development.

Coordination with District to Mitigate Impact of New Development

The District also is concerned that the DEIR and the General Plan do not clarify the need
for the County to coordinate planning of new development with the District. While the
language regarding the need to reserve school sites “in consultation with the affected
districts” in the General Plan policy PS-7.1 is helpful, sections 65352 and 65352.2 require
local cities and counties to coordinate planning of school facilities with school districts.
The Legislature also confirmed that the parties are meant to coordinate “fo]ptions for the
siting of new schools and whether or not the local city or counties existing land use
element appropriately reflects the demand for public school facilities, and ensures that
new planned development reserves location for public schools in the most appropriate
locations.”

The Legislature recognized that new planned development should take into consideration
and even “reserve” where schools would be located to serve the development because
schools are as integral a part of planning for new development as is any other public
service, such as fire, police, water and sewer. The intent behind sections 65350, et seq.,
supports the District’s position that the County must analyze whether the current size of
District schools is adequate to accommodate both its existing population and new
development, particularly in light of cumulative impacts.

Specific Development Projects

The District requests that the County contact the District as early as possible in the
planning process for specific new development projects. This will allow the District to
take the projects into account in its facilities plans. It will also allow the District to give
the County input regarding appropriate information to be included in project’s
environmental analyses, in order to fu]ly analyze the project’s impact on District

" facilities. Including such information in flie projeci’s environmental analysis will greatly
facilitate the District’s interaction with developers and will enable the District to better
work with the County to ensure that the children residing in the area have appropriate
educational facilities that may safely be accessed.

The District is prepared to provide the information necessary to assist the County in its
preparation of specific environmental analyses for future development projects. For your
information, we have attached the District’s most recent “School Facilities Needs
Analysis and Justification Report,” the District’s “School Facility Master Plan,” and the
District’s demographic analysis and forecasts as examples of the type of documents that
the District can provide to assist the County in its environmental analyses. District staff
would be happy to provide the County with updated documents as necessary, and also
provide any additional information needed for the County to fully and adequately analyze
the impact of new development on the District.
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We note that we are aware of other cities and counties that have sometimes taken the
position that S.B. 50 precludes either or both analysis of school impacts in an
environmental analysis and mitigation of those impacts. Our attomeys, the law firm of
Lozano Smith, have had success in meeting with local agencies and their attorneys to
address these issues. This has helped to educate public agencies on what they can still do
to address and assist public schools, and has allowed for correction of misinformation
regarding the effects of S.B. 50. Correcting such misinformation assists cities and
counties in ensuring that they are still meeting their CEQA obligations. Materials
prepared by our attorneys on this subject are attached.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments regarding the DEIR. The District
looks forward to working with the County to ensure that the District’s needs are met and
that development in the County will be served by adequate and appropriate educational
facilities. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

KanenBH o

Karen L. Luna
Manager of Planning and Facilities

TM/kll

Enclosures:
School Impact Fees — Options Under S.B. 50
Salinas Union High School District School Facility Master Plan w/ Demographic
Analysis and Forecasts for Salinas Union High School District
School Facilities Needs Analysis and Justification Report for the Salinas Union
High School District

“ce:  Thomas Manniello, Lozano Smith
Jim Earhart — Associate Supt. ~ CBO w/o enclosures
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Options under 8.B. 50

February 2008

The following summary outlines options concerning mitigating the impact of new development
on school facilities in the era of Senate Bill 50 (“S.B. 50), which became effective in 1998. The
summary provided here is necessarily general, and does not eonst1tute legal advice; legal counsel
should be consulted regardmg these options.

Developer Fees Under S B. 50

Prior to S.B. 50, a series of appellate court decisions allowed cities and counnes to use their -
legislative “police power” over land use to assist school districts by requiting developer fees,

land dedications, or other measures to mitigate fully the impacts of development on school
facﬂmes, even if the mmganon measures exceeded the then-applicable statutory school 1mpact

2 Devel Diego (1988) 205 Cal-App.3d 1201; William S,
M Union High Schoo &g;gng_l legg Commission (1991) 226 Cal. App.3d 1612; .
Murriets Valley g;ﬁﬂ School District v, County i&;vermde (1991) 228 Cal.App.3d 1212) '

Central to this line of cases was the duty of cities and counties to assess and mitigate the .
environmental effects of development under the California BEnvironmental Quality Act

(“*CEQA") (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, et seq.), including the impacts on schools. :

© §.B. 50 now provides for three levels of statutory fees. The first is the existing statutory fee,

which we refer to as a “Level 1” fee. (Gov. Code § 65995.) That feeis adJusted for inflation

. every two years by the State Allocation Board (“SAB”). The most recent increase was a

substantial one, with the SAB approving an increase from $2.63 to $2.97 per square foot of
residential development for unified districts in January of 2008, For a school district to -

_implement the increase, it must take.jts own separate action; based.on a developerfee .7_..._ ..

justification study establishing a “nexus™ between the impact of new development and the fee.

(Gov. Code § 66001. See also Warmington Old Town Assocs. v. Tustin Unified School District
{2002) 101 Cal. App.4th 840.) - :

8.B. 50 also established a basis for additional fees if certain criteria are met. The second, or
“T.ével 27 fee ~ referred to in the legislation as a “supplemental” fee - is the equivalent of the
statutory fee plus en additions] amount that, when taken together, are assumed under state
standards to equal roughly 50% of a district’s actual facilities needs. (Gov. Code § 65995.5.)
The final “Level 3* fee, which is roughly 100% of a district’s need as established under the state
standards, can be imposed only if state funds are no longer available.. (Gov. Code § 65995.7.) .
The Level 2 and Level 3 fees must be justified by a “‘school facilities needs analysis” (“SFNA")
that, unlike a Level 1 justification study, must utilize specific state criteria.
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. e




As a tradeoff for the higher Level 2 and 3 fees, the Legislature in 8.B. 50 also restricted the
ability to impose still higher fees, under CEQA or otherwise. The law states that the payment of
the development fees authorized by 8.B. 50 constitutes “full and complete mitigation of the
impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act” invelving the planning, use, or development of
real property “on the provision of adequate school facilities.” (Gov. Code § 65995, subd. (h)
(emphasis added).) The Code further provides that an agency is precluded from denying or
refusing to approve a legislative or adjudicative act involving development “on the basis of a
person’s refusal to provide school facilities mitigation that exceeds the amounts authorized [by
5.B. 50].” (Gov. Code § 65995, subd. (i).)

This tradeoff has caused impacted school districts that do not qualify for Level 2 fees to seek
additional avenues for addressing the impacts of new development on schools. Similarly, some
districts find that even if they are eligible for Level 2 fees, the requn:ed state foromla results in a
fee lower than the district’s actual need. |

Additional Opﬁons Available to School Districts

In addition to adopting the maximum justifiable Level 1 fee, there rémain & number of options to
seek additional means of addressing a school district’s needs.

1. S.B. 50 Level 2 Fees

The first option is to seek Level 2 fees under S.B. 50. Our firm has published a handbook that
includes detailed information, procedures, time lines, checklists, and forms to assist school
districts in enacting both Level 1 and Level 2 developer fees, which can be ordered at
http://www lozanosmith.com/briefs/pdfothe/ DFHOrderForm pdf.

The remeining options described below are applicable primarily to districts that determine that
they are'not eligible for Level 2 fees, or whose Level 2 fees will be insufficient to address the
impact of development apon school faclhtles. :

2. Hardship Funds

If the District is heavily impacted, expenences unusual circumstances beyond its control, or
faces extreme financial hardship, it may qualify for state hardship funding, (Ed. Code §
17075.10.) If the Dls_tnct meets all of the state’s qualifying criteria (which include making all
reasonable efforts to impose the maximum developer fees), it may be dble to obtain additional
state funding for new constmctlon or modemization. Howevet, due to the nature of the state®s
complex formula for hardshlp funding, eligibility is not a given, even when a district appears
clearly to have needs justifying the funding:

3. Rely on The Possibility of Denyvi ment
As noted above, S.B. 50 states that no development project may be denied on the basis of

inadequate school facilities. (Gov. Code §§ 65995, subd. (i) & 65996, subd. (b).) However,
cities and counties maintain a general police power to approve or disapprove whatever
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development they feel is appropriate for their jurisdiction. "‘While they may be limited in the
ability to single out schools and inform a developer that his or her project is being denied on the
basis of inadequate school availability or lack of adequate mitigation, cities and counties can stil]

* -conclude that a project does not contribute overall to the well-being of the city, or that the

developer had not shown sufficient commitment to the eommumty. and on that basis consider
denying 1 the project. T P % . .

Workmg with & cooperative city or county, 2 school district may thus be able to bring developers
to the table to negotiate additional school mitigation, such as participation in a Mello-Roos
Community FacilitiesDistrict. As expressed in Government Code section 65995, subdivision
(£)(2), a developer may still “voluntarily elect[] to establisk, or annex into, 2 community
facilities district. . . .” Another option of how to address school issues isina development
agreement between the city or county and the developer. b

Some cities and counties may prov1de support to schools in a tacit fasl:uon, while other cities and

counties may be more overt about their continued desire to support schools. Several years ago,
the City of Livermore responded to arguments by developers that S.B. 50 precluded the City
from imposing any extra-statutory school mitigation obligations by threatening a complete’
moratorium on new development. Such a moratorium would simply be a blanket halt of new
construction, rather than a denial of particular developments on the basis of inadequate school

facilities. Confronted with this threat, the developers agreed to continue mitigating school -

impacts as they had before the passage of S.B. 50. Generally, a moratorium comes througha

 voter referendum, but under Government Code section 65858, a city or county.can also adopt an

interim ordinance to prohibit uses in conflict with a contemplated general plan, specific plah or .

:Zoning proposal if the approval of a development would result in a threst to' the public welfare.
-, This allows a city or county to delay development approvals while it studiés the school i issues;
_ for a period that can extend up to almost two years.

In the City of Pleasanton, developers, based in la:ge part on the support of the Cny for schools

have agreed to continue the extra-statutory payments that they had been miaking prior to SB.
50’s passage (see discussion below of voluntary mitigation agreements). ' As a resuit, the District

As another example, San Ramon Unified Schoo! District worked with both of its local emes to
establish agreements with developers for multiple developer-built schools. While the District’s
Level 2 fee is in the range of $4.00 per square foot, the District estimates that the agreements
reached carry & value in the $8.00 per square foot range.

4, i evel

It is an open question under S.B. 50 whether a city or county canphase development to Limit the
impact of new construction on schools. It is not atypical for a city of county to phase
development so that the next phase can proceed only if there are adequate utilities and -
infrastructure available. This is an avenue worth exploring, as developers often depend on
bringing a relatively large percentage of their units on line at one time, so-that the start-up costs
of & project can quickly be covered. Confronted with delays, a developer may be willing to
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compromise so as to adequately resolve the school issue.

Many of the same considerations regarding limitations on denial of a project under S.B. 50 apply
to phasing;- ‘The argument in favor of phasing, however, may be stronger, since the “denial” of
projects based on inadequate school facilities is explicifly prohibited, while the legislation is
silent regarding limitations on phasing. As a result, we contend that phasing is still dllowed by
3.B. 50.

5. Seek Revision of City/County Mitigation Program

One option is to revise the local government’s mitigation program, whether through revisions to
the General Plan or through changes to the school district’s procedures under that plan. Some
cities and counties have a system where the local governmentwill only approve a certain amount
of development within a specified time frame, largely in order to avoid uncontrolled growth. For
example, 2 city may have a program in which development applications are approved based on 2
point system. For each commitment that the developer makes to the community — such as
building parks, paying for sewer extensions, or funding schools ~ the developer’s point total is
increased. This is a way of rewarding the developers who make the greatest contribution to the -
community. Such a program might still be defensible on the basis that the de:vclorper s project is
not being directly denied on the basis of inadequate schoo] facilities.

6. Impose Conditi ns on Develo elated to Issues O_ther Tliaq School Overcrowding -

While school districts have long focused on the need to mitigate the impact of new development
because of resulting school overcrowding, there are also other impacts of new development that
can and should be mitigated: S.B. 50 does not “limit or prohibit the ability of a local agency to
mifigate the impact of land use approvals other than on the need for school facilities, as defined
in this section.” (Gov. Code § 65996, subd. (€); see also Gov. Code § 65998, subd. (b)
{repeating similar language).) “School facilities,™ in turn, are defined as “any school-related
consideration relating to a school district’s ability to accommodate enrollment.” (Gov Code.

-§ 65996, subdivision (c) (emphasis added).)

~Thers dre TuTErCUS costly impeots associated with growth1hat do not directlyrelate tothe~— ===

ab1lrty to accommodate new students. Common examples include the need to widen roads or put-
in other traffic controls to accommodate increased traffic (both from studenis and generally),
safety measures to address pedestrian travel to school, and the need to add sound-proofing to
offset noise increases from nearby development and resulting traffic, To the extent that a school
district can demonstrate that it confronts these or similar impacts that are unrelated to enroliment,
.the district can continue to seek conditions on the approval of development under CEQA that
will mitigate the impact of such expenses. These conditions can also be used as a device to open
negotiations for an agreed upon mitigation arrangement. For example, school districts
represented by our firm successfully sued the City of Merced to overturn an environmental
impact report for procedural errors, as opposed to issues relating to school overcrowding, in a
successful effort to bring the City and developers back to the table to discuss school issues.
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7. Maintain that School Facilities Are Not Available
The Government Code includes a process whereby a school district can find that.conditions 6f

- overcrowding exist in “one or more attendence areas” that will impair educational programs,

(Gov. Code § 65971, subd. {a)(1).) Note that this provision does not require that the entire
district be overcrowded. A schoo! district’s board can farther find that no reasonable, sufficient
methods of mitigation are available. (Gov. Code § 65971, subd. (8)(2).) Atthat point, the local
city or county can determine that fees or other abligations in addition to the statutory fees are
appropriate in certain limited circumstances. (Gov. Code §§ 65972 & 65974.) 8.B. 50 exphcrl:ly
affirms that this remains a valid method of mitigation. (Gov. Code § 65996, subd. (g) (“the
following provisions shall be the exclusive methods of considering and mitigating impacts on
school facilities . . .: (1) Section 17620 of the Education Code [developer fees]. (2) Chapter 4.7
(comnmencing with Section 65970) [of the Government Code]™).) We note, however, that these
provisions are intended to fund only “interim” facilities which would be removed after 5 years.
{Gov. Code § 65974, subd. (2)(3), (a)'(4),)

8. Decline to Apgg “Will-Serve” or Similar Letters

Many cities and counties ask that school districts provide “will-serve” letters or similar

.assurances that their facilities are adequate to accommodate new growth. I some cases, districts

have refused to issue such a letter, potentially stopping the developmnt project even whﬂe not

. “denying” the project based on inadequate school facilities.

“There ate also oﬂwf opportunities for a school district to spell out that it has inacieqﬁ'ate facilities.

For example, real estate agents proposing to sell property through a subdivision misst obtain a

_ staternent from the Jocal school district indicating the “location of each high school, junior hlgh

school, and elementary schiool serving the subdivision.” (Bus. & Prof. Code § 11010, subd.
(11).) A school district could argue that there is no school available to “serve” a particular
subdivision. This could help bring developers’ representatwes to the bargaining mble to address

school availability.

9., e um Process -

B e P I

There has been a movement statemde, primarily used by emnronmentahsts and anti-growth

- groups, to use the referendum process to overtum decisions by cities and counties to approve

development., Under this process, if a sufficient number of persons sign a petition, a

- development approval can be put to a general election. School districts and their supporters have

not often attempted to utilize this process, but this may be an option that is worthy of exploration
in light of the limitations of S.B. 50. Thus, while a city or county may be limited in its abitity to
deny development on the basis of inadequate school facﬂmes, voters may be able to accomplish
the same result.

10, -~ Chal e Validi B.5

One more severe option js to make a direct legal challenge to S.B. 50. Some have suggested that
to the extent it can be shown that S.B. 50 does not provide for adequate school facilities, any
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provision capping fees violates the California Constitution and potentially other appliceble law.

One specific theory, which has been explored by the League of Cities, is whether §.B. 50, to the

extent that it does not provide adequate mitigation, can legally be allowed to preempt local

mitigation requirements, as it-unconstitutionally infringes on acity’s police powers. This -~ - ---
approach yet may eventually succeed through litigation and the cooperation of a sympathetic city

or county. : -
-

11.  Seck Voluntary Mitigation Agreements/Gifts '

Another option that remains open is to seck voluntary participation in a Melo-Roos or payment
of additional fees under a negotiated agreement. S.B. 50 specifically leaves the option of Mello-
Roos arrangements in place, so long as the developer is not being “required” to participate as a
condition of project approval. (Gov. Code § 65995, subd. (f).) -

8.B. 50 is silent as to whether a voluntary agreement not involving 2 Mello-Roos is appropriate.
We mamtain that such agreements can be undertaken, but there are risks involved whether the
voluntary agreement involves a Mello-Roos or otherwise. In particular, there can be a
potentially negative effect on the District’s future qualification for state funds. We have
developed various agreements that provide for a gift of funds that may help avoid the gift being
tied into any firture state facilities financing. At the same time, there may be tax advantages to -
the developer. Pleasanton Unified, Alameda Unified, Byron Union, and Huntington Beach:
Union High School Districts are among just & few of our clients currently utilizing this approach.
We note that we continue to negotiate school impact agreements statewide despite the limitations
of 8.B. 50.

The Subdivision Map Act states that “& city or county may adopt an ordinance requiring any
[developer who develops in a school district] to dedicate to the school district . . . such land as
the local legislative body shail deem to be necessary for the purpose of constructing thereon such
elementary schools as are necessary to assure the residents of the subdivision adequate public
school service.” (Gov. Code § 66478; emphasis added,) Thus, the Subdivision Map Act allows

a city or-county'to require land dedication for an elementary school in order to help 4 sehool ———— """

district address the educational needs of the children from a new development. Nothing in S.B,
50 expressly prohibits continued reliance on the Subdivision Map Act.

13.  Additional CEQA Considerations

Despite the passage of 8.B. 50, there has remained controversy regarding how an environmeéntal
impact report or other environmental analysis conducted under CEQA should treat school
impacts. While S.B. 50 clarifies that a project may not be denied on the basis of inadequate
school facilities, the legislation does not appear to relieve a city or county from analyzing

schools and concluding that there are significant impacts. Furthermore, the environmental
analysis may have to recognize thet there are impacts that remeain unmitigated based on the
available data. While a city or county could then adopt a statement of overriding consideration,
finding that the merits of the project outweigh the unmitigated impacts, this is tantamounttoa
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city or coimty having to declare that a housing development is more important to its constituents
than adequate schools.

, Develapérs and local govemments may argue that tﬁey no longer need to address school impacts

in any detail or at all in CEQA analysis. We maintain that 8.B. 50 has not changed CEQA
requirements in this faghion. When cities and counties have. analyzed this issue in more detai,
they have often agreed with our conclusion. For example, legal counsel for the City of Gilroy
conceded that the city should “carefully review and consider all information provided... as to the
adequacy of school fees,” and should include such information in its environmental docurments,
despite the terms of S.B. 50 regarding adequate'mitigaﬁon.

For assistance regardmg developer feqs and other forms of addressing 1mpacts on schools ﬁ'om

- new development, please feel free to contact any of Lomo Smn'h‘s oﬂ":ices

Fresno Sacramanto .
7404 North Spalding i * 1107 9th Street, Suite 910.
Fresno, CA 93720-3370 : Y Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (559) 431.5600 . Phone; (916) 329-7433
7 Los Angeles _ -"SinRamon "~ "
801 S. Figueroa St., Ste, 450 : 2000 Crow Canyon Place, Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA 90017 - San Ramon, CA 94583-1108 -
Phone: (213) 929.1066 C e i . Phonr. (925) 302-2000
Monterey : g o ‘ Vism .
* 4 Lower Ragsdaie Drive, Suite 200 _ 450 8. Melrose Drive, Suite 220
Monterey, CA 93940-5728 . 'Vista, CA 92081-6664

Phone: (831) 646-1501 Phone: (760) 631-5100

Prepared by: Harold Freiman (San Ramon Qﬂ_‘ige)
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Executive Snummary

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995.5, the Salinas Union High School District is
authorized to collect Level II fees in the. amount of $2.17 per square-foot of residential
development located in the District’s- 7-12 and 9-12 service areas. In addition, pursuant to
_ Government Code Section 65995.7, when applicable, the District is authorized to collect Level
I fees in the amount of $4.34 per square foot of residential development located within the
District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service arcas. :

The District meets the eligibility requxrements in Government Code Section 65995 5(b) regarding
the collection of Level I and I fees. The dollar amounts of the fees are based on the followmg
facts and projections: .

1. The student generation rates of residential housing units projected to he built in the District,
caléulated in accordance with Government Code Section 65995.6(2), are 0.347 for single-
family units and 0.074 for multi-family units in the District’s 7-12 service area and 0.234 for
single-family units and 0.055 for multi-family units in the District’s 9-12 service area.

2. The number of new residential housing units projected to be built in the District over the next

+ five years is 782 single-family and 505 multl—fam.lly unlts based on mformatxon prov:ded by- -
the City of Salinas and the County of Monterey.

-+ 3;- Multiplying the appropriate terms in (1) and (2) shows that future resxdenhal development is
projected to add 309 students.

4, The District has zero excess pupil capacity at the 9-12 grade levels available for students
generated by future residential development arid 374 seats of excess p‘l:lpl] capacity at the 7-8
grade Jevels.

5. The total number of unhoused puplls g-erated by futuxe development equals 211 pupils in
grades 7-12.

6. The per-pupil allowable costs for the Level II fee equatlon equal $15,721.00 and $19,892.00
for middle and high school students, respectively. These figures are equal to the per-pupil
construction grant amounts in the State School Facility Program plus allowable per-pupil site
acquisition and development costs calculated pursuant to Govemment Code Sectlon

.65995.5(c) and 65995.6(h). - « B

7. Total allowable costs for the Level II/II fee equation equals $4,197,212.00 (the District’s 9-

-12 facility cost) for both the District*s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas, as the District currently

has capacity available to meet the 7-8 new development facility needs quantified .in this
Report.

8. The total amount of residential square footage projected to be built in the District over the
next five years is 1,933,575 square feet for single- and multi-family units, based on an
average square footage of 1,945 square feet and 817 square feet for smgle—famﬂy and multi- .
family.units projected to be bullt in the District, respectively.

9, The District currently has capacity available to meet the 7-8 new development facility needs

" quantified in this Report. The District does not have local funds available to meet the school
- facilities needs of 9-12 pupils necessitated by future residential development.

As shiown in the body of this Report, the District meets the reqmrements of Government Code
Section 66001 regarding the collection of -developer fees (the “reasomable relationship” or
“nexus” requirements).

" End of Summary _
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Introduction

The purpose of this Report is to calculate the fee amount that the Salinas Union High School
District is authorized to collect on residential development projects pursuant to Government
Code Sections 65995.5 and 65995.7. School Facility Consultanits has been retained by the’
District to conduct the analysis and prepare this Report.

State law gives school districts the authority to charge fees on new residential developments,
if those .developments generate additional students and cause a need for additional school
facilities. All districts with a demonstrated need may collect fees pursuant to Government
Code Section 65995 (Level I fees). Level I fees are currenﬂy capped at $2.97 per square foot
of new residential development for grades K-12; this cap is adjusted bi-annually by the State
Allocation Board, with the next adjustment scheduled for January 2010.. The District

currently shares developer fee revenue with feeder districts.in its 7-12 and 9-12.service areas.

The District receives 46.15 percent of fee revenue in its 7-12 service area, and 30.77 percent

of fee revenue in its 9-12 service area. As a result, the District would be entitled to a Level I -

fee of $1.37 per square foot of residential deve]opménti_n its 7-12 service aréa and $0.91 per

square foot of residential development in its 9-12 service area. Government Code Sections -
65995.5 and 65995.7 authorize districts to collect fees in excess of Level I fees, provided that

the districts meet certain conditions (Level II and Level III fees). Government Code Section
66001 requires that a reasonable relationship exist between the amount and use of developer

-fees and the developments on whmh they are to be charged

The Salinas Union High School District p:_'ovides seventh through twelfth grade education for
the territory of the District served by the Salinas -City Elementary and :Alisal Union
Elementary School Districts (the District’s 7-12 servicé-area). The District provides ninth
‘through twelfth grade education only for the territory of the District served by the Graves
Elementary, Lagunita Elementary,. Santa Rita Union Elementary, Spreckels Unijon

_Elementary and Washington Union Elementary Séhool Districts (the District’s 9-12 service
_area)., As a result, this Report calculates separate single- and multi-family Level II and Level .
III fees for bqth the District’s 7-12'and 9-12 service areas-as described above

This Report is divided into three sections. The first summarizes the speclﬁc requirements in

State law regarding Level II and Level III' fees and establishes the District’s authority to’
collect them. The second calculates the dollar amounts of Level II and Level ITI fees that the

District is authorized to collect. The third explains how the District satisfies the requirements

of Government Code Section 66001 with respect to Level II and III fees, summarizes other

potential funding sources for school facilities and presents recommendations regarding the

collection of developer fees.

End of Section
. ]




-
3

..L-15

i‘:

et r-yw.v - s,

Salmas Umon Hzgh School District: 2008 School Faclluy Needg Analysis andJu.rt ﬁcat:an Repart s

I. Authority to Collect Level IT and Level 111 Fees

State law establishes several requirements in order for school distriets to collect Level II fees
Specifically, districts must: (1) apply to the State Allocation Board and be deemed eligible.

for State funding for new school construction, (2)-adopt 4 school facility needs analysis and”" ™

(3) satisfy at least two of the four criteria set forth in Govemment Code sectxon'
65995 5(b)(3)(A-D) S

The requirements for collecting Level i fees are the same as Level II fees Before districts
can collect Level III fees, however, the State Allocation Board must ceftify that it has no
funds available to ‘apportion to dlStt'lcTS for construction of new school facilities: :

The District has satisfied the three cntena for Level II fees as described below. If the State
Allocation Board certifies that it has no funds available for apporhonment, then the Dlstnct
wﬂ] have satlsﬁed the criteria for Leve] III fees as well.

A, Ehglbllity for State Fundmg for New Constructlon _'

" The Dmtrmt has been deemed eligible to receive State flmdmg for eonstrucﬁon of new
school facilities as outlined in Government Code Section 65995.5(b}(1). The District’s
most recent eligibility approval was at the July 25, 2007, meeting of the State ‘Allocation
Board (see Appendix A). = .- .

B. Adoption of School Facility Needs Analysis

" This Report meets the reqmrements of Government Code Section 65995.6 for a school -
" facility needs analysis, that is, a. study that shall “determine the need for new school
facilities for unhoused pupils that are attributable to  projected enrollment growth from the
development of new tesidential units over the next ﬁve years.” By adoptmg this study,
* the District will satisfy this requirement.

C. Cntena in Government Code Sectlon 65995.5(b)(3)(A-D)

'The District meets the cntenon ‘outlined in 65995. 5(b)(3)(C)(1i) that is, the District has
issued debt or incurred allocations for capital outlay in an amount equivalent to 30
percent of the District’s local bonding capacity. The District has issued debt equal to

. 39.4 percent of thé District’s bonding capacity (Outstanding general obligation bond debt
of $74,253,610 divided by the District’s 2007/08 Bondlng Capaclty of 5188 430,258
equals 39.4 percent).

. The District also meets the criterion outlined in 65995 .5(b)(3)(D), that is, that at least 20
percent of the teaching stations within the District are relocatable classrooms. According
to the District’s current Office of Public School Construction Form SAB 50-02, 36.5
percent (168 out of 460) of the total teaching stations in the District are in relocatable
classrooms. . The District has also added capacity through the construction of (1) La Paz
Middle School (37 permanent teaching stations), (2) an addition at Alisal High School
(14 permanent teaching stations), (3) an addifion at North Salinas High School (14
permanent teaching stations), (4) an addition at Harden Middle Schoo! (9 permanent
teaching stations) and (5) an addition at Alvarez (Everett) High School (22 permanent
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teaching stations). Including these projects in the District’s cap'aéity indicatss that 30.2
percent (168 out of 556) of the total teaching stations in the District are relocatable

classrooms.

......

End of Section

swangjmfﬁampg}{gpo}-: ' -.



atada e

; E : . 5
. Salings Union High School District: 2008 School Facility Needs Analysis and Justification Report. " -

II. Amount of Level 1I and Level I1I Fees

State law outlihes the method by which Level II fees are c¢alculated. The intent of the law is

‘that the Level II fee represents half the cost, as defined in the State School Facility Program,

of providing new school facilities. . The methods definéd in State law for calculating the
Level II fee, however, underestlmate the District’s true cost of providing school facilities.

The Level II fee is calculated by (1) determining the allowable cost for new school facilities
as outlined in the State School Facility Program, and (2) dividing that cost by the amount of
new residential square footage projected to be built in the District over the next five years,

A. Allowable Cost for Neyv Schoo!l Facilities

State.law prescribes the following process for calculating the allowable cost for new
school facilities:

(1) determine the number of unhoused students atmbutab]e to future residential
development;

(2) multiply the number of unhoused students by the per-pupll construction costs
of new elementary, middle or high .schools as outlined in Education Code
section 17072.10; .

(3) determine the amount of site acquisition and development costs to be included
as allowed by Government Code Section 65995.5¢(h); and

(4)- subtract the amount of local funds dedicated to school facilities necessitated

" by future residential development fromi the sum of (2) and (3).

(1) Number of Unhoused Students .

The number of unhoused students generated by future development in the next five
years equals the total number of students generated by future development mmus fhe
*D1smct s existing excess pupil capaclty

As required by Government Code Section 65995.6(a), the student generation rate
used to calculate the Level IT fee is based on the historical generation rates of
residential units constructed during the previous five years. '

This Report estimates the number of students that will be generated by a new single-
and multl-fmmly housing unit by (1) counting the number of students in the District
who live in housing units that paid developer fees between March 2003 and February
2008, and (2) dividing that number by the total number of housing units that paid
developer fees-over the same time period (see Appendix D). This Report uses
historical developer fee collection data from the Salinas Union High School District
to derive the housing counts and a District-provided March 2008 student list to derive
the student counts. .
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Addresses for units that paid developer fees from March 2008 to the present date are

not uged in the calculation because (1) student address files may not reflect residents’

address changes for up to one year, (2) students who have moved from a nearby

district may comtinue to attend their previous school until the end of the school year

and (3) units listed may not have been complebed and occupied by the time the .
- student address list was compiled.”

The student generation rates for the 7-8 grade group are based on developer fee
records only. for those housing umits located in the District's 7-12 service area
(Salinas City Elementary School District and Alisal Union Elementary School
* District), as homes outside this area do not generate 7-8 grade pupils that attend the

Salinas Union High School District,
Table 1-1 summarizes the student geperation-ratcs for single-family and multi-family.
units.
. -Table 1-1
Student Generation Rates
78 0113 I 0019
9-12 i 0.234 . 0.055

Based on information provided by the City of Salinas Development and- Permit
Services Department and Department of Development and Engineering Services, the
Housing - Authority of the County of Monterey and the Monterey County

~ Environmental Resource Policy — Housing and Redevelopment Office and the -
Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department, this Report estimates
the District’s projected residential development to be 782 single-family and 505°
multi-family units over the next five years.. Thése totals do not include new unifs
projected to be built in developments bound by alternative mitigation agreements -
with .the District ‘as these developments will not be subject to .the developer fees_ _
quantified in this Report (i.e., the Sconberg Ranch development project).

Table 1-2 shows the total number of students pro_lected to enter the District from
housing units built over the next ﬁve years.

“Table 1-2.
Students Generated by Future Development

T e ah s Shitene
Sinple-Family |~ 0.113x782 =88 0.234 x 782 =183

"~ Miuti-Famil 0019x505=_10 0.055 x 505 =28
T o T TR TR e B e e T N o |

In determining how'many of the students in Table 1-2 are unhoused, the District must
consider any existing excess capacity. State Jaw requires districts to calculate their
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total pupil capacity aci:ording to the method described in Section 17071.10 of the
Education Code. As stated on the District’s current Office of Public School
Construction Form SAB 50-02, the District’s pupﬂ capacity as calculated pursuatit to

Education Code Section 17071.10 is 3,252 in grades 7-8 and 6,211 in grades 9-12..

These capacities are inclusive of the Special Day Class capacity identified on the

. District’s Office of Public School Construction Form SAB 5002, and do not reflect a.’

.Substantial Enrollment Requirement adjustment,” as the District is not required to

reflect a SER adjustment pursuant to School Facility Program Regulatlon Section
1858.35.

In addition to the capaclty reflected on the District’s Off‘ ice of Public School
construction Form SAB 50-02, the District has also added capacity through the State
School Facility Program funding and the construction of (1) La Paz Middle School
(879 7-8 seats), (2) an addition at Alisal High School (345 9-12 seats), (3) an addition
at North Salinas High School (339 9-12 seats), (4) an addition at Harden Middle
School (254 7-8 seats) and (5) an addmon at Alvarez (Everett) ngh School (538 9-12
seats).

As outlined in Table 1-3 the Dlstnct’s total ex1stmg capaclty is 4 385 students in -

grades 7-8 and 7 433 students in grades 9-12.

At the 7-8 grade group, the District has 374 seats of existing excess capacity (7-8
capacity of 4,385 minus 2007/08 7-8 enrollment of 4,011 equals 374 available seats,
see Table 1-3). Asa result, none of the 98 7-8 students listed in Table 1-2 are defined
as unhoused :

. %

. Atthe 912 grz'u:ie: group, 'fhe Disnicf;s currént en&ollment as-féported in its October

2007 CBEDS information is greater than-the 9-12 pupil capacity listed above: 9,561

- students are enrolled in grades 9-12. Therefore, all-9-12 students listed in Table 1-2
- aredefined as unhoused .

:. Tableld -
Existing Capacity - -~

7.8 Bt T T e T A 0

9-12 7,433 9,561 0 211

(2) Allowable Grant Costs

Table 1-4 shows the total allowable grant costs for new facilities necessitated by

pupils generated from future single- and multi-family residential development. The
per-pupil grant costs are taken from Education Code section 17072.10 and include
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adjustments as required by Labor Code Section 1771.7(¢) and Education Code
Section 17074.56(a) (see AppendixB for details regarding grant cost calculations).

; Table1-4 . T
Alluwable Grant Costs for Pupils Generated from :
----- -. - Future Residential Development

G £

: _.,gj’ggﬂ-ﬂrantﬁoufdg&w fg} LG
$9,597.00 ) . ) $0 00

$12,169.50 211- $2,567,764.50 -

The per-pupil grant does not include the cost of school development items that the
local community may deem important to meeting the quality of facilities .in the
District (i.e., administration, project management, contingencies, etc.). Because the
per-pupil grants do not address certain costs, the actual funding will likely not be-
adequate to fund school facilities to the quality and level required by the District..
Therefore, the. final calculation of Level II fees will likely understate the funding .
actually required by the District. j

(3) Allowable Site Acquisiti 'gn and Develc_m ent Costs

Table 1-5.shows the per-pupll site acql.usmon dnd development costs for middle and
high school students. The site sizes for new middle.school and high school projects
are consistent with the guidelines in the “School Site Analysis and Development
Handbook™ published by the California State Department of Education.

Site acquisition costs for the District’s new middle school and new high school

projects equal $364,000 per acre, based on (1) a land purchase that the District— - - - -~
completed in-January 2007 for the-price of $350,000. per acre, (2) an increase of four

percerit pursuant to Section 1859.74 of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations

for appraisals, surveys, site testing, California Department of Education
review/approval, preparation of the POESA. and PEA. Estimated site development

costs are consistent with the guidelines in Government Code Section 65995.5(h) (see

Appendix C for details regarding site acquisition-and development cost estimates)."

Table 1-5
Calculation of Per-pupil Site Acquisition and Development Costs

| Aéiisition Costs* | D
$7.972 $1'._’,g48
9-12 $9,457 $15,445

*based on District new middle school capacity of 1,000 students and new high school capacity of 1,500 stidents.

D e g e e P e = R S
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Pursuant to Government Code Sections 65995 5(c) and 65995. S(h) the allowable cost
: . for site acquisition and development is calculated by (1) multiplying the per-pupil
i ; cost by one-half and (2) multiplying that result by the number of unhoused
: elementary, middle and high school students. Table 1-6 shows the total allowable site
; acquisition and development costs for new facilities necessitated by puplls generated
-« .from future single- and multi-family remdentml development. .

: - -Table 1-6 -
| Allowable Site Acquisition and Development Costs for Pupils Generated from
‘Future Residential Development

7.8 %6, a0 - 1 0 - 50,00
912 87,2250 211 1,675,447.50

(4) ocal Fu dsD icated f cho Fac;l ies Necessnatedb Future Develo ment

As outlmed in Table 1-7, the District currently has 2,128 9- 12 students ‘that are
unhoused.

. Table 1-7
Existing Unhoused Pupils

Table 1-8 summarizes the cost of providing school facilities for existing unhoused -
students. Table 1-8 uses a per-pupil grant cost that is twice the allowable cost for the~ =~
Level I fee (because the Eevel 1I fee is intended to only reflect one-half the cost of
.providing school facilities as defined in the State.School Facility. Program). Per-

pupil site acquisition and development costs are the same as those used to calculate

the allowable cost for Level I fees

Table 1-8
Cost of Prowdlng School Facilities for Existing Unhoused Pupils

; .' -!l n
312,248

’Sea Table 1-3 and Tahle 1.7 -
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. The District bas no funds dedicated to school facilities necessitated by future

development. The District has funds available for new construction projects, through

‘the passage of its middle school (Measure M). and high school (Measure E) .

Proposition 39 General Obligation Bonds passed on November 5, 2002, and March 5,

.- 2002, respectively, as well as developer fees and special reserve funds. The District -

also anticipates approximately $252,041 in commercial/industrial developer fee
revenue over the next five years based on the total commercial/industrial square
footage that paid developer fees between March 2007 and February 2008, projected
forward five years. The District’s middle school bond finds are restricted to middle

'school projects, as the high school bond funds are restricted to high school projects,

so this Report considers the District’s available funds in relation to the cost of

hous:ng its eurrently unhoused pup1ls by middle (7-8) and high (9-12) school grade’-

groupings.

For the 7-8 grade levels, the District currently has sufficient. available capacity 1o

house 7-8 grade pupils from new residential development.

For the 9-12 grade levéls, the District has approximately $16.65 million in authorized

bond finds from the passage of its high school General Obligation Bond available for
future new construction projects. The District also has $1,332,225 in Capital Projects
Fund balances available for 7-12 new construction projects. 'In addition, based on the

“total commercial/industrial square footage that paid developer fees between March

2007 and February 2008, the District estimates that there will be approximately
$252,041 in commercial/industrial developer fee revenue over the next five years

available for 7-12 new construction projects. Even if all of ‘the above funds were -

available for the District’s 9-12 projects, the District’s fotal available funds for
housing 9-12 pupils would be approximately $18,234,266. Comparing the

$18,234,266 in available funds to the cost of providing school facilities for existing
unhoused-9-32- students-($84,660,352) demonsirates that all these available funds-are-
requued to provide facilities for ex:stmg unhoused 9-12_ students, with a need -

 remaining of $66,426,086, This remaining need far outstrips the Level II fee, which
will generate only $4, 195 858 bascd on the projections ¢ contamed herein. -

The District has no surplus property that could be used for a high school site or that is
available for sale to finance school facilities. :

&) IQELMMEQMMLL&Y&IM

Tables 1-9a and 1-9b show the total costs for housing 7-8 grade and 9-12 gradé pupils
attributable to future residential development.

(continued on next page)
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Table 1-9a
Total Cost for Housing 7-8 Grade Pupils from
Future Residentia) Development

- |.Construction ; $0.00
.Site Acquisition and : -
Development .. - - $0.00
Less’Local Funds Dedlcated Vel i NJA R

Table 1-9b
Total Cost for Housing 9-12 Grade Pupils from
Future Residential Development -

. .Constructlon
Site Acquisition and i
Development ' j $l,629,447.50

As demonstrated in Section ILA.(4) above, the District .currently has sufficient
capacity to house 7-8 pupils from future residential development quantified in this
Report, Therefore, the total allowable cost for purposes of calculating the Dlsinct’
Level II/ITI developer fees on future residential development does not include the cost
of housing 7-8 pupils- resulting from ‘this development.- Tables 1-10a -and 1-10b
demonstrate the total allowable cost for the Level . I/TH fee calculation for the
District’s 7-12 and 9-12 servu:e areas.
) : Table 1-10a
Total Allowable Cost for Level TIAYI Fees for Pupils from
Future Residential Development in the 7-12 Service Area

Allowable 7-8 Pup11 Cost
Allowable 9-12 Puil Cost $4_ 19‘7 212 00 ‘

: Table 1-10b. .
Total Allowable Cost for Level II/HII Fees for Pupils from
Future Residential Development in the 9-12 Service Area

11
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B. Amounts of Level Il and Level ITT Fees

The Level TI fee is calculated by dividing the total allowable cost by the amount of

new residential square footage projected to be built in the District over the next five
years. As stated in Section II.A.(1) above, over the.next five years.782 single-family. ..
and 505 multi-family units are projected to be built in the District. “These totals do
not include units projected to be built in developments bound by alternative
mitigation agreements with the District as these developments will not be subject to
the developer fees quantified in this Report (i.e., the Sconberg Ranch development
project). Based on information provided by the City of Salinas Development and
Permit Services Department and Department of Development and Engineering
-Services, the Housing Authority of the County of Monterey and the Monterey County
Environmental Resource Policy — Housing and Redevelopment Office and the
Monterey County Planning & Building Inspection Department, this Report estimates
that new housing units in the District will have an average square footage of 1,945

square feet and 817 square feet for single- and multi-family units, respectively.

. Multiplying average square footage by number of units (1,945 square feet times 782
single-family units, plus 817 square feet times 505 muln-famﬂy units) produces a
total of 1,933,575 square feet of residental development projected to be built in the

District over the next five years.-

State law allows school districts to charge a fee hlgher than a Level II fee if: (1) the
district meets the requlrements for Level II fees and (2) the State Allocation Board
notifies that it has no funds available to apportion to districts for construction of new

school facilities. In the District’s case, this higher fee, referred to as a Level III fee, is

approximately twice the Level IT fee.

" Tables 1-11a and 1-11b show the calculations for Level Il and Level III developer
fees for the District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas, based on the total projected square

: . footage figures and the total allowable costs identified in Section IT.A.5, above:

_ " Tableldla -
Level I and III Fees for Pupils from
Residential Development in the 7-12 Service Area

Total Allowable Cost : $4 197 212.00
l Pro eeted S nare Fooﬁ: e

Level III Multipher
evel T Fee S5t il ks

R BASA .

(continued on next page)
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Table 1-11b
Level IT and I Fees for Pupils from
Residential Development in the 9-12 Servxce Area

| Total Allowable Cost . $4 197,212.00

The calculation of Le,v.ei TI and Level 11l fees, in accordance with the formulas provided
in the statutes, will likely be understated when measured against the actual calculation of
costs due to the limited inclusion of cost categories to determine actual costs per student

- and the fluctuating student generation rates. The District needs fo account for these issnes

when conducting a revenue/cost analysis utilizing the calculated Level II and Level III
fees. -

End of Section
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R1I1. Findings and Recommendations

This section (1) shows that the District meets the requirements of Government Code Section
66001 regarding the collection of developer fees, (2) summarizes other potential funding
sources for the Distict’s capital projects, and (3) presents recommendations regarding the
collection of developer fees.

A. Findings
(1) Government Code Section 66001(a)(1}—Purpose of the Fee

The purpose of imposing and collecting Level TI or Level ITI fees is to acquire funds
to construct er reconstruct schodl facilities for students generated by future residential
developments.

(2) Government Code Seotion 66001(a)(2)—Use of the Fee

‘The District use of the fee will involve constructing and/or reconstructing new high - -
school campuses and/or additional permanent facilities on existing high school
campuses. In addition, the District may build other school related facilities and
purchase or lease relocatable classrooms to use for interim housing while permanent
facilities are being constructed. ‘ i

Revenue from Level II or Level III fees collected on future residential development

may be used for, but not limited to, all of the following:-

(1) land (purchased or leased) for school facﬂltm,

(2) design of school facilities, -

(3) permit and plan checking fees, - ;

(4) construction or reconstruction of school faclhhcs

(5) testing and inspection of school sites and school buildings, and '

.(6) interim school facilities (purchased -or leased). to- house -students geperated by-- - - -
future development while permanent facilities are being constructed

(3) Government Code Section 66001(a¥(3)—Relationship Between Fee’s Use and the
Type of Project Upon Which the Fee is Imposed

All types of new residential development—including but not limited to single- and
multi-family units in new subdivisions and in “in-fill” lots, single- and multi~family
units in redevelopment projects, single- and multi-family units that replace
demolished units (to the extent that the new units are larger than the demolished
units), additions of residential space to existing single- and multi-family units,
manufactured homes, mobile homes and condominiums—are projected to cause new
families to move into the District and, consequently, generate additionsal students in
the District. As shown earlier in this Report, sufficient school facilities do not exist
for these students. All types of new residential development, therefore, create a need
for additional school facilities. The fee’s use (acquiring school facilities) is,

14
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therefore, reasonably related to the type of prOJects (new rcmdentla] developments)
upon which it is imposed. :

- o {4y Government Code Section 66001(2X4 Relationshi etween the Need for the
blic Facility and the Type of P ectU on Whlch t"he eei osed .

“The District is "currently operatmg‘over capacity at the 9-12 grade levels, that is, the
District has no available capacity to house additional 9-12 students. Because future
residential development in the District will generate additional students, it creates a’
need for additional school facilities.” A relationship exists, therefore, between the
District’s need to build additional school facilities to house additional students and _
the construction of future residential development projects.

(5) Government Code Section 6600 Relationship Betwe ee and the Cost of

the Public Facility Attributable to the Development on Which the Fee is lmpg_ggg

This study concludes that the methods prescribed by State law for estimating school
facility construction costs, and for calculating Level II and Level III.fees, supperts the
establishment of Leve] I and Level III fees, which when collected, will contribute to
‘the District’s cost of constructing-and reconstructing school facilities to house
students generated by future residential construction. The relationship between the
cost of the facility and the amount of fees is set forth above, including in Tables 1-4
and 1-5 of Section IL.A.(2) and Section ILA.(3), respectively:

(6) Other Eugdmg §gurce§

The followmg is a review of potentia]. other fundmg sources for constructmg school
facilities. Please note that pursuant o Section II.A.4, the District does not have any
Tocal funds available ‘for the construction of school facilities for housing smdents
from new develoPment.

2) General Fund - .

The District's General Fund budget is committed to instructional -and day to day -
operating expenses and not used for capital outlay uses, as funds are needed solely ;
to meet the District’s non-faclhty needs .'

) State Progams -
The District is approved for ehglblhty for State fundmg for construction of new

school facilities under the 1998 Leroy F. Greene School Facility Program. As
outlined in Section II.A.(1), the District has applied for and received funding for
La Paz Middle School, and addition projects at North Salinas High School, Alisal
High School, Harden Middle School and Everett Alvarez High School. Even .
projects funded at 100 percent of the State allowance, however, experience a-
shortfall between State funding and the District’s actual facility needs. State
funds for deferred maintenance may not be used to pay for new facilities. State
law prohibits use of lottery funds for facilities.

15
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)G bligation Bonds _
School districts can, with the approval of either two-thirds or-55 percent of its -
voters, issue general obligation bonds that are paid for out of property taxes. The
District gained voter approval for a Proposition 39 General Obligation Bond in
March 2002, and another General Obligation Bond in November 2002. As
+ outlined in Section II.A.(4), these bonds are either inadequate or unavailable to
cover costs for high school facilities necessitated by future residential
development. '

d) Alternative Mitigation Agreements

Some residential development may choose to negotiate an alternative mitigation
agreement with the -School District. Students generated from these developments
and the revenues from these mitigation agreements are not.considered in this
Teport, as these homes are not subject to the Fee considered in this report and the
funds coltected from these homes are not available to reduce the impact of
development that will be subject to the Fee.

e) Parcel Taxes
Approval by two-thirds of the voters is required to impose taxes that are not based

on the assessed value of individual parcels. While these taxes have been.
occasionally used in school districts, the revenues are typlcally minor and are
used to supplement operating budgets. The District does not currently collect
parcel tax revenue.

ello- Community Facilities ’

This alternative uses a tax on property owners within a defined area to pay long-

term bonds issued for specific public improvements. * Mello-Roos taxes require -.
_approval from two-thirds of the voters (or land owners if fewer than 12) in an

eléction. The District currently does not have any Mello-Roos authorizations.

£) Surplus Property

The District has no surplus property that could be used as a high school siteor -~ -
that is available for sale to finance school facilities.

“Based on the forgoing, there are no' excéss fundsto- a1d new. consh'uctlon 1:0--
accommodate students from new development.

B. Recommendations

Based on the findings outlined above, it is recommended that the Board of Trustees, as

. provided for in Government Code Section 65995.5, approve a resolution to levy Level II feés
on future residential development in the amount of $2.17 per square foot of residential .

development located within the District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas. ;

In addition, it is recommended that the Board of Trustees, as provided for in Governient
Code Section 6§5995.7, approve a resolution to levy Level II fees on future residential
development in the amount of $4.34 per square foot of residential development located
within the District’s 7-12 and 9-12 service areas.

7 End of Report
L]
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Appendix B
Calculation of Allowable Per-Pupil Grant Costs

The -per-pupil grant costs, calculated per the provisions of ‘Government Code Section
65995.5(c)(1), include the School Facility Program (SFP) grants outlined in Education Code

Section 17072.10, fire alarm and sprinkler grants mandated by Education Code Section-

17074.56 and outlined in Education- Code Section 17674.50 and 17074.52, and Labor
Compliance Program (LCP) per Labor Code Section 1771.7(a) and (b), as illustrated in the
tables below:

Since the fire alarm and sprinkler grants mandated by SB 575 are per-pupil grant increases, it
is simple to add them to the SFP base new constructioh grant amounts (see Table B-1).
These ﬁgures will then be used to- determine the LCP grant increases for each of the’
District’s Proj jects used as cost models below, and then the per-pupﬂ grant increases for each
grade grouping, to produce final pér-pupil grant figures for use in calculating the District’s
Level I/TI fees

Table B-1
SFP Per-Pupil Grants Plus Fire Alarm/Sprinkler Funding

SB 575 Fire Alarm Grant
SB 575 Sprinkler Grant

These new per-pupil base grants, added to the-per-pupil site development figures calculated
in Appendix C, multiplied by the pupil capacity of each project used as a cost model, equals
the estimated total fm:dmg (excluding site acquisition) for each project, as xllustrated in Table.
B-2:

Table B—2 -
Calculatlon of Total Funding for Each Dlstrlct Cost Model Project

$30,188. | s45,282,000

Table B-3 calculates the per-pupil LCP grant addition by grade grouping, using the per-site
totals from Table B-2 to determine the total LCP grant for each site.
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Table B-3
Total LCP Grant Additions by Grade Grouping

“New HS ] $4s.zszooo . 5208184 -
"CalwlaheﬁpmsmnthFngulmonsecuon 1855.71.4

_Table B4 calculates the per-pupil LCP grant addition by grade grouping, using the tota] LCP

_grants from Table B-3, dividing that figure by the appropriate pupil capacity, and averaging
these results by g'lrade group as necessary.

Table B4 . _
Calculation of Per-Pupil LCP Grant Additions by Grade Grouping

Table B-5.adds the ‘per-pupil LCP grant additions caleulated in Table B4 to the fotals
calculated in Tablé'B-1 to detefmine the final per-pupﬂ constructlon grants allowable foruse
inthe Level II-III fee calculations.

Table B-5§
Calculatlon of Final Per-Pupil Grant Costs by Grade Groupmg

SFP Constructlon Grant
50% LCP Grant _
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Appendix C
Calculation of Allowable Per—Pupll Site Acquisition and Site Development Costs

Site Acquisition Costs for Middle and High School Projects . .
The site sizes for new middle school and high school pro_]ects are conmstent wrfh the
guidelines in the “School Site Analysis and Development Handbook" published by .the
California State Department of Education (CDE). -

Site acquisition costs for the District’s new middle school and new high school projects equal
$364,000 per acre, based on (1) a land purchase that the District completed in January 2007
for the price of $350,000 per acre, (2) an increase of four percent pursuant to Section 1859.74
of Title 2 of the California Code of Regulations for appraisals, surveys, site testing, CDE
review/approval, preparation of the POESA, and PEA. Estimated site development costs are
consistent with the guidelines in Government Code Section 65995.5(h).

Table C-1. _
Site Acquisition Costs for Middle and High School Projects

$14,185,030

. Site Development Costs for Middle School Projects
Service site development, off-site development, and. utility costs for District middle school

- projects are based on the service site development, off-site development, and utility costs
assocjated with the La Paz-Middle School project, which received an apportionment at the

““September 22, 1999, meeting of the State Allocation Board, inflated by the Class B~

Construction Cost Index increase from 1.34 in September 1999 to 1.98, for a total inflation
tate of 47.76 percent, as approved at the July 23, 2008, meeting of the State Allocation
‘Board. These costs are as follows :

(continued on the next page)
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Table C-2 -
Service Site Development, Off-Site Development and Utility Costs
for Midd!e School Projects

La i'az Viddle School

Service Site $085,668
Off-Site . $142,750

Uﬁl,‘“ei. i

iy I
J.' sk
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*La Paz Middle School is on & 16.52-acre sit.
*#21 9 acres is consistent with the CDE “School Site Analysis and Development Handbook™ for a middle school mtlwapacxty of

1,000
--*qumu: cost divided by New MS capacity of 1,000 pupils.

Estimated general site aevelbpment costs for District middie school projects are based on the
average allowable general site development tosts, as defined in Section 1859.76 of Title 2 of
the California Code of Regulations. These costs are as follows: -

Table C-3 .
General Site Development Costs for Middle School Projects

Per-Useable Acre General Site Cost

il General Site Cost _

*Equals 6% of the 7-8 per-pupil base grant smount oi‘!19 m .
*'Eqmlsﬂlewlsofﬂ:eﬁmnl smOuds,dmdedbyﬂupupﬂnpacnyofﬂnmm

The total anticipated Site Development Costs for District middle school projects equals the
per-pupil service site, off-site and utility development cost for the District’s middle school
projects, plus the average per-pupil general site development costs related to the District’s
middle school projects. The following table illustrates the total per-pupil site development
costs for future District middle school projects.

Table C-4
Total Site Development Costs for Middle School Projects
| S N :«""“"""‘ N et bl . T .':'._4‘.,";}.%5?-;’;
R SN Mlddle ooll’r_ojects L a e COStS i
Average Per-Pupil Se Semce Site, Off-Site and Utility Costs - 32502
Average Per—Pug:l Genera.l Site Development Costs $1,774
: Total Per-Pupil Si ite Development Cost $4,276 |
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Site Development Costs for High School Projects . : ,
Service site development, off-site development, and ufility costs for District high school

projects are based on & November 2002 District estimate’ of site development costs for a new
50 acre hlgh school project, inflated by the increase to the Class B Construction Cost Index
from. 1.46 in November 2002 to 1.98, for a total inflation rate of 35.62 percent, as’ ‘approved
at the Tily 23, 2008 meeting of the State Allocation Board These costs are as follows: -+

Table Cs i
Site Develop‘ment Costs for High School Pro;ects

Architect High School Site Development Esﬂmate.

| Service Site , ] o S it " $4,400,000
| Off-Site - : : . $1,500,000

Utllltles

* Architect estimate is based on a 5{-acre schoal site,
438, Wmuconsnstentvnﬂlﬂ:eCDE“School S:teAnalymmdDevelomanandboorfwahlghsnhmlmﬂlcapueﬂyofl,Sm

puplEl:mlsml site development cost dwlded by NewHS eapaeny of 1,500 pupils.
Estimiated ‘general site development costs for Dlstnct hlgh school pro_;eets are -based on the

.average allowable general site development costs, as defined in Section 1859 76 of Title 2 of
the California Code of Regulatlons. These costs are as follows: - . :

Table C-6
General Slte Development Costs for ngh School .Pro;ects

Per-Useable Acre General Site Cost

Per-Pupil Gmem_l Site Cost

oo PR T g e opmper e -
**Equals the totals of the General Site Costs, divided by the pupil capecity of the projects.

The total antlc.xpated Site Development Costs for District high school projects equals the per-
pupil service site, off-site and utility development cost for the District’s high school projects,
plus the average pér-pupil general site development costs related to the District’s high school
projects. The following table Jllustrates the total per-pupil mte development costs for future
high school projects.
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Table C-7 _
Total Site Development Costs for High School Projects

 Kverage Per-pupil Sorvios Site, OFF-Sitc and Utility Costs

LAv

ePer-Pu :l General Site Develo maent Costs
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Appendix D
Student Generation Rate Study

- Please.note that for privacy pﬁrposes, the street number has been omitted
* from each record in this developer fee collection database.
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Salmas U“mo-n”H.lg'h School District.-
Calculation of 7-8 and 9-12 Student Genaratlon Rates
for Single- and Multi-Famlly Housln| Units

_ Single-Family | Units; " "5 27

B

7-8 Matches by Grade Level; 7-12 Service Area Only

Tq_tal Huuslng B
'_k Uniﬁ' l' i.‘ N

—Tihtrade
Matches

785

Bth Grade

~—Bth Grade

T TET Toﬁ!,“o‘uﬁ T T
TR |

Matches

1044

race
Matches

{ 11th Grade

B A

0.016

el e
e

ST,

'fﬁ! 9.3

ey

Sihs e i -.]

579

57¢

32

579
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Single-Family Housing Units and Student Matches

= eiedsminmnss bate e o

o~

Date

8/18/03
8/13/03
/13103
313103
313403
SM3/0%
313103
3TN
ANTIoN
AMTI0E
703
MY
TR
372400

Kl
24103
224100

Streai #

N . Service :

Street Name Units |SFUIMFU] Area 7 10 1 12
Previnestown k SFU 712 1
Provincetown 1 SFU 712

rovincatown 1 SFU 712 1

Twincrasks 1.1 SFU 712 .

Twincreeks 1 SFU_|. 712 B 1
Twincreaks 1 SFU 7-12 A

Twincreaks 1 SFL 7-12
Arcadia 1 SFU 712
Arcadia SFU 712 1
Arcadia . 1 SFU 7-12
Arcadia 7 SFU .| 712
Arcadia 1 SFU 7-1 1
Arcadia i SFU 712

Bradbury 1 SFU 742

Eradbury 1 SFU 712

Bradbury * h SFU 712

Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12

Eradbury i SFU 7-12

Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12

Eradbury 14 SFU 7-12

Eiradb 1 SEU" 7-12

radbury - 1 SFU. 12 2
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-14 .
Eradbury 1 SFU 712

Eradbury’ SFU 7-12

radbury h SFU. 712

Bradbury 1. 1. .SF =12 5

Hayi 1 SFU 12 1 :
LitdeRivar 1 SFU 7-12

Hyland 1 SFU 712

Arcadia 1 SFU 7-12

Amcadia 4 SFU 7-12

Arcadia 1 SFU 7-12

Arcadia. 1 SFU. | 7-12 1
Arcadla 1 SFU 7-12.
Arcadia 1-] - SFU 7-12:
Arcadia = .. 1 SFU 7-11
Arcadia 1 SFU- | 742
Arcadia 1 SEC 712

Arcadla 1 SFU 712 e
Arcadia 1 SFU” 7-12

Arcatia ; SFU 7-12

Arcadia_. ok SFU 712

Bradbury SFU- 7-i2

Bradbury 3 SFU 7-12

Bradbury ‘1 | SFU- 7-12

Bradbury 1 | . SFU 712

Bradbury - SFU 712 -] 1 1
Bradbwry 1 SFU 7-12

Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12

Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12 1
Bradbury 1] SFU 7-12 A1
Bradbury 1 SFU. | 742 -
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12

Arcadia 1 SFU | 7112

Arcadia 1 SFJ 7-12

Arcadia 1 SFU - i-12 1
Arcadia 1 SFU 712

Arcadia 3 SFL 712
Arcadia 1 SFU 7-12
Arcadia 1. SFU 7-12
Arcadia SFU 712 1
Rider Ave. . 1 SFU 712

Homestead Ave, i.] SFU 712

Bradbu 1 SFU_| 712

Bradbu ] SFU 7-12 | 1




oo e e

[PV PRE

11M2/2003
11212003
11/12/2003
111212003

411212003
1111212002
111272003
TIA2/2003
12/1/2008
12/1/2008
121
12
12172005
13/1/2008
212000
12/17200%
12162005
4215/2008
12ME/200%
12182008
12/1E/2004
21772008
12/17/2000
1217/2063
1201772003

Sireet # |Street Name Ares 10 41 42
EHradbury -2
Bradbury 7-12
Bradbury 7-12
Bradbury 7-12
redbury. 712
Bradbury 712
Bradbury 712
Eiradbury 1 =12
Bradbury 1 7-12
Bradbury 1 7-12 1
Bradbury 1 7-12
Bradbury 1 7-12
Bradbury 1 7-12
Bradbury 1 712
Bradbury [ 712
Bradby 1 7-12
Bregbury ~ 712
Bradbury k ‘712
Bamer Ave. 1 712 1
i3amer Ave. 1 7-12 1
Gamer Ave. 1 7-12 i 1
3 Ave 7-12 1 2
Barner Ave. 1 7-12
Zamer Ave, k 712 1
3amer Ava. 1 712 2 1 1
Garnar Ave. A 712 1
NewHampshire C1. 1 BFL 7-1
NewHampshire Ci. 1 SFU 7-12
Kant Circls _ 1 SF 7-12
Kant Street 1 SFU 7-12
Kent Street 1 | S&FU 7-1
Kot Strest SFU_| 7-13
Kent Strest 1 SFU 7-12
Kent Strest h| SFU. 7-12
hewHampehirs 3 SFU 7-12
Eradbury 1 SFU 712
Eradbury 1| SFU 712
Eradbury 1 SFu 7-12 1
Eradbury 1§ SFU - T-13
Eradbury 1 SFU 71
Eradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Eradbury k SFU 712
Eradbury ] _SH 7-12
Elredbury k SFU 7-12
Eiradbury . 1 7-12
Eiradbury 1 712
EBradbury 1 7-12
Eiradbury 1 7-12
Bradbury 1 712
Elradbury 1 7-12
fArcadla L SFL 7-12
la Way 1 SFU 712
Aread k SFY 7-12_ 1 1
d -1 1 SFU _7-1
Arcadie 1 SFU 712 :
Arcadia Wa! 1 _SFU 7-12 A
Arcadia 1 SFU 712
Arca - 1 SFU 7-12
HewkHam ct 1 SFU 7-12
HewHampshire CL 1 SFu 7-1
HewHampshire Ct. 1 SFU 7-1
HewHampshire CL 1 8FU 712
HewHampsthira C3. SFU 712
Bradbury 1 §FU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU | 742
Bradbury 1 SFU 742
Rradbury 1 BFU | 712 1
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Date

121712003
12M17/2003

{xartzizn03

1211712008
121772003
12/17/2003

1214712008
1211712003
121712004

1211712003

i2fi742003

121171200

12M 5/200%
12/19/2003

12 9/2003

1219/200%
1211812005

12M18/200%

12/49/2003
1212312003

12/23/2003

“1112/2004

11212004

1M2/2004

1M 272004

F—112/2004
1/12/2004

122004

1/12/2004
8/6/2004
8/6/2004

3/5/2004

3/6/2004

5/2004

3/5/2004

3572004

3/5/2004

352004

315/2004

3572004

| B/B/2004

3/5/2004

HE/2004

3/5/2004

BI5/2004
8/5/2004
315I2004

362004

3I5/2004
3H8/2004

3/18/2004

8/18/2004

3M8/2004

3/18/2004

3/18/2004

3/18/2004

/1872004

3/18/2004

31872004

1812004

31812004

" B_3MB/2004

3/18/2004
3/18/2004
3/18/2004
3M18/2004
3/18/2004

3H8/2004

: Service -
Stract#® |Strest Name Units | SFU/MFU|  Area .10 | 1 12
Brad ) 1 ‘8 712 :
Bradbury 1 SFL 7=
Bradbury 3 SFU 7-1z 1
Brad 1 SF 7-12 3 *
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12 ¢!
Hradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Hradoury ] SFU 7-42
Bradoury 1 SFU- 7-42
Bradbury SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU_] 712
Kent Clrcle 1 SFU 7-12
Kent Circle "1 SFU 7-12
Hent Clrcle 1 SFU 712 1
Kent Clrcle 1 SFU 7-12 .
Kent Circle 1 EFU 7-12 ok
Kent Cirdle 1 SFLU 7-12 '
Fant Circla . 1 SFU 7-12
Hemingway Drive 1 SFU 712
Hemingway Drive I SFU_| 712 1 4
Arcadia Cf. 1 SFU 7-12 3
#rcadla Wa 1 SFU 7-12 : o
Arcadia Wa 1 SFU 712 ‘ ¥
Arcadia Way 1 SFU 7-12 G
Arcadia Wa 1 SF 742
Arcadla SFU 712 ol [
Arcadia SFU 712 1 a-d,
Arcadia 1 SFU_ 712 ¥ A
radbury k BFY 712 T §
Bradbury SFU 7412
Eradbury SFU - 712
Eradbury i SFU_| 713
Sradbury 1 _SEU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU |- 7112 :
Bradbory 1 SFU 712 S
Bradbury 1. | SFU 712 -1
Bradbury 1] _SFU 712
Bradbury SFU 712
Bradi g 1 SFU 712
Bradbiry i SFU 7-12 1 3
Bradbury 1 SFU 712 -
Bradbury R SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 _SFu 712 -
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12 K8
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12 kL
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU 712 1 =
Hradbury 1 SFU 7-12 5
(zanario 1 8FU 712 ]l
Canario 1 SFU 712 “
Canario 1 SFU 7-1 -1
Cianario 1 SFU 714 1
(anaria 1 SFU 7-12 )
(>anaro 1 SFU 7-12
Canarlo 1 SFU 712 1
Canario _SFU 7-12 :
hllang 1 .SFU -
hilane 4 SFU -9 1
Milano h SFU -1
Milano 1 SFU 712
Milano i §FLU 7-12
MRano SFU_ | 712
Milano SFU 7-12
Milane 1 SFU 712
Milano 1 SEU 7-12 )
Milano 1 SFU 7-12 1
Milano 1 SFU 7-12
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Bervice .
Date # |Street Name | ) Units |SEWMFU]  Area 7 8 9 10 i1 12
371872004 Milano 1 EFU 7-12
3/11Bf2004 Milang - 1} SFU | 7-12 \
3182004 Milane ] SFU 7-12 b
| _arsi2o0d DidStage Rd. 1 SFU_| 7-1: .
5/4/2004 arillo 1 SFU 7-14 1 1
5/4/2004 Amadllo. 1 8SFU 7-12 - I
5/5/2004 NewH hirs 1 SFU 7-12 -
B/5/20044 NewHampshime Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
5/5/2004 NewHampshire CL 1 SFU 7-12
5/5/2004 NewHampshira Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
5/5/2004 NewHampshire CL 1 SFU 7-12 1 1
5152004 NewHampshire Ct. [ SFU 7-12
5/6/2004 NewHanpshire CL 1 8FuU 712
5/5/2004 NewHempshire CL 1 SFU 7-12
B[10/2004 Bragbury 1 BFU 712 1
5/10/2004 Bradbury 1 SFU | 7412
51102004 Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
511042004 Bradbury : 1 | SFU 7-12 4
571042004 Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
5/10/2004 Bradbury W 7-12
E/10/2004 Bradbury i SFU 7-12
5/10/2004 Eradbury 1 SFU 7-12
6/10/2004 Bradbury 1 SFU_{ 7-12
5/10/2004 Eradbury 1 SFU 7-12
61012004 Eradbury 1 SFU_ 712
5/10/2004 Eradbury 1_| SFuU 712
5/1{1/2004 Erai 1 SFY 712 1
5/10/2004 Bradbu 1 SFU 7-12 1
8/1/2004 Vilitiams Rosd 1 SFU 7-12
81172004 Villlams Road 1 SFU 7-12
8172004 Williams Road 1 1 sFry 7-12
6/1/2004 Wiliiams Road 1 SFU 7-12
8/4i2004 Williams Road i SFU 712
12004 \Wiliiams Road 1 SFU 712
[H] Villlams Road 1 | _BSF 7-12
8/1/2004 WAl Road 1 SFU 7-12
8/18/2004 St 1 SFU 7-12
&/2B/2004 Fitzgeartd St. 1 SFU 7-12
6/28/2004 Fitzgeartd St 1 SFU 7-12
6/28/2004 F 5t b, SFU 7-12
B8/2B/2004 Fi ED 1 SFU 7-12
6/28/2004 St. 1 SFU 7-12
B/28/2004 St h SFU 7-12
- 6/28/2004 i | 8t 9 8FU 712 1
6/28/2004) earid St. 1 SFU 7-12
B/28/2004 Fizgeerdst. . .. ._._...... F 1| SFU | 7412 | _ =
Fitzgearld St. 1 SFU 7-12
1262004 Fitzgeard St. ] SFU 712
6/28/2004 F St 1 SFU 7-12
6/28/2004 rid St. 1.1 SFU 7-12
6/28/2004 : St 1 SFU 71
/2B52004 Hemingway Drive 1_| sFU 7-1:
- 8/28/2004 Hemi Drive b SFU 7-1
| 8/26/2004 H Drive 1 | SFU 712
B/28/2004 Drive 1 712
8/28/2004 : Drive 8FU 712 1 1 1
/282004 Hemingway Drive 1 | SFU 7-1:
B/28/2004 Hemi Drive 1 SFU 7-1: 1
6/28/2004 Hemin Driva 1 SFU =
6/28/2004 Heml Diive 1 SFL 712 1
6/28/2004 Hemini Drive i SFU 7-12 1
B/28/2004 Hermingway Drive 1 SFU 7-12 1 1
04 Bradbury 8FY | 712
63072004 Bradbury SFU 712
B8/30/200+4 Bradbury SFU 72
/3072004 Bradbu EFU 712
6/30/2004 Bradbury 1 SFU_| 712
B/30/2004 ry : 1 SFU_| 712
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_BIB/2004
B/18/2004
8/2712004

- BIATI2004
8/77/2004
B/27/2004
812712004

872712004
B/27/2004

BI27/2004

B/B82004
8/8/2004
B/8/2004
$/8/2004

9/8/2004

§/40/2004
87152004

915/2004
$/15/2004
8/15/2004
§/16/2004
91152004

8/15/2004

Date Streat# |Street Name

“Service
Units |[SFUIMFU] Area 7. - 10 1 12

Bradbury 1 SFU 712 i 7
Bradbury N SFU 7-12_
Bradbury 1 SFU | 712
Bradbury 1 5F 712
Bradbury 1 SFU 7=12
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Bradoury 1 SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU 7-12
Bradbury 1 SFU 712
Bradbury 1 SFY 7-12
Bradbu 1 SFU_| 7-12 :
Dr. 14 SFU_{ 742 1 9
Hiazza Dr. 1 SFU_|_7-i2 1
Plazza Dr. 1 SFU 7-12
Piazza Dr. 1 SFU 712
[ Dr. 1 SFU 7-12 A
Piazza Dr. 1 SFU 712 : .
Plazza Dr. 1 SFU 712 G R
Plazza Dr, 1 SFU 7-12 3
HewHampshire Ct 1 SFJ =12 B
Hewh ra C 1 SFU =i2 2 0
HewH ire Ct. 1 SFUF 12 1 i P
HewHampshire Ct. 1 | SFU_T 712
MHewHampehire Ct, 1 SFU 7-12
MewHampshire Ct. 1 SFU 712
MewHampehire Ct. [ SFU 742 |
MewHampshire Ct. 1 SFU 7-12 F Y
Filazzg Dr, ] SFU_. | 712 AuH
Fiazza Dr. 1 SFU 7-12. o T

Or. 1 SFU 712 i
Fiazra Dr. 1 1 SFU 712 i
Flazzs Dr, 1 SFU 712 1
Plezza Dr. 1 SFU 712 1 i
Flazza Dr. 1 SFU 712. j R
Flazza Dr. 1 SEU- | 712 1|y
Fliazza Dr, 1 SFU 7-12 . r M ]
Fiazza Or. 1 .} SFU 712 M i
Flazze Dr. 1 SFU 7-12 3
Feza Dr, 1 SFU 712 1 A [
Fiazzs Dr. 1 SFU 7-12 e
Plazza Dr. 1 SFU 712 3]
Fiszza Dr. 1 | SFU | 712 F
Plazen Dr. 1 SFU 71 S N
Piazza Dr. SF 7-1s 1 bR 2i 7
Plazza Dr. SFU 7-1: :
Plazza Dy, 1 | SFU 7-12 1 T
Plazza Dr. h SFU 712 i
Plazza Dr. 1 SFU 7-12: 1 : Dk
Plazza Dr. it SFU 712 NG
Piazzn Dr, 1 BFUY 7-12 [
Plazzs Dr; 1 SFU 712
Plazza Dr. 1 SFU 712 1
Piazza Dr. 1 SFU 7-12 b
Werona CL 1 SFU 712 Al
Werona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12 ;
Verona Ct. 1| SsFu 712 [
arona Cf 1 SFU 712 1
Verona Ct. T
Yerona Ct. h _SFl 112
Acosta St. 1 SFU | 712 9
erona Ct. 1_1 SFU 712
\/erona CL 1 SFU 712
‘/arona Ct. SFU 712 1
\ferona Ct. 1 SFU 712
\farona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12 i
Verona'Ct 1 SFU 712
e 1 SFU 7-12 -‘...

[
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Date Strogat # {Street Name Unlts | SEWWMFU}  Area 7 B ] 40 11 12
B/i5/2004 ‘verona Ct. 4 SFU 112
8/16/2004 Falcon Ridpe Rd. 1.} SFU 712
| 10/4/2004 erong Ot 1 SFU 712
10/4/2004 Varona Ct 1 SFU 7-12 ]
. |__10/4/2004 Verona Ct. 1 SFUY 7-12
' . | 10/4/2004 Verona ] SFU 7-12 L
10/472004 ‘Verona Ct 1 SFU 712
10/4/2004 Versona Gt 1 8FU 712
142004 ‘Veroha Ct k 8FU 7-12 1 4
10/4/2004 Verona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
10/11/2004 Drchard Ave. 1 SFU 7-12
10/44/2004 erona Ct. 4 $SFU 7-12 1
1041442004 erona CL 1 SFU 7-12 1
10/14/2004 ‘Varana Gt 1 SFU 7-12 1
10/1472004 Varona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
10/14/2004 Verona Ct. R SFU 712
10/14/2004 Verona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12 ]
10/142004 ‘Verona Ci h SFU 7-12
10M4/2004 ‘eroha Ct L SFU 7-12 1
10/25/2004 Werona Ct. SFU ), 7-12
10/25/2004 \erona Ct SFU F-12 1
10/26/2004- ‘erona Ct. 1 SFU 7~12
10/25/2004- \lerona G i _SFU 712
10/25/2004- ‘arana Ct. 1 _SFU 7-12 1
10/25/2004. arona CL : j 1 $FU 7-12 . 1
1 10r25/2004. ‘arona Ct 1 SFU 7-12 1 1
10/26/2004. ‘erona Ct 1 SFU 7-12
1111872004 ‘arona CL 1 SFU 712
1111872004 Werona Ct 1.1 SF 712
114182004 \erona Ct . 1 SFU 7-12
11/18/2004 ‘erona Ct. 1 SFU 712 1 i
111182004 ‘ferona Ct. 1 SFU 712
11/18/2004 Vemna Gt. 1 SR 7-12 1
11M 8/2004 ‘Varona Ct. h SFU T=12 1
| 111 8/2004 Verona Gt ] SFU 712 1
12/1/2004 Verona CL 1 SFU 7-12 1
12/1/2004 ferona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
12/1/2004 Verona Ct 1 SFU 7-12
12121 \erona Ct. SFU 7-12
1241/2004 Verona Ct. 1 SFU 712 1 1
121172004 Verona G, 1 SFU 7-12
_ 121112004 ‘erona Gt 1 SFU 7-12 _ _
1212004 \ferona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
12/1/2004 Verona Ct. 1 8 7-12
12172004 erona Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
12/412004 VeronaCt. .. -......... - 1 SFU_| 712 | - A N 4 i .
1972005 ‘erona Ct. 1 SFU 712
111812005/ Yerona CL 1 SFU 7-12 N
HgI2005 ‘Yerona Ct. 1 SF 712 1 1
, 11972005 Verona Wy. 1 | sFU 712
i 1/19/2005 ‘Yerona Wy. 1 SFU 712
i 112005 Werana Wy, 1 SFU 7-12
202212005 & Dr. 1 SFU 7-12
2122120015 [ Dr, 1 SFU 7-12
2/22/2005 Piazza Dr. 3 SFY 7-12
22242005 Pluzza Dr. 1 _SFUY =14 1 1
i 2122120045 ‘Yarona Wy. 1 SFU 7-1
| 2/25/2005 Plazza Dr, 1 SFU 7-12
| 2/25/2005 Plazza Dr. : 1 SFU 7-12 " 1
2/25/2005 Piazza Dr. 3 SFU 712
2/25/2005 Plaxza Dr. 1 SFU 7-12 1
{ 2/26/2005 Plazza Dr. 1 SFU 712 1 1 i
2026/2005 Piszza Dr. - SFU 7-12 :
| 2/28/2005 Plazza Or. 1 SFi 7-12
| 2/28/2005 Plazza Dr. 8FU 7-12
{ 2/25/2005 Plazza Dr. SFU 714
I 3/10/2005 Amrezzo O, 1 SFU 71
/1072 Arrezzo Clr, j 1 SFU 712

]
]
1
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. : Service i %
Date Btrect# |Strast Nams Urifts | SFU/MFU]  Area 7 10 14- 12
3/10/2005 Arrezzo CIr. 1 SFU 7-12 1N :
3M0/2005 Amrezzo Cir, 1 SFU 7-12
AM0O2005 Arrezen Clr. - A SFY 1 71 E
310/2005 Plazza Dr. =9 SFU 7-3 -
3/10/2005 Pinzm Dr. 1 SEU 7-1
3M0/2005 Piazza Dr. 1 SFU 7-12 :
1 _3f25/20085 Arrezzo Cir. K SFU 712 i
- 3/25/2005 Ayrez»o Cr. 1 SFU 7-12
312512005 Amezzo Clr. g SFU 712
3/26/2005 Amezzo Cir, 1.] SFU 7-12 5N
3/25/2005 Arezzo Cir. 1 SFU 713
3/25/2005 Arrazzo Clr. 1 SFU 7-1
3/26/2005 Soledad St 4 | SFU 712
4112/2005 Foothill Dr, 1 5FU 7-12
4MB/2005 Arrezzp Cir, 1 SFU 7-12
| 4N18/2005 Arezzo Cir, 1 ] _sFU T 71z
A/ BI2005 Arrezzo Cir. 1 SFU 712
4/18/2005 Amezzo Cir. 1 SFU 712
41182005 Arrezzo Cir, 1 SFU 7-12
4118/2005 Arrezzd CIr, 1 SFU 7-12 B
411812005 Amezzo Cir. =i SFY 7-12 ::
_4118/2005 Genoa 1 SFU .|~ 712 .
4119/2005 Signa 1 SFU 712 FEiEs
419/2005 Siiena Way 1 8FU 7-12 IS
4/18/2003 Siena Way 1 SFU 712
A10/2005 Slana 1 1 SFU 712 1.
| __4/48/2005 Slena ] SFU_| 72 N I
5/27/2005 Caneglii 1. SFU 712 3.0k
51272005 Canaili 1 SFU 7-i2 '
82712003 Canelli 1 SFL 7-12 i
5/27/2005 Canalll K SFU 71 saw_
542712003 Canelll 1 SFU | 7 . 3
52712006 ansll 1 SFU 71 1 "
51272005 Canelli 1 SFU 712 RS
5272005 Canall 1 SFU 742 : j
52712005 Canelit 1 SFU 7-12 1
52712005 Canellt 1] SFU 712 . :
ST 20015 Cenellf 1 SFU 7-12 i ;
52772005 Cenell 1 SFU 7-12 1 b
512712005 Canelll 1 SFU 7-12 1
5/27/200% Canelll 1 8SFU_ 7-12 :
SI27I20005 Canelll 1 SFU 7-12 F
5/27/2005 Canglll ——r— Tty SFU 7-12 1 i
614/2005 Belmont 1 SFU 7-12
611412005 Belmont Circle ik SFU 7-12
811472004 Caneli . SFU 7-12
61472005 Zanell 1 SFU 7-12 1
61412008 Canelli 1 SFU ) 712
B/14/2004 Canefll 1 SFU 7-12
B/14/200% Canell A SFU 712
B/144200% Canelli SFU 7-12 1
B/14/200% Canefl SFU 7-12 L i B
8/14/20Q% Ganefli SFU 7-12 1 -1
8/14/2004 Canelll 1 8 7-12 i
11412005 (enelli 1 SFU 712 1 %
6/14/2004 Canall 1 SFU 7412 "
&M4/200% Canell 1 SFU 7-12 1
. BM4/2006 Canefi 1 SFU 7-12
81412008 aenell i SFU 7-12
81472006 ansli 1 SFU 7-12 qs:
6/14/200% Canalii 1 SFU 7-12 ik
8/28/2008/ Ganelli 1 SFU | 712
B/28/2005 Canelli k] SFU 7-12
B/28/200% Ganalli h SFU 7-12
B/26/200 CCanefli 1 SFU 7-12
8/28/20C5 Canelli 1 -SFU 7-12 i
G/2B/20C5 Canelll SFU 712
12005 Canalli 1 SFU 712
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Date

6/28/2008
8/28/2008
/2812006
B8/28/2008
DO
B/2008
8/28/2006
812812008
6/28/200%
TITT2008
7712005
74712006

FITI2008

TI200%
TIT[20085
TIT12008
—r7ia006
TIH2D06

TITI2008
FITI2008:

TI7I200%
TII2006
Ti712004
Ti8I2008
7 [1:4]
71812006
TIR/2006
77812008
/872008
TIR2005
Ti8I2008
T/8i2005
TIB/2004
TI8200%
TA2006
TIBI2006
TIS200%
TIB2004

/82006

712112008
7i2312008
712172008
7212004
7/21/2006

2112004
712172008
712112004
TIZ12006

ThA (2004

712112006
712112006

Ti29/2006
7/21/2008
/2112004

712112005
/2004

81012005

BA0rR2006

BM0/2005

8/10/2005

BAOI2004

8072005

8/10/2005

B/10/2004

810/2004
8/10/2005

BHC/2001

8/10/2001

Strest #

. Sarvice "

Straat Name | Units | SFLIMFU|  Area 7 8 9 10 11 12
Ganelli 1 SFU 712 '
Canelli 1 SFU 712
>anellt 1 SFU 712 1 1
Canelli i SFU 712 .
Canelli SFU =12 1 1
Canalli SFU w
Canell SFU 712 ”
Canglli 1 SFU 7-12 1
Canelli 1 SFU 7-1
Amarillo 1 SFU Nia¥
Amarilio 1 SFU 7-12 1
Amarllo 1 SFU 7-12 1
Amarillo 1 SEU 712 1
Amariilo 1 SFU 7-12
Amegilip L SFU 7-12 1 i
Amarillo 1 SFU 742
Amatillo 1 SFU 7-12
Amarillo 1 SFU 712
Amarillo 1 SFU 742 1
Ametilo - 1 SFU 7-12
Padific 1 SFU 712 1 1
Paciic 1 SFU 7-12 3
Pacic 1 SFU_| 712

nedi SFU 7-12 1 1
Cansfli 1 SFU 712 )
Canefll 1 SFU 712
C3mnsllt * 1 SFU 712 B
Canallf 1 8FU 7-12
Candll 1 SFU 712
Canelli 1 SFU 712
Laurel 1 SF 7-12 1
Spoleto 1 8SFU 7-12 ’
4§ 1_|_ SFu 7-12 1 1
5 1} S 7-12
s 1 | 8Fu_ |72
] 1 8FU 7-12
8 SFU 7-12
dipoleto 1 SFU 7-12 1
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-12
fipoleto 1 SFU 7-12 1
Spoleto 1 SFU_ 3§ 7-12 :
Spoleto SFU 7-12
Sipoieto SFU 712
Spolets 1 BFU 712 :
B 1 SFU 7-12 1 1

leto | SFU 712 .
Spoleto 1 FU 7-12
Gpaleto 1 7-12_ 1
Sipoleto 5 SFU 712 3
B 1 SFU_ | 72
5 1 SFU 7-13 1
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-12
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-11
fpoleto E SFU_ | 71 1 1
E] 1 SFU 7-12 |
(Cass| 1 8FU_| " 712
(;assino 1 SFU =1
(:aasino 1 SFu 7-1
[assino | S_F U 714
(Gassino 1 SFU 712
(>assino 1 SFU 7-12 1
Cassino 1 SFU. 7-12
(assing 1 SFU 7-12 1
(asslno 1 SFU 7=4 1
(-assinp 1 SFU 712 j
(:assinD 1 SFY 7-1
Spaoleto 1 SFU 71 1
Spoleto 1 | sFu [ 742




R

PR

"

R ANSEAT B 1T AL ATATIL (LA A LA R S o Aler ey wm

J P VPP TR P S PP |

R

g P T T e

Date

871042005
8/10/2005

T

81372004
B3/200(
"B/13/2001
6713/2005
611372008
81272004
BA3/20046
0/13/200%
5/13/260%
SM2/2008
81272006
B/15/2008

| 6/13/2006
[ BH3/2008
571372006

81212008
£/13/2008
911372004

8/13/2004

9/13/2005
8/13/2005

B 3/2004

9/21/200%
10/10/2006
10/10/2008
10/10/2005
10/10/200&
10/10/2006

10/1072008

10/10/200%

10/10/2005
10/10/2006

10/10/2006
10M0/20086
10/10/2006

10HO2005

0H0/2005.

1010/2005
10/10/2005

10410/2605

10M0/2005
1 05
14612006
3f7/2008

| 3712006
2f7/2006
72006
3/7/2008

445/2008
AlSI2006

AIS/2006

44512006
4/6/2008
4/5/2008

4/5/2008

4/5/2008

4/5/2008

4752008

41613008

4

[ 4/672008
4/5/2008
[

1/5/2005

Af28/2008

4{28/2008

Strest#

N 0

* | Sarvice .

Strest Name Units {SFU/MFU| Area 7 10 1 | 12
Spoieto 1 SFU 712 E
Spoleto i SF 7-12
Tuscany 11 sy | 712 2
1Zassing ‘ SFU 7-12 g
(zasgino 1 SFU 7-12 1 |
Spoleto 1 SF 7-12 :
5 1 SFU_| 7-12 '
Spolato 1 SFU 7-12
3polato 3 SFU 712 1
Spoleta 1 SFU -] 712
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-1 :
Spolsto 1 SFU 7-1: 1 1
Spaleto i SFU T
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-12
5 i SFU 7-12
Spoleto 1 SFU 712 1
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-12
Spoleta i SFU 7-12 .
Spolsto 1 SFU_| 712 1
Spoleto A SFU 712
Spoleto 1 SFU 712
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-12 1
Spoleto 1 SFU 7-12 .
Spoleto 1- | SFU 712
Spoleto i sfu [ 712
(Gross 1 SFU 7-12
(>aseino I SFU 7-12 i
Cassing 1 SFU 712 %
Cassing 1 8E 7-12 S
assing 1 EFU 712 il T
assing 1 SFU 7-i2 ; i
Casgine 1 SFU 7-12 1
(asalno 1 SFU 712
Cassino 1 SFU 7-12 - B
Casgino. 1 SFU 7-12 e |
Cassing 1 SFL- 712 i R

o 1 SFU 7-12 A ER
Spoleto - 1. SFU 7-12 o PR 8
Spolsto 4| SFU 7412 ]
5 . 1 SFU 7-12 Elyarar .
Spoié 1 | SFU 2-12 2
Sipaleto . 1 SFU 712
Sipolsto |, - 1 SFU 7-12
5 . e SFU . { 712 o
Gresnwood . 1 SFU 712 :
Sanborn 1 SFU 712 =t
Fy 1 SFU 7-12
Padova - SFU 7-12
Padova H SFU 7-12 A
Padova 1 SFU =12
Padova i} SFU 7-12
Palerma i | SFU 7-12
Palermo k SFU 712
Palermo ) SFY 7-12
Palermo 1 SFU 7-12
Palsrmo . SFU 712
Palermo ] SFU 7-1s 558
palmo - B-F- T
Falermo 1 SFU 7-12
Falermo 1 SFEU 7-12 g
Palermo TV )
Palerma 1 SFU 7-12 :
Falarmo i SFU 712 1 1
Palermo i SFU 712
Palermo 1 SFU 712 3
Palermo 1 SFU 7-12
Modena 1 SFU | . 712 “
Modena 1 SFU 742




Straot ¥

Sarvice

Strost Nama Unlts |SF/MFU|  Area 7 10 b 12
Modena 1 SFU 712
Modana SFU 7-12
Modena 1 SFU 7-12
Kodena SFU 7-12
hiodena i SFU 7-12 1
Modena 1 SFU_ 7-12
Modena 1 EFU 7-12 1
iModen 1 SFU 7-12
Modena 1 §FU 7-12 1 1
Modena 1 SFU 7-12 1
Modena 1 SFU 7-1:
Modena 1- | SFU 7-1:
Modena 1 SFU 712 1
Bologna 1 SFU 7-12
Plazza h 8FU 712 1
Plazea BFU 7-12
Plazze 1 SFU 712 1
Plazza h SFU 712 1
Piazza 1 SFU 7-12
Piazza 1 SR 12
Piazza b SFU 7-12 1
Piazza 1 §FU 7-12
Plazza b SFU 7-12 1
Plazza 1 SFU 712
Plazza 1 SFU 712
Plazza 1 [ sFu | 712 i
[ : 1 §FU 7-12 i
Piarza 1 SFU 7-12
Piazza . ’ _SFU 712
Medena 1 SFU 712
Modena 1 SFU 712 L]
iModena 1 SFU 712
Medena 1 SFU =12 1
Modsna O T
Modena 1 8FU 7-1 i

1| 0 v z
liAocnna 1 SFU 7-12
Iodena 1 SFY 7-12
Idodena 1 SFU 712
Miodena 1 SFU 7-12
iiodena . 1 1 SFU 7-12
Modena 1 SFU 7-1:
Modena h | $_IfU T-12
] 1 §FU 7-12
Ral 1 EFU 712
Bologna 1.1 SFU 7-12 i 3
Bologna 1 SFU 7-12
Bologna 1 [ SFU |7
2 1 SFU 7-12
Capr 1 SFU 712
Capi 1 SFU 71
Gapr 1 SFU 7-12
[ 1 SFU 7412 1 1
12 1) SFU | 742
o] 1 SFU 712
[T h SFU 712 .
Ga i 4 8FU 7-12 1
[ 1 &FU 7-12 1 1
[ 1 SFU 7-12
Garbonero St 1 8FU 712
zarbonero St 1 SFU 7-12
am 1 SFU 7-12 3
Campanis Way 1 sru 172
Camparia Way T [ 8RU {712
[T 1 SFU 7-12
[»? nia 1 SFU 712
Campania 1 SFU 7-12
Zampania 1 SFU 712




i porm T e Y T
H :

Date

712812006
71262008

/2812006
TI2B/2008
7/26/2006
TI26/2006
7i2612006

T128/2008
712612008
TI28/2006
71262006

71262000

71262006
772612006
TI2B/2004
[ /26/2006

7126/2006

712812008
7126872008
T/28/2008
T/267200¢
772612004
2612004

7/26/2006
7/28/2006

8/24/200¢
8/24/2008

8I25/2006
8/20/2006

8/20/2006

125872006
4172007
52672007
6/29/2007"
7/2672007
Ti26£2007
T126/2007
T/26/2007

/82007
81232007

B/30/2007

Straat #

Service

Stragt Nama Unlts |SFUIMFU|  Area 7 10 ') 11 12
Zampanla Way 1 SFU 7-12
Campania Way 1 SFU 7-12
Campania Way 1 | SFU 7-12 :
Gempania Way 1 | sFU TPz [~ 5
Trivell 1 SFU 7-12
Trivoll 1 SFU 7-12 -
Trivoll I SFEU 712 i 2
Trivoll Way 1 SFU 7-12 ]
“Trivoli Way 1 gFu 7-12
Trivoll Way 1 SFU 712
"Trivoll Way 1 SFU
“Trivoll Way 1 SFU 7-1
“Frivoli Way 1 SFU 712
Trivoli Way 1 SFU 712
“Trivolt Way 1 SFU 7-12
Trivolt Way 1 SFU 7-1
Trivili Way 1| SFU 7-14 f
Trivol 1 SFY 712 o)
irivoli Way 1 SFu 7-12
“Trivoli Way SFU 7-12 el
Trivoli 1 SFU 7-12 3
Teivolf Way 1 SFU 7-12
Trivoll Way 1 SFU 7-12 i
“rivoli War 1 SFU 712" Ty
Trivoll 1 SFU 7-12
Madeira Ave, N 1 SFU 712 1 1
ronles Lane - 1 SFU 71 . :
arbonero St 1 SFU 7-1 % HES
arbonero 5t 1 SFL 7-12 Il
isarbonero St 1 SFU 7-12 i
Carbonaro St 1 SFU 712
Tuscan 1 SFU 712
Hologna Ct 1 SFU 712 g
Hologna Ct. 1 SFU 7-12 1 13
Hologna 1 SFU 12 i -]
Bol Ct 1 SFU 7-12 o LA
Bologna Way 1 | Si 7-12 % S
Hologna Way 1 | SFU 7-12 £ e
[ 1 SFU 7-12 1 b a-t
1 SFU 7-12 1
Jak St i | SFU 732 T
Abbott St 1 SFU 712
[ R SFU 7-12 :
1 SFU 7-12 5 !
Bologna Wey 1 | SFU_| 72
ol 1 SFU . 712
Hal 1 SFU. | 7-12
Bologna Way h SFY 1-12
Bologna Way 1 SFU 7-12
Bol 1 SFU 7-12
Bolopns Ct. 1 _SFU 7-12
Bologna Ct. 1 SEU 7-12
iBolegne Ct. 1 SFU 7-12 1
Balogna Ct 1 SFL 7-12
na Ct 1 SFU_| 7-12 |
Bologna Ct. 1 SFU 7412 [] 3
Bologna Ct. 1 SFU | _ 7-1 :
Hologna Ct. 1 SFU 7-1:
Eagles Roost Rd. _ 1 SFU 7=12
Wiren St. #A_(2nd Dwelling) 1 SFU 7-12
Burks St _(2nd dwelling} 1 8FU 712
Saint George Dr. 1 SFU 7-12
Saint George Or. 4 SFU 712
Salnt Georga Dr. SFU 7-12
Saint George Dr. h SFU 712
Add tans#A (Graves Dist) 8FU 712 1
Bolero Ave. #A _{2nd Dwalling) 1 SFU 712 -
Bologna CF . h] SFU 712 s

vt




R

T s e

Service .
Date Stroet # |Street Name Units | SFUWMFU|  Area 7 10 11 12
8/30/2007 Bologna Ct. 1 SFU 7-12
8/20/2007 Bologna Ct. 1 SFU 712
" |__8/30/2007 Helogna Ct. i 1 SFU 7-12
9/4/2007 hapatral St $#A (2nd Dwelling} 1 SFU 7-12
8/5/2007 Ganca 1 | SFU 7-1:
. B/B/2007" (3enca 1_| - 8FU 7-14
Mo BIE/Z007 tsenca Way 1 SFU 7-1 ;
2/6/2007 (3snca 1 SFU 7=
9/26/2007 Bologna Ct. k SFU 712
8/26/2007 Bologna Ct. 1 SFU 712
9/26/2007 Balogna Way 1 SFU 7-1:
SI26/2007 ologna Way 1 SFU 712
B126/2007 lologna Way 1 SFU 7-15
0/26/2007 Slenna Way 1 SFU 7-12
8/z6/2007 Sienna 1 SFU 7-12
8/26/2007 Slenna Way 1 SFL 712
£/26/2007 Sienna Way 1 SFU 7-12
/2612007 Slenna Way 1 SFU 712
972612007 Slenna Way [ SF 7-12
8/25/2007 Slenna 1 SFU 712
9J3672007 Slenna Way ; SFU 7-12
11/13/2007 Gay 1 SFU 7-12
1111322007 Capri 1 SFU 712
11/13/2007 Caprl 1 _|__SFU 7-1
1171372007 Capri _SFU 7-1
11A43/2007 Capr BFU_| 7-
- 1111842007 apH ; SFU 71
{ 1141372007 Pigzza D, 1 SFU 7-1:
| 11/13/2007 v 1__SFU_|_ 71
[ 11/28/2007 Gaprt Wy 1 SFU 7-13
' 11/28/2007 Gapri Wy 1 1 _SrU 7-1:
! 1142672007 Sapri Wy [ SFU 7-1:
11/28/2007 Wy 1 SFU 7-1
11(28/2007 1_| -SFu 7-12
$1/28/2007 tapri Wy 1 SFU 71
11728/2007 a0 Wy 1 SFU 7-1
11/2872007 i Wy 1 SFU 7-1
12/3/2007 edar St #A (shucio) 1 SFU_|. 7-12
12/21/2007 St.#A chwelli 1 SELf 712 2
Sub-ToI 7-12 Service Area) 725 < 46_| 51 | B3
. ] ) Service :
_Date | Strest# |5treet Name Units |SFIVMFU| _ Area 7 0 [ 12
a17/08 Buckingham 1 8FY. | s42 1]
5/5/04 Belmont 1 SFU 812
i 71112000 Kerd Strast* 1 EFU 812
{ : 7112003 iKent Street i | SFU 812
; N T iKent Street ] SFU 12
77172003 Kem Street 1 SFU 812 [ i
7172003 ICent Street 1 SFU B-12
*7Hi2003 Cent Street 1 SFU B-12
7Hi2003 Kent Strest 1 SFU 5-12
7/i7/2008 GoaelDal Rd. SFU =12
7/30/2003 RanchitoDelRie Rd. 1 8FU 12
8/18/200:3 Pesadsra Court 1 BFL -12
BA3/2003 PassoEstribo 1 SFU 12
B/5/2003 KKent Strest ; §FU 12
9/5/20053 iKent Strest 1 SFU =12
2/5/2003 Kent Street 3. | SFU 512
8/5/200:3 Kant Street 1 SFU =12
- 9/5/2003 Kert Strest 1 SFU 12
2/5/2003 Kent Strest SFU 312
| Streat FU 11
B/5/2003 KKent Strest 8FU -1
B/SI2003 Kot Strest 1 SFU -1
8/512005 Kent Street 1 SFU 519
8/5/2003 math Ox. 1 SFU B-12
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3 Servlce | -
Data Strest 2| Street Name Units [SFUIMFU] Area .| 7 8 8 10 11 12
' Bi5200% Idarmath Dr. ) ) - SFU 812 bl
BI6/200% Kiamath Dr. ) i h SFU 812 .-
52005 Klamath Dr, - : | SFU -12 1
B/5/2004 IGamath Dr. i | SFU 3-1 : d SN BS
Bisi2008 [Kamath Dr. 1 SFU X 1 I PR
8/11/2008 Saddie Rd. - . 1 BFLU 8-1 ) h
1 BM8/200% Coltln, ~ToeTmm - 1 S5FU 91 i i
2812005 Arcadia GL__- 1 SFU 5-1: 1 e [
D123/2005 Arcadia Ct. 1 SFU §-12 B 1.
9/23/2003 Arcadia Ct 1 SFU -1z - =
8/23/200% Arcadia Ct bl SFU 5-1 1 i1
012312008 Arcadia Ct. 1 SFU -1 | R
B/23/2006 Arcadia Ct 1 SFU -1 ' . 1 1
/23/200% Arcadia Ct 1 SFU B2
B/23/200% Arcadia CL. 1 SELU -1
B/23/200% Arcadia Ct 1 SFU 3-12
9/23/200% Arcadia Ct 1 SFU .12
B/23/200% Arcadia Ct. 1 SFU 812 1 1
B/25/2006 Arcadia Way 1_}| SrU 8-12 1
B/25/2008 Arcadia 1 8FU 9-12
B25/2008 Arcadia 1 8FU 912
9/25/200% Arcadia 1 SFU 8-12 [
B/25/200% Arcadia Wa 1 SFU 12
8/25/200% Arcadia 1 ‘SFU )-12 s
B/25/200% Arcadia \Way 1 SFU 3-12 1 O
B/25/200% Arcadia 1| SFU 12 )
10/1/200% Mirador Court - ‘ SFU =12 - .
10/1/200% Mirador Courl 1 SF §12 -y
10/1/200% Mirador Cour i h _SFU =12
101/200% Mirador Couif 1 SFL 12 ISL R
10/1/2008 Mirador Court .~ ) 1 SFU 8-12 . : il
10172008 Mirador Court - 1 SFU - 8-12 ’ : :
10/1/2008 Mirador, Gour] 1 SFU 8-12
10/13/200% Kent Sireel 1 SFU_ |- 813 -
10M3/200% Kent Street - 1.} SFU 812
10/13/2003 Kent Street . 1 _SFU 812 ¥
10/1372003 ¥ont Street : 1 | SFU 812 [ T P
10/13/2003 Kent Street ’ SFu 812 Sl eas
10/13/2003 Kent Street : h SFU 812 <51
10M3/2002 HentStreet e T T
1041312003 Hent Sireef . : i 1 SFU 12
10/24/2003 Arcadia 1 SFU - B-12
10/24/2003 Arcadia Way - 1 SFU 812 2 S e i
10/24/2003 Arcadia'Way N 1 SFU |, 812 1
, 1012412003 Arcadia Way - B Ty 1 - SFU B-12 Ity
1072472003 Arcadis Way % k. 1 SFLU B-12 A .
10/24/2003 Arcadia Way ! - 1 SFU 812
10/28/2003 Gasiano Dr.. e o] 1 |- §FU 512 !
11/5/2003 EstrellaB'oro STHE ] SFU B-12 o LG
11/10/2003 LaurelesGrade Fa8 , 4 1 | SFU 812 i i - T
1412472003 Pasadera CL R 5 N SFU 812 : : 3
12212003 CuestsVarde Dr. > S SFU 5-12
12/8/2003 Lucie Lans ] ] . 9 SFU 8-12 "]
17712004 SanBenancic Canyon . . 1 SFL 812
| 1h8/2004 Rd. A ] SFLU 8-12
1 1/2112004 \aDelMilagro .1 SFU 912
| 1/282004 LaurslesGrade ‘ SFU_| 812
1/28/2004 Herry Rd. h SFU B-12 s
1/28/2004 SanJon Rd. 7 FL 42
2372004 CorglDeTierra R, 1 SFU 12
2/8/2004 Monteray Hwy BN T SFL 12
3/8/2004 LavrelesGrade 1 SFU -1
72212004 zaminaEscondido 1 SFY 8-12
4/12/2004 Ressarvation Rd. ; - 4 SFU 9-12 -
5H4/2004 SanBenancic Rd. N h SFU 3-12 .
5/18/2004 alleSanJuan Dr & h SFU 3-12 A,
8/212004 Middisfisid Rd. X .41 SFU - 312
B/6/2004 Robley Rd. N i ) SFU 8-12




R T L]

SR—— P

R T T

e

L)

1211442005
1/1B/2006

1/18/2006

2/28/2006
/2006
$/8/2006

5/12/20086

7712008

Street &

10

11

12

Street Name Unlts |SFUWMFU|  Arsa
River Rd. L SFU 812
Sipur Road 1 SFU 9-12
RolandCanyon Rd; SFU 4.2
EstrellaD'oro j SFU 8-1.
UpperFourty Dr. 1T SFU T Te
ElCaminoDaChamissl 8FU P12
Taeom Ct SF 3-12
‘ValleS8anJuan Dr K §FL -12
EoldRuler Ln. 1 SFU 12
CorralDaTiems 1 SFY 8-12
EoldRiverL.and 1 SFU 9-12
LaTerraza Ct 1 SFU 8-12
CastieRock Ra. SFU g-12
Tescro Rd. 1 SFU 912
Eimont Clrcle 1 SFU B8.12
CormalDalCl 1 EFU 8412
Ca o 1 SFU 8.12
Estrella Ave. 1 SFU B-12
Elzimont Circle 1 SFU 8-12
Eaimont Circle 1] _SFU- 812
Balavida Rd. 1 SFU 9-12
ComaiDeTierma 1 SFU 812
SanBenscio Rd 1 EFU 8-12
Elaimont Circle 1 - 8FU §-12 ¢
Fiverviaw CL. 1 EFU B-12
Ti Rd. 1 SFU -1
Tesoro 1 SFU 312
Tesora Ct. 1 SFU 12
Maravills 1 SF 8-12
Agsigi 1 8l g-12
Assis] 1 SFL 3-12
Zdan 1 SFU 3-12
Belmont 1 SFU -12
‘ViaDalMIl 1 B 3-12
\iaDaiCastilo 1 EFY 3-12
P! 4= |~ E§FU 12
Cassing 1 &FU 12
Cassing 1 SFU 812
Cassing 1 SFU 2-12
Cassino 1 SFU B-12°
Cassinp 1 SFU g-12
Cassino 1 SFL g-12
Ciassino B i SFU 812
Cassino 1 | SFU %‘
Casaino. 1 | S8FU ~{' B
C:assino 1 SFU -1
Cassino 1 SFU 31
Cassing 1 SFU 8912
Cassino 1 SFU =12
5 1 SFLU )1 2
Spoleto SFU X
] SEU 8-11
Wi 8FU 812
Calera 1 SFU. 9-12
SanBsnancloCanyon 1 EFU 912
Riverview 1 SFU 8-12
Elsimont 1 SFU 9-12
Mirador 1 SFU 9-12
Laureles 1 _8SFU 312
SanBena 1 _SFU 8-12
Eielmont 1_|__SFU 8-12
ComalDeTlema 1 SFU 912
Riverview 1 SFU 9-12
Sanl 1 8FU 912
\iaDal o 1 SFU 9-12
Pasadera 1 SFU 12
Manzanita 1 SFU 8-12
Fiasada L SEU 5-12
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Date

771200k
7H0/2008
8/2/2006
-8/10/2006
Qf7/2006
10/17/2006

| _10/20/20086

111972006

27412006
120472008

12/B/2006
12/2007
1M2r2007
1/19/2007

1£23/2007

212072007
A{30/2007
4/30/2007
5/8/2007
5/21/2007
B/1/2007
/12007
6/1/2007,
8/1/2007
&/1/2007
81772007
8/7/2007

. 6772007
BI712007
8/7/2007.
B/712007
8/7/2007
{2007
B/712007
8/20/2007
BI27/2007
612612007
B/29/2007
6/29/2007
8/28/2007
6120/2007
8/2072007
B8/29/2007
6/28/2007
6/28/2007
B/20/2007
FRI2007
TI2007
Firlre
732007
TR2007

TFra2007

. 7132007
7132007
7132007
7RY2007
7132007
TIRV2007
7312007

7i3/2007

71312007
TH22007
71972007
119/2007

7H8/2007
/2042007
7i24/2007

112412007

. . Service
Straat # jStrest Name Units [SFUMFU| Area
Soto Pl i SFU 812
Jasmine CL 1 &FU §-12
Fagadera Ct. 1 SFU -12
Pasadera Ct. [ . SFU 3-12
Zabals Rd. c 1 SFU -12
ViaDe!Milagro : 1 SFU 812
HiddenValley Rd. 1 SFU 8-12
PineCa Rd. 1 SFU 9-12
Pasadera CL 1 SFU 9-12
ViaDelMilagro = 1 SFL 812
Horse Cyn. LA e SFU 8-12
Pasadera Dr, PR B SFU 9-12 .
fianBenancio : Fied I SFU 912
Govey Lane e 11 SFL 812
Riverview Ct. » 1 SFU B-12
Pasadera Dr. i 1 SFU 8-12
Corral De Tlema Road C ] SFi 8-12
Pine Canyon Rd. LRy 1 SFU -8-12
Via Del Milagro R 1 SFU 9-12
San Benancio Rd. NN 1 SFU- g-12
fiolsa Loop - 1 SFU- 8-12
Holsa Log . 1 SFU 812
Holsa L.oo 2 0 1] SFU | 812
Fremont Drive st - 1 SFU g-12
Fremont Drive i 1 SFU 8-12
Halsa . 1 SEU -12
EHolga P B SEU ] 812
Elplza Loop R SFU 12
Bolsa Loop .l 1.1 SFU 9-12
Bolsalo i SN ‘ SFU- 9-12 .
Bolsa Loop - o A 1 SFU 12
Eelsa Loop 1 SFU 912
Eolga Lo 1 SFU 8-12
Fremont Dr. 1 SFU 812
Via Del Mil 1 SFU-{ 812
Belmont Circle 1 1 SFU 812
Elolsa %3 1 . SFU 812
Bolsa 44 1 s ]| 812
Eolsa Loop 1 SFU 812
Eiolses Loop N SFU’ 212
Einlsa L 7 s R SFU B-12
Eiolsa - 1 SFU- | 812
Eloisa Loop . : 1 SFU 512
Bolsa Loop T oL 1 JSFU | o612
Eolsa ; | 1 SFU XF
Eolsa Looj 1 SFU D14
Hacional Ave. 1 SFU D12
hacional Ava, . 1 SFU 812
Hacional Ave. - e L SFU 8-12
hlacional Ave. ; - 1 SFU g9-12
Second St - 1 8FU 812
Second St 1 SFU_ | ®12
Second St 1| SFU -1
Second St h SFU 81
Second St ne s 1 SFU -1
Second St k| SFU 812
iecond St ’ SFU_ | S
Second St 3 SFU 312
Siecond St 1 SFU -1
Sscond St, 1 SFI 812
Sepond St. 1 SFU 912
Dso De Court 3 SFU 912
Eolsa Logp ‘ SFU 312
Bolsa 1 SFU 812
Eolsa Loop SFU ¥
Jackson St 1 SFU 8-12
Eolsar L -1 SFU | - 912
Eolsa SFU 912"

10 1 | 12
b
k] .
-y ~.':
_st.".":
A
- ;z&?"-—"?"‘
R
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Satvice
Date Streei # |Strest Name Unlts [SFU/MFU|  Area 7 8 2 10 |° 11 12
712412007 Holsa Loo| 1 SFU 8-12
7124/2007 Holsa Looj 1 _SFU 9-12
71242007 Bolsa Lool 1 SFU 12
712412007 Bolss Loop 1 SFL -1
- |_Ti2412007 Eolsa Looj 1 SFL -1
712412007 Holas Lo 1 SFL 91
71242007 Holga Lo SFU 812
712472007 Boisa Lo h SFLU) -1Z
1124/2007 Holsa Loop 1 SFU 42
712412007 Holsa Loop 1 SFU 3-12
712472007 Boisa Loop 1 SFU B-12
712472007 olsa Loop 1 SFU 912
7/24/2007 Bolsa Loop L SFU 8-12 .
71242007 Bolsa Loop 1 SFU B-12
712472007 fiolsa Loop 1_{| SFU 12
TI30/2007 \fte Del Milagro 1 SFU =12
872072007 B Lans 1 SFU 12
B/20/2007 B Lane 1 SFU g-12
B/2072007 Bi Lane 1 SFU 12
B/22/2007 Holsa Loop SFU g-12 _
8182007 (alera Cal : 1 SFU 0-12 . - 1
212007 Via Del Miagro h SFU B-12
/2412007 B Lane 1 SFU 42
92412007 Blg Sky Lane 1 SFU 12
812412007 Fluslic Lane 1 _SFU 312
B2 Sian Banandc Rd, 1 SFU 12
11/15/2007 Fasadars Ct. 1 812
11118/2007 Persz St 1 ] &FU 812
1112712007 Pasaders Ct. 1 §FU 3-12
12/13/2007 Pasadera Ct. 1 SFU B-12
1212172007 Flanchito Drive — 1 3 12 -
Sub-Total 8-12 Service Area:| 25% 13 10 B 9

[ Combined Total 7-12 snd 912 servics Areas:] 1044 IR < | + | 67 | 66 | 69 | 62 |
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Service | - :
Units | SFUIMFU] _ Area 7 8 9 10 | 11 |- 12
7 | MFY 712 ;
4 | MFU 712 1 2 e
17 | MFY 7-12 1o
12 | MFY 712 | . - . - N A
3 MFU 7-12 ] 1 -1
3 | MFU 72 1 1 1
4_| MFU 712 | 1 2 |2 3 12
85 | MFU 712 - e
ge | MFU | 712
-81 | MFU 7-12
ws 1" 4 | MFU 7-12
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Date | Street # |Strest Name .t "} Units | SFUMMFU| _ Area 7 ] 10 19 | 12
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BHE/A Independence - o -l 18 | MFU 812 4 s
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- "Bi15i0% [ o 10 | MFU 812
Rogge Village Loop Lot D
10/26/2007 APARTME - 48 | MFU 842 i i
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Executive Summary

The Salinas Union High School District School Facility Master Plan assesses the future facility
needs of the District and provides options to meet the twenty-two year facility need. The Plan
considers regional demographic data and development activities that may impact the student
population. The Plan also identifies the existing facilities and ekamines various methods to house
students. The District’s twenty-two year facility needs are identified by examining enrollment
projections. in concert with the existing facilities. The Plan presents a Facility Plan, which meets
the District’s twenty-two year facility needs and identifies decision points for the District. The
Plan also’ presents additional facility options that allow the District to remove/eliminate -
additional portable classrooms, relieving overcrowding at existing school sites. The Plan
presents funding sources that maybe used to accomplish the Facility Plan.

"The Plan projects that the District’s enrollment will grow up to 29 percent over the twenty-two

year planning period (from 13,558 to 17,496). This level of growth shows that the District will
not have sufficient permanent facilities to house the anticipated enrollment over the twenty-two

. year planning period. The District’s use of portable. classrooms, while housing student

population growth has had some negative impacts such as reducing the play field areas, locker
rooms, gymnasiumns, kitchens and administrative/counseling areas at the school sites. All schools
are on sites that are smaller than those recommended by the California Department of Education
(CDE) and therefore have stident densmes above the CDE reoommendauons

‘The planmng effort 1dent|fied a series of goals of highest interest fo the Dlstnct and used these to

develop and evalwatc potential solutlons for faclhty issues. - The -goals, as identified by district
adrministrators, are :

« . Eliminate portable classrooms that have become t0o old to maintain and reduce student
densities on school sites which exceed the CDE recommendations, .

e Free up classroom space that can be used for special progtams

» Take maximum advantage of State school facility flmds

At the request-of the District, the Plan presenis a Faclhty Plan for meeting the, Dl.slm:t meds over.

a twenty-two year period.

The consultant re;ommends the following Facility_.Plan:

s Construction of one new middle school with a capacity of 1,000 students;
e Construction of two new high schools (High School #1 with a capaclty of 1,500 students
and High School #2 with a capacity of 2,000 students).

Implementation of the Facility Plan will allow the District to remove some existing portable’
classrooms at all middle and high school campuses. However, certain sites will still have-
portable classrooms that have become too old to maintain and site densities well above those
recommended by the CDE. As a result, the Plan provides the District with two additional facility
options that would allow the District to eliminate additional portable classrooms that are too old
to maintain and further reduce their site densities. '

iii
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__These facility options are as follows:
. Optlon #l
A second new middle school with & capaclty of 1,000 students.
A third new hlgh school mth a capaclty of 2 000 students.

e Option #2 : 2 '
Option #1 plus a fourth new high school with a capacity of 2, 000 students

The Plan includes an Implementation Plan that outlines a suggested schedule of activities to be
conducted to implement the Facility Plan,
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Introduction

A. Purpose - _ : g : B - B e s e

_The purpose of this School Facility Master Plan (Plan) is to identify the facility needs of the Salinas .

. » |_;1 5 - _ NN

High Union School District (D1str1ct) over a twenty-two year plannmg period and examine strategies-

to meet thosé needs.

The Plan is desiglied to provide a “road map™ to help the District meet its facility needs over the next
twerity-two years. The Plan addresses the estimated number of classroom facilities that are needed,
when they are needed, how much they will cost, and potentlal sources of funding to pay for needed
facilities.

Factors that affect faclhty needs such as residential development rates and enrollment growth will™”

-change as economic and other conditions change in the District. As a result, the facility needs
identified in this Plan should be reexamined and modified when appropriate.

B. Content/Organ ization

The Plan is organized according to the following four questions:
(1) Part One, What do we have?

(2) ‘Part Two, What do we need?.

(3) Part Three, What can we do to meet the need? and
(4) Part Four, How can we pay for it?

Part One analyzes the District’s current facilities, mcludmg schools’ pupil capacity, site size and use
of portable classrooms. Part Two compares the District’s projected enroliment growth with its

current pupil capacities to quantify the additional pupil capacity required by the District. Part Three -
outlines alternative facility plans to meet the needs identified in Part Two. Part Four estimates the

- cost; of“ lthe altemanves and 1dent1ﬁes The D1stnct's potemnal sources of fundmg

C. Acknowledgments’
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Master Plan.
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Jeanne Gobalet, Lapkoff & Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc.

City of Salinas Community Planning and Development Department

City of Salinas Redevelopment Department

Housing Authority of the County of Monterey

Monterey County Planning Department
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Part One — What do we have?

Summaryof Key Points:

. The District’s operates four middle schools, four hlgh schqols and one continuation high school.
The District has a 7-8 permanent pupil capacity of 3,979 seats. Permanent classroom capacity
utilization for 2007 is 100% percent (7-8 enrollment of 3,997). The District also has a 7-8
portable classroom capacity of 1,193 seats. Capacity utlllzat:lon, mcludmg portable classrooms, |
is77%. :

e The District has a 9-12 permanerit pupil capacity of 6,377 seats. Permanent classroom capacity

utilization for 2007 is 150% percent (9-12 enrollment of 9,561). The District also has a 9-12
portab]e classroom capacity of 3,213 seats. Capacity utilization, including portable classrooms,
is 100%. 1
e . All middle school sites are operatmg at sxte densities above the CDE recommendations. These
sites will benefit from the removal of portables: However, even if all portables are removed from
.these sites, they will still operate at student densities above the CDE recominendations.

le If portable classrooms are removed at Alvarez High; the site would operate at a student density

below the CDE recommendation. Site densities at all other high school-sites will also benefit |
from the removal of portable classrooms. However, even if all portable classrooms are removed
from these sites, they will still operate at student densities-above the CDE recommendations. ‘

» Severa] school sites have portable classrooms that are 20 years of age or older and are overly
expensive to maintain. These sites will benefit from the removal of these portables and should be
a priority of the District. The removal of these portable c]assrooms will also beneﬁt the District
by reducmg site densltles at existing campuses S

Pa.rt One is dmded into two sections. The first section analyzes the District’s school sites’ pupll
capacity and current capacity. utiliztion. 'Ihe second section analyzes the use of portable classrooms
and student densmes on eaoh school site. . .

A, Pupil CapacltyfFaelllty Utlllzatlon_ .

The capacity. of a school site is'determined by (1) counting the number of classrooms on the site, (2)
multiplying each by the apprapriate loading standard (the maximum number of students placed ina

_ ,room), and (3) making adjustments to account for pohcles that affect capaclty

Tables 1 and 2 shows the pupil capacmes and current utlhzatlon of each school site, both mcludmg
and excluding existing portable classrooms. The classroom inventories, loading standards, and
Dlstnct policies that affect capaclty are documented in the following subsections.

Because the site capacltxes in tlus Plan are being used for comparanve planmng purposes, they
include adjustments for factors that affect a-site’s actual capacity (e.g., room usage policies, efc).
Therefore, the school site capacities ‘listed in the following tables might conflict with current daily
usage and previously recorded capacity figures.

U A
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Table 1 ;. :
2007 Pupll Capacltletlhzatlon of Mlddle Schools

i Y W/Ports | Ports* W/Parts
| El Sausal MS 7-8 1,269 999 893 0% | 89%
HardenMS . 7-8 1371 950 1,166 83% 123%
| La Paz MS 7-8 1242 | 999 979 | 1% 98%
| Washington MS 7-8 1,290 | 1,031 959 74% 93%
Table 2

2007 Pupil Capacity/Utilization of High Schools

- Alisal HS

Alvarcz BS - 9-12_ | 2403
North Salinas HS 912 | 2,084 .
Salinas HS . 912 |. 2484

Mount ToroHS ____

‘i Classroom-Inventories : S e,

Tables 3 and 4 list the classroom mventones of each site. The inventories are- based on current sme
= “ufilization didgrams provided by the District and site administrators afid’ conversafions with District ~
administrators regarding the use of classrooms for the 2007school year.

~ Table3
Classroom Inventory, Middle School Sites

El Sausal Middle School 3 0 1
Harden Middls School 49 1 3 0 - . 53
La Paz Middle School 456 - 3 0 0 49
: 2 3 0 51
R O

*Includes 49 portable classrooms.
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Table 4
Classroom Inventory, High Sc‘hool Sltes

Alisal High

- 1 1 -1 0 4 2
Alvarez High . 72 15 1 1 0 0 10 1 100
| North Salinas High 55 19 0 .1 1 2 5 3 86
Salinas High 71 17 0 3 1 4] 4 4] 96
Mount Toro Hig 0 0 4] 0 -1 0

et portablz '
2. Loading Standards

Table 5 lists the loading standards . for 7-12 c]assrooms -provided by the District and site
administrators.

. Table§
Loading Standards

. | Standard Classroom (7-12) HE 27 -

- jLdb(9-12) - g C 27
‘ROP/ROTC(9-12) - N 27
Band / Music / Choral (9-12) : 27
Drama / Theater (9-12) ) 27
Special Day (7-12) - . 16
Physical Education (7-12) ) 100
Pull Out (7-12) S ) ,

e F e s i S Ch

3. District Policies that Affect Capacity ; _

'The District currently operates pull-out type programs at all grade levels (i.e., students leave their
regular classroom and occupy space in another classroom during the pull-out pregram). Examples
of pull-out type programs that are in use are Detention Centers, Career Centets, Instructional Service

Rooms and Leadership Rooms..The rooms used for these programs are not counted in caleulating
site capacities because they do not confribute to the effective capacity of the schodl.

B -Analy-sis of Portable Classroom Use, Age and School Site Student Densities

Two nnportant issues that are relevant when evaluatmg the current capacity of a school district are
student densities at school sites and the age of poitable classrooms-that have become too old to
maintain. _For example, a school site that has a large portion of its capacity in portable classrooms
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might have undesirably high student densities and maybe occlipyihg portable classrooms that do not
meet District standards and are overly expensive to preserve.

1. Inventory of Portable Classrooms by School Site

Table 6 identifiés the use and age of portable classrooms on the District’s school sites, in descending
order of total portable classrooms on each site.

) Table 6
Portable Classroom Use
Alvarez High 0 100 . : 49%
Salinas High 0 96 33%
Alisal High- 12 92 33%
North Selives High 5 86 27%
Harden Middle ' 12 53 _32%
El Sausal Middle ° 9 51 ' 25%
Washington Middle 1] 51 . , 20%
La Paz Middle 0 49 1%
1

2 - School Site Student Densmes

A good measure of appropriaté student density for a school site is to compare its site size with the
site size recommended by the California Department of Education (CDE) for a school with -
equivalent enrollment.- For example, the capacity of El Sausal Middle School is 1,269 students. The
CDE recommends. that a middle school of that capacity be on a site of 23.1 useable acres. Because
Fl Sausal Middle School is on an 18 acre site, we can infer that it has a student- density above the -
CDE recommended density. Conversely, schools with site sizes larger than the CDE recommended'

_.... size have stident densities below the CDE recommendedlevels. . . .
Table 7 again lists the school sites in descending order of total portable classrooms. The table
shows, for each school site, (1) its site size in acres, (2) the site size recommended by the CDE,
glven its planned grade configuration capacity as described in Part III of the Plan, and (3) the site
size recommended by the CDE if all portable classrooms at the site were removed. Chart A shows
the same information in bar graph form.

(continued on the next page)
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Table 7
Schooi Site Size an_d CDE Recommended Site Size

El Sausal MS 18 219
Harden MS 18 23.1 21.9
‘| La Paz MS 18 .23.1 219
‘Washington MS 18 23.1 21.9
Alisal HS 40 55.3 413
' Alvarez HS 40 55.3 39
North Salinas XS 40 52.7 47.1
Salinas HS 24 54.7 46,5
Mount Toro HS 5 - 72 52
- Chart A i
- School Site Size and CDE Recommended Site Size
&0 : : : - . e T —
B Actual Site Size(in
Y, il rafiloe e
Site Sizes and CDE ¥ g - 7 O CDE Récommended
. Recommended Site = 5 Site 8ize (In Actes)
o Sizes. ‘ - - .
ECDE Racommended
Site Skze {in Acres)
without Portable -
30 _ Classrooms

As Table 7 shows, a]l District schools are on school sites that are smaller than those recommended.
_ by tlie CDE and therefore, have student densities above the CDE recommendations. In addition,
Table 7 shows that removing portable classrooms from Alvarez High would allow the site to be
larget than the site size recommended by the CDE and therefore, have a student density below the
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CDE recommendation. Site densities at all other school sites will also benefit from the removal of
portable ‘classrooms. However, even if all portable ¢lassrooms are removed from these sites, they
will still be: on sites smaller than the site sizes recommended by the CDE. Alternatives for removing
portable classrooms from campuses are discussed in Part Three of this Report Table 8 identifies the
minimum number of portable classrooms that would need to-be removed in order to aecomphsh a
site density consistent with the CDE recommendations.’

Table 8
Portable Classroom Removal and CDE Recommended Site Size

El Sausal MS 18 21.9
Harden MS 18 16 16* 21.9
LaPazMS 18 9 9+ 21.9
Washington MS 18 10 10* 219
Alisal HS 40 27 27* 413
Alvarez HS 40 41 38 39
North Salinas HS 40 16 16* 445
Salinas HS 24 32 32* 44.5
Mount Toro HS 5 3* ‘52

*The CDE reeommended sue size is sull larger than ﬂle actual sme s:zeeven when all pmtable classromns are removed. I

3. Removal of Portable Classrooms fhat have become too old to Maintain.

When removing portable classrooms the District should prioritize removal of cle.ssroon;ls that are
greater than 20 years of age (See Table 6). The 20 year benchmark is an appropriate measure of age
a5 it is the point in time that fhe State provides fundmg for major Tenovation and or replacement of

portable classrooms.
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Part Two — What do we need?

Summary of Key Points:

+ The District’s enrollment is projected to increase up to 29 percent over the twenty-two year
period (from 13,558 to 17,496). Three enrollment forecasts are presented in the Plan,
representing three different timing scenarios related-to planned residential development in the |
District.

o Based on current classroom facilities and facility-use policies, the Dlsmct requires additional
capacity at the middle school grade level of up to 12 spaces (approxmately 1 classroom) over

" the twenty-two year planning period should the District continue to use all portable classrooms at
emstmg campuses. However, the District has 21 portable classrooms at middle school sites that
are aging and will need to be removed, which will require the District to add up to 567 additional .
spaces, for a total of approximately 22 classrooms of additional capacity at the middle school

. grade level over the twenty-two year planning period. Additionally, as outlined in Part One, all
District middle school sites are operating at densities well ebove those recommended. by. the
CDE. Based on the District’s permanent classroom facilities and facility-use pohcles, the District
will require up to 1,205 spaces (approximately 45 classrooms) of additional capatify at the
middle school grade level over the twenty-two year planning period.’

o Based on-current facilities and facility-use policies, the District will require up to 2 ,722 spaces
(approximately 101 classrooms)- of additional capacity. at the high school grade level over the’

' twenty-two year planning period. The District’s high school site densities will also benefit from
the removal of portable classrooms. Of the 138 portables on high school campuises, 18 portables
are 20 years of age or older and should be the District’s priority for removal. Based on the

" District’s permanent classroom facilities and facility-use policies, the District will require up to
5,935 spaces (approximately 220 classrooms) of additional capacity at the high school grade

| - level over the twenty-two year planning period.

Part Two is divided into two sections. The first section projects the District’s enrollment over the
next, twenty-two years. . The second section compares projected enrollment tocurrent facility
capacity and identifies the additional pupil capacity required over the next twenty-two years.

A, Enrollment History and Pro;ectmn

The enrollment hlstory and prcuectlon information used in the Plan was prepared by Lapkoff &
Gobalet Demographic Research, Inc. (Demographers) and is included as.an Appendix. The
Demographers presented three different forecasts identified as “Optimistic”, “Medium™ and
“Pessimistic”.” The three forecasts represent three different timing scenarios related to the planned
residential development in West Boronda and the Future Growth Areas (FGAs) north and east of the
City- of Salinas. The “Optimistic” forecast assumes development completion by 2020, the

* “Medium” forecast assumes development completion by 2029 and the “Pessimistic” forecast

assumes that no residential development will be completed by 2029. Chart B shows the District’s

_ projected 7-12 enrollment, and Charts C and D show the projected enrollment growth of the middle
.and high school grade groups
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Chart B

Historical and Projected 7-12 Enrollment, 2007 — 2029

o
"%

) _ : L-15 Rl o E

. . . o —-"
A ol
& . -
) Y TO e s i ¢
o L |
- » . ——Historical Enroliment

N\gﬁ? ~B—Projected Opfimistic Enrolment
— ~=Projected Medium Enmiiment

a‘-‘p- " | = Projacted Pessimistic
- Enro!lment

d??@*«f-a"wé’@&@f#ﬁe@vp @""-9"’@"“-9‘-&‘ -é"-a'*‘—é"-é‘”-é‘@ @" "“é”-ﬁ"

(continued on the next page)

—_—h
H
H




Y
i

1
P R ——

e o e

H L -
1 -

P - o ' Salinas Union High Sehdol Di.s{trict-—Scﬁool Facii-i‘tj’fMastéﬁi-.P.Ic'iﬁJ.:ﬂlaféﬁ'éloaé L R

-

PR **‘ L-15 == ‘"“

T s L T B L TR T

Table 9 _
Projected Optimistic Middle School Enrollment, 2007 — 2029

TR

SeHTR r L ey ER
2007* i 3,997 - N/A N/A
2008 3,995 (0.05%) @
2009 3,965 "~ (0.8%) (30).
2010 3,956 (0.23%) - 9
2011 - 4,014 147% 58
2012 4,164 3.74% . 150
2013 4382 5.24% . 218
2014 1 - 4540 S 3.65% 160
2015 4,667 2.75% 125
2016 4,770 2.21% 103
2017 43874 T 218% 104
2018 4,977 . 2.11% 103
: 2019 ' 5080 2.07% 103

2020 5184 ° 2.05% © 104
2021 5184 0%
2022 5,184 ' - 0%
2023 5,184 0%
2024 5,184 . 0%
2025 5,184 0%
2026 5184 - 0%
2027 ' 5,184 0%
2028 5,184 0%
.+ 2029 L 5184 - 0% °
*Based on current CBEDS provided by District.
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(continued on the next page)
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Table 10 _ . :
Projected Medium Middle School Enroliment, 20072029

2008 3,995 _ (0.05%) )
2009 _ 3,965 - (0.8%) (30)
2010 3,956 (0.23%) ©
2011 3911 (1.14%) (45)
2012 3958 1.2% 47
2013 ' 4,072 —_2.38% —_ 114
2014 4,128 138% 56
2015 4,252 3% 124
2016 4323 . T 168% 71
2017 4,395 1.67% 72
2018 - 4466 1.62% 71
2019 4,537 —159% 1
2020 4,609 _1.50% 7]
2021 : 4,673 139% 64
2022 4,736 1.35% 63
2023 4,800 ‘ 135% 64
2024 4,864 133% 64
2025 4928 132% o4
2026 4992 13% 64
2027 5,056 128% 64
2028 5,120 127% 64
2029 5,184 " 1.25% - 64

*Based on current CBEDS provided by District.

(continued on the next page)

11




PR TN

..+ Salinas Union High Sch

% bl e

Tablell
" Projected Pessimistic Middle School Enrollment, 2007 —2029 _

5.

2007* 3997 N/A " N/A
2008 3,995 {0.05%) (2}
2009 3,965 (0.8%) (30)
2010 3,956 (0.23%) &)
2011 3,911 (1.14%) (45)
2012 - 3,958 1.2% - 47
2013 4,072 2.83% 114
2014 - 4,128 1.38% ‘56
2015 4.150 0.53% 22
2016 . 4,150 0% 0
- 2017 4,150 0% 0
2018 4,150 0% 0.
2019 4,150 0% 0
2020 4,150 0% 0
- 2021 4.150 0% 0
2022 2,150 0% 0
T 2023 4,150 0% 0
2024 2,150 0% 0
2025 4,150 0% 0
2026 4,150 0% 0
2027 4,150 . 0% 0’
2028 4,150 T 0% 1)
2029 Y. 41580 . . 0% 0
" . *Based on current CBEDS provided by District. :

(continued on the next page)
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Chart C
Projected Middle School Enrellment, 2007 — 2029
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. Table12
Projected Optimistic High_ School Enroliment, 2007 -~ 2029

2007* 0,561 . NA___. .. NA. ... .
2008 5,458 (1.08%) {103).
2009 9,364 (095%) - |- 08
2010 9,302 (0.66%) . (62) .
2011 9,519 2.33% 217 .
2012 — 9,791 - 2.86% 272
2013 10,027 2.41% 236
2014 10,333 . 3.05% 306 .
2015 10,700 — 355% - 367
2016 11,102 3.76% 402 -
2017 . 11404 272% . 302
2018 11,707 : 2.67% 303
2019 12,000 — 2.58% 302
2020 12,312 2.52% 303
2021 T 12312 " 0% 0
2022 12312 0% 0
2023 . 12,312 0% 0
2024 12,312 0% 0
2025 12,312 0% 0
2026 12,312 : 0% 0
2027 12312 0% 0
2028 12312 0% 0
2029 : 12,312 0% 0

*Baged on current CBEDS enrollment provided by District,

(continued on the next page)
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Table 13

Projected Medium High School Enrollment, 2007 — 2029

2007+ : . 9.561 - N/A : - - - NIA -
2008 9458 (1,08%) ' (103)
2009 0,364 (0.99%) (94)
2010 9,302 - {0.66%) (62)
2011 9216 {0.92%) - (86)
. 2012 - 9,186 (0.33%) (30)
2013 9119 (0.73%) T (6T
2014 9,123 0.04% 4,
2015 9.454 ' 3.63% 331
2016 9:760 3,24% 306
2017 - 9,967 . 212% . 207
2018 10,173 1 2.07% ; - 206
2019 10,380 2.03% 207
2020 . 10,587 2% 207
2021 10,778 18% - ‘ 191°
2022 10970 . 1.78% “192
© 2023 11,162 . : 1.75% . L 192
2024 11,353 1.71% ‘ 191
2025 - . 11,545 ~ " 1.69% . 192
2026 11,737 . - 1.66% 192
2027 i . 11,928 - - -1.63% . 191
2028 12,120 , 161% -~ |- 192
2029 - 12,312 1.58% ‘ . 192
*Based on current CBEDS enrollment provided by District. ' "

(continued on the next page)
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o Tabie 14 _
Projected Pessimistic High School Errollment, 2007 —2029

2007* . - 9,561 . - . NA . - N/A -
2008 ~ 9458 ) (1.08%) (103}
2009 9,364 ] 0.99%) - (99
2010 9,302 ) {0.66%) (62)
2011 i 9,216 - (0.92%) - (86)
2012 _ 9,186 . (0.33%) (30)
2013 9,119 i (0.73%) (67)
2014 9,123- . - 0.04% 4
2015 9,187 Y 64
‘2016 . 9287 1.09% 100
2017 9,287 ) 0% 0
2018 9287 . 0% 0
2019 : - 9287 0% 0
2020 - : 9,287 % 0
2021 9,287 T P 0% 0
2022 9287 . 0% 0
2023 9,287 0% 0
2024 9,287 0% 0
2025 ' ) 9,287 , 0% 0
__ 2026 9,287 0% 0
2027 9.287 - 0% 0
2028 . 9,287 : 0% 0
2029 9,287 " - 0% 0.
*Based on current CBEDS enrollment provided by District. . g
(continued on the next page)
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ChartD
Projected High School Enroliment, 2007- 2029
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B. Required New Capacity

The addltlonal pupil capacity required by the District over the next twenty-two years is calculated by
comparing the projected enroliment against the pupil capacltles outlined in Part One.

The enrollment projection relies largely on projections of future residential development. If actual
development rates are greater or lesser than the Plan’s projection, then the District will have a
greater or lesser need for additionzl school facilities, respectively. In addition, if other factors in the
District such as, student generation rates of residential units, residential vacancy rates, private school
attendance, etc., deviate from historical patterns, the enrollment projection in this Plan will need to
be modified.

17
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The capacity figures are based on the loading standards and District policies outlined in Part One. If
the District modifies its use of facilities (e.g., reduces/increases the number of portable classrooms
on some sites), the District will have a greater or lesser need for additional school facilities. Some
possible facility policy changes that will affect the requu:ed amount: of additiorial capac:ty are
ideritified along with the Facility Plan outlined in Part Three. ™

" Table 15
Requlred (or Excess) Capacity, in Numbers of 7-8 Students/Classrooms
(Based on all classrooms within District)

7.8 | Optimistic ] (1,008) | 0 | 98 | 0 | 12 [ 1 [ 12 [ 1
78 IMedum (214 | 0 | 77 | 0 | @6 | 0 | 12
75| Powimiste | (1214) [ 0 | (ozy | 0 |y | 0| G

“Table 16

Reqmred (or Excus) Permanent Capacity, in Numﬁers of 7-8 Studenix/Classrooms
. (Based on all permanent classrooms within District) -

7.8 Optimistic 185 7 1 34 | 1205 | 45 1,205 45 |

7.8 Medium e | 0 416" | 16 | 757 | 29 | 1205 | 45

7.8 . | Pessimistc | _(2) | 0 171 7 [ 17 7 171 7
Table 17

Requlred (or Excess) Capacity, in Numbers of 9-12 Students/Classrooms
(Based on all classrooms within District)

912 | Optimistic 201 | 8 | 1814 | 68 | 2722 | 101 ] 2722 | 101
512 | Medium @od) | 0 | 317 | 14 | 135 | 52 | 2722 | 10l
212 Pessimistiv | @0t | 0 | oy [0 | g | o] Gy T 0

Table 18
Required (or Excess) Permanent Capacity, in Numbers of. 9-12 Students/Classrooms
: (Based on all permanent classrooms within District)

T e

Srade RO TECH St st denits ) SORE AN StaaRHERK j GO
912 - | Optimistic | 3414 | 127 | 5027 [ 187 | 5935 | 220 | 5935 | 220
912 | Medum. | 2,809 | 105 | 3590 | 133 | 4593 | 171 | 5935 | 290
912 | Pessimistic | 2,809 | 105 | 2910 | 108 | 2010 | 108 [ 2910 | 108_

18
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At the middle school level, based on the District’s total classroom facilities and facility—use policies, .

the District requires additional capacity at the middle school grade level of up to 12 spaces
(approximately 1 classroom) over the twenty-two year planning period should the District continue
to use all ' portable classrooms at ex1stn13 campuses. -However, the District has 21 portable
classrooms at middle schoo] sites that are aging and will need to be removed, which will require the
District to add up to 567 additional spaces, for a total of approximately 22 classrooms of additional
capacity at the middle school grade level over the twenty-two year planning period. Based on the
District’s permanent classroom facilities and facility-use policies, the District will require up to
1,205 spaces (approximately 45 classrooms) of additional capacity at the middle school grade level
over the twenty-two year planning period.

At the high school level, based on the District’s total classroom facilities and facility~use policies,
the District will require up to 2,722 spaces (approximately 101 classrooms) over the twenty-two year
planning period. Of the 138 portables on high school campuses; 18 portables are 20 years of age or
older and should be the District’s priority for removal. Based on the District’s permanent classroom
facilities and facility—use polices, the District will require up to 5,935 spaces (approximately 220 .
classrooms) over the twenty-two year planning penod

Alternative plans to prowde facilities for these students are outlined in Part Three.
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Part Three — What can we do to meet the need"

Summary of Key Pomts _

L "I'he District’s Facility Pla.n for the next twenty-two years includes a new mlddle school and two
new high schools. This plan will allow the District to house all students over a twenty-two year
planning period and begin to eliminate portable classrooms-that afe too old to maintain and
create site densities that are in excess of those recommended by the CDE. The District can
eliminate up to 36 portable classrooms (mcludmg 21 portable classrooms that are too old to
maintain) at middle school and up to 28 portable classrooms (including 18 portable classrooms
that are too old to maintain) at high school, which will greatly reduce middle and hlgh school 31te
densities.

-l e Two additional options are also discussed that would allow the District to further reduce site

densities. Under Option #1 the District would construct a second new middle and third new high
schiool. At the ‘middle school .level, the District would be able to remove up to 9 additional
portable classrooms, providing the District with' 773 additional seats of capacity. At the high
school level, the District. would be able to remove up 0. 74 additional portablé classrooms, |-
providing the District with 24 additional seats of capacity.

e Under Option #2 the District would construct a fourth new .mgh school ‘which woruld allow the

District to remove up to 11 addmonal portable classrooms, providing the District with 1,727
additional seats of capacity. .

This section presents a Faclht_y Plan, .the goal of whmh is to house all students over a twenty-two
year planning period. The Facility Plan provides all the reéquired new capacity at the middle and
high school levels.

* "When possible, the Facility Plan outlines strategies for eliminating portable classrooms that are too

old to maintain and portable classrooms that create site densities that are in excess of those

-- = vecommended” by “the "CDE (see” Tables 6; 7 and -8 “anid Chart A “in Part~Ore of “the Plan).”~ =~~~

Implementation of the Facility Plan will allow the District to remove some portable classrooms at
existing campuses. :

As outlined in Part Two of the Plan, the Demographer has outlined three potential enrollment growth
scenarios -(optimistic, medium and pessmnstlc) which differ based on the varied timing of
development.. The Facility Plan outlined in this section assumes the “0pt1rmstlc“” forecast as the
District needs to plan for peak projected enrollment. If enrollment growth should occur at a different
pace than the “optimistic™ forecast suggests, the District can adjust its Facility Plan accordingly.

Tn addition to providing the capacity required to house future enroliment, the District has identified
three other goals for a Facility Plan. They are:

e Eliminate portable classrooms that have become too old to maintain and reduce student densities .
on school sites which exceed the CDE recommendations,

20
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» Free up classroom space that can be used for special programs,
=. Take maximum advantage of State school facility funds.

A, Facility Plan

The elements of the Facility Plan designed with the above goals in mind are:

s A new middle school with a capacity of 1,000 students,
e A new high school with a capaclty of 1,500 students and a second high school with the capaclty
of 2,000 students.

"This facility plan provides sufficient capacity to house all projected middle and high school students
and takes steps towards eliminating/converting portable classrooms.

Table 19 shows how the District’s Facility Plan might be implemented over the twenty-two year
period.

.Table19® .
Implementat:on of the Facility Plan

es needed at mld e school
B Open the District’s new High School | ¢ e e
2012 (1,008) | 201 (1,500 seats) and remove up to 14 0 - 1,500 (1,008) (921)

- : portables from existing high school | = 't : :

maintain,

No facilities needed at high school.
) : Open the District’s new middle school

2013 (790) (685) (1,000 scats) and remove up to 36 1,000 [ (818) (685)
e portables from existing middle scheol

sites, 21 of which are too old t
No facilities needed at middle school.
Open additional high school (2,000

2016 | (430) 390 seais) and remove up to 14 portablées 0 1 2,000 (430) {1,232)
i . from existing high schoo! sites, 4 of |
which are too old to maictain,
2029 {16) {22) No facilities need. 0 0 (16) " (22)

As shown in the Table 19, the Facility Plan will house all students projected over the twenty-two
year planning period.’
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At the middle school grade.levels, if the District constructs a new middle school with a capacity of
1,000 students, it can eliminate up to 36 portables at existing middle school sites, greatly reducing
middle school site densities. Of the 36 portables that can be removed from middle school campuses,

21 portables are too old to maintain and should be the Dlsmct’s pnomy for removal

At the high school grade levels if the District constructs two new high schools (High School #1 with
a capacity of 1,500 students and High School #2 with a capacity of 2,000 students) it can eliminate
up to 28 portables at existing high school sites, greatly reducing high school site densities. Of the 28

~ portables that can be removed from high school campuses, 18 portables are too old to maintain and

should be the District’s priority for removal.
B. Additional Facility Options
Although the Facility Plan outlined above houses all students antlelpated over the twenty-two year

planning period, additional new school facilities are needed to allow the District to eliminate/convert
additional portable classrooms at existing school sités that have densities above those recommended

"by the CDE. The following options would allow the District to eliminate/convert additional portab]e

classrooms at existing school sites.

s Option #1 :
A second new middle school with a capacny of 1,000 stu&ents
A third new high school with a capacity of 2,000 students.

This optlon would allow the District to remove an additional 9 portable classrooms at middle school.

“-.sites’ and, an additiorial 74 portable classrooms at high school sites. This. option would also provide
the District with an addltlonal 773 seats of middle school capacity and 24 seats of high school

capacity beyond the twenty-two year faclhty need.

» Option #2 .
Opnon #1 plus afourth new high school witha capaclty of 2, 000 sl:udents

Thls option would al]ow the District to remove an additional 11 portable classrooms at high school
sites:and would provide the District with an addm°nal 1 727 seats of l'ugh school capaclly beyond
the twenty-two year facility need. .
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Part Four — How do we pay for it?

‘Summary of Key Points

A R TR

The estimated cost of the District’s Facility Plan for réquiréd new capacity is $193.8 million.
The estimated cost of additional facilities needed to reduce District site densities to align with
site.densities recommended by the CDE (Option #1 and Option #2) is $229.3 million.

The total estimated cost of the District>s Facility Plan and Option #1 and Option #2 is $423.2 |
million.

‘The primary sources of funds for the District’s facility needs are anticipated to be (1) the State
School Facility Program, (2) Developer Fees and (3) existing General Obligation Bond funds. |
Projected funding from the State School Facility Program, Developer Fees and existing General -
Obligation Bond funds are estimated at $119.5 million for the District’s Facility Plan and $1 102

‘million for the Option #1 and Option #2, for a total of $229.8 million.

The District’s projected funding falls short of the District’s facility revenue needs. The District
requires approximately $74.3 million in’additional funding for the District’s Facility Plan and
$119.1 million of additional funding for Option #1 and Option #2, for & total of $193.4 million in
additional funding need. The District will need to investigate additional revenue sources such as
future general obligation bonds, Mello-Roos financing, etc. to fund the District anticipated
facility needs.

Part Four is divided into two sections. The first sechon eshmates the cost to prowde ﬂ]e schoo]
facilities presented in Part Three. The second section projects the funds available to the District for
facility projects. Both funding and cost estimates are calculated in current dollars assuming that cost’
and funding inflation will occur at a similar rate. :

A. Cost Estimates

S

mey Plan .

The mformatlon in Table 20 shows that the eshmated cost of the District’s Facility Plan outlmed in
Part Three is $193,850,000. Cost estimates are based on District estimates to construct new middle
and high school facilities.

(continued on the next page)
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! Table 20
Cost Estimate of Distric’s Facility Plan

L TS

) , R ' New nuddle school wﬂh 2 capamty R I - ok

' : New Middle School #1 . of 1,000 students. : - $30,350,000
i } = - .- | New high school'with a mpaclty of S .

' New High School #1#* 11,500 students,- . L o $64,000,000
; - : Nsw high school with a capacity of ) -

. New th School #2 -1 2,000 students,

$99 500 000 ‘

i ' T New middle scliool with a capaclty ' - . - ]
: New Middle School #2 . : of 1,000 students. ' . $30,350,000
New high school w:th a capaclty of .

,New High School #3 : 2,000 students. b = $99,500,000

. T + | New high schocl w1thncapac:ty of A .
- NewH:hSchool#4 : -] 2,000 students, ) p T S 899500000

*School facility costs are based on estimates provided by the District. Actual cost will vary based on timing of construction,
**The District owns the site for New High School #1. )

2. Total Costs of Optlon #1 a.nd Optlon #2 L

As the a?bove cost estlmates show, the costs of prov1d1ng the adchtmna] pup:l capacity outlined in
Optlon #1 and Option #2 discussed in Part Three of the Plan are $129 850,000.and $99,500,000,
respectively.

. B andlng Sourcos

oo

' i School Faclhty Progra.m

The State School Faclhty Program (SFP) isa hke]y fundmg souirce for the District’s projects. This
section estimates the SFP funding that will be available to the District. The estimates assume that the-
District has new constriction eligibility and that the State will have new construction funds in the
years that the District will likely apply for State ﬁ.mdmg

The SFP calculates enrollment projections and facility capacltles based on formulas in State law.
The amount of SFP fundirig available to districts is then determined by (1) subtracting projected
enrollment from capacity to determine the number of unhoused students in a- district and (2)
multiplying unhoused students by per pupil grant amounts. The formulas used in the SFP to
determine enrollment projections and facility capacities are not appmpnate to determine true local
need for school facilities. The enrollment and capacity figures used in determmmg amounts of SFP
funding should not be uscd for Iong term planmng purposes. ’
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The SFP is governed by the State Allocation Board (SAB), which will continue to make changes to
the program. Eligibility for funding should be re-examined on:an annual basis, or.when the program
changes. Funding under the SFP is available when the District has Division of the State Architect

The amounts in Table 21 and Table 22 are estimates of the amount of funding available to the
District in the years that it will apply for State funding based on the Implementation Plan and Option
#1 and Option #2 outlined in Part Three. The amounts assume that the District will bave new
construction eligibility in the years that it will likely apply for State funding, based on the
Implementation Plan outlined in Part Three. '

Table 21
. Facility Plan
Schoo} Facility Program Estimated New Construction Funding

Table22 _
' Optxon #1 and Optlon#2 :
School Facllity Program Estimated New Constructmn andmg

T e

5 6B0ADD N

The potential SFP new construction funding outlined in Table 21 and Table 22 includes 50% of new

omstriction costs-zs defimed by the SFP becatise the SFP is a match program: ~The tablealso:

includes estimated costs for site development and site acquisition costs relevant to the District’s new
construction projects. The District will be limited to project capacity when accéssing State funds
(i.., maximum grant funding on a middle school with 1,000 seats is 1,000 grants)

2. Developer Fees

The District cumrently collects developer fees on commercial/industrial development and residential
development. The District should continue to collect the maximum fee allowed by law ‘and should
re-examine development trends on an annual basis.

Projected revenue from developer fees over the twenty-two year planning period is estimated based
on {1) current developer fee fund balances and (2) developer fee revenue projections based on the
District’s current and historical collection rates and anticipated residential development as outlined
in the Demographer’s “optimistic” forecast. The amounts in Table 23 and Table 24 are estimates of

25
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the amount of develolser -fee funding evaliable to the sttr:ct; in the years that it will apply for State
funding based on the Implementatlon Plen'and Option #! -and Option #2 outlined in Part Three. The

__District anticipates using this revenne on the District’s projects outlined in this Plan. The District

may also use some of this revenue towards other projécts not related to the growth néeds outlined in
this Plan. The ability of the District to access revenne from developer fees depends on development

trends in the District. Should development trends deviate frdm the development'assumPnoﬁs'm'th'e'"

District’s “optimistic” forecast, the developer fee revenue estimated i in this Plan will need to be
modified. , ;

Table 23
Facility Plan
Estimated Developer Fee Revenue

. 'Table 24
Option #1 and Option #2
Estimated Developer Fee Revemie

3. General Obligation Bonds

School dlstncts can, thh ‘the npprova;l of either” two-thirds or 55 percent of its voters, issue general
obligation bonds that are paid for out of property, taxes. The District gained voter approval for &.
Proposition 39 General Obligation Bond in March 2002, arid another ‘General Obligation Bond in
“November 2002. The District has $10,346,000 available from General Obligation Bond funds to use
* towards firture middle schools. The District may explore a future ballot measure to provide funding .

.—to allow thé District to construct needed new-school facilities ‘and provide. :ﬁmding for other Dlstxwt

facility needs

4, Parcel Taxes

Approval by two-thirds of the voters is required to impose taxes that are not based on the assessed
value of individual parcels While these taxes have been occasionally used in school districts, the
revenues are typically minor and are used to supplement operating budgets. The District does not
“currently collect parcel tax revenue, however, could investigate a parcel tax as d revenue source to
allow the District to constrict needed new school facilities and provide funding for other District
 facility needs.

5. Mello-Roos-Community Facilities Districts

This altemetive uses a tax on property owners within a defined area to pay ‘long'-ter&i'bonds issued
for specific public improvements.- Mello-Roos taxes require approval from two-thirds of the voters

26
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(or land owners if fewer than 12) in an election. The Distri& currently does not have any Mello-
Roos authorizations, however, could investigate a parcel tax as a revenue source to allow the District

' to construct needed new school facilities and provide funding for other District facility needs.

: _ 6 Other Agency Joint Partlclpanon

Other agencies that have similar needs may be willing to share the cost of prov:dmg new or
modemized facilities in exchange for joint-use. The District may be able to enter into joint-use with

.the City of Salinas or the County of Monterey for parks and recreational facilities.

7. Asset Management

. The Dlstnct has not identified any unused assets that nught be used to generate revenue for facility

funding.
8. Debt Financing

The District has utilized Municipal Leases and Certificates of Participation (COPs) to finance some
facilities. This type of debt financing should only be used as “bridge” fundmg until permanent

- funding becomes available. The District should proceed with caution when using'Municipdl Lease,

COPs and other debt financing, as they are reliant on development growth assmnptmns ‘that if not
realized may impact the District’s general fund.

"Table 25
Estlmated Total Faclhty Funding

. i z
_{ State School Facility Program . $82,887.,368
_Developer Fees . $26,364,872
General Obligation Bond Funds S

| State School Facﬂny Program $92,546.468 |

 Developer Fees . - | — S17,710,93

| Table 26
Facility Cost and Facility Funding Comparison

$74.2517so
— 3119,093439
T $193,3454090

Faullty Plan $193 850 000 $119 598,240
Option #1 and O tion#2 | $229,350,000 $110,256,561
Hotalis AL ndharar sy *iesf Fh 5423,200:000 S S S00 . 854 80P
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As outlined in .Table-zﬁ, the District’s projected funding falls short of the District’s facility revenue |

needs. The District requires approximately $74.3 miliion in additional funding for the District’s
Facility Plan and $119.1 million of additional funding for Option #1 and Option #2, for a total of

$193.4 million in additional funding need. The District will rieed to investigate additional revenue = *

sources such asfuture’ general o‘ohgatlon bonds Mello-Roos ﬁnancmg, ete. to fund the District
antlclpate.d facility needs.
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Demographic Analysis and Forecasts for Salinas Union High -

School District
Jantary 14, 2008

Executive Summary
The purpose of this report is to describe our new middle and ‘high school enrollment forecasts for

Salinas Union High School District (SUHSD, the District). It presents both the enrollment :
figures and the detalls of our forecast methodology :

If nonew housmg were built in West Boronda:or in the Futire Growth Areas (FGAs) north and
east of the city of Salinas; we would expect that, by 2016, SUHSD middle school enrollments
would increase by about 150 and high school enrollments would fall by about 270 (see Table 9).
However, when all planned housing is built in.the FGAs and West Boronda, total enrollments
will increase by about 1200 middle school students and 2,800 high school students (see Table
11). The very earliest this development could be completed is 2020. The timing of housmg
construction in the FGAs is uncertain, so we have developed three different timing scenarios.
One scenario assumes completion by 2020, another by 2029, and a third assumes that none of the

‘housing is occupied through the end of our forecast period.

The Salinas area experienced severe enrollment declines between 2003 and 2005, This .

- coincided with the completion of three major housing developments: CreekBridge, Harden

Ranch, and Williams Ranch. The declines seem to have resulted from some community-wide
changes that caused families to leave SUHSD or to'shift their children out of the public schools,
and there was no offsetting enroliment growth from new housing. Meanwhile, there has been -
another demographic shift, and most measures of enrollment change and migration have returned

__to more historically normal levels, We expect future enrollments to be relatively stableinthe

absence of housing growth. When the planned housing i is “built over the next decade or two,

. enrollments will grow, though the timing and pace of that development cannot be not known at
this pomt

" We have identified the feeder district in which each past and current SUHSD student lived and

combined their numbers with past and current.enrollments {from CBEDS) in each feeder’s
schools. The result was hypothetical K-12 populations in each feeder.! Our analyses and
forecasts are for these populations. In the end, we combine the populations for overall middle
and high school SUHSD forecasts. There are several methodological issues associated with
combining the populations, but we believe this approach produces the most accurate and

: mformatwe forecasts.

! The elementary populations are “Hypothehcﬂ” in that we sssume each feeder district’s enroliments represent
students enrolled.in its schools. The SUHSD rmddle and high school onrollment numbers we use reflect actual

"yesidents of the feeder districts.
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An important assumption in our forecasts concerns whether the recently constructed large
developments (CreekBridge, Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch) will experience enrollment
changes over time. Sometimes new developments undergo an “aging” effect, which causes high
school enrollments to be low at first, to peak about 10 years after the homes are built, and then to
decline. The aging effect occurs if 4 large share of the homebuyers has very young children.  We
have studied the older parts of CreekBridge, Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch to see how
SUHSD enrollments changed as the housing aged, and found inconclusive évidence of aging
there. In the forecasts presented here, we have assumed that enrollments from CreekBridge,
Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch will remain constant at their current levels. Also, we
assume that once housing in Monte Bella, West Boronda, and the FGAs is fully occupied, no
aging effect will occur. This assumption should be monitored over time, as more data become
avaifable. .
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Forecasting SUHSD enrollments presents meﬂ:odologxcal challenges First, a large number of
housing units were built in the District in recent decades.> As g consequence, public school ..
enrollments grew and this growth masked vnderlying demographic trends. We need to
understand these underlying trends in order to forecast future enrollments.

Our general approach involves identifying exactly where students live in orderto separate those
living in recently built housing from those occupying older housing. However, we lack address
data for students enrolled in each of SUHSD’s seven elementary feeder districts, and cannot
determine the number of these students living in recently built homes. This presents a second
methodological challenge because we generally use data for students living in elementary feeders
as a basis for forecasting future high school students.

A third complicating factor is that a very large number of homes is expected to be built in the
Future Growth Areas (FGAs) to the north and east of Salinas. The new housing will increase
SUHSD’s enrollments. The timing of construction is uncertain, as are the number and type of
housing units. As a result, we present three different scenarios about the timing of the projects.
The most pessimistic forecast assumes no development, or at least no development during our
forecast period.

This report is divided into the following séctions:
1. Description of overall enrollment trends,
2. Discussion of the impact of recent housing growth on enrollments
3. Description of future housing developments, .
4,  Explanation of the forecast methodology,
5 Historical analyses and forecasts by SUHSD elementxry feeder district, and

6. Forecasts for SUHSD mlddle and h.tgh school enrollments through 2016, ... L
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2 The completion of several major projects by 2004 and 2005 has contributed to the cessation of enrollment growth.
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Overall Enrollment Trends

After decades of enrollment growth, SUHSD enrollment trends have reversed. Middle school
enrollments (seventh and eighth grades) peaked in 2003 af 4,472 studénts. By fall 2007,
enrollments had fallen 11 pércent, to 3,997. Meanwhile, high school enrollments peaked in 2004
and-remained at that level for the next ‘three years See Chart 1

In addition to lookmg at overall enrollment trends we also study what demographers call “grade
progressmns » 'This measure compares the number of students in one grade with the number of
students in the following grade the following year. For example, we compare the number of
ninth gl‘ad_tars in fall 2006 with the number of tenth graders in fall 2007.

_ Grade progressions are important for two reasons. First, assumptions about their future levels
are a key element of the enrollment forecast model. In the standard forecast methodology, we
start with the current number of students in each grade and advance them one grade to obtain -
next year's enrollments. We apply grade progression rates or ratios to ad_]ust the number of
students as they progréss one year. The second reason the grade progressions are important is
that they indicate demographlc ‘behavior of the population, including the population’s moblhty,
preferences regardmg pnvate schoo]mg, and the district’s retentlon pohcles . '

Chart 2 shows gradq progressions between fall 2006 and fall 2007 for the combination of
SUHSD students and students enrolled in all its elementary feeder districts. Later we report this
information for each of the five largest feeders, which will be more inforrative. Note that all of
the grade progressions except for K>1 are negative, meaning that more students left SUHSD and
its feeders than moved in. This means that households with ch:ldren are mlgratmg out of the
District, or are switching ﬁ'Om publm to private schools -
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Chart 2

Grade Progressions for SUHSD and all Feeders
Combined, Fall 2008 Compared to Faii 2007
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Grade

‘Chart 3 summarizes the grade progressmns for each school level from 1981 to 2007. Grade
progressions for the most recent pair of years (2006>2007) are shown in the farthest right

. column of each graph. We show percent changes in the number of students in each school level
~ from one year to the next, begmnmg with the 1981>1982 progressmns :

The most recent ‘set of elementary and high school grade progressmns show that fewer students
left the public school districts than in most recent years; they now resemble the historic average.
Elementary and middle schocl grade progresslons were especially low between 2003 and 2005.
At the high school level, grade progressions have been steadily improving (fewer students have -
left) during the last four years, ‘possibly a result of the change in SUHSD’s retention policy.

" These grade progressmns are a result of many factOrs one of whlch is housmg growfh As new
developments are built, if families move intothe area from places outside the District,
enrollments grow-and the grade progressions increase. These increases can mask an lmderlymg
trend, such as the enrollment decline often associated with aging of housing. ‘When we can,
therefore, we eliminate the effect of housing growth from the grade progressions and study grade
progressions in newer and older housing separately. When we subtract students from the larger
new housing areas (CreekBridge, Harden Ranch, Williams Ranch, Monte Bella), we can study
underlying demographic trends in the older housing areas. We have done this in-our analyses of
feeder district and SUHSD enrollments. But first, we discuss housing growth.

33 _Around 2003, the District began to advance students one grade for each year¢ of enrollment, regardless of the
pumber of credits eamned.
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Impact of Recent Housing Growth on Enroliments

As we show below, SUHSD enrollment growth in the 1990s and early 2000s largely resulted
from oecupancy of new housing in several large developments. In 1984, the City of Salinas.
annexed CreekBridge and Williams Ranch, and in 1989 it annexed Harden Ranch. Together,
these three dévelopments contain approximately 7,229 units, which is currently 17 percent of the
city's housing stock. CreekBridge took the longest to build, with most units constructed between
1989 and 2004. Most of Williams Ranch was built between 1995 and 2002, .and most of Harden
Ranch was built from 1993 to 2004. Chart 4 shows the annual number of units bl.lll‘t in each of
these developments and Map 1 shows their location.

Note that all three developments were comp]eted by the mid-2000s, and at the same time
SUHSD enrollment growth slowed.

Table 1 shows.the number of students generated from the three large developments built recently
in Salinas, alorig with the student yields from each project (number of students divided by
number of housing units). In fall 2007, 1,829 high school students and 623 middle school
students attended SUHSD schools. Overall, the high school. yield is .25, while the middle school
yield is about half that for feeders with middle school students enrolled in SUHSD schools.

Table 1

Enrollments and Yields in Eraekbridge,_Ha::en Ranch, and Williams Ranch, Fall 2007
# Units - Middle School Students High Scheol Students
_ # Students Yield # Students Yield

Creekbridge . - 258~ 2. . 00 e 026
"Harden Ranch’. 2,561 . notapplicable - 452 018
Willams Ranch 2070 364 018 692 0.33
Total 7,229 623 | 0.13 1,628 . 025
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Future Housing Developments

Under Construction

New housing continues to be bullt in Salmas, but at a slower pace Themain developmentnow ne

underway is Monte Bella, with 853 total housmg units (se¢ Map 2). About 45 percent of the -
project was completed by October 2007.* The pace of construction has slowed, however, as 2
result of a poor housing economy,

Future Growth Areas -

The City of Salinas has identified three “Future Growth Areas” (FGAs) to the north and east of
its current boundaries: These developments were submitted to LAFCO (Local Agency
Formation Commission) recently, and, if approved, will then go tothe City for consideration. In
due course, Salinas will annex the FGAs, and it is anticipated that construction will occur

~ simultaneously in all three. Map 2 shows these areas.

The number of projected housing units in the three FGAS is now estimated at 11 ,500.% Most will
be smgle-farmly homes, but there will also be 2 significant number of apartments. The number
and mix of housing types may change by the time the.developments are approved.

As housing in these areas is constructed, Salinas® population and student ehrollments will grow:
The earliest these developments could begin to be occupied is 2011, and construction is expected

" to take at least 10 years to complete.’ Perhaps a more likely estimate for first occupancy is

closer to 2015 or even 2020. -

.West Boronda

Plans for the West Boronda area should be finalized by the end of 2008, It is antnclpated that
occupancy will begin by2011 and will take 10 years to complete, Thé Boronda area is within

Salinas City Schoo] District, and will contribute both l'ugh school and middle school students to
SUI-ISD :

L T T T T T T T

Rancho San Juan

The proposed Rancho San Juan/Butterfly Village development is located in the county area north
of Sahnas, in the Santa Rita and Lagunita School Districts. Plans currently call for 1,660
homes.” This development is currently in litigation, so jt is unclear when and if it will be built.
We do not include this development in the forecasts, but if it were built, we would expect about
415 high school students to live in the 1,660 homes, Middle school students living there would
attend the Santa Rita District. : ’ '

4 According to Mary Johnston, Sorrento (Monte Beila) Community Sales Manager, Standard Pacific Homes and
Monica Faranda, Monte Bella Sales Manager.

* At one time, the number of units was stated to be 15,000 or more.

€ Bill Satterlee, CreekBridge I representative, helped us immensely by prmndmg information about development in
the FGAs, although he cautions that timing, unit counts, and housing mix are still very uncertein,

7 According to Bob Schiibert, Monterey County Planning Department.

12
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Smaller Devel‘opments

It is expected that several smaller housing developments will be built within the planning horizon

(the next 10 years). Table 2-shows these developments as we]l as the larger developments
discussed above.’

13
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Forecast Meth odology .

The standard technique for forecasting school enrollments, ¢alled the cohort survival
method, begins with the number of students in each grade and advances them one grade
to estimate the following year’s enrollments. As students progress o the next grade, their
numbers may change if students move into or out of the community and into or oyt of
private schools; or if some students repeat or skip grades. Typically, we measure
historical “grade Pprogressions” to determine the likely change in cohort sizes as students
progress to the next grade. These historical grade progressions are then applied to
forecast models to adjust our forecasts of future students,

Students from new housing inflate our measures of the District’s historical grade
progressions. We do not expect the past pace of housing construction to continue, so we
"do not want to use historical grade Pprogressions in our forecast model, Instead, it is best
to remove students from recently built housing from our historical measures. Once
separated, a forecast is made for each group.

Historical grade progressions for students living in older housing reflect the mj gration
(and other) factors that have affected the population outside the housing growth areas:
With the students from housing growth eliminated, our measures of historical grade
progressions are more likely to be stable, ' _ .

We use a different forecast method to determiie likely future numibers of students living
in recently built housing areas (CreekBridge, Harden Ranch, and Williams Ranch).

Producing these enroliment forecasts for a high schoo] district with substantial housing
growth is challenging, to say the least, because we need to rely on feeder district -

 through fall 2007, and have measured hiow neighborhood enrollments i SUBSD schools ™

have changed over time

Unfortunately, we cannot do the same with the feeder earollments, since address data are
not available. This severely handicaps the forecaster, Without separate counts of feeder

Another problem is that when students first enrol} in SUHSD schodls, we know where
they live, but we do not know which feeder (if any) they attended. Our grade progression

“* We do not have Mt. Toro students in our database before 2003, so high school enrollments are slightly
understated for 1994-2002,
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. peasures may be skewed. For example, SUPPOSe that Senta Rita Union School District

reduced the number of Inter-District Transfer IDT) students it enrolled. From our
perspective, the TDT students inflate Senta Rita’s enroliment numbers, and when we
compare QUHSD students Yivirig in Sante Rita with the enroliments in the Santa Rita
School District, the elementary-m-high school grade progressions may be lower than they

" example, the gighth-to-nintl grade progression measure will rise.

. We suspect that Santa Rita may indeed have reduced its DT populatibn. This ixyiaoﬂxesis

arises from the fact that while the number QUHSD students iving in Santa Ri2 increased
gubstantially as Harden Ranch was nstructed, elementary enrollments did not iricrease.
How can this be? Other types of enrollments in Santa Rita must have declined, offsetting
the gains from Harden Ranch. One obvious possibility ;s that Santa Rita reduced 1ts IDT
pumbers to make 100 for Harden Ranch students. mE i El e

resident shident population shrank, the District has encouraged moré IDT students to
attend its schools. Itis possibl'e, for example, that larger numbers of Alisal students have
enrolled in Salinas City elementary schools. All of this makes our middle and high
school enroliment forecasts 1658 certain, because We canriot make the appropriate
comparison of elementary and high school residents of elementary’ feeders.

Salinas City School District might also have had cbangiod DT totals. Asitsown

Historical A_lnalj:ses and Forecasts by Feeder Dist?it:t .

SUHSD bas even elementary feeder distriots: Salinas City, Alisal, Santa Rita, -
Washington, Spreckels, Lagunite, and Graves. Lagunita and Graves are 50 small that we

4o not discuss them in the X, put their residents are included in the forecast of SUHSD

Chart 5 shows SUHSD studenits Jiving in each of the five 1878e feeder districts.
The Selinas City areé contains the largest number of SUHSD students, but the Alisal area

is a close second. The Santa Rita area contaitns @ much smaller share o_f _SUHSD students,’

In the rest of ﬁﬁs'sectiém.we ‘prdvide analyses and forecasts for each of the five largest
fee_der'dis&icts. wo AR : R
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Sallnas City School District

Chart 6 shows overall enrollments by school level for Salinas City School District
(SCSD) students as well as SUHSD middle and high school students living in the this
feeder. Elementary enrollments were fairly stable for a decade, but between 2003 and .
2005, nimbers fell sharply and remained at the lower level through 2007. Middle school
enrollments show a pattern similar to the elementary, with the exception that there was

~ i g ol lient growth between 1994 &nd 2004 ‘High sulrolwnrollments resembl

middle school pattern, except lagged a year or two. Enrollments fell modestly between

2004 and 2006, with 2007 enrollments very similar to 2006 figures.

The enrollment pattern in SCSD is somewhat unusual. Elementary enrollment trends are
usually replicated a few years later by middle- and then high school entollment trends.
This is not the case with Salinas City elementary/middle/high school students, which
experienced the same pattern at about the same time. The simultaneity suggests a “period
effect,” which is an effect that occurs during a particular time period and affects all age
groups at the same time. Substantial changes in the economy or housing market could

create a pattern like this.
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Chart 7 shows the number of SUHSD high school students living within the portions of

major developments that are in Salinas City District. Only a small area of Harden Ranch
is in Salinas City, and entollments from the new housing were stable. Virtually the entire
high school enroliment increase between 1995 and 2004 was not a result of new housing.

Instead, the enroliment increase could have resulted from families moving into the older ... - oo e

housing in the elementary district or from more families than in the past choosing public,
rather than private, schoqls.
Chart 7
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' Chart 8 shows SCSD hndergarten enrollments Whlch peaked in 2000 and then declined.
This large cohort is now in the seventh grade. Progressively smaller cohorts will follow,
eventually reducmg SUHSD e.nrollments from this area. .
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Chart 9 shows the aggregated grade progressmns for Salinas City School District. The
number of kindergartners through fifth graders is compared with first through sixth

graders the following year.: This is a measure. of the change in-cohort size a8 stiidents ~

progressed to the next grade. These grade progressions are usually most affected by -

This graph shows that Salinas City Elementary lost many students between fall 2004 and
fall 2005, and to a lesser extent the year before and after. More than eight percent of the
students that were attending SCSD in fall 2004 left SCSD by fall 2005. Note that the
most recent year’s-grade progressions resemble the historical norm.

Chart 9
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Chart 10 shows the sixth to seventh éradg progression oveir tir'ne. Thié grade progression
measure compares Salinas City’s sixth grade class with the number of SUHSD seventh

" 'was between 90 and 100 percent. An important assumption in the forecast model

concerns what this ratlo will be in the future. The fact that it has been relatively stable
gives greater certamty to the forecast for SUHSD students 11vmg in SCSD

.migration into_or out of the District, and by transfers between public and private schools. " .:

_ graders living in the Salinas City area the following year. In all but-one year, theratio . =

21




- Amsjor assumption for the forecast:qrigdel, concerns the set of grade progressions. We.
.believe that the very low grade progressions between 2003 and 2005 are unlikely to
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Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in SCSD

Beoause there has been relatively little housing growth in the Salinas City district, we can
make a forecast ignoring the effect of past housing growth on the grade progressions,
using a typical cohort survival model. Moreover, the fact that there was some housing
growth in the past means that the grade progressions were slightly higher than they .
otherwise would have been. Since a similar amount of housing growth is anticipated in
this elementary district, the historical grade progressions are appropriate to use in our
forecast model; they implicitly assume that some small amount of housing growth will
continue. However, we still explicitly account for development in Tynan Village
Apartments, smce a relatively large number of students are likely to live in this future

o .development.” The West Boronda development would also generate students but we
-~ account for them elsewhere. - . . -

recur. Instead, for the Medium forecast, we use the most recent set of grade progressmns,
which is similar to the historical norm.

Table 3 shows our forecast of SUHSD students living in the Salinas City area. In the
shsence of the West Boronda development (shown later), middle school enrollments
would decline by about 100 students between 2007 and 2012, while high, school
enrollments would dec]me by about 300 students.

* We model 11 students per grade when Tynan Village is fully. oceupied. This development includes 171
P
apartments, of which 40 perceat are affordable.
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Tabie 3
Componant Forecast for SUHSD Students Living in Salinas City
S . Elementary Feedsr
Students Liv:ng Outside Major New Housing Developments :
GRADE 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2015.
71 - 969 - - 058 956 840 809 - ©17r 950 .  ©81 - - S84 - 981 -
8 829 832 921 219 ,903 © 862 880 922 . .944- 644
9 1,023 981 984 073 g71 955 914 832 * - 974 956
10 954 972 930 933 82 920 804 863 881 823
11 1,022 902 920 878 881 870 868 852 811 829
12 910 967 847 865 823 826 815 813 797 756
7-8Total 1,898 1,800 1,877 1859 1802 1779 1839 1803 ]
942Total 3,909 3,822 3681 38640 3597 3571, 3501 3460 3463 3504
Students from New Housing:. Harden Rarich t
GRADE 2007 _ 2008 2009 _ 2010 2011 - 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
7 R 21 21 2 21 21 21 21 21
8 P3| 21 21 21 2% 21 21 21 -2 21
8 24 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
10 22 2 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22
11 24 21 1, 21 21 21 21 21, 21 -, 2}
12 - 18 18- 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
7.8 Total 40 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 ‘a2
9-12 Total 88 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82
Students from Future Housing: Tynan Village apartments ] :
GRADE ~ 2007 2008 zoos 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
7 5 .11 .11 .1 11 1. 1 L
8 5 .11 ... .1 X IR s MRS | IR § R § I L1
9 . b 1, A, "M N 11 11 - 11 11
10 5 .11 11 N, ", M "M -1 11
11 - B 11 11 .11 "M 1. N 11 1
12 5§ .. N ™ 11 1 11 1, 1.~ 11
7-8 Total 0 10 22 22 2. 22 2 22 22 22
-12 Total 0 20 44 4 @ 14 44 44 44 44 44
Sum b e o .
GRADE 2007 2008 " 2009 2010 2011 2012 ° 2013 ' 2014 2016 - 2016
7 g88 . 984  B8B . 972 931 948 891 1,013. 1,013 1,013
8 950, 958 953 851 935 - 804 912 954 976 976
9 1,047 1,007 1,016 1,005 1,003 = 987 946 884 1,006 1,028
10 976 999 ° 963 966 955  ©53 - 847 896 914 956
Ly 1,048 g28. 952 . 910 913 902 800 B84 843 861
12 928 990 876 894 852 855 844 842 826 785
78Total 1,938 1942 1941 1923 1886 1843 1903 1967 1989 1988
912Total 3097 3924 3807 3775 3723 3697 3627 3586 3589 3630
23
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Alisal Union School District

_Chart 11 shows overall enrollments by .school level for Alisal Union School District,.

Elementary enrollments grew from 1994 (and earlier) through 2000. After 2003,
enrollments declined very slightly and remained stable aftey 2005. This pattern after

-+ 2003 was very similar to that experienced in SCSD, but the decline was notas great ~

‘because of the construction of Monte Bella housing. Middle school enrollment patterns
resemble the elementary level, but with a higher growth rate than the elementary between
1994 and 2000. There was less of an enxollment decline in the middle schools after 2003
than in the elementary grades. SUHSD high school enrollments from the Alisal area also
increased after 2004, and have not yet begun to decline. As might be expected, high
school enrollment trends have lagged a few years behind the middle school enrollment
trends. -

Charts 12 and 13 show the numbers of SUHSD middle and high school students living in
the new housing of major developments located in the Alisal school district
(CreekBridge, Williams Ranch, and Monte Bella) and in older housing. Once we
removed students living in the Jarge developments, we found that middle school
enrollments declined slightly while high school enroliments have been stable in this area.
Virtually all SUHSD enrollment growth in the Alisal area is from students living in the
new developments. The fact that enrollments outside the large development areas are
fairly stable is an excellent illustration of why we separate students from new housing
when we do forecasts.. In this case, the increasing numbers of students from new housing
disguised what was going on in the older housing in this part of the District.

Also, we see that enrollments from new housing have stabilized in the middle schoals but
continue to increase in the high schools. This difference-suggests a slight “aging” effect
in the new housing: it is likely that a somewhat high proportion of families buying the-
new housing had young children. As the housing ages, high school enrollments increase
when the young students reach the higher grades. '
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Chart 12

SUHSD Middle Schoe! Students Living in Alisal Faader,
Old and New Housing
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‘Chart 13
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Chart 14 shows Alisal’s kindergarten enrollments, which have been fairly stable.

However, Kindergarten enrollments have been higher than the historical norm for the last

two years, which will eventually increase the number of SUHSD students from the Alisal
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Chart 15 shows the aggregated grade progressmns for Alisal Union School District.
Students in kmdergmen through fifth grades are compared with the nimber of first
through sixth graders the following year. The ratios measure the change in cohort size as
students progressed to the néxt grade. The grade progressions are usually most affected
by migration into and out of the district, and by transfers between public and private
schools. These data include the enrollment effects of new housing: the grade
‘progressions are inflated by the students from new,housmg and-shotld not be used to
forecast future enrollments. Interestingly, despite some modest housmg growth (mainly
from Monte Bella), recent grade progressions are negative, meaning that more students

have left the elementary dlsu‘lct than moved in.

Chart 15
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Chart 16 shows the sixth to seventh grade progression over time. This progression
compares Alisal’s sixth grade class one year with the number of seventh grade SUHSD
residents of the Alisal area the following year. Once approximating 100 percent, the rate
has been between 92 and 95 percent for a number of years. Perhaps the higher
progression for the most recent pair of years results from students moving into Monte
Bella homes. Co r 3

Chart 16
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Components of Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in AUSD

Because of the large amount of past and current housing growth in Alisal, the forecast is
quite complicated. We forecasted four different groups of students in this part of the high
school district:

1. Students living in the existing large developments (Creeandge and Williams
Ranch),

2. Students living in ?d_é\'}'e'l'éﬁii&iﬁ;ﬁﬁiiéf Eéﬁéﬁp;éﬁéﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁfe_ﬁéﬂhlz"”
3. Students anticipated from future housing developments, and
4.  Students in the rest of the student body.

Forecast of Students Living in CreekBridge and Williams Ranch Homes

CreekBridge I and Williams Ranch were completed around 2004. To forecast students
from these developments, we used a cohort survival method, but needed some way of -
estimating the size of the seventh grade class. The forecast keeps the number of seventh
graders from these areas at their current level of 327 students. We then forecast
subsequent grades by aging (advancing students one grade for each forecast year) the
seventh grade class and applying the current year’s grade progressions.
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Forecast of Students Living in DeveIopments Under Canstructlon .
To forecast students from Monte Bella, we assumed that current enrollments from the
area reflect 45 percent of eventual enrollments, as 45 percent of the development has -
been occupied. We assume the development will be completed by 2013.1°

An unphclt assumptlon made by the forecast model is that,the number and age
distribution of students living in Monte Bella will not change over time. Sometimes there
is an aging effect in new developments, such that high school enrollments would first
increase.and then decrease over the neighborhood’s first 10 to 20 years. We chose not to
assume this aging effect after reviewing enrollments by age of housing in many of
Salinas? subdivisions. While some areas showed enrollment increases over time as they
aged, many areas did not expenence such increases. This assumption should be
monitored once the development is completed.

Forecast of Students Outside Major Housing Develapmem‘s .

To forecast middle and high school students in the older parts of the Alisal district
(outside of CreckBridge, Williams Ranch, and Monte Bella), we used a cohort survxval
method but needed some way to estimate the size of the seventh grade class.

Forecastm% the seventh grade class was challengmg We used current Alisal cohort smes
to do this."’ The seventh grade class first shrinks for several years, and then i increases.
This follows the genéral pattern of Alisal’s recent kindergarten enrollments.

Total Forecast of SUHSD Students Living in Alisal District

Table 4 shows the enrollment forecast for each housing group and the combined total
forecast. Overall, SUSHD enrollments increase & bit. Middle and high school
enrollments each increase by about 100 students over the 10-year period. . Most of the
increase is from Monte Bella.. There is a slight increasé in the pumber of students living
in Creeandge and Williams Ranch. Meanwhile, the number of students hvmg in the
arca’s olderhousmg continues to be fairly stable.

1% This timing is assumed because the developmcnt is in its third yeer of occupancy and the housing market
has slowed, -

"1 Specifically, we applied the most recent set of Alisal grade progr&eslons to Alisal’s current students by
prade and adjusted for the estimated effect of Monte Bella on the current grade progressions. This gave-a-
forecast of students, by grade,.in Alisal. We epplied the forecasted pementage change in the sixth grade
class and to the SUHSD seventh grade class. Implicit in this estimate i3 that students in the large
developments are evenly distributed through the grades. Ideally, we would use student address data from
the feeder district and count the number of students from outside the new deve!opmems exphcnly, :
prmndmg the basis for a straightforward cohort-sumval forecast.-
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