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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (REPLACED IN ENTIRETY) 

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) represents the environmental review for 
the 2010 Monterey Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Plan (“2010 MTP”), which is the 
“project” under review. This document supplements the certified 2005 Monterey Bay Area MTP 
EIR, which is incorporated by reference. The information contained in this SEIR is intended to 
provide AMBAG with the environmental information necessary to consider approval and adoption 
of the project. The 2010 MTP, collectively, consists of the 2010 Monterey County Regional 
Transportation Plan (2010 MC-RTP), the 2010 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan 
(2010 SCC-RTP) and the 2010 San Benito County Regional Transportation Plan (2010 SBC-RTP).   

2010 MTP Project Overview 
 
A series of transportation projects and programs as proposed, evaluated and selected at the county-
wide level, serve as the basis for the 2010 MTP. In receipt of each county’s project list, AMBAG has 
been assured by the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) of each county that their 
RTP was developed taking into account transportation need, an evaluation of alternatives to meet 
that need, and the resultant plan and/or program selection to satisfy transportation needs. Most 
importantly, the RTPs reflect an extensive public involvement and participation process, as outlined 
in AMBAG’s Monterey Bay Region Public Participation Plan (June 11, 2008). The end product is a vision 
for a transportation system to serve the three-county region, based on public input, which embraces 
various modes of transportation to efficiently maximize the movement of people and goods, and to 
reduce energy consumption and air pollution through the year 2035.  
 
The 2010 MTP does not provide project designs or construction schedules, and adoption of this 
comprehensive planning document does not represent an approval action for any of the individual 
transportation programs or projects. Details relating to the site-specific alignment, location, design 
and scheduling of the transportation improvement projects identified in the 2010 MTP are not fixed 
in, or defined by, this document. The adoption of the 2010 MTP represents an essential first step in 
qualifying for the receipt of the funding necessary to permit the implementation of programs and 
projects in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP.  

AMBAG as Lead Agency under CEQA 
 
The Lead Agency in the development of the 2010 MTP and in the preparation of this Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
(AMBAG). The 2010 MTP expresses the priorities of AMBAG, TAMC, SCCRTC, SBCOG and 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

their partner planning/programming agencies, for transportation system improvements and 
programs within the Monterey Bay region. This Program SEIR describes, in general terms, the 
probable environmental effects which may be associated with those expressed priorities on a 
regional, system-wide basis, rather than on a project-by-project basis.  
 
The SEIR updates information provided in the previous EIRs prepared on earlier MTPs and RTPs. 
These changes include slight revisions to policy statements; the deletion of some projects which 
appeared on previous financially constrained Action Element lists (but which have since been 
completed or have been dropped from consideration); the addition of new projects to the financially 
constrained Action Element and the Financially Unconstrained Project Lists; revisions of the 
Financial Element to reflect changes in anticipated revenues; a standalone Consistency Analysis to 
evaluate 2010 MTP consistency with other plans and programs currently in force within the region; a 
programmatic Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Analysis; the addition of another alternative - the 
“GHG-Reduction” Alternative - and new population and housing forecasts released by AMBAG in 
2008. 
 
This SEIR identifies measures which appear to be available for, and effective in, mitigating the 
significant environmental effects associated with the implementation of the programs and projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. These mitigation 
measures, as identified, are recommendations to the appropriate agency responsible for the actual 
implementation of the projects. The identified mitigation measures may be subject to change based 
on comments received on the SEIR during the review period, and on the determination made by the 
respective governing boards in reviewing the SEIR.  
 
What the 2010 MTP SEIR Is 

This SEIR identifies the long-term environmental impacts of the components of the 2010 MTP and 
provides the basis for further project-level CEQA (and National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA]) 
compliance for implementation of future transportation projects. There are only a few chapters 
from the certified 2005 MTP EIR that have been updated in their entirety to contain “new 
information of substantial importance” based on updates from the 2010 MTP. 
 
What this SEIR is Not 

This SEIR is not a ‘comprehensive’ update to every chapter of the certified 2005 MTP EIR. As 
discussed above, several chapters have been updated in their entirety. Several other chapters, 
however, have been updated with minor additions or clarifying information. In those cases, chapters 
are identified with the label “Errata Changes Only”, and only the pages with text changes are 
reproduced.  

The remaining chapters of the 2005 MTP EIR, requiring only temporal edits that do not include 
new information of substantial importance, remain valid, and are not reproduced within this SEIR. 
Those chapters are labeled with the heading “No Changes”.  
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The full text of the 2005 MTP EIR is available for reference at: www.ambag.org. 

Alternatives Evaluated 
 
The SEIR evaluates four alternatives to the adoption of the 2010 MTP. In this document, the “No 
Build” alternative represents a scenario in which no new construction on transportation system 
improvement projects would take place in the absence of the 2010 MTP, although maintenance of 
the existing transportation infrastructure would continue. The “Financially Unconstrained” 
alternative represents a more extensive range of transportation system improvements than 
anticipated under the 2010 MTP, since it would encompass all of the transportation system 
improvement programs and projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP, as well as all of the transportation system improvement programs and projects identified 
in the Financially Unconstrained Project Lists of the 2010 MTP. The “Financially Constrained – No 
New Revenues” evaluates a scenario where some major projects may be postponed or jeopardized 
in the absence of new funding sources.  Finally, the “GHG-Reduction” alternative assumes long-
term changes in land use and circulation patterns (consistent with Senate Bill (SB) 375 and the 
AMBAG Draft Blueprint Plan), resulting in enhanced coordination between land use and 
transportation systems, with the ultimate goal of further reducing greenhouse gases and other 
environmental benefits. 
 
For the purposes of CEQA analysis, the “GHG Reduction” alternative is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative. Such an alternative, however, will rely upon the long term 
coordination of regional land use and transportation planning efforts, and is not considered a viable 
“option” to the 2010 MTP at this time. 
 
Impact and Mitigation Summary Table 
 
A “program-level” summary of the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts of the 
project is identified in the table on the following pages, along with corresponding mitigation 
measures and strategies. Although the impact analysis and resulting mitigation changed very little 
from 2005, the entire table has been produced here so that the public and reviewing agencies will 
have a complete summary of all impact and mitigation statements in one place. 
 
In reviewing this analysis summary, it is important to remember that these potential impacts are not 
directly related to the adoption of the 2010 MTP. By itself, the adoption of the 2010 MTP would 
not be sufficient to enable any of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP to proceed, and would not directly result in any adverse environmental 
impacts. Under CEQA, each of the appropriate agencies responsible for the actual implementation 
of projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP will be 
required to provide some level of project-specific environmental review for each of the projects 
listed once such projects have been designed and formally proposed for approval. 
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As a result, several impacts are identified as “significant and unavoidable” until such time that they 
are reviewed, analyzed and mitigated at the project specific level. 
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH MAY  
BE ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2010 MTP 
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Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure 
IMPACT 3.1.1: Substantial Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas  
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may result in a 
substantial change in existing scenic vistas along roadways that are 
included in the California Scenic Highway System, that are eligible for 
inclusion in the California Scenic Highway System, or that have been 
identified as Scenic Roadways/Scenic Highways/Scenic Roads by one 
of the three counties in the Monterey Bay region. Examples of projects 
which might involve such impacts may include (but are not necessarily 
limited to) operational, safety and capacity improvements to portions of 
SR 1 with views of the Pacific Ocean, and projects that would involve 
improvements on roadways that have been identified as eligible for 
inclusion in the California Scenic Highway System or that are locally-
designated scenic routes. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with the 
implementation of these types of projects.  

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.1.1: Visual/Scenic Resources Analysis  
 
The implementing agency for any proposed project that may result in substantial adverse 
effects on scenic vistas shall, where appropriate, conduct a detailed visual assessment 
during the environmental review process and mitigate for significant visual impacts, where 
feasible. Visual assessments for improvement projects related to roadways that have been 
designated as part of the California Scenic Highway System shall, where appropriate, be 
prepared in consultation with Caltrans. Proposed median barriers should be carefully 
studied to determine if they are really needed, what alternatives may be available, and what 
mitigation measures (i.e., landscaping) may be appropriate.  
 
Through this process of assessment, it may be possible to identify mitigation measures or 
alternatives which could reduce project-specific impacts on scenic vistas to a level of less 
than significant for most projects. However, even with the implementation of the 
mitigation measures, impacts associated with some projects may remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.1.2: Substantial Damage to Scenic Resources 
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may result in substantial 
damage to scenic resources, particularly in the vicinity of roadways that 
are included in the California Scenic Highway System, that are eligible 
for inclusion in the California Scenic Highway System, or that have 
been identified as Scenic Roadways/Scenic Highways/Scenic Roads by 
one of the three counties in the Monterey Bay region. Examples of 
projects which might involve such impacts may include (but are not 
necessarily limited to) road widenings, installation of median barriers, 
and construction of interchanges or new roadways. In addition, 
construction of individual improvement projects may affect public 
views of scenic resources that could result in the short-term blockage 
of views by construction equipment and staging areas, disruption of 
views by temporary signage, and exposure of slopes and removal of 
vegetation. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with the implementation of these 
types of projects.  
 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.1.2: Scenic Resource Avoidance by Design  
 
A.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that any project that may 
affect scenic resources (particularly along a Scenic Roadway, Scenic Highway or Scenic 
Road) be designed to have the minimum possible impact on existing vegetation, landscape 
architecture and natural scenic views, and to avoid or minimize the removal of significant 
stands of trees and damage to rock outcroppings to the maximum extent possible.  
 
B.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, design transportation project 
alignments to avoid or minimize substantial physical alteration of the land, due to large 
amounts of cut and fill. Where a particular improvement project would affect adjacent 
landforms, the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that recontouring 
provides a smooth and gradual transition between modified landforms and existing grade. 
Where hillsides cannot be totally avoided, consideration shall, where appropriate, be given 
to dividing the roadway to better fit the topography, or to lengthening the alignment to 
follow existing contours. Where significant cuts and fills cannot be avoided, plans should 
be developed and implemented to mitigate identified impacts to the surrounding scenic 
resources (e.g., extensive landscaping with mature plants, rounding natural portions of cut 
and fill areas, regrading to the approximate previous visual grade, and design and 
placement of landscaping and signs to preserve and create scenic views for the motorist). 
Visual disruption shall, where appropriate, be minimized by re-grading to the approximate 
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Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure 
 natural grades, rounding natural portions of cut and fills, and using retaining walls where 

appropriate and compatible with existing surrounding land uses.  
 
C.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, prepare grading plans which minimize 
the removal of scenic resources such as trees, rock outcroppings and historic buildings.  
 
D.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, design roadway alignments to avoid 
or minimize removal of significant mature trees. Where the retention of significant mature 
trees is not feasible, tree replanting shall, where appropriate, be undertaken using 
compatible native species in rural areas and appropriate street trees in urban areas at the 
completion of the construction process. 
 
E.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that native, drought-tolerant 
plants and other landscape materials enhance landform variation, provide erosion control 
and blend with the surrounding natural setting. To ensure compliance with approved 
landscape plans, the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, provide a monetary 
performance security equal to the value of the landscaping/irrigation installation. 
 
F.  Where the use of soundwalls or other architectural features that could block views of 
scenic resources may be necessary to mitigate potential noise effects associated with 
specific projects, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that such 
features incorporate offsets, accents and landscaping to prevent monotony, and that they 
be designed in accordance with the architectural review requirements of the local 
jurisdiction. 
 
The effective application of this type of mitigation by the implementing agencies could 
reduce impacts to scenic resources to a level of less than significant for most projects. 
However, even with the implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts associated 
with a few projects may remain significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.1.3: Substantial Degradation of Visual Character  
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may result in substantial 
degradation of the existing visual character or quality of project sites 
and/or surroundings, particularly in areas which are currently rural in 
character. Examples of projects which might involve such impacts may 
include (but are not necessarily limited to) the development of rail 
stations (although in some instances, new rail stations may enhance the 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.1.3: Visual/Scenic Resources Analysis 
 
A.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, prepare a visual assessment for any 
proposed project which may result in substantial degradation of the visual character of the 
project site and/or surroundings. Through this process of analysis and evaluation, it may 
be possible to identify mitigation measures or alternatives which would reduce project-
specific visual impacts. 
 
B.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that transportation system 
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existing visual character of an area) construction of a new roadways, 
construction of new bridges or bridge improvements, road widenings, 
and the construction of lighting facilities, bus shelters and signs. This 
could represent a potentially significant environmental impact 
associated with the implementation of these types of projects. 
 
 

improvement projects are designed to minimize visual impacts through project siting and 
design, including minimizing vegetation removal. 
 
C.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, avoid the removal of existing mature 
trees associated with transportation system improvement projects to the extent possible. 
Any trees lost shall, where appropriate, be replaced at a minimum 2:1 basis with native 
trees (or consistent with tree replacement ratios of the local jurisdictions in which impacts 
could occur) and incorporated into the landscaping design for the project. 
 
D.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, minimize roadway, transit station, 
park-and-ride lot and wharf facility lighting to the extent possible, and shall, where 
appropriate, not allow lighting fixtures to exceed the maximum height limits set by the 
local jurisdiction in which such projects would occur.  
 
E.  Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that bus shelters and other 
ancillary transportation facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with the 
architectural review requirements of the local jurisdiction. 
 
The effective application of this type of mitigation by the implementing agencies could 
reduce impacts to scenic resources to a level of less than significant for most projects. 
However, even with the implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts associated 
with a few projects may remain significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.1.4: Increased Light and Glare  
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may result in the 
creation of a new source of substantial light or glare which could 
adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the immediate vicinity of 
the project sites. Examples of projects which might involve such 
impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited to) construction of 
new roadways or roadway extensions, the development of rail or transit 
stations, and the construction of lighting facilities and signs. This could 
represent a potentially significant environmental impact associated 
with the implementation of these types of projects. 
 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.1.4: Minimize Intrusion of Lighting  
 
Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that all lighting associated with 
transportation system improvement projects is designed to minimize intrusion onto 
adjacent properties and meets the architectural review and lighting requirements of the 
local jurisdiction in which the improvements would occur. Lighting that accompanies any 
proposed project should be minimized to the extent possible, consistent with safety 
requirements. Plans for individual projects should incorporate design features, such as 
hooded light shields (to direct lighting to the ground or toward the facility and away from 
adjacent residential and other uses), the use of dense landscaping to block light and glare 
from spilling over into adjacent uses, the use of unobtrusive signage that does not reflect 
light or glare onto nearby occupied properties, and the use of white reflective paint in lieu 
of reflective materials to the extent possible.   
 
The effective application of these light/glare reduction design techniques by 
implementing agencies could reduce project-specific impacts to a level of less than 
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Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure 
significant. 

IMPACT 3.2.1: Conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland 
and Farmland of Statewide Importance 
 
Construction of several of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could be expected to 
result in the conversion of prime farmlands, unique farmlands or 
farmlands of statewide importance to non-agricultural uses. Examples 
of projects which might involve such impacts may include (but are not 
necessarily limited to) road widenings, construction of new roadways 
and interchanges, and construction of trails. In addition, the extension 
of existing roadways and the construction of new roadways, have the 
potential to induce, or accommodate, growth in the surrounding areas 
by providing new access, which could result in the conversion of 
additional farmland. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with implementation of these types 
of projects. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.2.1a: Design Modifications 
 
In designing specific transportation system improvement projects, implementing agencies 
shall, where appropriate, avoid the conversion of prime farmland, unique farmland and 
farmland of statewide importance to the maximum extent feasible, and shall consider 
alternative alignments that reduce or avoid the conversion of such farmlands. Where 
avoidance is not feasible, such projects shall, where appropriate, be designed to minimize 
the conversion of such farmlands. Implementing agencies will be required to evaluate the 
possible conversion of farmland during site-specific environmental review for each 
project. The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (LESA) from the California 
Department of Conservation shall, where appropriate, be utilized to identify the 
potentially significant project-related impacts resulting from changes in agricultural land 
use.  
 
MITIGATION MEASURE 3.2.1b: Agricultural Mitigation Mechanisms 
 
Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall 
mitigate agricultural conversion impacts through the use of other measures including, but 
not limited to, land conservation easements, agricultural mitigation banks, or payment of 
in-lieu mitigation fees, where such mechanisms exist. Where individual projects would 
convert protected farmland into non-agricultural use, project sponsors would be required 
to purchase easement acreage or credits from a mitigation bank as approved by a multi-
agency Mitigation Bank Review Team (MBRT) as outlined in the Federal Guidance for the 
Establishment, Use and Operation of Mitigation Banks (current edition). 
 
Although most projects could be designed by the implementing agencies to reduce the 
conversion of protected farmland to a less than significant level, implementation of a few 
of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP 
could result in an undetermined extent of such conversion which could not be effectively 
mitigated. In addition, the use of conservation easements or mitigation banks requires the 
successful establishment of such mechanisms before they could be relied upon for 
mitigation. For these reasons, potential impacts to agricultural resources are considered to 
be significant and unavoidable.  

IMPACT 3.2.2: Potential Conflict with Existing Zoning for 
Agricultural Use 
 
 In some jurisdictions, construction of some of the projects identified 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.2.2: Project-Related Variances
 
In those instances where approval of a project could conflict with existing zoning 
intended to protect agricultural uses, the implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, 

http://www.usace.army.mil/CECW/Documents/cecwo/reg/mou/mitbankn.pdf
http://www.usace.army.mil/CECW/Documents/cecwo/reg/mou/mitbankn.pdf
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in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may 
conflict with existing zoning which is intended to protect land for 
agricultural use. Examples of projects which might involve such 
impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited to) roadway 
widenings and the construction of new roadways and interchanges. 
This could represent a potentially significant environmental impact 
associated with implementation of these types of projects.  

first ensure that any appropriate variance is obtained. 
 
Approval of a variance to enable the construction of a transportation system 
improvement project to go forward despite a conflict with existing zoning regulations 
would indicate that the local jurisdiction has accepted the need for that improvement as 
being consistent with the general planning policies of that jurisdiction, in effect reducing 
this impact to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.2.3: Potential Conflicts with Williamson Act Contracts 
 
In some jurisdictions, construction of some of the projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may be 
built on lands which are currently under Williamson Act contracts. 
Examples of projects which might involve such impacts may include 
(but are not necessarily limited to) roadway widenings, the construction 
of new roadways and interchanges, and the construction of bike paths 
or pedestrian trails. As long as these contracts remain in force, this 
could represent a potentially significant environmental impact 
associated with implementation of these types of projects. 
 
  

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.2.3: Avoidance/Cancellation of Contracts 
 
In designing specific transportation system improvement projects, implementing agencies 
shall, where appropriate, avoid the cancellation of Williamson Act contracts to the 
maximum extent feasible. Where avoidance is not feasible, such projects shall, where 
appropriate, be designed to minimize the number of Williamson Act contracts that would 
need to be canceled. Implementing agencies will be required to evaluate the possible 
cancellation of Williamson Act contracts during site-specific environmental review for 
each project.  
 
Where the cancellation of current Williamson Act contracts can be avoided, potential 
impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. In those instances where 
project modifications to avoid cancellation of Williamson Act contracts cannot be made, 
it may be necessary for the jurisdiction which is a party to such contracts to take action to 
cancel them prior to project approval. In a few such cases the impact could remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.2.4: Fragmentation of Agricultural Lands and 
Changes in Land Uses Adjacent to Agricultural Lands 
 
Construction of several of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could be expected to 
result in major changes in existing land uses adjacent to land currently 
in agricultural uses or in the fragmentation of existing agricultural 
operations, which could also result in land use conflicts that might 
ultimately cause the agricultural operators to abandon their agricultural 
operations. For example, the improved access which would be 
provided through the construction of a new roadway in an area 
adjacent to land which is in active agricultural use could also result in 
increased trespass or vandalism on these farmlands, which might 
discourage the continued use of that land for agricultural purposes. 
Examples of projects which might involve such impacts might be (but 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.2.4: Project-Specific Agricultural Protection 
 
A. In designing specific transportation system improvement projects, implementing 
agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that rural roadway alignments follow property 
lines to the maximum extent feasible, to minimize impacts to the agricultural production 
value of any specific property. Farmers shall, where appropriate, be compensated for the 
loss of agricultural production at the margins of lost property, based on the amount of 
land deeded as road right-of-way, as a function of the total amount of production on the 
property. 
 
B. In those instances where projects are proposed in areas adjacent to lands currently in 
agricultural uses (particularly lands which have been designated as prime farmland, unique 
farmland or farmland of statewide importance), implementing agencies shall, where 
appropriate, incorporate project-specific design features which would provide adequate 
protection for the farmland adjacent to the project site (fencing, warning notices, etc.).  



SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH MAY  
BE ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2010 MTP 

SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP PAGE ES-6 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure 
would not necessarily be limited to) roadway widenings, construction of 
new roadways and interchanges, and the construction of new bike 
paths or pedestrian trails. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with implementation of 
this type of project. 
 
 

 
The effective application of this type of mitigation by the implementing agencies could 
reduce some specific project-related impacts to changes in land use adjacent to land in 
agricultural uses to a level of less than significant for most projects. However, even with 
the implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts associated with project-related 
fragmentation of parcels currently in agricultural uses may remain significant and 
unavoidable for a few projects. 

IMPACT 3.3.1: Construction-Related Emissions 
 
Construction associated with most of the projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could result in 
emissions from equipment, additional emissions from delayed vehicles 
and fugitive dust. Construction projects using typical construction 
equipment (e.g., dump trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors and 
front-end loaders) which temporarily emit precursors of ozone (i.e., 
VOC and NOx) are accommodated in the emission inventories of 
State- and federally-required air plans, and would not have a significant 
impact on the attainment and maintenance of ozone AAQS. Using the 
potential thresholds identified in the MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines (February 2008, page 5-4, Table 5-2), construction sites 
involving minimal earthmoving over an area of 8.1 acres or more per 
day, or involving grading and excavation over an area of 2.2 acres or 
more per day would be expected to entail potentially significant effects 
associated with the generation of PM10. Examples of projects which 
might involve such impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited 
to) those involving the construction of new roadways, new transit/rail 
facilities, new parking areas, new bike paths or pedestrian trails, and the 
widening of existing roadways. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with those projects 
which involve construction activity. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.1: Construction Emission Control 
Measures/Scheduling 
 
A. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, apply MBUAPCD-recommended 
measures for reducing construction emissions for specific transportation system 
improvement projects involving minimal earthmoving over an area of 8.1 acres or more 
per day, or involving grading and excavation over an area of 2.2 acres or more per day. 
Specific measures shall, where appropriate, be approved by the MBUAPCD as part of the 
permitting process, and shall, where appropriate, include (but not be limited to) the 
following, as appropriate:  

• Water all construction areas at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on 
the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure; 

• Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high winds (over 15 MPH); 
• Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands 

within construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days); 
• Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut 

and fill operations and hydroseed areas; 
• Haul trucks shall, where appropriate, maintain at least two feet of freeboard; 
• Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand and/or loose materials; 
• Plant tree windbreaks on the windward perimeter of construction projects if 

adjacent to open land; 
• Plant vegetative cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible; 
• Cover inactive storage piles; 
• Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks; 
• Pave all roads on construction sites; 
• Sweep street if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site; 
• Post a visible sign which specifies the telephone number and person to contact 

regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond to complaints and take 
corrective action within 48 hours. The phone number of the Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control District shall, where appropriate, be visible to 
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ensure compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance); and/or 

• Limit the area under construction at any one time. 
 
B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that ground disturbance is 
phased to the extent possible to minimize the creation of fugitive dust. 
 
C. If the use of non-typical construction equipment (e.g., grinders and portable 
equipment) is contemplated, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, consult with 
the MBUAPCD, and shall, where appropriate, ensure that the Best Available Control 
Technology (BACT) is implemented to reduce short-term NOx emissions during 
construction activity, where appropriate. BACT measures shall, where appropriate, include 
two-degree timing retard, high pressure fuel injectors and reformulated diesel fuel, if 
available. These measures shall, where appropriate, be noted on all construction plans, and 
the local jurisdiction shall, where appropriate, perform periodic site inspections. 
 
The use of the dust control measures identified above could generally be expected to 
reduce the construction-related air quality impacts associated with the implementation of 
the transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.3.2: Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
 
Individual projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP may have an adverse effect on local carbon 
monoxide (CO) levels, particularly where the construction of airport, 
rail stations and park-and-ride lots may result in increased traffic 
congestion in the vicinity. Although localized CO emissions, or 
hotspots, are less of an issue today than in past years due to fuel re-
formulation, this issue represents a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with these types of projects. 
 
 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.2: Prevention of Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 
 
Where implementing agencies propose transportation system improvement projects that 
may cause an exceedance of MBUAPCD thresholds for CO modeling, the local 
jurisdiction shall, where appropriate, improve the circulation system in which the project 
is proposed such that all roadways and intersections affected by the project maintain an 
acceptable level of service, or shall, where appropriate, conduct CO modeling to 
demonstrate that the concentration of CO will remain below the relevant CO AAQS. This 
may involve a reduction in the size of the project, relocation of the project or a 
reconfiguration of project elements. 
 
This mitigation measure could reduce this potential impact which may be associated with 
the implementation of specific transportation system improvement projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP to a level of less than 
significant. 

IMPACT 3.3.3: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions 
 
Implementation of some transportation system improvement projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.3: Reduction in Diesel Emissions 
 
Individual transportation system improvement projects that involve construction activity 
requiring the use of diesel-powered equipment, truck idling, train idling or increased 
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MTP could result in increased exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic 
air contaminants (TACs) associated with the construction and 
operation of these improvements, including (but not limited to) the 
particulate fraction of diesel exhaust. Diesel exhaust from construction 
activity may have chronic and/or acute risks, depending on the 
duration of construction activity, proximity to sensitive receptors, and 
the amount and type of construction equipment to be used. The health 
risks associated with exposure to diesel exhaust is greatest for children, 
the elderly and the chronically or acutely ill, and an increase in the 
exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact that might be associated with 
projects that involve construction involving diesel-powered equipment, 
an increase in the use of diesel-fueled vehicles within a limited area, or 
along roadways that could experience an increase in diesel-fueled 
vehicle traffic as a result of the implementation of transportation 
system improvement projects. Such projects could include those 
involving earth-moving or the use of diesel-powered construction 
equipment, transit stations served by diesel-fueled vehicles, transit 
maintenance and parking facilities, and those projects resulting in 
increased diesel train service, either along existing rail lines or on 
proposed future rail lines, as well as projects that would increase 
roadway capacities. 
 

diesel-fueled traffic shall, where appropriate, be subject to a screening level risk 
assessment by the implementing agency, then to a full risk assessment where warranted 
following the screening risk assessment. If these project-specific assessment procedures 
(outlined in the MBUAPCD CEQA Guidelines, Appendix C) indicate that a project 
would exceed the MBUAPCD’s cancer risk threshold of one incident per 100,000 
population, or the chronic hazard index is above one, then the following mitigation 
measures should be applied to such projects, where appropriate:  

       Construction-Related Diesel Exhaust 
 

• Prior to initiating construction activity, the implementing agency should consult 
with the MBUAPCD to identify the types of grading, demolition and 
construction equipment that will be used for the project. Once the characteristics 
of specific equipment to be used have been identified, the MBUAPCD should 
provide recommendations for measures that can be implemented to reduce 
diesel emissions associated with such equipment (e.g., the substitution of diesel-
powered equipment with non-diesel-powered equipment, the installation of 
exhaust controls, staggering construction activity at the project site, etc.). 

Truck Idling Facilities 
 
• Provide a minimum buffer zone of 300 meters between truck traffic and 

sensitive receptors; 
• Re-route truck traffic by adding direct off-ramps for the truck traffic or by 

restricting truck traffic on certain sensitive routes; 
• Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization; 
• Enforce truck parking restrictions; 
• Develop park and ride programs; 
• Restrict truck idling; 
• Restrict operation at the truck idling facility to “clean trucks”; 
• Electrify service equipment at facility; 
• Provide electrical hook-ups for trucks that need to cool their load; 
• Use “clean” street sweepers; 
• Provide onsite services to minimize truck traffic in or near residential areas, 

including, but not limited to, the following services: meal or cafeteria service, 
automated teller machines, etc.; and 

• Require or provide incentives to use low-sulfur diesel fuel with particulate traps. 
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Train Idling 
 
• Change railroad operating practices to reduce idle time; 
• Employ idle reduction technologies (such as auxiliary power units); and 
• Employ new engine technologies (such as modification of fuel injectors). 

Generally, transit operators within the Monterey Bay region should consider the use of 
alternative fuels, where appropriate and available, as a means of reducing diesel emissions 
associated with transit vehicles.  

Depending on the project-specific diesel emission characteristics, this mitigation measure 
could be expected to reduce diesel particulate material emissions which may be associated 
with the implementation of specific transportation system improvement projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP to some extent, 
most often to a level of less than significant. CARB adopted an idling-restriction Airborne 
Toxics Control Measures (ATCMs) for school busses in July 2003 and large commercial 
diesel-powered vehicles that became effective February 1, 2005. In accordance with these 
measures, affected vehicles are required to limit idling to no longer than 5 minutes under 
most circumstances. School bus operators are similarly required to curtail idling during 
operations and educate drivers on idling restrictions.  CARB is currently evaluating 
additional ATCMs associated with the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, Emission 
Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement, and implementation of AB 233 intended 
to further reduce TACs associated with mobile sources.  Thus, existing state programs will 
continue to address and reduce TAC emissions associated with diesel. However, for a few 
projects where identified measures intended to reduce diesel particulate material emissions 
cannot be effectively implemented to reduce these emissions to a level below the 
MBUAPCD’s cancer risk threshold or to obtain a chronic hazard index of one or less, this 
impact could remain significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.3.4: Increased Exposure to Diesel Exhaust Fumes
 
Implementation of some of the transportation system improvement 
projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP involving an increase in diesel exhaust levels at construction 
sites, within limited areas (e.g., transit stations, transit maintenance and 
parking facilities, along rail lines which would support increased train 
service, etc.) or along roadways that could experience an increase in 
diesel-fueled vehicle traffic as a result of the implementation of 
transportation system improvement projects could result in potential 
exposure of sensitive receptors to objectionable odors. This could 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.3: Reduction in Diesel Emissions 
 
The MITIGATION MEASURE for IMPACT 3.3.4 is the same as MITIGATION 
MEASURE 3.3.3: Reduction in Diesel Emissions, above.  

 
Depending on the project-specific diesel emission characteristics, the effective 
implementation of MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.3 could be expected to reduce odors 
associated with project-specific diesel emissions to some extent, most often to a level of 
less than significant. However, for a few projects where identified measures intended to 
reduce diesel particulate material emissions cannot be effectively implemented to reduce 
these emissions to a level below the MBUAPCD’s cancer risk threshold or to obtain a 
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represent a potentially significant environmental impact. chronic hazard index of one or less, this impact could remain significant and 

unavoidable. 
IMPACT 3.3.5: Increase in GHG Emissions 
 
GHG emissions were calculated for the AMBAG region in year 2035 
with implementation of all transportation system improvement projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MPT. Based on those projections (see Table 3-6, AMBAG Region 
GHG Summary), the transportation system is projected to generate 
6,615.45 Daily Metric Tons of CO2e, with Pavley I and II low carbon 
fuel adjustments. Currently, under analysis year 2010 (existing 
conditions) GHG emissions are estimated at 6,729.13 Daily Metric 
Tons. As the future condition is estimated to be lower than the existing 
condition with Pavley I and II adjustments, and only fractionally higher 
using Pavley I adjustments only, the 2010 MTP project will not result in 
a substantial increase in GHG emissions, directly or indirectly, or 
otherwise cause a significant impact on the environment. This impact is 
therefore considered less than significant. 

This impact was found to be less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.3.6: Consistency with Adopted Plans, Policies or 
Regulations Intended to Reduce GHG Emissions 
 
Based on the GHG analysis conducted for all analysis years (Table 3-
6), implementation of the 2010 MTP would be consistent with AB 32 
GHG emission reduction goals of 1990 levels by 2020. In horizon year 
2020, the analysis projects 5,660 daily metric tons of CO2e, versus 
6,729 daily metric tons in 2010. Similarly, the analysis projects a 
reduction in CO2e of 16 percent below current (2010) levels by 2020, 
which is consistent with and exceeds the 15 percent reduction goal 
identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. Based on these levels, the project 
will have a less than significant impact, based on current CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 
EO-S-03-05 set the stage for passage of AB 32, which is the umbrella 
under which the AB 32 Scoping Plan, SB 97 and SB 375 were adopted. 
In January 2009, Senate Bill (SB) 375 became law, requiring 
coordinated planning between regional land use and transportation 
plans in order to increase efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. 
Although currently in effect, regional targets will not be set until 

This impact was found to be less than significant. 
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September 2010 and associated sustainable community strategies (SCS), 
the major tool in implementing the provisions of SB 375, will not be 
feasible until the region’s SCS is adopted for the Monterey Bay region 
in 2012. As such, future updates to the MTP (next in 2015) will also be 
required to comply with any regulations, targets, thresholds and/or 
guidelines that may be adopted as a result of SB 375 and related 
legislation. Stated another way, AB 32 has identifiable reduction targets 
that are projected to be met by this 2010 MTP update, and forthcoming 
SB 375 requirements cannot be measured as of this date as the 
reductions targets have not been identified or adopted. It is fully 
anticipated that the SCS component of SB 375 will serve to further 
reduce GHG emissions over time. But to what level is not yet clear. 

IMPACT 3.3.7: Secondary Effects of Sea Level Rise 
 
As identified in Table 3-3, the potential effects of climate change on 
transportation facilities includes the potential operational and 
infrastructure impacts that may occur from sea level rise. Sea level rise, 
including increased range and intensity of storm surge events, may 
result in interruptions in travel and circulation, inundation of roads and 
rail lines, erosion and scour of road base and bridge supports, and 
reduced bridge clearance. Projections for levels of sea level rise along 
the California coast vary greatly, and most modeled timelines, which 
often project out to year 2100, greatly exceed the 2035 timeframe of 
this MTP. However, even modest increases in sea level rise in the near 
term could have ramifications for transportation facilities located 
directly along the coastline, particularly in areas that are more 
susceptible to erosion, and where bluff and dune retreat is already 
occurring. Specific vulnerabilities for individual projects within the 
MTP cannot be predicted at this time. However, the implications of sea 
level rise as a secondary effect of climate change and GHG emission 
should not be ignored, and is considered a potentially significant 
effect of MTP implementation. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3.7: Addressing Secondary Effects – Sea Level Rise 

If increases in GHG emissions are a potentially significant direct effect of transportation 
projects, changes or rises in sea level in coastal areas in the vicinity of transportation 
projects can be considered a secondary effect of long term changes in climate conditions. 
To address long term secondary effects the following strategies are prescribed: 

• AMBAG shall work with TAMC, Coastal Commission, coastal land use agencies, 
and other partners to address vulnerability of the region’s transportation 
infrastructure and appropriate adaptation strategies to protect transportation 
related capital improvements.  Examples could include, but are not be limited to: 

 Designs for new transportation projects in coastal areas shall 
demonstrate that they have factored in sea level rise and potential 
increases in storm surge inundation, and have budgeted for necessary 
mitigation measures to adapt to projected sea level rise and storm 
surge.   

 For transportation projects that increase the capacity of existing 
infrastructure, project sponsors shall demonstrate they have 
investigated existing facilities’ vulnerability to sea level rise and potential 
increases in storm surge inundation. 

Budgeting for adaptation, avoidance, abandonment, relocation or other measures shall be 
considered in transportation planning in coastal areas. Similarly, any mitigation strategy 
pursued to address sea level rise shall consider the effects of that strategy on other coastal 
zone resources as identified by the Coastal Act. 
AMBAG recognizes that mitigation measures related to reducing GHG emissions are 
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evolving and frequently updated as new information and technologies become available, 
and will change in the coming years. For this reason, as individual transportation system 
improvement projects are implemented, additional review by the project-specific lead 
agency shall be required to ensure that the most current and applicable measures have 
been incorporated. 
 
Transportation planning and policy, interagency coordination and the efforts of individual 
land use entities to review and mitigate for the effects of sea level rise into the future are 
all intended to promote adaptation to changing conditions. However, the effects of these 
efforts and subsequent legislation are not and cannot be fully known at this time, and the 
pace of adaptation may not coincide with climatic conditions. As a result, the potential 
impact of sea level rise on the transportation plan can be expected to remain significant 
and unavoidable for the purposes of this CEQA analysis. 

IMPACT 3.4.1: Modification of Habitat 
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could be expected to 
result in the modification of areas which currently provide habitat for 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species, and could interfere with 
the movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. 
Examples of projects which might involve such impacts may include 
(but are not necessarily limited to) construction of the new roadways, 
bridge widenings, roadway widenings, rail improvements on rail lines 
not currently utilized by trains and the development of transportation-
related facilities in coastal zones. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with these types of 
projects. 
 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.1a: Avoidance and Design Modification 
 
For each project identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP 
where habitat modification may be anticipated, the following measures may be used by the 
implementing agency to reduce modification of areas which currently provide habitat for 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species, and interference with the movement of 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species:: 
 
A. Prior to the finalization of project design, the area in which the project is proposed 
should be thoroughly surveyed to determine the presence or absence of habitat for 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species, and to determine the extent to which project 
construction may interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species. If special status species are known to occur or have the potential to occur, 
appropriate resource agency contacts shall, where appropriate, be made and mitigation 
developed in consultation with a qualified biologist and the resource agencies. 
 
B. If initial biological assessments for a proposed project identified in the 2010 MTP 
determine the presence or potential presence of a state or federally listed species on the 
site, the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, consult with the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
respectively, for guidance on whether or not the project can avoid impacts to the species. 
The project shall, where appropriate, avoid impacts through re-design or realignment, 
wherever possible. 
 
C. During site-specific environmental review, implementing agencies shall, where 
appropriate, evaluate the effects of project-related noise, light and activity on any 
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environmentally sensitive habitat areas, both during and after construction, and shall, 
where appropriate, identify appropriate mitigation measures, where feasible. 
 
D. In those instances where it is not possible to avoid sensitive habitat areas through 
design measures, the USFWS and the CDFG may need to be contacted in order to 
achieve compliance with the appropriate endangered species protection regulations 
through the implementation of site-specific mitigation measures prior to project approval. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.1b: Conservation Banking 

Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall 
mitigate impacts to habitat modification through the use of conservation banks, where 
such mechanisms exist. Where individual projects would modify habitat, project sponsors 
would be required to purchase credits from a conservation bank as approved by the 
California Department of Fish and Game as outlined in the State’s Official Policy on 
Conservation Banks. 

Avoiding completely those areas identified as habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species of plants and animals, or those areas which are important in providing free 
movement for resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, would reduce this potential 
impact to a level of less than significant for most projects. However, depending on the 
location, character and purpose of a proposed project, it may not be possible to design it 
in such a way so as to completely avoid these areas. In addition, purchasing conservation 
bank credits for ‘compensatory’ mitigation when on-site avoidance is not possible could 
reduce the potential impact to a less than significant level. However, the use of 
conservation banks requires the successful establishment of such mechanisms before they 
could be relied upon for mitigation. In these instances, this potential impact would need 
to be mitigated to the satisfaction of the appropriate regulatory agencies prior to the 
issuance of the permits necessary to allow project construction to proceed, although 
impacts associated with a few projects could be expected to remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.4.2: Modification of Riparian Areas/Wetlands 
 
Construction of some projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP could be expected to result in the 
modification of riparian areas or wetlands. Examples of projects which 
might involve such impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited 
to) the construction of new bridges, the replacement of existing 
bridges, and projects that result in an increase in impermeable surface 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.2a: Avoidance/Permitting/Precautions During 
Construction 
 
The following measures may be used by the implementing agencies to reduce 
modification of riparian areas or wetlands: 
 
A. The proposed projects should be designed to avoid construction in riparian areas or 
wetlands to the extent practicable. 

http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/policies/mitbank.html
http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/policies/mitbank.html
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areas that may require additional infrastructure for stormwater runoff 
collection and treatment. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with these types of 
projects. 
 
 

 
B. In those instances where it is not possible to avoid riparian areas or wetlands through 
design measures, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and 
Game shall, where appropriate, be contacted in order to achieve compliance with the 
appropriate regulations and to obtain all required permits prior to project approval. The 
granting of the required permits may be conditional on the implementation of site-specific 
measures designed to mitigate any modification of riparian areas or wetlands which may 
result from construction of the projects. 
 
C. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that all removed and excess 
material is disposed of off-site and away from the flood plain, outside areas subject to U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction. 
 
D. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that construction activities in 
drainages occur during the dry season when channels are at low flow. 
 
E. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that no fueling or maintenance 
of equipment takes place in any channel. Mechanical equipment shall, where appropriate, 
be serviced in designated staging areas located outside of any creek bed and associated 
wetland habitat. Water from equipment washing or concrete wash down shall, where 
appropriate, be prevented from entering any channel. 
 
F. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that any equipment adjacent to 
any channel is checked and maintained daily, to prevent leaks of materials that if 
(eventually) introduced to water could be deleterious to aquatic life. Petroleum products 
and other substances that could be hazardous to aquatic life shall be prevented from 
contaminating the soil and/or entering the adjacent waters. CDFG shall, where 
appropriate, be notified immediately of any spills, and shall, where appropriate, be 
consulted regarding clean-up procedures. 
 
G. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that construction activities 
minimize increases in turbidity to the maximum extent possible. 
 
H. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that, following construction, 
disturbed banks are re-vegetated using locally-occurring, drought-resistant native species 
and erosion control grass seed, in consultation with a qualified biologist. 
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MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.2b: Mitigation Banking 
 
Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall 
mitigate impacts to riparian areas or wetlands through the use of mitigation banks, where 
such mechanisms exist. Where individual projects would modify riparian areas or 
wetlands, project sponsors would be required to purchase credits from a mitigation bank 
as approved by a multi-agency Mitigation Bank Review Team (MBRT) as outlined in the 
Federal Guidance for the Establishment, Use and Operation of Mitigation Banks (current edition). 

Avoiding completely riparian areas or wetlands through design measures would reduce 
this potential impact to a level of less than significant for most projects. However, 
depending on the character and purpose of a proposed project, it may not be possible to 
design it in such a way as to completely avoid these areas. In addition, purchasing 
mitigation bank credits for ‘compensatory’ mitigation when on-site avoidance is not 
possible could reduce the potential impact to a less than significant level. However, the 
use of mitigation banks requires the successful establishment of such mechanisms before 
they could be relied upon for mitigation. In these instances, this potential impact would 
need to be mitigated to the satisfaction of the appropriate regulatory agencies prior to the 
issuance of the permits necessary to allow project construction to proceed, although 
impacts associated with a few projects could be expected to remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.4.3: Interference with Wildlife Movement 
 
Development of projects identified in the 2010 MTP involving 
roadways located in previously undeveloped areas, such as new road 
construction and roadway extensions, has the potential to substantially 
interfere with wildlife movement if established wildlife movement 
corridors are located within or in the vicinity of the proposed roadway 
improvements. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.3: Avoidance and Design Modification 
 
During site-specific environmental review for projects located in wildlife movement 
corridors, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, conduct biological field 
investigations to document existing conditions and assess site-specific impacts upon 
wildlife that may be affected by the project. Implementing agencies shall, where 
appropriate, develop new roadway alignments and extensions to avoid or minimize 
disturbance of wildlife movement corridors to the maximum extent feasible. If impacts 
cannot be avoided, project-specific mitigation measures shall, where appropriate, be 
developed in consultation with responsible agencies (USFWS and/or CDFG, as 
appropriate). 
 
Avoiding completely wildlife movement corridors through design measures would reduce 
this potential impact to a level of less than significant for most projects. However, 
depending on the character and purpose of a proposed project, it may not be possible to 
design it in such a way as to completely avoid these areas. In these instances, this potential 
impact would need to be mitigated to the satisfaction of the appropriate regulatory 
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agencies prior to the issuance of the permits necessary to allow project construction to 
proceed, although impacts associated with a few projects could be expected to remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.4.4: Conflicts with Protective Ordinances and Policies 
 
Depending on the specific features of local ordinances and policies 
which are designed to protect biological resources within each 
jurisdiction, it is possible that implementation of some projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MTP could conflict with such ordinances and policies. Examples of 
projects which might involve such impacts may include (but are not 
necessarily limited to) construction of new roadways and rail 
improvements on rail lines that are not currently used by trains. This 
could represent a potentially significant environmental impact 
associated with these types of projects. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.4: Modify Design to Achieve Compliance/Tree 
Replacement/Tree Protection Plans 
 
A. Where it is clear that the implementation of a specific project would result in a conflict 
with local ordinances or policies intended to protect biological resources, the appropriate 
agency responsible for the actual implementation of the proposed project should modify 
the design of the project to achieve compliance with the applicable ordinances or policies, 
where feasible. 
 
B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that trees that are removed for 
construction of specific projects are replaced with native tree species at a minimum 2:1 
ratio, under the direction of a certified arborist. Special status trees or trees located in 
sensitive habitats may require higher replacement ratios to mitigate the specific function 
and value impacted. Tree replacement ratios shall, where appropriate, be consistent with 
the local jurisdictions in which impacts occur. As part of the overall revegatation and 
monitoring plan, these replacement tree plantings shall, where appropriate, be monitored 
over time based on the recommendations of a qualified revegetation specialist. 
 
C. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that a tree protection plan is 
required for construction around trees. The plan may include (but need not be limited to) 
setbacks for trees, use of protective fencing, restrictions regarding grading and paving near 
trees, directions regarding pruning and restrictions regarding digging/trenching within 
root zones of trees. 
 
Depending on the character and purpose of a proposed project, it may not be possible to 
modify it in such a way as to completely avoid disturbing protected trees or other 
biological resources that may be protected within a specific local jurisdiction. In these 
instances, this potential impact would need to be mitigated to the satisfaction of the 
appropriate local jurisdiction prior to the issuance of the permits necessary to allow 
project construction to proceed, although impacts associated with a few projects could be 
expected to remain significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.4.5: Conflicts with Habitat Conservation Plans 
 
It is possible that implementation of some of the projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.5: Modify Design to Achieve Compliance 
 
For projects located within the boundaries of an HCP, the appropriate jurisdiction shall, 
where appropriate, ensure that the project is reviewed for consistency with the HCP, and 
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conflict with the provisions of approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plans. Examples of projects which might involve such 
impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited to) the 
construction of new roadways or bike paths. This could represent a 
potentially significant environmental impact associated with these 
types of projects. 

that specific mitigation measures and/or alternative alignments are identified to avoid 
conflicts with the HCP and its protected species and habitats. 
 
Implementation of this mitigation measure could reduce the impact to a level of less than 
significant. 

IMPACT 3.5.1: Disturbance of Cultural Resources 
 
Construction of some projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP could result in the disturbance of, or 
in damage to, prehistoric or historic cultural resources. Examples of 
projects which might involve such impacts may include (but are not 
necessarily limited to) bridge improvements and construction new 
roadways or rail improvements on rail lines that are not currently used 
by trains. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with these types of projects. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.5.1: Cultural Resource Surveys/Modifications
 
A. The implementing agency for a project involving substantial earth disturbance, the 
removal or disturbance of existing buildings, or the construction of permanent above-
ground structures or roadways shall, where appropriate, ensure that the following 
elements are included in the project’s environmental review: 
 
B. A map defining the Area of Potential Effects (APE) shall, where appropriate, be 
prepared for transportation system improvements that involve substantial earth 
disturbance, the removal or disturbance of existing buildings, or construction of 
permanent above-ground structures. This map will indicate the areas of primary and 
secondary disturbance associated with construction and operation of the facility and will 
help in determining whether known cultural resources are located within the impact zone. 
 
C. A preliminary study of each project area, as defined in the APE, shall, where 
appropriate, be completed to determine whether or not the project area has been studied 
under an earlier investigation, and to determine the impacts of the previous project. 
 
D. If the results of the preliminary studies indicate additional studies are necessary, 
development of field studies and/or other documentary research shall, where appropriate, 
be completed (Phase I studies). Negative results would result in no additional studies for 
the project area. 
 
E. Based on positive results of the Phase I studies, an evaluation of identified resources 
shall, where appropriate, be completed to determine the potential eligibility/significance 
of the resources (Phase II studies). 
 
F. Phase III mitigation studies shall, where appropriate, be coordinated with the Office of 
Historic Preservation, as the research design will require review and approval from OHP. 
In the case of prehistoric or Native American related resources, the Native American 
Heritage Commission and/or local representatives of the Native American population 
shall, where appropriate, be contacted and permitted to respond to the testing/mitigation 
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programs.  
 
G. If development of a specific project requires the presence of an archaeological 
monitor, the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that a certified 
archaeologist/paleontologist monitors the grading and/or other ground altering activities. 
The schedule and extent of monitoring will depend on the grading schedule and/or extent 
of the ground alterations. This requirement can be accomplished through placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 
 
H. The implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that materials recovered 
over the course of any given improvement are adequately cleaned, labeled and curated at a 
recognized repository. This requirement can be accomplished through placement of 
conditions on the project by the local jurisdiction during individual environmental review. 
 
J. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that mitigation for potential 
impacts to significant cultural resources includes one or more of the following: 
 

• Realignment of the project right-of-way (avoidance - the most preferable 
method); 

• Capping of the site and leaving it undisturbed; 
• Addressing structural remains with respect to NRHP guidelines (Phase III 

studies); 
• Relocating structures per NRHP guidelines; 
• Creation of interpretive facilities; and/or 
• Development of measures to prevent vandalism. 

 
K. A qualified archaeologist shall, where appropriate, monitor all earth moving activities 
within native soil. In the event that archaeological and historic artifacts are encountered 
during project construction, all work in the vicinity of the find will be halted until such 
time as the find is evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and appropriate mitigation (if 
necessary) is implemented. 
 
L. As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, to prepare for the possibility of 
an accidental discovery of significant buried cultural resources during transportation 
system improvement project construction, the following measures shall, where 
appropriate, be taken:  

• Due to the possibility that significant buried cultural resources might be found 
during construction, the following language shall, where appropriate, be included 
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in any permits issued for the project site, including (but not limited to) building 
permits for future development, subject to the review and approval of the 
implementing agency: “If archaeological resources or human remains are 
discovered during construction, work shall be halted at a minimum of 200 feet 
from the find and the area shall be staked off. The project developer shall notify 
a qualified professional archaeologist. If the find is determined to be significant, 
appropriate mitigation measures shall be formulated and implemented.” 

• Due to the possibility that an accidental discovery or recognition of  human 
remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery may occur, the 
implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that this language is 
included in all permits in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e): 
“If human remains are found during construction, there shall be not further 
excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to 
overlie adjacent human remains until the County Coroner is contacted to 
determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required. If the coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the coroner shall contact the 
Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours. The Native American 
Heritage Commission shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the 
most likely descendent of the deceased Native American. The most likely 
descendent may then make recommendations to the landowner or the person 
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating and disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and associated grave goods as provided 
in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The landowner or his authorized 
representative shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated 
grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to 
further disturbance if a)   the Native American Heritage Commission is unable to 
identify a most likely descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a 
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the commission; b) the 
descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or c) the landowner or 
his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the descendent, and 
the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission fails to provide 
measures acceptable to the landowner.” 

 
These measures could reduce the potential impact to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.6.1: Increased Exposure to Seismic Hazards 
 
In those instances where projects are proposed in proximity to known 
earthquake faults (as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.6.1: Building Code Compliance/Avoidance of 
Known Earthquake Faults 
 
Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that all structures, including (but 
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Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault), 
construction of some of the transportation system improvement 
projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP could result in the increased exposure of people or 
structures to the risk of loss, injury or death involving fault rupture or 
other seismic hazards. Examples of projects which might involve such 
impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited to) road widenings, 
bridge improvements and the construction of new roadways or other 
transportation infrastructure. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with these types of 
projects.  
 
 
 

not limited to) roadway improvements, bridges and pedestrian/bike facilities, are designed 
and constructed to the latest geotechnical standards (including the UBC Zone 4 
guidelines) to limit potential hazards to the public after project completion. In most cases, 
this will necessitate site-specific geologic and soils engineering investigations to exceed the 
code for high ground shaking zones. 
 
Where transportation system improvement projects involve bridges or passenger stations, 
implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that such structures are placed in 
areas outside of fault rupture zones. If avoidance is not possible, detailed geologic and 
seismic studies must be completed to locate active or potentially active fault traces. 
Structures shall, where appropriate, then be placed outside of an appropriate setback 
distance.  
 
Implementation of these mitigation measures could reduce the impact to a level of less 
than significant. 

IMPACT 3.6.2: Increased Exposure to Landslides 
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could result in the 
increased exposure of people or structures to the risk of loss, injury or 
death involving landslides. Examples of projects which might involve 
such impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited to) the 
construction of new roadways and improvements to existing roadways 
that pass through hilly terrain. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with these types of 
projects. 
 
 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.6.2: Project-Specific Geotechnical Investigations 
 
A. The implementing agency shall, where appropriate, require that design-level 
geotechnical analyses are prepared for all transportation system improvement projects, 
and that all recommendations contained in the geotechnical reports are incorporated into 
project design. 
 
B. If a particular transportation system improvement project involves cut slopes over 20 
feet in height, or is located in an area of bedded or jointed bedrock, the implementing 
agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that specific slope stabilization studies are 
conducted. Possible stabilization methods include buttresses, retaining walls and soldier 
piles. 
 
The implementation of site-specific slope stabilization measures and incorporation of 
other geotechnical recommendations could be expected to reduce potential impacts to a 
level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.6.3: Increased Erosion and Loss of Topsoil During 
Construction 
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could result in increased 
soil erosion and loss of topsoil during construction. Examples of 
projects which might involve such impacts may include (but are not 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.6.3: Grading and Erosion Control Plans 
 
If a particular transportation system improvement project involving deep foundations or 
underground areas is located in an area of moderate or high erosion potential, the 
implementing agency shall, where appropriate, prepare a grading and erosion control plan 
that minimizes erosion and sedimentation prior to the issuance of grading permits. The 
grading and erosion control plan must include the following:  
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necessarily limited to) the construction of new roadways and the 
widening of existing roadways. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with these types of 
projects. 
 
 

 
A. Methods such as retention basins, drainage diversion structures, spot grading, silt 
fencing/coordinated sediment trapping, straw bales and sand bags shall, where 
appropriate, be used to minimize erosion on slopes and siltation into waterways during 
grading and construction activities. 

 
B. Graded areas shall, where appropriate, be revegetated within four weeks of grading 
activities with deep-rooted, native, drought-tolerant species to minimize slope failure and 
erosion potential. Geotextile binding fabrics shall, where appropriate, be used, if 
necessary, to hold slope soils until vegetation is established. 
 
C. Exposed areas shall, where appropriate, be stabilized to prevent wind and water 
erosion using methods approved by the MBUAPCD. These methods may include the 
importation of topsoil to be spread on the ground surface in areas having soils that can be 
transported by the wind, and/or the mixing of highly erosive sand with finer-grained 
materials (silt or clay) in sufficient quantities to prevent its ability to be transported by 
wind. As a minimum, six inches of topsoil or silt/clay mixture is to be used to stabilize 
wind-erodible soils. 

 
D. Landscaped areas adjacent to structures shall, where appropriate, be graded so that 
drainage is away from structures. 

 
E. Grading on slope steeper than 5:1 shall, where appropriate, be designed to minimize 
surface water runoff. 

 
F. Fills placed on slopes steeper than 5:1 shall, where appropriate, be properly benched 
prior to placement of fill. 
 
G. Brow ditches and/or berms shall, where appropriate, be constructed and maintained 
above all cut and fill slopes, respectively. 
 
H. Cut and fill benches shall, where appropriate, be constructed at regular intervals. 
 
I. Retaining walls shall, where appropriate, be installed to stabilize slopes where there is a 
10-foot or greater difference in elevation between the base of the proposed structure and 
adjacent lots. 

 
J. Excavation and grading shall, where appropriate, be limited to the dry season of the year 
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(typically April 15 to November 1, allowing for variations in weather) unless an approved 
erosion control plan is in place and all measures identified therein are in effect. Additional 
measures which may be applied to reduce erosion during the construction of 
transportation system improvement projects include (but are not limited to) the following: 
 
K. Limiting disturbance of soils and vegetation removal to the minimum area necessary 
for access and construction. 
 
L. Confining all vehicular traffic associated with construction to the right-of-way or to 
designated access roads. 
 
M. Limiting access routes and stabilizing access points. 
 
N. Adhering to construction schedules designed to avoid periods of heavy precipitation or 
high winds. 
 
O. Ensuring that all exposed soil is provided with temporary drainage and soil protection 
when construction activity is shut down during the winter periods. 
 
P. Stabilizing denuded areas as soon as possible with seeding, mulching or other effective 
methods. 
 
Q. Protecting adjacent properties with vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or other 
effective methods. 
 
R. Delineating clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive areas, vegetation and drainage 
courses by marking them in the field. 
 
S. Stabilizing and preventing erosion from temporary conveyance channels and outlets. 
 
T. Using sediment controls and filtration to remove sediment from water generated by 
dewatering or collected on-site during construction. 
 
U. Informing construction personnel prior to construction and periodically during 
construction activities of environmental concerns, pertinent laws and regulations, and 
elements of the grading and erosion control plans. 
 
The effective implementation of grading and erosion control plans could reduce this 



SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH MAY  
BE ASSOCIATED WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2010 MTP 

SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP PAGE ES-23 

Potentially Significant Impact Mitigation Measure 
impact to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.6.4: Construction on Unstable Soils 
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP on soils that are unstable 
(or that could become unstable as a result of such construction) could 
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse, possibly resulting in substantial risks to life and 
property. Examples of projects which might involve such impacts may 
include (but are not necessarily limited to) the construction of new 
roadways and rail improvements along rail lines not currently used by 
trains. This could represent a potentially significant environmental 
impact associated with these types of projects. 
 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.6.4: Project-Specific Soils Analysis 
 
A. If a particular transportation system improvement project is located in an area of 
moderate to high liquefaction potential, the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, 
ensure that such improvements are designed based upon appropriate soil studies. Possible 
design measures include deep foundations, removal of liquefiable materials and 
dewatering. 
 
B. If a particular transportation system improvement project is located in an area of highly 
expansive, collapsible or compressible soils, the implementing agency shall, where 
appropriate, ensure that a site-specific investigation and appropriate design factors are 
implemented. 
 
C. If a  particular transportation system improvement project involving deep foundations 
or underground areas is located in an area of high groundwater potential, the 
implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that appropriate construction 
techniques (i.e., dewatering, special water proofing and deeper foundations) are included 
in the design of the facility). 
 
Site-specific soil studies should be able to recommend appropriate mitigation measures 
which may reduce potential impacts to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.7.1: Potential to Create a Significant Hazard to the 
Public or Environment  
 
The development of some transportation system improvement projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MTP may have the potential to be affected by DTSC Calsites, aerial 
deposited lead, naturally occurring asbestos and other hazardous 
materials. In the absence of appropriate precautions and/or cleanup 
efforts, such projects may create the potential for exposing 
construction workers, the public or the environment to hazardous 
materials, a potentially significant environmental impact. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.7.1: Site-Specific Analysis for Hazardous Materials/ 
Remediation/Cleanup  
 
Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, investigate the potential for 
transportation system improvement projects to be located at, or in the vicinity of, 
identified DTSC hazardous material sites, or to be located in areas that contain aerial 
deposited lead, naturally occurring asbestos or other hazardous materials. Site-specific 
evaluation should include a historical assessment of past uses, and soil sampling should be 
conducted when determined appropriate by the implementing agency. In those instances 
where a specific project site is found to be contaminated by hazardous materials, the site 
shall, where appropriate, be cleaned up to the standards of the appropriate regulatory 
agency, and appropriate remediation measures to ensure worker safety during 
construction shall, where appropriate, be identified prior to the commencement of 
earthmoving activities, subject to the review and approval of DTSC.  
 
Implementation of this mitigation measure could reduce potential impacts to a level of 
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less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.7.2: Potential Hazards Associated with Roadway 
Design and the Transport of Hazardous Materials 
 
Although the transportation system improvement projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP would 
generally be expected to improve roadway safety for the transport of 
hazardous materials, proper design of roadway improvements is 
necessary to minimize potential safety impacts associated with the 
transport of hazardous materials. The possible effects of unsafe 
roadway design on hazardous material transport could be considered a 
potentially significant environmental impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.7.2: Design Roadway Improvements along 
Designated Hazardous Materials Transfer Routes for Enhanced Safety 
 
For roadway improvements along designated hazardous materials transfer routes, 
implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that such projects are designed to 
allow for safe traveling, merging and passing of hazardous materials haul trucks. Design 
considerations should include: wider “slow” lanes, longer approach ramps and merger 
lanes, and more gradually-inclined interchanges. 
 
Implementation of the above mitigation measure could reduce this impact to a level of 
less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.8.1: Construction-Related and Operational Water 
Quality Effects 
 
During construction, some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may introduce pollutants 
to local bodies of water and groundwater through storm water runoff. 
Examples of projects which might involve such impacts may include 
(but are not necessarily limited to) construction of new roadways, rail 
improvements on rail lines that are not currently used by trains and 
bridge replacements. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with these types of projects. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.8.1: Water Pollution Prevention Measures 
 
A. Prior to final design approval, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, evaluate 
potential increases in surface water runoff volume for each transportation system 
improvement project with the potential to have significant effects on drainage ways. If it is 
found that increased runoff volumes will significantly affect drainage capacities or increase 
flood hazards, site-specific measures to control runoff (i.e., the use of detention or 
retention basins, french drains, vegetated swales and medians, or other techniques 
designed to delay peak flows) should be implemented. 
 
B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that fertilizer/pesticide 
application plans for any new right-of-way landscaping are prepared to minimize deep 
percolation of chemicals. 
 
C. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that transportation system 
improvement projects direct runoff into subsurface percolation basins and traps which 
would allow for the removal of sediment, urban pollutants, fertilizers, pesticides and other 
chemicals. 
 
D. For transportation system improvement projects that would disturb at least one acre, a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall, where appropriate, be developed 
by the implementing agency prior to the initiation of grading. The measures identified in 
the SWPPP shall, where appropriate, be implemented for all construction activity on the 
project site. The SWPPP shall, where appropriate, include specific BMPs to control the 
discharge of materials from the site and into creeks and local storm drains. BMP methods 
may include (but would not be limited to) the use of temporary retention basins, straw 
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bales, sand bagging, mulching, erosion control blankets, soil stabilizers and native erosion 
control grass seed. 

IMPACT 3.8.2: Depletion of Groundwater Supplies and 
Interference with Groundwater Recharge 
 
Construction and maintenance of transportation system improvement 
projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP could incrementally increase demand for water within the 
region, and several of the projects could be expected to reduce 
groundwater recharge. Since many local water supply systems are reliant 
on groundwater resources, and since many local groundwater basins are 
being over drafted, increased water demand combined with reduced 
groundwater recharge capability could be considered a potentially 
significant environmental impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.8.2: Reduce Water Demand/Increase Permeability 
 
A. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that, where economically and 
technically feasible, reclaimed and/or desalinated water is used for dust suppression 
during construction activities. 
 
B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that low water use landscaping 
(i.e., drought-tolerant plants and drip irrigation) is installed.  
 
C. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that, where economically and 
technically feasible, landscaping associated with transportation system improvement 
projects is maintained using reclaimed and/or desalinated water. 
 
D. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that porous pavement 
materials are utilized, where feasible, to allow for groundwater percolation. Rural bicycle 
and other recreational trails shall be left unpaved, where appropriate. 
 
Implementation of the above measures could reduce potential impacts to a level of less 
than significant.  

IMPACT 3.8.3: Increased Impervious Surface/Storm Water 
Runoff 
 
Construction of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could be expected to 
result in an increase in the area of impervious surface and/or 
modifications in local drainage/groundwater recharge patterns, which 
could result in increased flood risk on- or off-site. Examples of projects 
which might involve such impacts may include (but are not necessarily 
limited to) the construction of new roadways, the widening of existing 
roadways and the development of transit system improvements with 
large parking areas. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with these types of projects. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.8.3: Evaluation/Design/Permitting 
 
The following measures may be used by implementing agencies to limit the area of 
impervious surface and/or modifications in local drainage/groundwater recharge patterns 
resulting from project construction:  
 
A. Prior to the finalization of project design, the drainage and groundwater recharge 
characteristics of the area for which the project is proposed should be thoroughly 
evaluated. In those instances where the capacity of the existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems may be exceeded, it will be necessary to identify appropriate site-specific 
measures to control surface runoff, and to detain surface water runoff on-site, if possible. 
  
B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that adequate drainage 
infrastructure is in place to accommodate runoff from each transportation system 
improvement project prior to the issuance of grading permits. If adequate drainage 
infrastructure is not available, the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, pay 
utility mitigation fees or otherwise provide improvements to the drainage facilities of the 
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jurisdiction in which the project is located such that drainage facilities affected by the 
project in question maintain an acceptable level of service. 
 
C. Based on the results of the drainage/groundwater recharge evaluation, the proposed 
project should be designed to minimize the area of impervious surface and to maintain 
existing drainage/groundwater recharge patterns to the extent practicable. 
 
D. In those instances where a streambed would be altered as a result of project 
construction, it will be necessary to enter into a Streambed Alteration Agreement with the 
California Department of Fish and Game prior to the start of construction. 
 
Although it may be possible to limit the area of impervious surface associated with 
roadway improvement projects to some extent, it will generally not be possible to avoid 
increasing impervious surfaces as new roadways are built or as existing roadways are 
widened, and this potential impact could remain significant and unavoidable in those 
cases. It may not be possible to design some projects in such a way so as to completely 
avoid significant alteration of existing drainage/ groundwater recharge patterns, and in 
such cases these potential impacts could remain significant and unavoidable. In those 
instances where a specific project would require a Streambed Alteration Agreement, 
compliance with the conditions of such an agreement could be expected to reduce 
streambed impacts to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.8.4: Increased Exposure to Flood Hazards 
 
Some of the transportation system improvement projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP that may 
be proposed in low-lying areas could be subject to flood hazards. This 
could represent a potentially significant environmental impact.  
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.8.4: All Structures Above the 100-Year Flood Zone 
Elevation/Stabilization Along Creek Crossings/Avoid Encroachment of 
Designated Flood Areas 
 
A. If a particular transportation system improvement project is located in an area with 
high flooding potential, the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that the 
structure is elevated at least one foot above the 100-year flood zone elevation, is designed 
to minimize damage to the physical improvement and ensure public safety, and that 
feasible stabilization and erosion control measures are implemented along creek crossings. 
 
B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that projects located in areas 
with high flooding potential are designed to keep designated floodways free from 
encroachment as much as possible. Encroachment into the flood plain can be 
accommodated with proper design, planning and mitigation, as long as the resulting shift 
of flood waters does not increase adjacent flood ways or flood plains. 
 
Implementation of the above measures could reduce potential impacts to a level of less 
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than significant. 

IMPACT 3.8.5: Increased Exposure to Tsunami Hazards 
 
Some transportation system improvement projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may be 
located in areas subject to tsunami. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact.   

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.8.5: Incorporate Features to Minimize Tsunami 
Damage 
 
In areas subject to tsunami effects, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure 
that all projects incorporate features designed to minimize damage from a tsunami. 
Structures should either be placed at elevations above those likely to be adversely affected 
during a tsunami event, or designed to allow swift water to flow around, through, or 
underneath without causing collapse. Other features to be considered in designing 
projects within areas subject to tsunami may include using structures as buffer zones, 
providing front-line defenses, and securing foundations of expendable structures so as not 
to add to debris. 
 
Implementation of the above measure could reduce potential impacts to a level of less 
than significant.   

IMPACT 3.9.1: Potential Land Use Conflicts 
 
Construction and operation of some transportation system 
improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP could result in potential land use conflicts 
with existing sensitive uses such as residences, schools, parks, etc. This 
could represent a potentially significant environmental impact. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.9.1: Enhancing Land Use Compatibility 
 
A. In order to minimize safety hazards, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, 
require adequate traffic controls such as signs, striping, crosswalks and warning lights to 
slow traffic on streets in residential, school or park areas where new roadways are 
proposed, or where projected traffic volumes will substantially increase, to reduce safety 
and noise impacts. 
 
B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that roadways and other 
transportation system improvements are designed to minimize potential impacts to 
pedestrians and bicyclists, particularly those living in adjacent residential areas, or 
attending schools. 
 
C. Street lighting, where necessary, shall, where appropriate, be minimized to the extent 
possible in areas adjacent to sensitive land uses. Street lights shall be shielded, and 
oriented away from residential development. No street light shall exceed the maximum 
height limit established by Caltrans or local ordinance, as applicable. 
 
D. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, require that all transportation system 
improvement projects provide appropriate setbacks, barriers, fences or other appropriate 
means of buffering proposed improvements with the potential to generate land use 
conflicts from adjacent sensitive land uses. 
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Implementation of these measures could reduce the potential impact to a level of less 
than significant. 

IMPACT 3.9.2: Conflicts with Land Use 
Plans/Policies/Regulations 
 
It is possible that implementation of some of the projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could 
conflict with the applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project which have been adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental impact. 
Examples of projects which might involve such an impact may include 
(but are not necessarily limited to) the construction of new roadways 
and rail improvements on rail lines that are not currently used by trains. 
This could represent a potentially significant adverse 
environmental impact associated with these types of projects. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.9.2: Design Modifications to Achieve Consistency 
 
Where it is clear that the implementation of a specific project could result in a conflict 
with the applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project which have been adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental impact, the implementing agency should modify the design of the project 
to achieve consistency with the applicable plans, policies or regulations.  
 
In those instances where it would be possible to modify the design of a transportation 
system improvement project to meet the intent of plans, policies or regulations of the 
jurisdictions where such projects are proposed, this mitigation measure could reduce the 
impact to a level of less than significant for most projects. However, for a few projects, it 
may not be possible to make such design changes and still achieve the project objectives. 
In these cases, the potential conflict with established plans, policies and regulations could 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.11.1: Increased Noise Related to Increased Traffic 
Volumes 
 
Major roadway widening which increase capacity, or transportation 
system improvements which create new roadways in previously 
unaffected areas, may permanently affect ambient noise levels by 
substantially increasing traffic volumes, possibly exceeding established 
standards for noise exposure. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with these types of 
projects. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.11.1: Acoustical Analysis/Site-Specific Mitigation
 
A. Acoustical analyses shall, where appropriate, be conducted by the implementing agency 
as part of new roadway construction and/or widening projects for existing roads. The 
noise study shall, where appropriate, identify existing noise sensitive receptors, determine 
existing ambient noise levels, project future noise levels, make appropriate findings with 
respect to appropriate criteria, and recommend mitigation/abatement measures. Specific 
noise mitigation or abatement measures to be considered include alternative alignments, 
sound barrier walls and earthen berms where space is available. Determination of 
appropriate noise attenuation or abatement measures shall, where appropriate, be assessed 
on a case-by-case basis pursuant to the regulations of the applicable agency.  
 
B. Various sound attenuation techniques shall, where appropriate, be considered where 
transportation system improvement projects are found to expose sensitive receptors to 
noise exceeding normally acceptable levels. The preferred methods for mitigating noise 
impacts will be the use of appropriate setbacks and sound attenuating building design, 
including retrofit of existing structures with sound attenuating building materials, where 
feasible. In instances where the use of these techniques is not feasible, the use of sound 
barriers (earthen berms, sound walls, or some combination of the two) will be considered. 
Determination of appropriate noise attenuation measures will be assessed on a case-by-
case basis during a project’s individual environmental review pursuant to the regulations 
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of the applicable agency. 
 
Although noise mitigation or abatement measures may be expected to reduce potential 
traffic noise impacts to a level of less than significant in most instances, this impact may 
not be mitigable in a few cases, resulting in an environmental impact that could remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 

IMPACT 3.11.2: Increased Noise Levels along Rail Corridors 
 
Expansion of existing rail service and related facilities associated with 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may 
increase ambient noise levels along rail service corridors, possibly 
exceeding established standards for noise exposure. This could 
represent a potentially significant environmental impact associated 
with this type of project. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.11.2: Acoustical Analysis/Site-Specific Mitigation 
 
A.  Where appropriate and feasible, a Community Quiet Zone should be pursued with 
appropriate crossing devices to decrease the use of train crossing horns. Designation of 
the Quiet Zone is made by the Federal Railroad Administration, in coordination with the 
Public Utilities Commission. 
 
B. Acoustical analyses shall, where appropriate, be conducted by the implementing agency 
as part of future rail service and facilities expansion projects. If future noise levels exceed 
the applicable federal, state or local noise impact criteria, appropriate noise barriers such 
as berms, noise walls, and/or landscaping or attenuation measures for homes such as 
double-paned windows or other sound insulating techniques shall, where appropriate, be 
installed as necessary to reduce exterior noise levels to acceptable levels, and to meet state 
standards for residential interior noise levels. 
 
C. If proposed rail projects are located adjacent to sensitive uses, the implementing agency 
shall, where appropriate, ensure that a vibration survey and assessment is conducted to 
determine alternative alignments which allow greater distance from the rail or other 
vibration isolation techniques, as necessary, to assess the effects and mitigate any potential 
adverse effects. 
 
Use of noise mitigation or abatement measures may be expected to reduce potential rail-
related noise and vibration impacts to a level of less than significant in most instances. 
However, these impacts may not be mitigable in a few cases, resulting in environmental 
impacts that could remain significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.11.3: Construction-Related Noise 
 
Construction activity associated with some of the projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could 
temporarily result in noise levels which might exceed established 
standards for noise exposure. Examples of projects which might 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.11.3: Noise Abatement 
 
In order to reduce potential construction-related noise impacts, the implementing agency 
shall, where appropriate, ensure that, where residences or other noise sensitive uses are 
located adjacent to construction sites, appropriate measures shall be implemented, where 
appropriate, to ensure consistency with local noise ordinance requirements relating to 
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involve such impacts may include (but are not necessarily limited to) 
the construction of new roadways, the widening of existing roadways, 
rail improvements on rail lines that are not currently used by trains, 
new transit stations, bridge improvements and the construction of 
other transportation system improvement infrastructure. This could 
represent a potentially significant environmental impact associated 
with those projects which involve construction activity.  

construction activity. Specific techniques may include (but are not limited to) restrictions 
on construction timing, the use of sound blankets on construction equipment, and the use 
of temporary noise walls and noise barriers to block and deflect noise. All construction 
equipment in active use at project sites should be appropriately muffled and properly 
maintained. Limiting truck access routes and establishing maximum allowable noise limits 
for construction equipment should also be considered as measures which would reduce 
construction-related noise at specific sites. 
 
These noise abatement measures could generally be expected to reduce construction-
related noise impacts to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.11.4: Exposure to Excessive Groundborne 
Noise/Vibration 
 
Construction associated with some of the transportation system 
improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP might involve activities (such as pile-driving) 
which could result in the temporary exposure of persons living or 
working near the construction area to excessive groundborne noise 
and/or vibration during construction activity. Examples of projects 
which might involve such impacts may include (but are not necessarily 
limited to) bridge replacements and the construction of new 
transportation system improvement infrastructure, including on/off 
ramps and interchanges. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with these types of projects. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.11.4: Restrictions on Construction Activities 
 
In order to reduce the potential noise and/or vibration impacts associated with certain 
construction activities such as pile-driving, the implementing agency shall, where 
appropriate, ensure that, to the maximum extent feasible, all such activity which would 
take place in the vicinity of sensitive receptors be limited to the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 
PM, Monday through Friday. If a particular project located adjacent to sensitive receptors 
requires pile driving, the local jurisdiction may require the use of pile driving techniques 
that would reduce physical impacts and associated noise generation from such activity. 
 
These restrictions could generally be expected to reduce noise and/or vibration impacts 
associated with such construction activity to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.12.1: Indirect Growth Inducement 
 
Implementation of some of the transportation system improvement 
projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP could indirectly induce growth within the region by 
increasing transportation system capacity. This could represent a 
potentially significant environmental impact. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.12.1: Prioritization of Transportation System 
Improvement Projects 
 
To minimize possible growth inducement, implementing agencies should prioritize 
transportation system improvement projects by deemphasizing pursuit of those projects 
that would allow land development to occur in areas where such development has not yet 
been planned for, or where such development is not anticipated to occur in the future. 
 
This approach could reduce the growth-inducing potential of the 2010 MTP. However, to 
the extent that the increases in transportation system capacity associated with projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may indirectly 
contribute to population growth within the region, this impact could remain significant 
and unavoidable. 
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IMPACT 3.12.2: Permanent Displacement of People and/or 
Existing Housing Units/Businesses 
 
Implementation of some of the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP might result in the 
permanent displacement of people and/or existing housing units, as 
well as business enterprises. As the physical characteristics of each 
project become more clearly defined, it is possible that some of these 
projects may be found to displace people or existing housing units or 
businesses. In those cases where such displacement would be regarded 
as substantial, this could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact. 
 
  

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.12.2: Avoidance/Relocation 
 
A. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, assure that project-specific 
environmental reviews for transportation system improvement projects with the potential 
to permanently displace existing residences and businesses consider alternative alignments 
that avoid or minimize impacts to nearby residences and businesses. 
 
B. Where project-specific reviews identify unavoidable displacement impacts, the 
implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that appropriate relocation 
programs are used to assist eligible persons to relocate, in accordance with local, state and 
federal requirements. Owners shall be compensated for acquired property based on fair 
market values. In addition, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, review and, if 
necessary, modify construction schedules to ensure that adequate time is provided to 
allow affected businesses to find and relocate to other sites. 
 
Implementation of these measures could reduce potential impacts associated with the 
displacement of existing homes, residents and businesses to a level of less than 
significant.   

IMPACT 3.13.1: Temporary Interference with School Access 
 
Proposed roadway construction and other transportation system 
improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP could temporarily impede access to public 
school facilities, and could create pedestrian traffic hazards. As the 
physical characteristics of each project become more clearly defined, it 
is possible that some of these projects may be found to interfere with 
access to schools. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact associated with these types of projects. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.13.1: Notification/Designated Detours 
 
A. If construction is to take place in the vicinity of a school, or on roadways that could 
affect access to a school facility, then the implementing agency shall, where appropriate, 
notify the school district superintendent or other appropriate representative of the 
affected school district prior to any road construction and road closures. School officials 
shall also be consulted, where appropriate, to determine if any critical access routes would 
be affected, or if construction would create specific safety problems. 
 
B. For roadway construction projects that involving temporary lane or road closures, the 
implementing agency shall, where appropriate, post advance warning signs no more than 
100 feet from the project site indicating when disruption would occur for a period of at 
least one week prior to project construction through the completion of construction, and 
provide clearly marked detours. Adequate access to all schools shall be maintained, where 
appropriate, during school hours throughout the construction period. During 
implementation of transportation system improvements that necessitate partial or total 
road closure, at least one lane shall, where appropriate, remain open to vehicles at all 
times, and/or alternative routes/detours around improvement areas with appropriate 
signage shall be provided. 
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The implementation of these measures could reduce the impact to a level of less than 
significant.   

IMPACT 3.13.2: Temporary Interference with Park/Recreation 
Access 
 
Although implementation of some transportation system 
improvements would ultimately result in enhanced access to parks and 
recreational facilities within the Monterey Bay region, implementation 
of several of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP could temporarily affect access to park and 
recreational facilities if road construction or other activities were to 
occur in the vicinity of these facilities. Road or bridge construction 
could also generate noise that could disrupt the quiet atmosphere of 
parklands, which could detract from the recreational experience of 
visitors. As the physical characteristics of each project become more 
clearly defined, it is possible that some of these projects may be found 
to interfere with access to parks or recreational facilities. These could 
represent potentially significant adverse environmental impacts 
associated with these types of projects. 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.13.2: Consultation/Site-Specific Mitigation 
 
A. Although potential impacts to recreational facilities which may be associated with the 
implementation of projects identified in the 2010 MTP are not generally expected to be 
significant, park authorities shall be consulted, where appropriate, if construction is to 
occur in the vicinity of park or recreational facilities. The implementing agency and park 
authorities shall, where appropriate, jointly participate in project planning to include 
measures to reduce project-related impacts to park users, when possible.  
 
B. For roadway construction projects that involving temporary lane or road closures, the 
implementing agency shall, where appropriate, post advance warning signs no more than 
100 feet from the project site indicating when disruption would occur for a period of at 
least one week prior to project construction through the completion of construction, and 
provide clearly marked detours. During implementation of transportation system 
improvements that necessitate partial or total road closure, at least one lane shall, where 
appropriate, remain open to vehicles at all times, and/or alternative routes/detours 
around improvement areas with appropriate signage shall be provided, where appropriate. 
 
These measures could reduce potential impacts to a level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.13.3: Increased Transportation System Maintenance 
 
The completion of transportation system improvement projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MTP would increase maintenance demands. Due to uncertainties 
regarding the availability of adequate maintenance staffing and 
equipment to address increased maintenance needs, this is considered a 
potentially significant environmental impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.13.3: Adequate Maintenance Funding 
 
The implementing agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that adequate funds are 
budgeted to maintain proposed transportation facilities as well as existing transportation 
facilities. 
 
With implementation of the proposed measure, impacts could be reduced to a level of 
less than significant.  

IMPACT 3.15.1: Deterioration in Traffic Operations 
 
Although they would likely reduce regional traffic congestion, 
implementation of some projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could result in localized 
traffic congestion. Several airport, rail station, and park and ride lot 
projects are included in the 2010 MTP. These projects are intended to 
relieve regional traffic congestion through multi-modal transportation 
facilities. However, these facilities would act as focal points for 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.15.1: Project-Specific Traffic Studies/Mitigation 
 
A. Implementing agencies that propose transportation system improvement projects that 
are demonstrated to significantly impact local roadways shall, where appropriate, design 
such projects so that impacts are reduced or eliminated. Project-specific mitigation should 
provide a range of mitigation options, including (but not limited to) the following: 
 

• Reduction in project size; 
• Relocation of project route or alignment; 
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automobiles, since their purpose is to concentrate automobile trips at 
transfer nodes. Because of this concentration, there could be localized 
traffic congestion near these facilities. This could represent a 
potentially significant environmental impact associated with this 
type of project.  
 

• Modification of project to provide additional lane capacity; 
• Modification of project to provide additional turning lanes; 
• Provision of additional transit services in lieu of, or in addition to, roadway 

capacity increases; 
• Designation of Peak Hour HOV lanes in lieu of mixed-flow lanes; 
• Additional carpool and vanpool incentives; 
• Expanded intermodal transportation facilities, including secure bicycle parking, 

bicycle carriers on buses, and Park & Ride lots; and 
• Use of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to reduce traffic 

demand instead of increasing roadway capacity.  
 
B. If physical changes to such projects are not feasible due to physical, economic, 
technological or other constraints, the implementing agencies may be required to pay in 
lieu traffic mitigation fees such that roadways and/or intersections affected by these 
projects maintain acceptable levels of service. 
 
C. Implementing agencies that propose transportation system improvement projects that 
are demonstrated to significantly impact local roadways shall, where appropriate, 
incorporate facilities that encourage the use of alternative forms of transportation (e.g., 
provision of bike storage facilities, pedestrian facilities, etc.) into the design of the 
projects, as feasible. In addition, such facilities shall, where appropriate, provide additional 
carpool or vanpool incentives, as feasible.  
 
Depending on the outcome of project-specific traffic analysis, implementation of these 
and/or other traffic mitigations could be expected to reduce this impact to a level of less 
than significant in most cases. However, in a few instances, such mitigation may not be 
feasible, and impacts could be expected to remain significant and unavoidable. 

IMPACT 3.15.2: Temporary Increase in Traffic Congestion 
during Construction 
 
Construction associated with the implementation of some 
transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could be expected to 
result in temporary lane closures, equipment maneuvering and 
rerouting, which could result in temporary traffic congestion and other 
access restrictions that could disrupt existing homes, businesses and 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit routes. This could represent a 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.15.2: Development of Detour and Access Plans
 
Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that transportation system 
improvement projects that could affect traffic flow and access prepare detour and access 
plans, subject to review and approval by the permitting agency. In addition, signs and 
safety measures shall be installed during construction, where appropriate, to ensure 
continued safe access for affected cyclists, pedestrians, businesses and homes. 
 
The implementation of this mitigation measure could reduce potential impacts to a level 
of less than significant in most instances, although in a few cases these impacts could 
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potentially significant environmental impact. remain significant and unavoidable. 
IMPACT 3.15.3: Hazardous Design Features 
 
In the absence of project-specific designs, it is possible that some of the 
transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP might incorporate design 
features which could result in a substantial increase in hazards (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections). As the physical characteristics 
of each project become more clearly defined, it is possible that some of 
these projects may be found to create such hazards. This could 
represent a potentially significant environmental impact associated 
with these types of projects.  
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.15.3: Project-Specific Safety Review/Mitigation 
 
As part of the environmental review for each proposed project identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, a comprehensive safety analysis should be 
conducted by the implementing agency to ensure that implementation of the project as 
proposed would not result in any significant increase in hazards. If potential project-
related hazards are identified, appropriate mitigation should be implemented to reduce or 
eliminate the potentially hazardous situation as part of the project design process. This 
may involve realignment, redesign or reconfiguration of roadway improvements. 
 
This measure could generally be expected to reduce potential hazards associated with the 
design of specific transportation system improvement projects to a level of less than 
significant. 

IMPACT 3.15.4: Temporary Interference with Emergency Access 
 
Proposed roadway construction and other transportation system 
improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP could temporarily interrupt traffic, and 
could impede emergency access in some instances. Emergency 
response vehicles could be delayed as a result of proposed construction 
activities. A review of the projects currently listed in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP failed to identify any 
project which would definitely interfere with emergency access. 
However, as the physical characteristics of each project become more 
clearly defined, it is possible that some of these projects may be found 
to interfere with emergency access. This could represent a potentially 
significant environmental impact associated with these types of 
projects. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.15.4: Notification/Designated Detours 
 
In no case shall a major critical facility (state or federal highway) be disrupted without first 
coordinating with the appropriate County Office of Emergency Preparedness. Prior to 
construction, the appropriate agency responsible for the actual implementation of each 
individual project listed in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP 
should notify all public safety agencies and affected property owners of any pending road 
construction activities and road closures. Detours should be designated and adequate 
access and circulation provided at construction sites to permit emergency vehicles to 
safely and effectively navigate in these areas, even during construction activity.  
 
The implementation of these measures could reduce the impact to a level of less than 
significant. 

IMPACT 3.15.5: Insufficient Parking Capacity
 
In the absence of project-specific designs, it is possible that some of the 
transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP might not provide 
sufficient parking capacity to meet anticipated demand. The types of 
project which might involve such impacts may include (but are not 
necessarily limited to) the construction of new transit facilities. This 
could represent a potentially significant environmental impact 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.15.5: Project-Specific Parking Review/Mitigation 
 
As part of the environmental review for each project identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP which will generate a demand for parking, a 
parking analysis should be conducted by the appropriate agency responsible for the actual 
implementation of such projects to ensure that implementation of the project as proposed 
would not result in any significant lack of parking space. If potential project-related 
parking insufficiencies are identified, then appropriate mitigation (e.g., preferential parking 
for carpools, for-fee parking space, implementation of trip reduction programs, 
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associated with these types of projects.  
 

incorporation of transit-oriented features, incorporation of bicycle-friendly and 
pedestrian-friendly features, etc.) should be implemented to provide adequate project-
related parking space as part of the project design process.  
 
This measure could generally be expected to reduce potential shortfalls in parking space 
associated with the design of specific transportation system improvement projects to a 
level of less than significant. 

IMPACT 3.16.1: Temporary Disruption of Utility 
Services/Installation 
 
Proposed roadway construction and other transportation system 
improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP could result in short-term, temporary 
disruption of utility services and/or could conflict with planned utility 
installation. Construction activities could disrupt services through both 
accidental and scheduled interruption of services. In addition, utility 
installation could disrupt newly constructed or resurfaced roadways if 
not properly coordinated between the agency responsible for the 
implementation of the proposed transportation system improvement 
and the local public works department or utility provider. As the 
physical characteristics of each project become more clearly defined, it 
is possible that some of these projects may be found to have the 
potential to disrupt utility services. These disruptions could represent 
potentially significant environmental impacts associated with these 
types of projects. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.16.1: Consultation/Notice/USA 
 
Prior to construction, the appropriate agency responsible for the actual implementation of 
individual projects should consult with affected utility companies to ensure adequate 
protection of all existing utilities. Advance notice should be given to affected residents 
and businesses of any scheduled utility disruption. Underground Service Alert (USA) 
should be contacted at least one week prior to the initiation of any construction activities, 
to allow utility companies and affected agencies adequate response time. Implementation 
of these measures could reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. 
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1 
INTRODUCTION (REPLACED IN ENTIRETY) 

1.1 DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 

1.1.1 CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND  

 
Purpose of this SEIR 

The California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended, requires Environmental 
Impact Reports (EIRs) to be prepared for projects which may have a significant impact on the 
environment. An EIR is an informational document, the purpose of which is "...to identify the 
significant effects of a project on the environment, to identify alternatives to the project, and to 
indicate the manner in which such significant effects can be mitigated or avoided."  

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) represents the environmental review for 
the 2010 Monterey Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Plan (the project), and supplements the 
certified 2005 Monterey Bay Area MTP EIR. The information contained in this SEIR is intended to 
be objective and impartial, to enable the reader to arrive at an independent judgment regarding the 
probable character and significance of the impacts resulting from the adoption and implementation 
of the 2010 Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan (2010 MC-RTP), the 2010 Santa Cruz 
County Regional Transportation Plan (2010 SCC-RTP) and the 2010 San Benito County Regional 
Transportation Plan (2010 SBC-RTP), collectively referred to and herein referenced as the “2010 
Monterey Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Plan (2010 MTP).” 

Why an SEIR? 

CEQA Guidelines §15162 and §15163 describe the circumstances that may trigger a Supplemental 
EIR. Under CEQA Guidelines §15163, “the lead or responsible agency may choose to prepare a 
supplement to an EIR rather than a subsequent EIR if: 

1. Any of the conditions described in §15162 [§15162(a)(3) identifies “new information of 
substantial importance”] would require the preparation of a subsequent EIR, and 

2. Only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately 
apply to the project in the changed situation.” 
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The 2010 MTP contains new information of substantial importance, including a programmatic 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Analysis (Appendix F), the addition and evaluation of one 
Alternative, and an update to population-related forecasts released by AMBAG in 2008.  

Inclusion of the GHG Emissions Analysis in particular results in information that was not and could 
not have been known five years ago relative to the GHG contributions of the 2010 MTP. However, 
for the remainder of the environmental document, only minor additions or changes were necessary 
to make the previously certified 2005 MTP EIR adequately apply to the 2010 MTP. For the above 
reasons, a Supplement to the certified 2005 MTP EIR, as provided by CEQA Guidelines §15163, 
provides the appropriate level of environmental review for the 2010 MTP. 

Purpose of a Program EIR 

This SEIR is also a “Program EIR”. Under CEQA, a Program EIR may be prepared in those 
instances where a series of actions are under consideration "in connection with (the) issuance of 
rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program." 
CEQA Guidelines provide for preparation of a "program" EIR for "a series of actions that can be 
characterized as one large project and are related either (1) geographically; [or] (2) as logical parts in 
the chain of contemplated actions..." (CEQA Guidelines §15168(a)(1)(2)). This program SEIR 
presents a region-wide assessment of the 2010 MTP's impacts and addresses the impacts of projects 
that may be regionally significant. 

The advantages of a “program" EIR cited by the CEQA Guidelines include its ability to: "(1) 
provide an occasion for a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would be 
practical in an EIR on an individual action; (2) ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that 
might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis; (3) avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy 
considerations; (4) allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide 
mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic 
problems or cumulative impacts; and (5) allow reduction in paperwork." (CEQA Guidelines 
§15168(b)(1-5)). 

Tiering and Future Environmental Review 

CEQA also provides for the tiering of EIRs, to eliminate repetitive discussions of issues and "to 
focus the EIR on the actual issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review." An initial 
EIR for a particular plan or program can evaluate environmental impacts in a general sense, and can 
be followed by additional, project-specific EIRs which refer to previous discussions presented in the 
initial EIR (which may be incorporated by reference). By using this SEIR as the first tier under this 
approach, it may be possible to avoid duplication and eliminate repetition in the preparation of the 
project-specific EIRs, which should be focused on the site-specific issues related to each individual 
transportation project (CEQA Guidelines §15152).  

Site-specific or detailed impacts of individual projects are not included in this SEIR. As 
transportation system improvement projects are proposed, additional site-specific environmental 
review will be required by those agencies responsible for actually implementing such projects. 
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During site-specific environmental review, lead agencies responsible for the implementation of 
specific projects will make every effort to identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided 
or significantly reduced, consistent with the basic purposes of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15002). 
This would include efforts to identify appropriate site-specific mitigation designed to avoid or 
reduce potential environmental impacts, including possible environmental impacts that may 
ultimately be significant and unavoidable.  

These later EIRs (possibly including other Program EIRs) may not be required to repeat the broad 
analysis of environmental issues examined in this original program SEIR. Later EIRs which are 
tiered under this SEIR must indicate such an intention, and must identify the location where this 
SEIR may be reviewed by the public. 

What the 2010 MTP SEIR Is 

This SEIR identifies the long-term environmental impacts of the components of the 2010 MTP and 
provides the basis for further project-level CEQA (and National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA]) 
compliance for implementation of future transportation projects. There are only a few chapters 
from the certified 2005 MTP EIR that have been updated in their entirety to contain “new 
information of substantial importance” based on updates from the 2010 MTP. Applicable chapters 
updated in their entirety include the following: 

Chapter 1, Introduction, has been updated to provide further details and clarification on the 
methodology, purpose and contents of this SEIR. This chapter is intended to provide the reader 
essential contextual and background information.  

Chapter 2, Project Description, has been updated to reflect changes that have occurred since 
certification of the 2005 MTP EIR as reflected in the 2010 MTP, including; temporal updates to 
regional data, minor technical edits and the inclusion of San Benito County RTP Goals that were not 
previously identified. In addition, Section 2.7, Relationship with Other Plans and Programs was 
removed from this chapter and moved to the stand-alone Consistency Analysis, included as 
Appendix E. 

Chapter 3.3, Air Quality, has been updated to include the findings of the GHG Emissions 
Analysis. The purpose of including this analysis is to address the potential effects of climate change 
at the regional level consistent with current practice and environmental regulations. In addition, this 
chapter has been updated to reflect the analysis of criteria pollutant emissions from the on-road 
motor vehicle fleet for the region based on updated output from AMBAG’s Regional Travel 
Demand Model.   

Chapter 3.12, Population, Housing and Employment, has been updated to reflect new (2008) 
AMBAG population, housing and employment forecasts which were released subsequent to 
certification of the 2005 MTP EIR. 

Chapter 4, Alternatives, has been updated to include an additional alternative, referred to as the 
“GHG Reduction” Alternative. This alternative has been included to respond to recent state 
legislation concerning climate change and GHG emission reductions, to anticipate the upcoming 
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legislative requirements of SB 375 and in response to comments received during the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) public review period.  

Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Responses to Notice of Preparation, has been 
updated to reflect the 2010 MTP NOP and its associated responses. 

Appendices B  and C, Financially Constrained and Financially Unconstrained Action 
Element Programs and Projects, have been updated to reflect deletions [projects which have 
since been completed or have been dropped from consideration], modifications and additions to the 
list of 2005 MTP programs and projects. 

Appendix D, Goals, Policies and Objectives, is a new document showing updates to 2005 MTP 
goals, policies and objectives. 

Appendix E, Consistency Analysis, is a new standalone document identifying any inconsistencies 
between implementation of the 2010 MTP update and related mitigation strategies, and other 
relevant planning documents. 

Appendix F, Greenhouse Gas Analysis, is a new stand-alone report that provides supporting 
documentation for SEIR Chapter 3.3, Air Quality, focusing on the impacts of the MTP update on 
climate change, as well as the impacts of climate change on the region’s transportation infrastructure. 

What this SEIR is Not 

This SEIR is not a ‘comprehensive’ update to every chapter of the certified 2005 MTP EIR. As 
discussed above, several chapters have been updated in their entirety. Several other chapters, 
however, have been updated with minor additions or clarifying information. In those cases, chapters 
are identified with the label “Errata Changes Only”, and only the pages with text changes are 
reproduced.  

The remaining chapters of the 2005 MTP EIR, requiring only temporal edits that do not include 
new information of substantial importance, remain valid, and are not reproduced within this SEIR. 
Those chapters are labeled with the heading “No Changes”.  

The full text of the 2005 MTP EIR is available for reference at: www.ambag.org. 

What the 2010 MTP Is   

The 2010 MTP is an update to the existing 2005 MTP in compliance with the Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR], Part 450, Subpart C, §450.322a, which requires the Association of Monterey Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG), as the region’s Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), to 
update its MTP every five years.  

The 2010 MTP incorporates the Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) of the Transportation 
Agency for Monterey County (TAMC), the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation 
Commission (SCCRTC) and the Council of San Benito County Governments (SBCOG). The 2010 
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RTPs are intended to establish a framework for providing a transportation system for Monterey, 
Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties which efficiently utilizes a variety of modes for the movement 
of people and freight, and which reduces energy consumption and air pollution.  

When adopted, the 2010 MTP will serve as the principal federal planning document guiding 
investment in improvements to roadways, transit, multi-modal and intermodal facilities and services 
that, together, constitute the Monterey Bay region's transportation system. The 2010 MTP will serve 
as a coordination document, which will enable the proposed transportation system improvement 
programs and projects to be viewed by local decision-makers within a regional context.  

The 2010 MTP meets federal requirements for transportation and air quality planning (23 CFR, Part 
450, Subpart C and 40 CFR, Part 51), through a plan which meets the specific needs and deficiencies 
of the regional transportation system. RTPs are state-mandated documents, required to access state 
funds. Transportation projects and programs as proposed, evaluated and selected at the county-wide 
level through the RTPs serve as the basis for the 2010 MTP. In receipt of each county’s project list, 
AMBAG has been assured by the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) of each 
county that their RTP was developed taking into account transportation needs, an evaluation of 
alternatives to meet those needs, and the resultant plan and/or program selection to satisfy 
transportation need.  

The RTPs also reflect an extensive and important public involvement and participation process. The 
sum total is to reflect a transportation system for the region, based on public input, which embraces 
various modes of transportation in order to efficiently maximize the movement of people and goods 
within and through the region and to reduce energy consumption and air pollution through the year 
2035.  

The 2010 MTP includes a Policy Element, a proposed Financially Constrained Action Element, a 
Financial Element, and a Financially Unconstrained Project List. The Financially Constrained Action 
Element in the 2010 MTP identifies the specific transportation system improvement projects which 
have been proposed within the Counties of Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz through the year 
2035, and for which funding sources have been identified or are reasonably expected to be available. 
The Financially Constrained Action Element is regarded as the program of projects which can be 
implemented under Financially Constrained conditions. The Financial Elements the 2010 MTP 
documents the funding sources reasonably expected to be available to finance those projects 
identified in the Financially Constrained Action Element.  

The 2010 MTP identifies existing and future transportation-related needs, considers all modes of 
travel, analyzes alternative solutions, and identifies what can be completed with anticipated available 
funding for projects and programs. As mandated by federal law, the 2010 MTP specifically includes 
a discussion of the conformity of the 2010 MTP to the approved federal air quality plan and updated 
travel demand forecasts.  This discussion can be found in Appendix E, Consistency Analysis. 

As part of the transportation planning process, planners must: determine the benefits to, and 
potential negative impacts on, minority populations and low-income populations from proposed 
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investment or actions; quantify the expected effects (total, positive, and negative); and determine the 
appropriate course of action, whether avoidance, minimization, or mitigation. Through public 
noticing, the staff and boards of AMBAG, TAMC, SCCRTC and SBCOG have attempted to make 
contact with all residents of the three counties in their outreach and planning efforts. Transportation 
system improvement projects identified in the 2010 MTP are located in most of the settled areas of 
Monterey County, Santa Cruz County and San Benito County, most frequently in areas where 
transportation infrastructure already exists. Adoption of the 2010 MTP, in itself, would not result in 
disproportionately high adverse health or environmental effects on minority or low-income 
populations, as this action would not result in any direct physical changes in the environment. 
However, some individual transportation system improvement projects identified in the 
transportation plans could have adverse effects on these populations, depending on the 
demographic characteristics of the area surrounding the proposed improvements at the time they are 
formally brought forward for environmental review. Potentially disproportionate adverse effects on 
minority or low-income populations would need to be evaluated on the project-by-project basis as 
appropriate during the environmental review process for each of the individual transportation 
system improvement projects identified in the three transportation plans. 

What the 2010 MTP Is Not  

The 2010 MTP does not provide project designs or construction schedules, and adoption of the 
2010 MTP does not represent an approval action for any of the individual transportation programs 
or projects listed in the Financially Constrained Action Element. Details relating to the site-specific 
alignment, location, design and scheduling of the transportation improvement projects which are 
identified in the 2010 MTP are not fixed in, or defined by, the 2010 MTP. The adoption of the 2010 
MTP represents an essential first step in qualifying for the receipt of the funding necessary to permit 
the implementation of the Financially Constrained Action Element. However, the act of adopting 
the 2010 MTP, in itself, would not be sufficient to enable any of these programs or projects to 
proceed without additional actions on the part of the appropriate agencies responsible for the actual 
implementation of each individual program and project.  

In addition, Government Code Sections 65050, 65400, 65584.01-04, 65587, 65588 and Public 
Resources Code Section 21155 were amended in January 2009 when Senate Bill (SB) 375 became 
law, requiring coordinated planning between regional land use and transportation plans in order to 
increase efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. Although currently in effect, implementation of the 
provisions of SB 375 will not be feasible until emission thresholds are established by the California 
Air Resources Board for the Monterey Bay region in 2012. 
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Lead Agency for the SEIR 

AMBAG is the Lead Agency in the development of the 2010 MTP and in the preparation and 
circulation of the 2010 MTP SEIR. AMBAG is responsible for ensuring that the regional 
transportation planning process is continuing, cooperative and comprehensive, and that all 
environmental review and noticing requirements are met. The 2010 MTP has also been prepared to 
meet requirements set forth in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, the metropolitan 
transportation planning regulations, and other applicable state and federal regulations. This SEIR, 
prepared by AMBAG as Lead Agency, will serve as the single CEQA environmental review 
document for three separate (but interrelated) planning documents: the 2010 MC-RTP, 2010 SCC-
RTP and the 2010 SBC-RTP.  

Before considering adoption of the 2010 MTP, the AMBAG Board of Directors will consider 
whether this SEIR provides an adequate and complete analysis of the environmental effects 
associated with the implementation of the 2010 MTP. The SEIR must be certified as adequate and 
complete by the Board prior to any action to adopt the 2010 MTP. Once AMBAG certifies this 
EIR, the respective Boards of the three RTPAs may use this document as their CEQA clearance for 
any action taken on the individual RTPs (or the comprehensive MTP). 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT REVIEW PROCESS 

 
Within the context of the discussion above, this SEIR has been prepared as a Program SEIR (rather 
than a Project SEIR). The transportation system improvements proposed in the 2010 MTP can be 
regarded as a series of geographically-related projects, but for the majority of these projects, it would 
be premature to make final decisions on their implementation.  
 
The Program SEIR is intended to focus on those probable regional environmental effects associated 
with the implementation of the Financially Constrained Action Elements of the 2010 MTP that can 
be identified now, while deferring analysis of those site-specific impacts which cannot be predicted 
prior to the preparation of detailed design and/or construction plans for the individual 
transportation system improvement projects that are identified in the financially-constrained project 
lists in the 2010 MTP. Upon submittal of formal plans for the individual transportation system 
improvement projects, the lead agency for each proposed project would need to determine the 
extent of additional environmental review that would be required to define in detail how the site-
specific impacts of that project might differ from those identified as resulting from the 
implementation of the 2010 MTP, as described in the Program SEIR.  
 
Because the act of adopting the 2010 MTP would not, in itself, result in the implementation of any 
transportation system improvement programs or projects identified in these documents, no 
environmental impacts would be directly associated with this action. By the same token, the 
adoption of the 2010 MTP would not, in itself, resolve any of the existing traffic deficiencies within 
the region or result in any transportation system improvements, since this action would be 
insufficient to enable any of the proposed transportation system improvement programs and 
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projects to proceed. However, adoption of the 2010 MTP is necessary to achieve compliance with 
state and federal laws, and can be regarded as a critical first step in obtaining the funding which will 
be required to carry out many of the programs and projects identified in the Financially Constrained 
Action Element.  
 
The 2010 MTP expresses the priorities of AMBAG, TAMC, SCCRTC and SBCOG and their 
partner planning/programming agencies, for transportation system improvements and programs 
within the Monterey Bay region. This Program SEIR describes, in general terms, the probable 
environmental effects which may be associated with those expressed priorities on a regional, system-
wide basis, rather than on a project-by-project basis.  

The SEIR will enable decision-makers and interested citizens to evaluate the broad environmental 
issues associated with the overall character and concept of the 2010 MTP. Although very few of the 
transportation system improvements identified in these three documents have either been proposed 
in detailed design form or been formally presented for specific approval at this time, a Program 
SEIR can serve as the first tier in a sequence of environmental evaluations by providing a framework 
for the subsequent and more detailed site-specific environmental analyses which will be required as 
individual transportation system improvement projects are presented for review and approval in the 
future.  
 
In accordance with California law, since the MTP incorporates the RTPs, certification of the 2010 
MTP SEIR, in turn, fulfills the CEQA requirement for the 2010 RTPs. Thus, individual certification 
of the RTPs by each agency’s governing board would not be required under CEQA. During the 
review period for the Draft SEIR, interested individuals, organizations and agencies may offer their 
comments on its evaluation of program-level impacts and alternatives. The comments received 
during this public review period will be compiled and presented together with responses to these 
comments. The Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR (Responses to Comments document) together will 
constitute the Program SEIR on the 2010 MTP. The Board of Directors of AMBAG, TAMC, 
SCCRTC and SBCOG will review the SEIR documents, and will determine whether or not the 
SEIR provides a full and adequate appraisal of the 2010 MTP, the alternatives and their effects at 
the program (rather than "project") level.  
 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was issued August 21, 2009, to solicit comments from public 
agencies and the public regarding the scope of the environmental evaluation for the RTPs. Public 
scoping sessions were held in Santa Cruz on September 15, 2009 and in Salinas and Hollister on 
September 17, 2009. The NOP, all written responses to the NOP, and summaries of comments 
received at both SEIR scoping sessions are presented in Appendix A. These comments were taken 
into consideration during the preparation of the Draft SEIR. The comments raised several issues 
and areas of potential controversy, including: 

2010 ISSUES AND CONCERNS: 

• Concern regarding management of invasive non-native and non-invasive native plant species, involving the 
removal of invasive non-native plant species and subsequent replacement with drought tolerant California 
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Native Plant species along new or expanded freeways, highways, roadsides, railways and walkways. In 
comments received at the Scoping Session in Santa Cruz and in the California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) response to the NOP, concerns were expressed regarding the management 
of plant species along transportation corridors. Measures are provided in the SEIR outlining 
methods for minimizing spread of invasive non-native species and use of non-invasive 
drought tolerant California Native Plant species, including drought tolerant vines, in 
landscaping along transit corridors, which will have beneficial impacts to aesthetics, habitat 
restoration and creation, roadside dust attenuation, CO2 reduction, heat and glare reduction, 
water conservation and graffiti deterrence. 

• Concern regarding preparation of the SEIR to be consistent with Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research’s (OPR’s) Draft CEQA Guidelines Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions and inclusion 
of a GHG-Reduction Alternative to be evaluated in the SEIR. In comments received at the Scoping 
Session in Santa Cruz and in The Campaign for Sensible Transportation response to the 
NOP, it was suggested that even though GHG reduction targets are not scheduled to be 
formalized until September 2010, the SEIR should be prepared consistent with OPR’s 
CEQA Guidelines amendments since they are anticipated to be certified in January 2010, 
before the SEIR process is expected to be completed. Also, it was suggested that the SEIR 
should analyze a cost-effective, alternate transportation “GHG Reduction” programmatic 
alternative. The SEIR addresses both of these items and is consistent with the January 2010 
CEQA Guidelines. 

AMBAG has also prepared a standalone GHG Emissions Analysis report to supplement 
Chapter 3.3, Air Quality of the SEIR. This analysis is consistent with OPR’s amendments 
to the CEQA Guidelines which states, “A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, 
based on available information, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse 
gas emissions resulting from a project.” (Draft CEQA Guidelines Amendments for 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions §15064.4)  

As no thresholds of significance have been adopted to date, AMBAG has done its due 
diligence in determining the 2010 MTP’s contribution to global climate change would be 
considered significant (Draft CEQA Guidelines Amendments for Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions §15064.7) if it would: 

 result in substantial net increases in greenhouse gases and CO2 emissions compared 
to existing conditions; 

 expose persons to significant risks associated with the effects of global climate 
change; or 

 be inconsistent with state and local requirements and efforts to address climate 
change. 

In addition, the SEIR includes a new alternative addressing climate change, referred to as the 
“GHG Reduction” Alternative, and recommended strategies to further GHG emissions. 
(Draft CEQA Guidelines Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions §15126.4(c)) This 
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alternative explores smart growth principles, better coordination between transportation 
systems and land use, concepts outlined in AMBAG’s Draft Blueprint plan, and the 
promotion of alternate modes of transportation. 

• Concern regarding awareness of possible future development projects near the Santa Clara and San Benito 
County border and land use inputs to the MTP and SEIR. In the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority (SCVTA) response to the NOP, it was noted that there are a few SCVTA projects 
that connect with SBCOG projects, and that there are future development projects 
anticipated that may have an effect on traffic conditions in Santa Clara County in this area. 
This comment refers to the project description of the MTP itself, and does not expressly 
apply to the MTP SEIR. This concern was relayed to AMBAG for consideration in the MTP 
project description.  

• Concern regarding inclusion of a Sea-Level Rise discussion in the SEIR.  In comments made by 
California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff at the Scoping Session in Santa Cruz, staff stated 
that the CCC would like to see sea level rise analysis in the SEIR, using the California 
Natural Resources Agency’s State Climate Adaptation Strategy (CAS) projections. A 
discussion of sea level rise as a secondary implication of climate change has been included in 
the SEIR and GHG analysis. This analysis looks, at a programmatic level, at the potential 
impacts sea level rise could cause on coastal transportation infrastructure.   

Public Review 
 
In reviewing the Draft SEIR, readers should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying 
and analyzing the possible impacts that adoption of the RTPs may have on the environment, and on 
ways in which the significant impacts associated with the implementation of the 2010 MTP might be 
avoided or mitigated. As indicated in CEQA Guidelines, §15151: 
 

“An Environmental Impact Report should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be 
exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. 
Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main 
points of disagreement among experts. The courts have looked not for perfection; but for adequacy, 
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.” 

AMBAG will circulate the Draft SEIR for a public review period of at least 45 days. During that 
period, public hearings will be held to obtain public comment on the adequacy and completeness of 
the Draft SEIR. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or 
mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate significant environmental 
impacts. Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments and, whenever possible, should 
submit data or references in support of their comments. 
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The Draft SEIR will be available for review at the offices of AMBAG (445 Reservation Road, Suite 
G, Marina, California), the offices of TAMC (55-B Plaza Circle, Salinas, CA), the offices of SCCRTC 
(1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA), and at the offices of SBCOG (481 4th Street, Hollister, CA), 
and at many local libraries within Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties. Copies of the 
Draft SEIR may be obtained through AMBAG at the address below. The SEIR may also be viewed 
on the SCCRTC website, wwww.sccrtc.org.  
 
Comments on the Draft SEIR may be submitted in writing until 5:00 P.M. PST on the last day of 
the public review period (April 19, 2010) to: 
 
  Randy Deshazo, Principal Planner 
  Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
  445 Reservation Road, Suite G 
  P.O. Box 809 
  Marina, CA  93933-0809 
  Telephone: (831) 883-3750 FAX: (831) 883-3755   

e-mail: rdeshazo@ambag.org 

Comments on the contents of the 2010 MTP and 2010 RTPs (but not directly related to the content 
of the Draft SEIR) should be submitted directly to the appropriate transportation agency. 
 
At the close of the public review period, all comments received will be compiled, and responses to 
these comments will be prepared and presented in a Final SEIR. The Final SEIR may also 
incorporate any necessary revisions to the Draft SEIR made in response to comments received. The 
Boards of Directors of AMBAG will review the SEIR (comprised of the Draft SEIR and Final 
SEIR), and consider whether or not to certify the SEIR as adequate and complete. 
 
Where potentially significant and unavoidable environmental impacts have been identified in the 
SEIR, AMBAG will be required to make a written Statement of Overriding Considerations. In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15093(a), a decision-making agency must balance, as applicable, 
the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve the project. If the specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered 
“acceptable”. 
 

1.3 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM  
 
Under California law, public agencies are required to adopt a report or monitoring program 
(MMRP) for the changes to a project which it has adopted or made a condition of project approval 
in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. A MMTP must be established 
for the MTP to ensure that mitigation measures are incorporated in their implementation to reduce 
or avoid anticipated significant environmental impacts. To the extent that AMBAG, TAMC, 

SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP   PAGE 1-11 



CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

SCCRTC or SBCOG is identified as an appropriate agency with respect to identified mitigation 
measures, the MMRP, as applicable, is to be adopted at the same time that the AMBAG Board of 
Directors adopts the 2010 MTP.  
 
A MMRP will include a brief description of the 2010 MTP, a list of the mitigation measures 
identified in the SEIR, a program schedule for implementation of the 2010 MTP, delegation of 
responsibilities and authority in the monitoring process, and procedures for monitoring the 
implementation of mitigation measures, enforcement, and handling of disputes, appeals and 
modifications.  
 
This Draft SEIR identifies measures which appear to be available for, and effective in, mitigating the 
significant environmental effects associated with the implementation of the programs and projects 
identified in the Financially Constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. These mitigation 
measures, as identified, are recommendations to the appropriate agency responsible for the actual 
implementation of the projects. The identified mitigation measures may be subject to change based 
on comments received on the Draft SEIR during the review period, and on the determination made 
by the AMBAG Board of Directors in reviewing the SEIR.  
  

PAGE 1-12  SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP 



CHAPTER 2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
  



 



 

2 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION (REPLACED IN ENTIRETY) 

 
2.1 PROJECT SPONSORS 
 
For the 2010 Monterey Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Plan: 
 
 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (Lead Agency) 
 445 Reservation Road, Suite G 
 Marina, CA  93933-0809 
 
For the 2010 Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan: 
 
 Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
 55-B Plaza Circle 
 Salinas, CA  93901-2902 
 
For the 2010 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan: 
 
 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
 1523 Pacific Avenue 
 Santa Cruz, CA  95060 
 
For the 2010 San Benito County Regional Transportation Plan: 
 
 Council of San Benito County Governments 
 330 Tres Pinos Rd, Suite C7 
 Hollister CA 95023 
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2.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
2010 Monterey Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
 
The purpose of the 2010 Monterey Bay Area Metropolitan Transportation Plan (2010 MTP) is to 
coordinate and facilitate the programming and budgeting of all transportation facilities and services 
within the three-County Monterey Bay region through 2035 in accordance with Federal regulations.  
In developing the 2010 MTP, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 
considered the following seven planning and strategy areas from the Transportation Equity Act for 
the 21st Century: 

• Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency; 

• Increase the safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and non-
motorized users; 

• Increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and freight; 

• Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve quality of 
life; 

• Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 
modes, for people and freight; 

• Promote efficient system management and operation; and 

• Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system. 

In preparing the 2010 MTP Policy Element, AMBAG’s objectives were to “ensure that the 
transportation system planned for the Monterey Bay region accomplishes the following: 

• Serves regional goals, objectives, policies and plans. 

• Responds to community and regional transportation needs. 

• Promotes energy efficient, environmentally sound modes of travel and facilities and services. 

• Promotes equity and efficiency in the distribution of transportation projects and services.” 

Regional Transportation Plans 

The California Transportation Commission’s Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines (2007) 
identify the purpose of an RTP as follows: 

• Provide an assessment of current modes of transportation and the potential of new travel 
options within the region; 
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• Projecting/estimating the future needs for travel and goods movement; 

• Identification and documentation of specific actions necessary to address the region’s 
mobility and accessibility needs; 

• Identification of guidance and documentation of public policy decisions by local, regional, 
state and federal officials regarding transportation expenditures and financing; 

• Identification of needed transportation improvements in sufficient detail to serve as a 
foundation for: 

 Development of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) and the 
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP); 

 Facilitation of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)/404 integration 
process; and 

 Identification of project purpose and need. 

• Employing performance measures that demonstrate the effectiveness of the transportation 
improvement projects in meeting the intended goals. 

• Promote consistency between the California Transportation Plan, the regional transportation 
plan and other transportation plans developed by cities, counties, districts, Native American 
Tribal Governments and State and Federal agencies in responding to statewide and 
interregional transportation issues and needs; 

• Provide a forum for 1) participation and cooperation, and 2) facilitating partnerships that 
reconcile transportation issues which transcend regional boundaries; and 

• Involving community-based organizations as part of the public, Federal, State and local 
agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, as well as local elected officials, early in the 
transportation planning process so as to include them in discussions and decisions on the 
social, economic, air quality and environmental issues related to transportation. 

RTPs must include long-term horizons (at least 20 years) that reflect regional needs, must identify 
regional transportation issues/problems, and must develop and evaluate solutions that incorporate 
all modes of travel. RTPs must also recommend a comprehensive approach that provides direction 
for programming decisions to meet the identified regional transportation needs. RTPs must also be 
fully consistent with the requirements of SAFETEA-LU and other federal regulations, including 
conformity with the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and consistency with the Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). Relationships between the RTPs and other plans and 
programs are addressed within the 2010 Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan (2010 MC-
RTP), the 2010 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan (2010 SCC-RTP) and the 2010 San 
Benito County Regional Transportation Plan (2010 SBC-RTP). The objective of the 2010 MC-RTP, 
the 2010 SCC-RTP and the 2010-SBC-RTP is to comply with the current California Transportation 
Commission Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, pursuant to Government Code Section 
14522, to prepare a regional transportation plan, a long-range transportation planning document 
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which will provide policy guidelines regarding the planning and programming of transportation 
projects within each respective County through 2035. 
 
In addition, Government Code Sections 65050, 65400, 65584.01-04, 65587, 65588 and Public 
Resources Code Section 21155 were amended in January 2009 when Senate Bill (SB) 375 became 
law, requiring coordinated planning between regional land use and transportation plans in order to 
increase efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. Although currently in effect, implementation of the 
provisions of SB 375 will not be feasible until emission thresholds are established for the Monterey 
Bay region in 2012. 

2.3 LOCATION AND ENVIRONS OF THE PROJECT AREA   
 
The Monterey Bay region is formally composed of Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties, 
which are located around Monterey Bay towards the center of California’s coastline, south of the 
San Francisco Bay area and north of San Luis Obispo County (see Figure 1.1). Other adjoining 
Counties include San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties on the north, Merced and Fresno Counties on 
the east, and to the southeast, with a short border along Monterey County, Kings County. The 
combined area encompasses approximately 3.3 million acres, incorporating the Pajaro and Salinas 
River Valleys, adjacent coastal lowland and surrounding mountains. A vast amount of the region is 
highly mountainous, and includes the Santa Cruz, Gabilan and Santa Lucia mountain ranges, and the 
Diablo range along the eastern border of the region, over which there is only one major roadway. 
However, the highest elevation, over a mile high at 5,860 feet above sea level, is Junipero Serra Peak, 
located less than five miles from the Pacific Ocean. The region is widely recognized for its scenic 
beauty, and the Pajaro and Salinas valleys represent some of the most productive agricultural soils in 
the United States.  
 
Monterey County (the area covered by the MC-RTP) covers approximately 2,127,360 acres, of 
which approximately 1,301,163 acres is in agricultural use (irrigated cropland, dry farming, grazing, 
animal husbandry and related agricultural services). San Benito County (the area covered by the 
SBC-RTP) covers approximately 888,924 acres, with approximately 673,348 acres in agricultural use 
(California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, 2008). Santa Cruz 
County (the area covered by the SCC-RTP) covers approximately 282,240 acres, with approximately 
40,747 acres in agricultural use. (California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 
Protection, 2006). 

The majority of the tri-county region's estimated 758,545 people (Monterey County = 431,892, San 
Benito County = 58,016, Santa Cruz County = 268,637) live within the coastal plain that extends 
from the Santa Cruz/Capitola area in the north to the Monterey Peninsula in the south, with one 
major inland city, Salinas, which is the largest single city in the region, with approximately 20 percent 
(City of Salinas = 152,597) of the total population. (Department of Finance, 2009) Salinas and the 
coastal plain areas are densely developed, while the Gabilan, Santa Lucia and Santa Cruz mountain 
ranges are sparsely populated and largely undeveloped. Other inland settlements include Hollister, 
San Juan Bautista and the cities of the Salinas Valley.  

PAGE 2-4  SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP 



Monterey County

San Benito
County

Santa Cruz
County

Scotts Valley

Salinas
Marina

Monterey
Seaside

Sand City

Soledad

Greenfield

Pacific Grove

Capitola

Carmel-by-the-Sea

San Juan Bautista

Del Rey Oaks

Hollister

Gonzales

Watsonville

Santa Cruz

King City

Figure 1.1
Source:  Bing Maps, 2009
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Besides Salinas, major urban concentrations in Monterey County are contained in and around 
Monterey, such as the cities of Carmel, Pacific Grove, Marina, Sand City, Seaside and Del Rey Oaks. 
Also within Monterey County, extending at intervals along the Salinas River Valley south of Salinas, 
are the cities of Gonzales, Soledad, Greenfield and King City.  Monterey County also contains 
several unincorporated communities, including Carmel Valley Village, Del Monte Forest, Pine 
Canyon, Castroville, Elkhorn, Las Lomas, Pajaro and Prunedale. In San Benito County, the cities of 
Hollister and San Juan Bautista constitute the only two major urban concentrations. Urban 
concentrations exist in and around four Santa Cruz County cities (Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley 
and Watsonville) and the adjacent unincorporated communities (such as Aptos, Freedom, Live Oak 
and Soquel). 
 
The economy of the region is primarily based on agriculture, although research and development 
sectors are growing. Tourism plays a major role in the economy of each of the three Counties, 
particularly Santa Cruz and Monterey during summer months, and contributes substantially to the 
proportion of vehicles on the region's roadway network.  The computer technology economy of the 
Santa Clara Valley and in Santa Cruz County has also been an important factor in the economy of 
the area, particularly related to persons residing in Santa Cruz/Scotts Valley, Hollister and other 
northerly cities of the region, who commute to the Santa Clara Valley. 
 

2.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 

 
The 2010 MTP is a multimodal, financially constrained tri-regional transportation plan which 
expresses the current state of system planning for the Monterey Bay region. The purpose of the 
2010 MTP is to coordinate and facilitate the programming and budgeting for all transportation 
facilities and services through 2035 in accordance with Federal or State regulations. 
 
The purpose of the Policy Element of the 2010 MTP is to ensure that the transportation system 
planned for their respective regions accomplishes the following: 
 

1. Serves regional goals, objectives, policies and plans. 
2. Responds to community and regional transportation needs. 
3. Promotes energy efficient, environmentally sound modes of travel and facilities and services. 
4. Promotes equity and efficiency in the distribution of transportation projects and services. 

 
The 2010 MTP includes a Financially Constrained Action Element which identifies the programs 
and projects proposed by RTPAs and public transit operators in the tri-County region for which 
funding will likely be available (Appendix B). All of these programs and projects are considered 
financially constrained by reasonably anticipated funding. This is in contrast to additional 
financially unconstrained programs and projects (Appendix C), which would serve the goals, 
strategies and objectives of the 2010 MTP, but for which no funding sources have been identified.  
 
The financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP includes a full range of programs and 
projects intended to improve roadway capacity/vehicular flow, enhance transit operations, improve 
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safety, support transportation planning and travel demand management, promote high occupancy 
vehicle use, protect visual resources associated with scenic routes and improve multimodal and 
intermodal facilities.  
 
The 2010 MTP does not provide project designs or a construction schedule, and adoption of the 
2010 MTP would not represent an approval action for any of the individual transportation programs 
and projects listed in the financially constrained Action Element. Detailed site-specific alignment, 
location, design and scheduling of the improvement projects which are identified in the 2010 MTP 
are not fixed by the 2010 MTP, and these individual projects may be modified substantially from 
their initial description in the 2010 MTP at the time they are considered for implementation (which 
could be over a period of up to 25 years). The 2010 MTP includes the following types of 
transportation system improvement projects: 
 
Auto-Serving Road Projects: Continued operation and maintenance of the region’s highway and 
arterial circulation system is a primary policy of the 2010 MTP. Caltrans and each local jurisdiction 
have proposed projects for the region’s roadway system that address current and future needs based 
on existing traffic conditions and projected traffic increases. These projects include road widenings 
and extensions, interchange/intersection improvements, and freeway overcrossings. 
 
Multi-modal Projects: The 2010 MTP includes multi-modal projects throughout the county, 
including bikeway, pedestrian and roadway rehabilitation improvements in conjunction with road 
widening projects.  
 
Non-Motorized Transportation (Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects): The 2010 MTP includes projects 
that would complete Class I bike trails and Class II bike lanes along highways and arterial streets, as 
well as sidewalk improvements associated with some roadway projects. 
 
TDM, ITS and Alternative Fuel Projects: The 2010 MTP includes Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM, which aims to reduce demands on the roadway system), Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS, which aims to use technology for more efficient use of the existing 
road network), and alternative fuels projects. These include the expansion of existing rideshare 
programs, the installation of bike lockers and bicycle parking, discounted transit passes, changeable 
message signs, coordination of freeway service patrols, ramp metering, closed-circuit television 
cameras, vehicle detection loops, emergency message signs, Highway Advisory Radio and the 
provision of compressed natural gas (CNG) stations. 
 
Rail Projects: The 2010 MTP incorporates rail system improvement projects, including the 
construction of new rail stations.  
 
Aviation Projects: The 2010 MTP includes projects intended to provide for new access, lights, 
runway extensions and maintenance at local airports. 
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2010 MTP 
 
The 2010 MTP Policy Element is intended to address five ongoing transportation issues affecting 
the Monterey Bay region. These five issues remain unchanged from 2005.  For each issue, a goal to 
address that issue is adopted, and then policy(ies)/objective(s)are adopted to accomplish that goal. 
The five goals are: 

 
Goal 1: Recognizing the interdependence of transportation and land use, promote consistency 
between such transportation projects and adopted local, regional and state land use plans, 
programs and projects. 
 
Goal 2: Plan and promote safety, healthy, efficient, coordinated, convenient, energy-conserving 
transportation to meet existing and reasonably foreseeable travel demand in the region, via 
efficient transportation modes. 
 
Goal 3: Promote transit, vanpooling, ridesharing, bicycling, pedestrian and other alternative 
transportation modes to reduce single-occupant vehicle travel. 
 
Goal 4: Seek consistency between planned growth in population and jobs and the planned 
capacity growth of the regional and interregional transportation system. 
 
Goal 5: Avoid, minimize or mitigate the environmental impacts caused by operation or 
improvement of the transportation system. 

 
2010 MC-RTP 
 
The 2010 MC-RTP Policy Element is intended to address ongoing transportation issues affecting 
Monterey County. For each issue, a goal to address that issue is adopted, and then 
policy(ies)/objective(s) are adopted to accomplish that goal. Only the goals are listed below and all 
goals/policies/objectives can be found in Appendix D, Goals, Policies and Objectives. 
 
1. Mobility and Accessibility: Develop and maintain a multi-modal transportation system that 
preserves and/or enhances mobility and access of the regional transportation network. 

 
Goal 1.1: Road and Highway Transportation – Provide a network of road and highway facilities 
that provides for the safe, efficient movement of people and goods within Monterey County. 
 
Goal 1.2: Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation – Expand, improve and maintain facilities for 
pedestrians and bicyclists that accommodate safe, convenient, and accessible bicycle and 
pedestrian transportation across Monterey County. 
 
Goal 1.3: Public Transit Services – Provide public transportation that increases mobility and 
improves quality of life in Monterey County. 
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Goal 1.4: Rail Transportation – Provide viable rail facilities for commuters and travelers that 
accommodates convenient, reliable and accessible rail transportation to and from Monterey 
County, enhancing mobility and access of the transportation network. 
 
Goal 1.5: Transportation Demand Management – Maximize use of existing infrastructure and 
resources by administering, implementing, or encouraging the employment of measures that 
reduce peak-hour demand on regional transportation infrastructure. 
 
Goal 1.6: Accessibility – Provide an integrated and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-
compliant transportation system that is responsive to the special needs of all seniors and Persons 
with disabilities. 

 
2. Environment and Community – Provide transportation facilities and services that enhance the 
livability of communities within the region, and minimize impacts to the natural and built 
environment. 
 

Goal 2.1: Environmental Preservation – Develop a multi-modal regional transportation system 
that complements and enhances the natural and social environment of the Monterey Bay region. 
 
Goal 2.2: Safety – Implement and encourage projects that enhance safety. 
 
Goal 2.3: Coordinated Land Use and Transportation Planning – Achieve transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian-supportive land use development through promotion and coordination with county 
land use jurisdictions. 
 
Goal 2.4: Public Outreach – Solicit broad public input in developing regional and local 
transportation plans, projects and funding. 

 
3. Financial Feasibility – Ensure the financial feasibility of the Regional Transportation Plan, by 
assuring that revenues are available to achieve planned transportation improvements needed to serve 
Monterey County’s transportation needs. 

 
Goal 3: Regional Transportation Financing – Secure sufficient funding to meet the countywide 
regional transportation needs over the next twenty years. 

2010 SCC-RTP 
 
The 2010 SCC-RTP Policy Element is intended to address ongoing transportation issues affecting 
Santa Cruz County. For each issue, a goal to address that issue is adopted, and then 
policy(ies)/objective(s) are adopted to accomplish that goal. Only the goals are listed below and all 
goals/policies/objectives can be found in Appendix D, Goals, Policies and Objectives. 
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Goal 1: Preserve and maintain the existing transportation system, emphasizing safety and 
efficiency. 
 
Goal 2: Increase mobility by providing an improved and integrated multi-modal transportation 
system. 
 
Goal 3: Coordinate land use and transportation decisions to ensure that the region’s social, 
cultural, and economic vitality is sustained for current and future generations. 
 
Goal 4: Ensure that the transportation system complements and enhances the natural 
environment of the Monterey Bay region and minimizes greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Goal 5: Make the most efficient use of limited transportation financial resources. 
 
Goal 6: Solicit broad public input on all aspects of regional and local transportation plans, 
projects and funding. 
 

2010 SBC-RTP 
 
The 2010 SBC-RTP Policy Element is intended to address ongoing transportation issues affecting 
San Benito County. For each issue, a goal to address that issue is adopted, and then 
policy(ies)/objective(s) are adopted to accomplish that goal. Only the goals are listed below and all 
goals/policies/objectives can be found in Appendix D, Goals, Policies and Objectives. 
 

Goal 1: To support the economic vitality of the region, especially by enabling global 
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency. 
 
Goal 2: To increase the safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and non-
motorized users. 
 
Goal 3: To increase the accessibility and mobility options available to people and freight. 
 
Goal 4: To protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, and improve 
quality of life. 
 
Goal 5: To enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and 
between modes, for people and freight. 
 
Goal 6: To promote efficient system management and operation. 
 
Goal 7: Maintenance of the existing transportation system shall be a priority. 
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Goal 8: To construct and maintain a street and highway system that is safe, accommodates well-
managed demand from existing and future development, and is well maintained. 
 
Goal 9: To design, construct and maintain the integrity of streets and highways to serve their 
designated purpose and be compatible with the land use to which they are adjacent. 
 
Goal 10: New transportation facilities shall be planned to promote compact urban development, 
prevent urban sprawl, and prevent conversion of prime farmland. 
 
Goal 11: To promote the development of “livable” streets in urbanized area that accommodates 
multiple modes of transportation. 
 
Goal 12: To provide an alternative mode of transportation to commuters traveling from San 
Benito County to Santa Clara County. 
 
Goal 13: To provide a transportation system that is responsive to the needs of the elderly, 
disabled, and transit dependent. 
 
Goal 14: To promote transit-oriented development and encourage the use of public 
transportation to reduce energy consumption and congestion. 
 
Goal 15: To encourage pedestrian and bicycle travel within urbanized areas. 
 
Goal 16: To facilitate pedestrian and bicycle travel within new development and between new 
development and existing urban areas, 
 
Goal 17: To create a new pedestrian and bicyclist’s facility connecting urban areas with major 
recreational areas. 
 
Goal 18: To promote pedestrian and bicycle safety. 
 
Goal 19: To promote a safe and efficient air transportation system that serves general aviation 
and air commerce needs. 
 
Goal 20: To facilitate the safe and efficient movement of commodities in ways that are 
compatible with existing and planned land uses. 

 
Financially Constrained Action Element Projects 
 
The transportation system improvement projects identified in the Financially Constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP are listed in Appendix B. Funding for these listed projects is anticipated 
in the next 25 years, and each of them would be expected to be completed prior to 2035. As the 
focus of the program-level evaluation of types of environmental impacts that may be associated with 
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the implementation of the 2010 MTP is on the possible physical changes in the environment that 
could result during construction and operation of these listed projects, it is useful to identify those 
listed projects that involve major construction activity. 
 
In terms of estimated costs, there are a limited number of very large construction projects listed in 
the Financially Constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP with estimated costs in excess of 
$50,000,000.  These include: 
 
Monterey County 

• Roadway Maintenance (RWD001) 
• State Highway Safety and Rehabilitation (CT024) 
• US 101 Prunedale Improvement Project (CT025) 
• Frank J. Lichtanski Operations Center (MST009) 
• Monterey Branch Line Stations and Grade Crossing Improvements (TAM011) 
• Commuter Rail Capital Improvements (TAM018) 
• US 101 - San Juan Road Interchange (CT020) 
• Preventative Maintenance (MST006) 
• Marina - Salinas Corridor - A (Regional Fee - Greater Salinas) (MYC129) 
• Commuter Rail Operations (TAM007) 
• Bus Station/Stops (MST003) 

 
Santa Cruz County  

• Highway 1 HOV Lanes (Morrissey to Larkin Valley Rd) (RTC24) 
• Watsonville Airport Operations (AIR-P02) 

 
San Benito County  

• Highway 25 to Santa Clara County (CAL3)  
 

Additional large transportation system improvement projects listed in the Financially Constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP can be categorized as follows:  

• New Roads 
• Roadway/Interchange Improvements (Capacity Increase) 
• Operational/Safety Improvements 
• Roadway Realignment 
• Roadway Rehabilitation 
• Bridges 
• Transit Facilities 
• Rail Facilities  
• Bike/Pedestrian Facilities 
• Parking Facilities 
• Aviation Facilities 
• Non- Transportation Programs 
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2.5 PROJECTED DEVELOPMENT CONTEXT  
 
Growth and development within the region is projected to continue through the year 2035, generally 
consistent with recent historic trends, due to both natural population growth and new residential 
and non-residential development.  The overall regional population, as projected by AMBAG in its 
2008 AMBAG Population, Housing Unit & Employment Forecast, is expected to experience 
relatively slow growth between 2010 and 2020 (about  0.83 percent per year), then slower growth 
between 2020 and 2030 (about  0.66 percent per year), and still slower growth between 2030 and 
2035 (about  0.28 percent per year).  In sheer numbers, the regional population is anticipated to 
increase by nearly 64,585 persons between 2010 and 2020, by nearly 55,210 persons between 2020 
and 2030, and by about 25,138 persons between 2030 and 2035. Anticipated regional growth rates 
are slower than those experienced during the 1950s and 1960s (about 6 percent and 4 percent per 
year, respectively), as well as the growth rates of the 1980s and 1990s (under 3 percent). However, 
some individual communities are projected to have relatively rapid growth, based on their currently 
adopted general plans (see discussion in Section 3.12: Population, Housing and Employment 
for additional information on projected population growth within the Monterey Bay region). 
 
The total number of persons within the three Counties is expected to increase by approximately 19 
percent between 2010 and 2035, with anticipated increases of approximately 19 percent in Monterey 
County, 52 percent in San Benito County, and 10 percent in Santa Cruz County during this period. 
Growth is expected to be distributed unevenly among the existing incorporated cities, 
unincorporated communities, and in rural areas of the region.  
 
Some cities and communities will experience limited population growth due to coastal locations and 
environmental constraints (Marina could be an exception, with a projected net gain of approximately 
8,391 persons between 2010 and 2035). After peaking around 2010-2015, population is projected to 
decline below current levels in Carmel and Pacific Grove.  
 
The inland cities of Salinas, Watsonville and Hollister are expected to experience the largest 
numerical increases in local population during the twenty-five year projection period. Population 
growth in Salinas alone is projected to account for nearly 23 percent of all population growth within 
the region between 2010 and 2035. On a percentage basis, the cities of Del Rey Oaks, Gonzales, 
Greenfield, Sand City and King City are projected to experience the greatest level of population 
growth between 2010 and 2035, with Gonzales and Sand City more than doubling their 2010 
populations during that period. The projected population growth rates in these cities during the 
twenty-five year period are far above the regional average, and this would account for more than 27 
percent of total population growth projected within the region during this period. 
 
Although the type of non-residential development that may take place within the region between 
2010 and 2035 is difficult to project, AMBAG has estimated that the total number of jobs within the 
region will increase by approximately 23 percent over the twenty-five year projection period. 
Employment growth in Salinas is projected to represent 16 percent of the total additional jobs 
created within the region during this period, with employment growth in the City of Santa Cruz 
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accounting for an additional 13 percent of total regional jobs created. Job creation in unincorporated 
areas of Monterey County (13 percent) and Santa Cruz County (15 percent) would also account for a 
significant portion of total regional employment growth during this period. 
 
Within the Monterey Bay region, there are currently an estimated 328,879 employed residents living 
in an estimated 271,916 housing units, for a jobs/housing ratio of approximately 1.21 jobs per 
housing unit. Using AMBAG projections for 2035, this regional jobs/housing ratio is expected to 
increase to 1.24 jobs per housing unit during the next 25 years. The current regional ratio of persons 
per household is approximately 2.89, but based on AMBAG projections for 2035, this ratio is 
expected to decrease to 2.81 persons per household during the next 25 years. The current regional 
percentage of employed residents within the total population is approximately 42 percent, but based 
on AMBAG projections for 2035, this percentage is expected to decrease to approximately 41 
percent during the next 25 years (see discussion in Section 3.12: Population, Housing and 
Employment). 
 
As indicated above, significant residential and non-residential development is anticipated within the 
region through the year 2035. Much of the anticipated growth is likely to occur regardless of the 
extent to which the 2010 MTP is implemented. Implementation of the programs and projects 
identified in the Financially Constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP is intended to provide a 
regional transportation system which can accommodate the projected level of development more 
effectively than would be possible through the maintenance of the existing transportation system. 
While individual transportation system improvement projects identified in the Financially 
Constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP might, if completed, exert some influence on the 
location of projected residential and non-residential development within the region, adoption of 
these plans, in itself, would not be expected to alter the projected magnitude of regional residential 
and non-residential growth. 
 
The projections assume development consistent with local and county land use plans, at generally 
historic rates and based on other factors.  
 
The supply of water has been perceived as one of the major potential constraints to regional growth, 
particularly in the Monterey Peninsula area, the Salinas Valley area, and Northern Monterey County 
and it may also constrain growth in Santa Cruz County. Within the Salinas Valley, overdraft of 
groundwater has resulted in saltwater intrusion into the lower valley, especially in the North County 
area. A Salinas Valley Basin Management Plan, as part of the Salinas Valley Water Project, is being 
implemented which is aimed at achieving a water balance in the area, and the North County area is 
the subject of special remedial and investigative activities. The potential also exists for groundwater 
supplies to be constrained by groundwater pollution, resulting from saltwater intrusion and nitrate 
contamination from both urban and agricultural activities. If not mitigated, this could constrain 
some growth in the coastal areas of Pajaro, the Salinas Valley, northern Monterey County, southern 
Santa Cruz County and possibly other areas of the region.  
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Wastewater treatment capacity has also been a concern within some of the Salinas Valley cities, and 
in the large service area of the Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA) 
which encompasses most of the Monterey Peninsula, Salinas and Castroville. However, the 
MRWPCA has expansion and funding plans in place to accommodate growth as it becomes 
necessary. Growth in the Hollister and San Juan Bautista areas of San Benito County will also 
depend on new wastewater treatment infrastructure (currently under construction), and in Santa 
Cruz County, growth in Scotts Valley will depend on approval of system capacity increases by the 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board. Septic-system carrying capacity is being 
reached in Prunedale, Carmel Valley and the Bolsa Knolls area north of Salinas, as well as in a 
number of areas in San Benito County, and within the San Lorenzo River watershed in Santa Cruz 
County. 
 
Highway capacity, specifically related to poor levels of service (LOS) on selected highway segments, 
is a potential concern as a growth constraint in all three Counties. The segments that are congested 
or that are projected to be congested based on the 2010 MTP include, in Monterey County:   
Highway 101, from North Salinas to the San Benito County line; Highway 1 from the Santa Cruz 
County line to Highway 156 (Castroville); Highway 1 from Carmel to Carmel Highlands; Highway 
68 from Highway 1 to the Toro Park area; Highway 156 from Highway 1 to Highway 101; and 
Highway 183 from Castroville to Salinas. In San Benito County, problematic highway segments 
include: Highway 25 from Union Road to Highway 156 and Highway 156 from San Juan Bautista to 
Union Road. Santa Cruz County’s most congested highways include Highway 1 between the Rio Del 
Mar exit and Highway 9, and Highway 17 from Highway 1 to the Santa Clara County line, as well as 
several local arterial roadways and intersections. 
 
AMBAG's 1997 analysis of potential constraints to population growth  indicates that the earliest 
possible year in which some areas would be expected to face landfill capacity constraints was 2015; 
however, neither the 2004 or 2008 releases of AMBAG’s Regional Population and Employment 
Forecast for Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties included an updated discussion of 
landfill capacity constraints. Monterey County is served by the Monterey Peninsula and Johnson 
Canyon Landfills.  According to the Monterey Regional Waste Management District, the Monterey 
Peninsula Landfill will continue to serve the present service area through the year 2107. According 
to the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, the Johnson Canyon Landfill is expected to provide 
capacity through 2040.  San Benito County is served by the John Smith Road Landfill. According to 
the California Integrated Waste Management Board, the John Smith Road Landfill is expected to 
provide capacity through 2024. Santa Cruz County is served by the Buena Vista Landfill and the 
Monterey Peninsula Landfill discussed above. According to the Santa Cruz County Department of 
Public Works, the Buena Vista Landfill is expected to provide capacity through 2019; however, 
efforts are already underway to develop a Long-Range Resource Recovery Facility (EcoPark) for the 
County. 

A number of cities and unincorporated communities could be constrained by insufficient school 
facilities, including, in Monterey County: Salinas, Chualar, King City, the North County area, 
Gonzales, Toro Park, and the San Juan Road area. In Santa Cruz County, capacity constraints at 
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school districts in the following communities could affect growth:  Pajaro Valley, Live Oak, Scotts 
Valley, San Lorenzo Valley and Soquel areas. Planners for school districts in San Benito County have 
indicated that they expect to be able to absorb the projected rate of growth. Although these 
potential school district constraints appear to be widespread, there was not sufficient information 
provided by the County offices of education to fully judge the ability of districts to absorb projected 
growth. 
 
As population grows within the region and urbanization spreads, it can be expected that there will 
be more pollution from urban runoff as stormwater washes across streets, parking lots, rooftops and 
other impervious surfaces, picking up numerous pollutants and transporting them to receiving 
waters. A number of measures can be taken to minimize the amount of polluted runoff generated by 
urban development (“best management practices”), including prevention, source controls and 
treatment controls under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting 
program. 
 

2.6 PROJECT APPROVALS  

The following public agencies would need to review the assumptions inherent in the 2010 MTP 
before it could be implemented: 

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
• California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) 
• California Coastal Commission (CCC) 

The following public agencies would need to review the assumptions inherent in the 2010 MC-RTP 
before it could be implemented: 

• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 
• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
• California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
• California Coastal Commission (CCC) 
• Cities of: Carmel, Del Rey Oaks, Gonzales, Greenfield, King City, Marina, Monterey, Pacific 

Grove, Salinas, Sand City, Seaside and Soledad 
• County of Monterey 
• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) 
• Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST) 

The following public agencies would need to review the assumptions inherent in the 2010 SCC-RTP 
before it could be implemented: 

• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 
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• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
• California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
• California Coastal Commission (CCC) 
• Cities of: Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley, Watsonville 
• County of Santa Cruz 
• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) 
• Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (SCMTD) 

The following public agencies would need to review the assumptions inherent in the 2010 SBC-RTP 
before it could be implemented: 

• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 
• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
• California Transportation Commission (CTC) 
• Cities of: Hollister, San Juan Bautista 
• County of San Benito 
• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) 

As future transportation system improvement projects identified in the 2010 MTP are planned and 
designed, site-specific environmental review will be conducted by the agencies responsible for 
implementing such projects. 

Caltrans is a Responsible Agency for all projects planned within its rights-of-way. Any public 
agencies or private developers contemplating work within a Caltrans right-of-way are required to 
obtain an approved encroachment permit from Caltrans prior to beginning that work. 

2.7 RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER PLANS AND PROGRAMS  

The 2010 MTP has been evaluated for consistency with other plans and programs currently in force 
within the region, verifying whether the MTP is generally consistent with the goals, objectives and 
policies of these other plans. This analysis can be found in Appendix E, Consistency Analysis. 
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3 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

 

As described in the Introduction to this SEIR, only a few chapters from the certified 2005 MTP EIR 
have been updated with information considered significant enough to warrant full chapter 
replacement and circulation. Those chapters are replaced within this SEIR in their entirety. 
 
Several other chapters have been revised to document minor factual updates. Such chapters are 
documented within this SEIR in the form of errata pages, showing the minor edits from the 2005 
document. Those chapters are labeled with the heading “Errata Changes Only”. 
 
A third group of chapters have undergone virtually no changes at all, except to update the project 
name and current (2010) dates.  
 
The treatment of each chapter is identified and provided in this Section of the SEIR.  
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3.1 AESTHETICS (ERRATA CHANGES ONLY) 

3.1.1   SETTING 

Monterey County  

Monterey County is characterized by a scenic ocean coastline along its western and northern 
borders, with rugged coastal mountains inland along its eastern boundary. The most significant 
visual resources are located along the coastline. Monterey County includes some of the most 
magnificent ocean shoreline in the world along the Big Sur coast, which is bounded on the east by 
the very steep Santa Lucia Mountain range.   

The greatest visual expanse within inland Monterey County is the 130-mile long Salinas Valley, 
which stretches the length of the County. The Salinas Valley is a world-renowned agricultural area, 
and has a reputation as the nation’s “Salad Bowl”, due to lettuce and other vegetables that are grown 
there. 

The 1982 Monterey County General Plan includes policies related to scenic highways, but does not 
address other specific visual resources (except for ocean resources and native vegetation). The 
General Plan states that land use controls shall be applied to protect the scenic corridors (Policy 
40.2.2), and additional sensitive treatments will be used within the scenic corridors, such as 
agricultural and landscape controls (Policy 40.2.1). 

The following roadways within Monterey County have been officially designated as parts of the 
California Scenic Highway System:  

• State Highway 1 from San Luis Obispo County to State Highway 68 

• State Highway 101 from the San Luis Obispo County line to State Highway 68 

• State Highway 68 from State Highway 1 in Monterey to the Salinas River 

• State Highway 156 from one mile east of Castroville to U.S. 101 near Prunedale 

Laureles Grade Road from State Highway 68 to Carmel Valley Road  

The following roadways in Monterey County have been identified as eligible for inclusion in the 
California Scenic Highway System: 

• State Highway 1 from State Highway 68 to the Santa Cruz County line 

• U.S. 101 from State Highway 156 near Prunedale to State Highway 156 near the Rocks   

• U.S. 101 from State Highway 156 near Prunedale to the San Benito County line 
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• State Highway 25 from State Highway 198 to the San Benito County line State Highway 156 
in San Benito County 

• State Highway 68 from Monterey city limits to State Route 101 in the City of Salinas 

• State Highway 156 from State Route 1 near Castroville to the San Benito County line  

The County of Monterey has officially designated portions of U.S. 101, four State Highways and two 
County Roads as Scenic Roadways. These include:  

• State Highway 1 from San Luis Obispo County to State Highway 68 (64 78 miles) 

• State Highway 68 from Monterey city limitsState Route 1 in the City of Monterey to Salinas 
River (1410 miles)  

• U.S. 101 from State Highway 156 near Prunedale to State Highway 156 near the Rocks (4 
miles)  

• State Highway 156 from one mile east of Castroville to State Route 101 near Prunedale (4 
miles)  

• State Highway 198 from U.S. 101 near San Lucas to the Monterey County boundary (15 
miles)  

• Laureles Grade Road from State Highway 68 to Carmel Valley Road (5.5 miles) 

• Interlake Road/Lake Nacimiento Drive from Jolon Road in Lockwood to Chimney Rock 
Road in San Luis Obispo County (5.911.5 miles) 

The following roadways in Monterey County are proposed for designation as Scenic Roadways:  

• Carmel Valley Road  

• State Highway 1 from the State Highway 68 interchange to the Seaside city limits 

• State Highway 1 from Marina to the Monterey County boundary at the Pajaro River   

• State Highway 68 (Holman Highway) from the Carmel Hill interchange to New 
MontereyState Highway 1 interchange to Pacific Grove; and   

• River Road  

In addition, Holman Highway from the Carmel Hill Interchange to New MontereyState Highway 68 
(Holman Highway) has also been proposed as a Scenic Highway by the City of Monterey.   
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San Benito County   

In contrast to the other two counties in the Monterey Bay region, San Benito County has no 
coastline. It is characterized by the Diablo and Gabilan Mountain Ranges, and their associated inland 
agricultural valleys. Approximately seventy percent of the area within San Benito County can be 
characterized as public or private open space, with the majority of these areas in private ownership 
as Williamson Act lands that support active commercial agriculture.  

The following roadways in San Benito County have been identified as eligible for inclusion in the 
California Scenic Highway System: 

• U.S. 101 from the Monterey County line to the Santa Clara County line   

• State Highway 25 from State Highway 198 to State Highway 156  

• State Highway 146 from Pinnacles National Monument to State Route 25 

• State Highway 156 from the Monterey County line to the Santa Clara County line 

The San Benito County General Plan Scenic Roads and Highways Element (1980) includes policies 
to provide for the protection of certain transportation corridors which are recognized as having 
unusual or outstanding scenic qualities (Policy 1), to carefully review all projects involving grading 
within Scenic Corridors (Policy 2), to enhance the visual character of Scenic Corridors, where 
appropriate (Policy 4), to minimize the visual impact of utility lines on Scenic Corridors (Policy 5), 
and to protect Scenic Corridors from the proliferation of unnecessary signs (Policy 6). The General 
Plan designates the following roadways as Scenic Highways, and describes the widths of the 
associated Scenic Corridors:  

• U.S. 101 (entire length within San Benito County - the Scenic Corridor width includes all 
land 400 feet on either side of the centerline of the road)  

• State Highway 129 from its intersection with U.S. 101 to the San Benito County boundary 
(the Scenic Corridor width includes all land within 340 feet on either side of the centerline of 
the road)  

• State Highway 146 between State Highway 25 and the Monterey County line (the Scenic 
Corridor width includes all land 340 feet on either side of the centerline of the road) 

Santa Cruz County 

Santa Cruz County is characterized by scenic ocean coastlines along its western and southern 
borders, with rugged coastal mountains inland along its northern and eastern boundary, with visual 
resources generally similar to those of Monterey County described above.  



CHAPTER 3.1 – AESTHETICS 

PAGE 3.1-4  SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP 

State Highway 152 is the only Santa Cruz County roadway that has been officially designated as part 
of the California Scenic Highway System. However, the following Santa Cruz County roadways have 
been identified as eligible for inclusion in the California Scenic Highway System:  

• State Highway 9  

• State Highway 17 

• State Highway 236 

All other setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.1. 
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES (ERRATA CHANGES ONLY) 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES  

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.2.1a: Design Modifications 

In designing specific transportation system improvement projects, implementing agencies shall, 
where appropriate, avoid the conversion of prime farmland, unique farmland and farmland of 
statewide importance to the maximum extent feasible, and shall, where appropriate, consider 
alternative alignments that reduce or avoid the conversion of such farmlands. Where avoidance is 
not feasible, such projects shall, where appropriate, be designed to minimize the conversion of such 
farmlands. Implementing agencies will be required to evaluate the possible conversion of farmland 
during site-specific environmental review for each project. The Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (LESA) from the California Department of Conservation shall, where 
appropriate, be utilized to identify the potentially significant project-related impacts resulting from 
changes in agricultural land use. Implementing agencies should consider the use of agricultural land 
conservation easements where project-related conversion of farmland is determined to be 
unavoidable. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.2.1b: Agriculture Mitigation Mechanisms  

Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall mitigate 
agricultural conversion impacts through the use of other measures including, but not limited to, land 
conservation easements, agricultural mitigation banks, or payment of in-lieu mitigation fees, where 
such mechanisms exist. Where individual projects would convert protected farmland into non-
agricultural use, project sponsors would be required to purchase easement acreage or credits from a 
mitigation bank as approved by a multi-agency Mitigation Bank Review Team (MBRT) as outlined in 
the Federal Guidance for the Establishment, Use and Operation of Mitigation Banks (current edition). 

RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Although most projects could be designed by the implementing agencies to reduce the conversion 
of prime protected farmland , unique farmland or farmland of statewide importance to non-
agricultural uses to a level of less than significant level, implementation of a few of the projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Elements of the three plans2010 MTP could result in 
an undetermined extent of such conversion which could not be effectively mitigated. In addition, 
the use of conservation easements or mitigation banks requires the successful establishment of such 
mechanisms before they could be relied upon for mitigation. For these reasons, potential impacts to 
agricultural resources are considered to be significant and unavoidable. In such cases, this impact 
could remain significant and unavoidable.  

All other setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR 
remain valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.2. 

http://www.usace.army.mil/CECW/Documents/cecwo/reg/mou/mitbankn.pdf
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3.3 AIR QUALITY (REPLACED IN ENTIRETY) 

This section is based on the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s (MBUAPCD’s) 
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (February 2008), the current Air Quality Management Plan (June 
2008), Executive Orders (EO) S-3-05, EO S-20-06, and EO S-13-08, Assembly Bill (AB) 32, Senate 
Bill (SB) 375, the State’s California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, and the California Air 
Resources Board’s (California ARB’s) Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal, Recommended Approaches 
for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California 
Environmental Quality Act and AB 32 Scoping Plan. This section includes a summary of regional air 
quality conditions, and an analysis of potential air quality impacts associated with the 
implementation of the 2010 MTP. 

3.3.1 SETTING 

Meteorology  

Air quality is affected by the rate and location of pollutant emissions and by climatic conditions that 
influence the movement and dispersion of pollutants. Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, 
wind direction and air temperature gradients, along with local and regional topography, provide the 
links between air pollutant emissions and air quality.  

The three counties that are covered by the 2010 MTP (Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz) 
comprise the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The basin covers an area of 5,159 square 
miles along the central coast of California. The Santa Cruz Mountains dominate the northwest 
sector of the basin, while the Diablo Range marks the northeastern boundary, with the Santa Clara 
Valley between them. This valley transitions into the San Benito Valley, which runs northwest-
southeast and is bounded on the west by the Gabilan Range. West of the Gabilan Range is the 
Salinas Valley, extending from Salinas in the northwest to King City in the southeast. The western 
edge of the Salinas Valley is formed by the Sierra de Salinas, which is also the eastern edge of the 
smaller Carmel Valley. The Santa Lucia Range along the Pacific coast defines the western edge of 
Carmel Valley.  

The basic controlling factor in the climate of the NCCAB is the semi-permanent high pressure cell 
in the eastern Pacific. During the summer, this cell is dominant, causing persistent west and 
northwest winds over the California coast. Air descending in the Pacific High forms a stable 
temperature inversion (a layer of hot air over a cool layer of coastal air). As onshore air currents pass 
over cool ocean waters, fog and relatively cool air moves into the coastal valleys, while warmer air 
aloft acts as a lid to inhibit vertical air movement.  

The general orientation of mountain ridges (northwest-southeast) tends to restrict and channel 
summer onshore air currents. In the interior portions of the Salinas Valley and San Benito Valley, 
surface heating creates a weak low pressure which intensifies onshore air flow during the afternoon 
and evening.  
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In the fall, when surface winds become weak, the marine layer grows shallow, dissipating altogether 
on some days. The air flow is occasionally reversed in a weak offshore movement. The relatively 
stationary air mass is held in pace by the Pacific High pressure cell, which allows pollutants to build 
up over a period of a few days. It is most often during this season that the north or east winds 
develop, which can transport pollutants from either the San Francisco Bay area or the Central Valley 
into the NCCAB.  

In the winter, the Pacific High migrates further south, and has less influence on the North Central 
Coast Air Basin. Air frequently flows in a southeasterly direction out of the Salinas Valley and the 
San Benito Valley, especially during night and early morning hours. Although northwest winds 
remain dominant in winter, easterly flow is more frequent. The general absence of deep, persistent 
inversions and the occasional storm systems passing through the basin usually result in good air 
quality in winter and early spring.  

Coastal mountains in Santa Cruz County exert strong influence on atmospheric circulation, and 
result in generally good air quality. Small inland valleys with low mountains on two sides (i.e., Scotts 
Valley) have poorer circulation than do areas on the coastal plain (i.e., Santa Cruz). Scotts Valley is 
downwind of major pollutant generating centers, and these pollutants have time to form oxidant 
while moving toward the area. This is why air pollutants tend to be more likely to build up in Scotts 
Valley than at Santa Cruz.  

Monterey Bay represents a 25-mile wide inlet that allows marine air at low levels to penetrate interior 
areas. The Salinas Valley is a steep-sloped coastal valley opening out onto Monterey Bay and 
extending southeastward between mountain ranges with elevations ranging as high as two to three 
thousand feet. Near its mouth, the valley floor is approximately 25 miles wide, but its width narrows 
to about six miles at Soledad (40 miles inland) and to three miles at King City (approximately 60 
miles from the coast). At Salinas (near the northern end of the valley), west and northwest winds 
occur about half the time during the entire year. While the summer coastal stratus rarely extends 
beyond Soledad, the extended sea breeze consisting of warmer and drier air frequently reaches far 
down the Salinas Valley. At the southern end of the Salinas Valley (extending beyond the NCCAB 
to Paso Robles), winds are generally weaker most of the year, except during storm periods.   

At the northern end of the San Benito Valley, Hollister experiences westerly winds nearly one-third 
of the time. During the summer months, the prevailing air flow probably originates in the Monterey 
Bay area and enters the northern end of the San Benito Valley via the air gap through the Gabilan 
Range formed by the Pajaro River. In addition, a northwesterly air flow frequently moves pollutants 
from the Santa Clara Valley into the San Benito Valley.  

Pollutants  

Primary criteria pollutants are emitted directly from a source (i.e., an automobile, an exhaust stack of 
a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere. At the federal level, National Ambient Air Quality Standards  
(AAQS) have been established for carbon monoxide (CO - produced chiefly by internal combustion 
engines), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), inhalable particulate matter 

PAGE 3.3-2  SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP 



CHAPTER 3.3 – AIR QUALITY 

(PM10), fine particulate matter (PM2.5), and lead (Pb). The State of California has adopted AAQS 
which address the national criteria pollutants, and generally set more stringent limits. The California 
AAQS also establish standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride and visibility. Table 3-1 
summarizes federal and State AAQS.  

The three criteria pollutants of concern within the NCCAB are ozone, PM10 and carbon monoxide. 
A description of each of these pollutants, their sources and their effects on human health and 
welfare, is provided below, along with a brief discussion of Toxic Air Contaminants focused on 
diesel particulate matter. (MBUAPCD, 2008a, pages 3-1 to 3-5, 9-1) 

Ozone (O3)  

Ozone in the lower atmosphere is one of the main components of smog. It is not directly emitted, 
but is formed in the atmosphere over several hours from combinations of various precursors in the 
presence of sunlight. Nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) are considered 
to be the primary compounds, or precursors, contributing to the formation of ozone. Ozone is 
viewed as both a secondary pollutant and as a regional pollutant.  

Short-term exposure to ozone, a strongly oxidizing species, results in injury and damage to the lungs, 
decreases in pulmonary function, and impairment of immune mechanisms. These changes have been 
implicated in the development of chronic lung disease as a result of longer-term exposure. 
Symptoms of ozone irritation include shortness of breath, chest pain when inhaling deeply, 
wheezing and coughing. Children and persons with pre-existing respiratory disease (e.g., asthma, 
chronic bronchitis, emphysema) are at greater risk. In addition, effects on vegetation have been 
documented at concentrations below the standards.  

In 2008, daily emissions of VOC and NOx in the NCCAB were estimated at 76 tons and 79 tons, 
respectively, with on-road mobile sources making up 23 percent of total VOC emissions and 49 
percent of total NOx emissions. 

Inhalable Particulates (PM10 and PM2.5) 

Inhalable particulates refer to particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). Particulates 
are classified as primary or secondary, depending on their origin. Primary particulates are unchanged 
after being directly emitted (e.g., road dust), and are the most commonly analyzed and modeled for 
of PM10. Because it is emitted directly and has limited dispersion characteristics, this type of PM10 is 
considered a localized pollutant. In addition, secondary PM10 can be formed in the atmosphere 
through chemical reactions involving gases. In 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) adopted a fine particulate matter standard of 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5). The 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) adopted an annual PM2.5 standard in 2002. 
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TABLE 3-1: AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDSa

National StandardscCalifornia 
Standardsb Primaryd SecondaryePollutant 

Averaging 
Time 

ppm μg/m3 ppm μg/m3 ppm μg/m3

1-hour 0.09 180     Ozone   (O3) 8-hour 0.070 137 0.08  0.08  
8-hour 9.0 10,000 9.0 10,000 9.0 10,000 Carbon Monoxide  (CO) 
1-hour 20.0 23,000 35.0 40,000 35.0 40,000 
Annual 0.030 56 0.053 100 0.053 100 Nitrogen Dioxide  (NO2) 1-hour  0.18 338     
Annual   0.030 80   
24-hour 0.04 105 0.14    
3-hour     0.5 1,300 

Sulfur Dioxide  (SO2)f

1-hour 0.25 655     
Annual  20  50  50 PM10gi
24-hour  50  150  150 
Annual  12  15  15 PM2.5hi
24-hour    35  35 
Calendar 
Quarter    1.5  1.5 

Leadi
30-day 
Average  1.5     

Sulfates 24-hour  25     
Hydrogen Sulfide 1-hour 0.03 42     
Vinyl Chloride 24-hour 0.010 26     

Visibility  
Reducing  
Particles 
 
 
 
 

8-hour 
(10 a.m. - 6 
p.m.) 

Insufficient 
amounts to reduce 
prevailing visibility 
to <10 miles when 
relative humidity of 
<70% with 
equivalent 
instrument method 

    

a. Standards first promulgated in ppm concentrations except where noted. Equivalent μg/m3 concentrations based on 
reference temperature of 25˚C and reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury.  

b. California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, PM10, and 
visibility reducing particles are values not to be exceeded 

c. National standards, other than ozone and those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded more than once a 
year. 

d. Designed to protect human health with an adequate margin of safety. 
e. Designed to protect public welfare (i.e., prevent damage to vegetation, property, visibility). 
f. On February 22, 2007, the Air Resources Board approved staff recommendations to amend the State nitrogen dioxide 

standard. Federal standards first promulgated in μg/m3. 
g. PM10 refers to respirable particulate matter less than 10 microns in size. 
h. PM2.5 refers to respirable particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size.  
i. Standards promulgated in μg/m3 only. 
Source: MBUAPCD, 2008b (Table 3-1).  

PAGE 3.3-4  SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP 



CHAPTER 3.3 – AIR QUALITY 

Health Effects Associated with PM10 and PM2.5

Recent studies undertaken by the EPA identify key health effects associated with particulate matter, 
including: 

• Premature mortality; 

• Aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular disease, as indicated by increased hospital 
admissions, emergency room visits, school absences, work loss days and restricted activity; 

• Changes in lung function and increased respiratory symptoms; 

• Changes in lung tissue and structure; and 

• Altered respiratory defense mechanisms. 

According to the EPA, the recent epidemiological information indicates that several subpopulations 
are apparently more sensitive to effects of community air pollution containing particulate matter. 
Observed effects include decreases in pulmonary function reported in children and increased 
mortality reported in the elderly and individuals with cardiopulmonary disease. 

Particulate Matter in the NCCAB 

In 2005, daily emissions of PM10 within the NCCAB were estimated at 102 tons per day. Of this, 
entrained road dust represented 35 percent of all PM10 emissions, windblown dust represented 20 
percent, farming operations represented 15 percent, wasteburning represented 17 percent, 
construction represented 4 percent, and mobile sources, industrial processes and other sources 
represented 9 percent. Dust is termed “fugitive” when dust escapes into the atmosphere via a non-
stack source. This includes windblown dust from disturbed soil surfaces, construction sites, 
agricultural tilling activities, aggregate processing operations and dust raised by vehicles traveling on 
paved and unpaved roads. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Carbon monoxide is formed by the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing material. Because 
it is directly emitted from combustion engines, carbon monoxide can have adverse localized impacts, 
primarily in areas of heavy traffic congestion. Because it is emitted directly and has limited dispersion 
characteristics, CO is considered a localized pollutant. 

When carbon monoxide combines with hemoglobin in the blood, the oxygen-carrying capacity of 
the blood is reduced, and the release of oxygen is inhibited or slowed. This condition places angina 
patients, persons with other cardiovascular diseases or chronic ling obstructive disease, persons with 
anemia, and fetuses at risk. At higher levels, CO also affects the central nervous system. Symptoms 
of exposure may include headaches, dizziness, sleepiness, nausea, vomiting, confusion and 
disorientation. 
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Carbon monoxide emissions within the NCCAB were estimated at 446 tons per day in 2005, with 
motor vehicles contributing approximately 47 percent of total CO emissions. Electric utilities, fires, 
and other mobile and miscellaneous sources contributed to the remainder. 

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) 

Toxic air contaminants (TACs) are pollutants which may be expected to result in an increase in 
mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. Health 
effects include cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, damage to the body’s natural defense 
systems, and diseases which led to death. 

TACs can be separated into carcinogens and noncarcinogens based on the nature of the 
physiological degradation associated with exposure to the pollutant. For regulatory purposes, 
carcinogens are assumed to have no safe threshold below which health impacts will not occur. 
Noncarcinogenic TACs differ in that there is generally assumed a safe level of exposure below which 
no negative health impact is believed to occur. These levels are determined on a pollutant-by-
pollutant basis. 

Toxic air contaminants are not considered criteria pollutants because the federal and California 
Clean Air Acts do not address them specifically through the setting of National or State Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. Instead, EPA and ARB regulate hazardous air pollutants and toxic air pollutants, 
respectively, through statutes and regulations. In conjunction with MBUAPCD rules, they establish 
the regulatory framework for TACs.  It is acknowledged, for example, that approximately 60 percent 
of California’s diesel exhaust (a toxic air contaminant) is emitted on roadways by heavy-duty trucks, 
buses, and light-duty passenger vehicles. CARB adopted an Airborne Toxics Control Measure 
(ATCM) as part of the Particulate Matter Risk Reduction Plan to specifically deal with diesel 
emissions from school buses. This measure became effective July 16, 2003. Similar ATCMs were 
adopted by CARB in February 2005 for large commercial diesel powered vehicles. 

Greenhouse Gas (GHGs) Emissions and Global Climate Change 

The greenhouse effect is a natural process by which some of the radiant heat from the Sun is 
captured in the lower atmosphere of the Earth, maintaining temperature and making the Earth 
habitable. The gases that help capture the heat are called greenhouse gases (GHGs). Some GHGs 
occur naturally in the atmosphere, while others result from human activities. Naturally occurring 
GHGs include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and ozone.  Certain human 
activities, however, add to the levels of most of these naturally occurring gases as describe below: 

• Carbon dioxide (CO2) is emitted when solid waste, fossil fuels and wood are burned. 

• Methane (CH4) is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil.  
Methane emissions also result from the decomposition of organic waste in solid waste 
landfills and the raising of livestock. 
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• Nitrous oxide (N2O) is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during 
combustion of solid waste and fossil fuels. 

• High global warning potential (GWP) gases, which are not naturally occurring, include 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs) and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), are 
generated in a variety of industrial processes. 

Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere.  High GWP gases such as HFCs, 
PFCs, and SF are the most heat-absorbent. Often, estimates of GHG emissions are presented in 
carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which weight each gas by its GWP.  Table 3-2 shows the GWPs 
for different GHGs for a 100-year time horizon. 

TABLE 3-2: GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIALS FOR GREENHOUSE GASES 

Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potential 
Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 1 
Methane (CH4) 25 
Nitrous Dioxide (N2O) 298 
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 2,432 
Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 3,476 
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 22,800 

Source: IPCC, 2007a. 

The effects of increasing global warming are far reaching and extremely difficult to quantify at the 
local level. In general, increases in the ambient global temperature as a result of increased GHGs is 
anticipated to result in rising sea levels, decreasing water supplies, mass species migration and 
decreasing air quality. Potential impacts of global climate change on transportation systems and 
infrastructure are summarized below in Table 3-3.  

TABLE 3-3: POTENTIAL CLIMATE CHANGES AND IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION 

Potential Climate Change Operations Impacts Infrastructure Impacts 

Increases in very hot days 
and heat waves. 

• Limits on periods of construction 
activity due to health and safety 
concerns. 

• Vehicle overheating and tire 
deterioration. 

• Impacts on pavement and concrete 
construction practices. 

• Thermal expansion on bridge expansion 
joints and paved surfaces. 

• Impacts on landscaping in highway and street 
rights-of-way. 

• Concerns regarding pavement integrity, e.g., 
softening, traffic-related rutting, migration of 
liquid asphalt. 

• Rail-track deformities; high air temperatures 
can lead to equipment failure. 

Sea level rise, added to storm 
surge. 

• More frequent interruptions in travel 
on coastal and low-lying roadways 
and rail service due to storm surges. 

• More severe storm surges, requiring 
evacuation. 

• Inundation of roads and rail lines in coastal 
areas. 

• More frequent or severe flooding of 
underground tunnels and low-lying 
infrastructure. 

• Erosion of road base and bridge supports. 
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• Bridge scour. 
• Reduced clearance under bridges. 
• Loss of coastal wetlands and barrier 

shoreline. 
• Land subsidence. 

Increase in intense 
precipitation events. 

• Increases in weather-related delays. 
• Increases in traffic disruptions. 
• Increased flooding of evacuation 

routes. 
• Disruption of construction activities. 
• Changes in rain, snowfall, and 

seasonal flooding that affect safety 
and maintenance operations. 

• Increases in flooding of roadways, rail lines, 
and subterranean tunnels. 

• Overloading of drainage systems, causing 
backups and street flooding. 

• Increases in road scouring, road washout, 
damages to railbed support structures, and 
landslides and mudslides that damage 
roadways and tracks. 

• Impacts on soil moisture levels, affecting 
structural integrity of roads, bridges, and 
tunnels. 

• Adverse impacts of standing water on road 
bases. 

• Increases in scouring of pipeline roadbeds 
and damages to pipelines. 

Increases in drought 
conditions for some regions. 

• Increased susceptibility to wildfires, 
causing road closures due to fire 
threat or reduced visibility. 

• Increased susceptibility to wildfires that 
threaten transportation infrastructure directly.

• Increased susceptibility to mudslides in areas 
deforested by wildfires. 

Changes in seasonal 
precipitation and river flow 
patterns. 

• Benefits for safety and reduced 
interruptions if frozen precipitation 
shifts to rainfall, depending on 
terrain. 

• Increased risk of floods from runoff, 
landslides, slope failures, and damage to 
roads if precipitation changes from snow to 
rain in winter and spring thaws. 

Source:  NRC, 2008a. 

Regulatory Framework  

United States  

In 1990, the federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) established a number of requirements, 
including new deadlines for attaining clean air standards and the development of State 
Implementation Plans (SIPs). The EPA administers the CAAA, and has established NAAQS for 
several air pollutants on the basis of human health and welfare criteria. To date, NAAQS have been 
established for CO, O3, SO2, NO2, PM10, PM2.5 and Pb.  

The federal government currently does not have formal air quality regulations to address climate 
change. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) is preparing draft language 
to include GHGs in the Clean Air Act; however, it is unknown when this draft language would be 
released. [CTC 2008a]   

California  

Under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), the California ARB is responsible for research 
activities, the establishment of California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), guidelines for 
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air quality management, and the regulation of both stationary and mobile emission sources. The 
CAAQS are generally more stringent than corresponding federal standards.  

To date, no state agencies in California have identified a significance threshold for GHG emissions 
or a methodology for analyzing increased GHG emissions related to climate change.  However, 
2006’s California Assembly Bill (AB) 32 calls for the California ARB to adopt regulations requiring 
statewide GHG emissions reporting and set statewide GHG emissions limit equivalent to 1990 
levels by 2020. On October 24, 2008, the ARB released its Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal, Recommended 
Approaches for Setting Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental 
Quality Act. ARB’s objective is to develop a threshold of significance that will result in the vast 
majority (approximately 90 percent statewide) of the GHG emissions from new projects being 
subject to CEQA’s requirement to impose feasible mitigation.  In addition, California’s Governor 
has issued two Executive Orders regarding this issue: S-3-05 (June 1, 2005) that calls for a 
coordinated approach to address the detrimental air quality effects of GHGs and S-20-06 (October 
18, 2006) that requires State agencies to continue their cooperation to reduce GHG and to have the 
Climate Action Team develop a plan by to outline a number of actions to reduce GHG emissions. 
As individual transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP are formally submitted to the appropriate lead agencies for 
environmental review, each responsible agency will be required to determine whether such projects 
are consistent with any future GHG emissions guidelines or regulations in place at that time. 

Monterey Bay Region  

The MBUAPCD shares responsibility with the ARB for ensuring that State and national AAQS are 
achieved and maintained within the NCCAB. State law assigns local air districts the primary 
responsibility for control of air pollution from stationary sources, while reserving to the ARB an 
oversight function. MBUAPCD is responsible for developing regulations governing emissions of air 
pollution, permitting and inspecting stationary sources of air pollution, monitoring of ambient air 
quality, and air quality planning activities, including implementation of transportation control 
measures (MBUAPD, 2008a, page 2-3) 

As required under the CCAA, the MBUAPCD adopted the 1991 Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) for the Monterey Bay region. The 1991 AQMP addressed attainment of CAAQS for 
ozone, and included measures to control emissions of VOC from stationary and mobile sources. 
There have been many changes both in terms of air quality and the regulatory setting since the initial 
AQMP in 1991, and it has since been updated five times to reflect these changes. In particular, in 
2006 the ARB revised the State AAQS and made it considerably more stringent by adding an 8-hour 
average to the standard, which previously only included a 1-hour average. Both components of the 
standard must now be met before the ARB can designate that an area has attained the standard. 

 The 2008 AQMP is a transitional plan shifting focus of our efforts from achieving the 1-hour 
component of the State AAQS to achieving the new 8-hour requirement. The plan includes an 
updated air quality trends analysis, which now reflects both the 1 and 8-hour standards, as well as an 
updated emission inventory, which includes the latest information on stationary, area and mobile 
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emission sources. Although the air basin actually achieved the 1-hour standard in 2006, this was the 
same year the 8-hour standard was introduced. Consequently, in November 2006, the ARB 
designated the air basin a nonattainment area for the State AAQS for ozone.  

To date, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) is the only air district that 
has identified a significance threshold for GHG emissions or a methodology for analyzing air quality 
impacts related to GHGs.  Those performance-based thresholds, adopted in December 2009, are 
currently being challenged. AB 32 identifies an emission target of 1990 levels by 2020, or as outlined 
in the AB 32 Scoping Plan, 15 percent below current (2010) levels by 2020, but no standards have 
been adopted to quantify the target. Similarly, the regional GHG emission thresholds to be set by 
the California ARB under SB 375 are not yet in place. Targets are to be identified by September 
2010, but would not be in effect until 2012. 

Current Air Quality  

Under the Federal Clean Air Act, the NCCAB is designated a maintenance area for the federal one-
hour ozone AAQS (see Table 3-4). The NCCAB was redesignated from a moderate nonattainment 
area to a maintenance area in 1997 after meeting the federal one-hour standard in 1990. 

Under the California Clean Air Act, the NCCAB is a moderate nonattainment area for the State 
ozone AAQS. The California Clean Air Act states that an ozone nonattainment area becomes 
nonattainment-transitional if the state AAQS is not exceeded more than three times at any 
monitoring station in the air basin. Further, the NCCAB is designated a nonattainment basin for the 
State PM10 AAQS (see Table 3-4). 

The MBUAPCD operates a network of ten ambient air quality monitoring stations throughout the 
NCCAB (at Salinas, Hollister, Carmel Valley, Santa Cruz, Monterey, Moss Landing, King City, 
Scotts Valley, Davenport and Watsonville). In addition, the National Park Service operates a 
monitoring station at the Pinnacles National Monument. 

TABLE 3-4: ATTAINMENT STATUS OF THE NORTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN 

Pollutant Federal Statec

Ozone (O3) – 1 hour Maintenancea Nonattainment b 

Ozone (O3) – 8 hour Attainment  

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Unclassified/Attainment 
Monterey – Attainment 

San Benito – Unclassified 
Santa Cruz – Unclassified 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Unclassified/Attainment Attainment 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Unclassified Attainment 

Inhalable Particulates (PM10)  Unclassified/Attainment  Non-Attainment 
Inhalable Particulates (PM2.5) Unclassified/Attainment   Attainment 

a. The Federal 1 hour standard was revoked in the NCCAB on June 15, 2005. 
b. In November 2006, ARB issued new designations to reflect the addition of an 8-hour average to the State AAQS for 

ozone. The NCCAB was redesignated from nonattainment-transitional to nonattainment. 
c. 8-hour State AAQS were included for the first time in this latest 2008 revision of the AQMP. 
Source: MBUAPCD, 2008a, Table 6-1, page 6-5.     
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Based on monitoring data from the ambient air quality monitoring stations, ozone concentrations 
exceeded State AAQS on 3 days in 1999, 4 days in 2000, 3 days in 2001, 11 days in 2002, 3 days in 
2003 (29 days for 8-hour standards), 0 days in 2004 (18 days for 8-hour standards), 2 days in 2005 (4 
days for 8-hour standards) and 3 days in 2006 (25 days for 8-hour standards). The majority of these 
violations occurred at the Pinnacles monitoring station, where the State AAQS was exceeded on 17 
days between 1999 and 2006 for 1-hour standards and 48 days between 2003 and 2006. Ozone 
concentrations exceeded the federal 8-hour ozone AAQS on 1 day in 1999, 2 days in 2001, 5 days in 
2002, 1 day in 2003, 0 days in 2004, 1 day in 2005 and 2 days in 2006. The majority of these 
exceedances occurred at the Pinnacles monitoring station. Table 3-5 summarizes the exceedances of 
the State 1-hour and federal 8-hour ozone AAQS. There were no recorded violations of the federal 
PM10 24-hour AAQS at MBUAPCD monitoring stations from 1999 to 2006. There have been no 
recorded violations of the federal or State carbon monoxide AAQS at MBUAPCD monitoring 
stations. However, based on air quality dispersion modeling, violations have been predicted at 
heavily congested intersections within the NCCAB. (MBUAPCD, 2008a, page 6-6) 

TABLE 3-5: EXCEEDANCES OF STATE 1-HOUR OZONE AND  
FEDERAL 8-HOUR OZONE AAQS IN NCCAB (1999-2006)a

Year Monitoring Station Federal (Station Days) State (Station Days) 
  8-Hour Only 1-Hour 8-Hour 

1999 Pinnacles 1 2 --b

 Santa Cruz 0 1 -- 
2000 Pinnacles 0 2 -- 

 Scotts Valley 0 1 -- 
 Monterey 0 1 -- 

2001 Pinnacles 2 2 -- 
 Hollister 0 1 -- 

2002 Pinnacles 4 7 -- 
 Hollister 0 1 -- 

2003 Pinnacles 1 2 19 
 Scotts Valley 0 1 2 
 Hollister 0 0 5 
 King City 0 0 2 
 Carmel Valley 0 0 1 

2004 Pinnacles 0 0 8 
 Hollister 0 0 3 
 Scotts Valley 0 0 3 
 Carmel Valley 0 0 2 
 Santa Cruz 0 0 1 
 Watsonville 0 0 1 

2005 Pinnacles 1 2 4 
2006 Pinnacles 1 2 17 

 Hollister 1 1 5 
 Scotts Valley 0 0 1 
 Carmel Valley 0 0 1 
 King City 0 0 1 

a. The data do not equal the number of separate days the State ozone AAQS was violated, as violations at two or more 
monitoring stations on the same day are considered to be one violation day for the air basin.  

b. -- = Data not available. 
Source: MBUAPCD, 2008a, Table 6-3, page 6-9.    
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Sensitive Receptors 

Sensitive receptors are population groups (children, the elderly, and sick persons) who may be 
located where there is a reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure according to the 
averaging period for the AAQS (e.g., 24-hour, 8-hour, 1-hour). These sensitive receptors are 
typically found in residences, hospitals and schools. 

Existing Greenhouse Gases Estimates (GHGs) 

GHG emissions, measured in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), were estimated for several analysis 
years, including a “Kyoto” baseline year of 1990, 2005 baseline, 2010 “existing condition”, 2020 
horizon year, and 2035 “buildout”. Year 2010 estimates for GHG emissions in the region are 6,729 
daily metric tons, as expressed in CO2e. For further detail, refer to Appendix F. 

3.3.2   IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES      

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines and the MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, 
implementation of the 2010 MTP could create a significant impact if any transportation system 
improvement project identified in the financially constrained Action Elements would: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, or 

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, or  

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors), or 

•  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, or 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

In addition, the MBUAPCD maintains quantitative thresholds of significance. Under MBUAPCD 
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, any individual project will have a significant air quality effect on the 
environment if it would:  

• Emit 82 pounds per day of PM10 at the project site or result in a AAQS PM10 exceedance at 
existing receptors during construction; 

• Emit 137 pounds per day of VOC or NOx (from stationary sources and motor vehicle trips); 

• Degrade the Level of Service (LOS) at an intersection/road segment from D or better to E 
or F, or increase the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at an intersection/road segment at LOS 
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E or F by 0.05 or more; or increase the delay at an intersection at LOS E or F by 10 seconds 
or more, or decrease reserve capacity at an unsignalized intersection at LOS E or F by 50 
seconds or more; 

• Emit 550 pounds per day of CO (from stationary sources); 

• Emit 150 pounds per day of SOx (from stationary sources); 

• Cause a violation of any other CAAQS or NAAQS; 

• Be inconsistent with the AQMP; or 

• Have any other significant adverse impacts (e.g., create objectionable odors, alter air 
movement, moisture, temperature or climate).  

A project is deemed to be of statewide, regional, or areawide significance if it would interfere with 
the attainment or maintenance of CAAQS or NAAQS. The MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines state that emissions from a transportation project must be consistent with the emissions 
budget in the AQMP. Transportation projects are defined as roadways, roadway improvements and 
transit improvements. For a project to be consistent with the AQMP, the project emissions must 
have been accounted for in the emissions budget in the 2008 AQMP. If this is not the case, the 
project is considered inconsistent with the AQMP (unless project-related emissions are totally 
offset). This would represent a significant project-related and cumulative environmental impact, 
since it would impede attainment of the CAAQS for ozone within the NCCAB. 

Long-term impacts to air quality associated with the implementation of the 2010 MTP will be 
considered significant if it results in mobile source emissions that substantially exceed existing levels. 
In this case, the key pollutants of concern are ozone, CO and PM10.  

For this analysis, significance criteria for GHG emissions responds to the December 2009 update to 
the CEQA Guidelines. Based on the Guidelines Appendix G checklist and Section 15064.4(b), the 
2010 MTP’s contribution to global climate change would be considered significant if it would:  

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment; or 

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gasses.  
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Conformity with SIP/Consistency with AQMP 

Conformity with the federally-mandated regional air quality plan (part of the State Implementation 
Plan) is required for Metropolitan Transportation Plans under the “conformity” requirements of the 
Clean Air Act Amendments. As the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization within the 
region, the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) is responsible for 
conformity findings for transportation plans.  

Air quality planning and regional planning through growth projections are interdependent processes. 
AMBAG provides regional growth data to the local air district, MBUAPCD. The air district regularly 
updates the Air Quality Management Plan, based in part upon those regional projections. In the 
three-county Monterey Bay Area, the region is an attainment area for ozone precursors. As the 
conformity requirements are based on federal ozone standards, the region is in conformity with the 
State Implementation Plan. Therefore, AMBAG is exempt from further conformity analysis. 

Short-Term Construction-Related Effects 

Construction activities associated with some of the projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP could result in temporarily increased levels of PM10 downwind of 
construction sites. The MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines indicate that construction 
projects using typical construction equipment such as dump trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors 
and front-end loaders which temporarily emit precursors of ozone (VOC and NOx) are accounted 
for in the emissions inventories of AQMPs, and would not have a significant impact on the 
attainment or maintenance of CAAQS and NAAQS. However, the CEQA Air Quality Guidelines 
also indicate that the MBUAPCD should be consulted regarding emissions from non-typical 
equipment (e.g., grinders and portable equipment). 

IMPACT 3.3.1: Construction-Related Emissions. 

Construction associated with most of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP could result in emissions from equipment, additional emissions from 
delayed vehicles and fugitive dust. Construction projects using typical construction equipment (e.g., 
dump trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders) which temporarily emit 
precursors of ozone (i.e., VOC and NOx) are accommodated in the emission inventories of State- 
and federally-required air plans, and would not have a significant impact on the attainment and 
maintenance of ozone AAQS. Using the potential thresholds identified in the MBUAPCD CEQA 
Air Quality Guidelines (February 2008, page 5-4, Table 5-2), construction sites involving minimal 
earthmoving over an area of 8.1 acres or more per day, or involving grading and excavation over an 
area of 2.2 acres or more per day would be expected to entail potentially significant effects 
associated with the generation of PM10. Examples of projects which might involve such impacts may 
include (but are not necessarily limited to) those involving the construction of new roadways, new 
transit/rail facilities, new parking areas, new bike paths or pedestrian trails, and the widening of 
existing roadways. This could represent a potentially significant environmental impact 
associated with those projects which involve construction activity. 
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Recommended Mitigation Measure 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.1: Construction Emission Control Measures/Scheduling 

A. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, apply MBUAPCD-recommended measures 
for reducing construction emissions for specific transportation system improvement projects 
involving minimal earthmoving over an area of 8.1 acres or more per day, or involving grading and 
excavation over an area of 2.2 acres or more per day. Specific measures shall, where appropriate, 
be approved by the MBUAPCD as part of the permitting process, and shall, where appropriate, 
include (but not be limited to) the following, as appropriate:  

• Water all construction areas at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on the type of 
operation, soil, and wind exposure; 

• Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high winds (over 15 MPH); 

• Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within 
construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days); 

• Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and fill 
operations and hydroseed areas; 

• Haul trucks shall, where appropriate, maintain at least two feet of freeboard; 

• Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand and/or loose materials; 

• Plant tree windbreaks on the windward perimeter of construction projects if adjacent to 
open land; 

• Plant vegetative cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible; 

• Cover inactive storage piles; 

• Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks; 

• Pave all roads on construction sites; 

• Sweep street if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site; 

• Post a visible sign which specifies the telephone number and person to contact regarding 
dust complaints. This person shall respond to complaints and take corrective action within 
48 hours. The phone number of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
shall, where appropriate, be visible to ensure compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance); and/or 

• Limit the area under construction at any one time. 

SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP   PAGE 3.3-15 



CHAPTER 3.3 – AIR QUALITY 

B. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that ground disturbance is phased to 
the extent possible to minimize the creation of fugitive dust. 

C. If the use of non-typical construction equipment (e.g., grinders and portable equipment) is 
contemplated, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, consult with the MBUAPCD, and 
shall, where appropriate, ensure that the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is 
implemented to reduce short-term NOx emissions during construction activity, where appropriate. 
BACT measures shall, where appropriate, include two-degree timing retard, high pressure fuel 
injectors and reformulated diesel fuel, if available. These measures shall, where appropriate, be 
noted on all construction plans, and the local jurisdiction shall, where appropriate, perform 
periodic site inspections. 

Resulting Level of Significance 

The use of the dust control measures identified above could generally be expected to reduce the 
construction-related air quality impacts associated with the implementation of the transportation 
system improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MTP to a level of less than significant. 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 

Although implementation of the transportation system improvement projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP would be expected to have a generally 
positive effect on overall levels of carbon monoxide (since average vehicle speeds would be 
increased and fuels have become more efficient), it is possible that some of the proposed roadway 
improvement projects could result in local increases in carbon monoxide concentrations. Under 
MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (February 2008, page 5-8), specific projects that degrade 
LOS at an intersection/road segment from D or better to E or F or increases the V/C ratio at an 
intersection/road segment at LOS E or F by 0.05 or more or increases delay at an intersection at 
LOS E or F by 10 seconds or more or decreases reserve capacity at an unsignalized intersection at 
LOS E or F by 50 or more could have potentially significant effects associated with carbon 
monoxide emissions. This is a conservative impact estimate, however, as traditional transportation 
projects are resulting in CO impacts less and less frequently due to fuel re-formulation requirements 
that have been implemented in recent years. In addition, projects that may increase CO emissions 
locally through more concentrated development patterns may actually reduce emissions regionally as 
the benefits of more compact development are realized. 

Modeling should be conducted to determine whether a specific project would cause of substantially 
contribute (550 pounds or more per day) to exceedance of carbon monoxide AAQS (if not, such a 
project would not have a significant impact). Additional project-level environmental evaluation of 
the major roadway improvement projects listed in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP should provide a more detailed analysis of the project-specific carbon monoxide impacts 
which may be associated with these particular projects. 
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IMPACT 3.3.2: Carbon Monoxide Emissions. 

Individual projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may 
have an adverse effect on local carbon monoxide (CO) levels, particularly where the construction of 
airport, rail stations and park-and-ride lots may result in increased traffic congestion in the vicinity. 
Although localized CO emissions, or hotspots, are less of an issue today than in past years due to 
fuel re-formulation, this issue represents a potentially significant environmental impact 
associated with these types of projects. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.2: Prevention of Carbon Monoxide Hot Spots 

Where implementing agencies propose transportation system improvement projects that may cause 
an exceedance of MBUAPCD thresholds for CO modeling, the local jurisdiction shall, where 
appropriate, improve the circulation system in which the project is proposed such that all roadways 
and intersections affected by the project maintain an acceptable level of service, or shall, where 
appropriate, conduct CO modeling to demonstrate that the concentration of CO will remain below 
the relevant CO AAQS. This may involve a reduction in the size of the project, relocation of the 
project or a reconfiguration of project elements. 

Resulting Level of Significance 

This mitigation measure could reduce this potential impact which may be associated with the 
implementation of specific transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP to a level of less than significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

IMPACT 3.3.3: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions. 

Implementation of some transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could result in increased exposure of sensitive 
receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs) associated with the construction and operation of these 
improvements, including (but not limited to) the particulate fraction of diesel exhaust. Diesel 
exhaust from construction activity may have chronic and/or acute risks, depending on the duration 
of construction activity, proximity to sensitive receptors, and the amount and type of construction 
equipment to be used. The health risks associated with exposure to diesel exhaust is greatest for 
children, the elderly and the chronically or acutely ill, and an increase in the exposure of sensitive 
receptors to TACs could represent a potentially significant environmental impact that might be 
associated with projects that involve construction involving diesel-powered equipment, an increase 
in the use of diesel-fueled vehicles within a limited area, or along roadways that could experience an 
increase in diesel-fueled vehicle traffic as a result of the implementation of transportation system 
improvement projects. Such projects could include those involving earth-moving or the use of 
diesel-powered construction equipment, transit stations served by diesel-fueled vehicles, transit 
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maintenance and parking facilities, and those projects resulting in increased diesel train service, 
either along existing rail lines or on proposed future rail lines, as well as projects that would increase 
roadway capacities. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.3: Reduction in Diesel Emissions 

Individual transportation system improvement projects that involve construction activity requiring 
the use of diesel-powered equipment, truck idling, train idling or increased diesel-fueled traffic shall, 
where appropriate, be subject to a screening level risk assessment by the implementing agency, then 
to a full risk assessment where warranted following the screening risk assessment. If these project-
specific assessment procedures (outlined in the MBUAPCD CEQA Guidelines, Appendix C) 
indicate that a project would exceed the MBUAPCD’s cancer risk threshold of one incident per 
100,000 population, or the chronic hazard index is above one, then the following mitigation 
measures should be applied to such projects, where appropriate:  

Construction-Related Diesel Exhaust 

• Prior to initiating construction activity, the implementing agency should consult with the 
MBUAPCD to identify the types of grading, demolition and construction equipment that 
will be used for the project. Once the characteristics of specific equipment to be used have 
been identified, the MBUAPCD should provide recommendations for measures that can be 
implemented to reduce diesel emissions associated with such equipment (e.g., the 
substitution of diesel-powered equipment with non-diesel-powered equipment, the 
installation of exhaust controls, staggering construction activity at the project site, etc.). 

Truck Idling Facilities 

• Provide a minimum buffer zone of 300 meters between truck traffic and sensitive receptors; 

• Re-route truck traffic by adding direct off-ramps for the truck traffic or by restricting truck 
traffic on certain sensitive routes; 

• Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization; 

• Enforce truck parking restrictions; 

• Develop park and ride programs; 

• Restrict truck idling; 

• Restrict operation at the truck idling facility to “clean trucks”; 

• Electrify service equipment at facility; 
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• Provide electrical hook-ups for trucks that need to cool their load; 

• Use “clean” street sweepers; 

• Provide onsite services to minimize truck traffic in or near residential areas, including, but 
not limited to, the following services: meal or cafeteria service, automated teller machines, 
etc.; and 

• Require or provide incentives to use low-sulfur diesel fuel with particulate traps. 

Train Idling 

• Change railroad operating practices to reduce idle time; 

• Employ idle reduction technologies (such as auxiliary power units); and 

• Employ new engine technologies (such as modification of fuel injectors). 

Generally, transit operators within the Monterey Bay region should consider the use of alternative 
fuels, where appropriate and available, as a means of reducing diesel emissions associated with 
transit vehicles.  

Resulting Level of Significance 

Depending on the project-specific diesel emission characteristics, this mitigation measure could be 
expected to reduce diesel particulate material emissions which may be associated with the 
implementation of specific transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP to some extent, most often to a level of less than 
significant.  
 
CARB adopted an idling-restriction Airborne Toxics Control Measures (ATCMs) for school busses 
in July 2003 and large commercial diesel-powered vehicles that became effective February 1, 2005. 
In accordance with these measures, affected vehicles are required to limit idling to no longer than 5 
minutes under most circumstances. School bus operators are similarly required to curtail idling 
during operations and educate drivers on idling restrictions.  CARB is currently evaluating additional 
ATCMs associated with the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, Emission Reduction Plan for Ports 
and Goods Movement, and implementation of AB 233 intended to further reduce TACs associated 
with mobile sources.  Thus, existing state programs will continue to address and reduce TAC 
emissions associated with diesel. 
 
However, for a few projects where identified measures intended to reduce diesel particulate material 
emissions cannot be effectively implemented to reduce these emissions to a level below the 
MBUAPCD’s cancer risk threshold or to obtain a chronic hazard index of one or less, this impact 
could remain significant and unavoidable.  
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Odors 

IMPACT 3.3.4: Increased Exposure to Diesel Exhaust Fumes. 

Implementation of some of the transportation system improvement projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP involving an increase in diesel exhaust 
levels at construction sites, within limited areas (e.g., transit stations, transit maintenance and parking 
facilities, along rail lines which would support increased train service, etc.) or along roadways that 
could experience an increase in diesel-fueled vehicle traffic as a result of the implementation of 
transportation system improvement projects could result in potential exposure of sensitive receptors 
to objectionable odors. This could represent a potentially significant environmental impact. 

Recommended Mitigation Measure 

Same as MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.3: Reduction in Diesel Emissions 

Resulting Level of Significance 

Depending on the project-specific diesel emission characteristics, the effective implementation of 
MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.3 could be expected to reduce odors associated with project-
specific diesel emissions to some extent, most often to a level of less than significant. However, for a 
few projects where identified measures intended to reduce diesel particulate material emissions 
cannot be effectively implemented to reduce these emissions to a level below the MBUAPCD’s 
cancer risk threshold or to obtain a chronic hazard index of one or less, this impact could remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

IMPACT 3.3.5: Increase in GHG Emissions.  

GHG emissions were calculated for the AMBAG region in year 2035 with implementation of all 
transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element 
of the 2010 MPT. Based on those projections (see Table 3-6, AMBAG Region GHG Summary), 
the transportation system is projected to generate 6,615.45 Daily Metric Tons of CO2e, with Pavley 
I and II low carbon fuel adjustments. Currently, under analysis year 2010 (existing conditions) GHG 
emissions are estimated at 6,729.13 Daily Metric Tons. As the future condition is estimated to be 
lower than the existing condition with Pavley I and II adjustments, and only fractionally higher using 
Pavley I adjustments only, the 2010 MTP project will not result in a substantial increase in GHG 
emissions, directly or indirectly, or otherwise cause a significant impact on the environment. This 
impact is therefore considered less than significant. 
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TABLE 3-6: AMBAG REGION GHG SUMMARY 

Daily Metric Tons Year / 
Scenario 

Daily 
VMT CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e CO2e with Pavley I 

& Low Carbon Fuels 
CO2e with Pavley 

 I, II & Low Carbon Fuels 
1990 13,829,725 5,799.90 2.10 1.20 6,203.80 6,203.80 6,203.80 
2005 16,073,487 6,147.61 0.92 0.52 6,322.38 6,322.38 6,322.38 
2010 17,565,221 6,600.76 0.67 0.38 6,729.13 6,729.13 6,729.13 
2020 20,876,159 7,787.85 0.38 0.22 7,861.67 5,660.40 5,660.40 

2035 Project 25,678,830 9,394.58 0.29 0.17 9,450.64 6,804.46 6,615.45 
Notes:  Reductions from Pavley I and II and Low Carbon Fuels per California ARB AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan (December 2008).   2005 and 2035 VMT data 
from AMBAG Travel Demand Model. All other years extrapolated.  Reductions from Pavley II have not officially been adopted by the CARB. A conservative 2% additional 
reduction beyond Pavely I is assumed for this analysis beyond 2020. 

The analysis illustrates an interesting trend. Although daily VMT for the region increases by 32 
percent in year 2035 compared to 2010, GHG emissions drop by as much as 2 percent.  The 
increase in VMT is due to local demographics and the fact that large rural areas within all three 
counties that will continue to require a widespread transportation network into the foreseeable 
future. These figures demonstrate that the 2010 MTP, together with increasing fuel efficiency and 
low carbon fuels, are predicting some success in reducing the region’s contribution to GHG 
emissions overall. As shown below in Figure 3.3-1, while the capacity of the region’s transportation 
system continues to grow with implementation of the 2010 MTP, GHG emission levels are 
estimated to continue to decrease over the lifetime of the project on a per capita basis.  

FIGURE 3.3-1: COMPARISON OF VMTS AND CO2E SPANNING PROJECT HORIZON 

 
Source: PMC, 2009. (Data collected from EMFAC2007 and California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol modeling) 

This is in part due to efforts that are currently underway to mandate fewer emissions from vehicles 
which are projected to affect the overall transportation sector.  AB 1493 (Pavley, 2002) requires 
vehicle manufacturers to reduce emissions from new passenger cars and light trucks while AB 1007 
(Pavley, 2005) mandates the California Energy Commission (CEC), in partnership with relevant state 
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agencies, to develop a plan to evaluate the environmental and health impacts of alternative fuel use 
including vehicle operations.   

IMPACT 3.3.6: Consistency with Adopted Plans, Policies or Regulations Intended to 
Reduce GHG Emissions 

Based on the GHG analysis conducted for all analysis years (Table 3-6), implementation of the 
2010 MTP would be consistent with AB 32 GHG emission reduction goals of 1990 levels by 2020. 
In horizon year 2020, the analysis projects 5,660 daily metric tons of CO2e, versus 6,729 daily metric 
tons in 2010. Similarly, the analysis projects a reduction in CO2e of 16 percent below current (2010) 
levels by 2020, which is consistent with and exceeds the 15 percent reduction goal identified in the 
AB 32 Scoping Plan. Based on these levels, the project will have a less than significant impact, 
based on current CEQA Guidelines. 

EO-S-03-05 set the stage for passage of AB 32, which is the umbrella under which the AB 32 Scoping 
Plan, SB 97 and SB 375 were adopted. In January 2009, Senate Bill (SB) 375 became law, requiring 
coordinated planning between regional land use and transportation plans in order to increase 
efficiency and reduce GHG emissions. Although currently in effect, regional targets will not be set 
until September 2010 and associated sustainable community strategies (SCS), the major tool in 
implementing the provisions of SB 375, will not be feasible until the region’s SCS is adopted for the 
Monterey Bay region in 2012. As such, future updates to the MTP (next in 2015) will also be 
required to comply with any regulations, targets, thresholds and/or guidelines that may be adopted 
as a result of SB 375 and related legislation. Stated another way, AB 32 has identifiable reduction 
targets that are projected to be met by this 2010 MTP update, and forthcoming SB 375 requirements 
cannot be measured as of this date as the reductions targets have not been identified or adopted. It 
is fully anticipated that the SCS component of SB 375 will serve to further reduce GHG emissions 
over time. But to what level is not yet clear. 

Recommended Strategies to Further Reduce GHG Emissions 

Long term reductions in GHG emissions requires the participation and cooperation of  local and 
regional land use agencies to identify and apply effective mitigation strategies to individual 
transportation projects over time. To be effective regionally, GHG mitigation strategies must be 
applied to transportation projects within multiple jurisdictions, and monitored for implementation 
and effectiveness. Equally important, emission reduction strategies must also be a component of and 
incorporated within local land use and transportation planning documents as they evolve over time.  

AMBAG, as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the region and lead agency under 
CEQA for the environmental analysis conducted for the 2010 MTP, has the responsibility to 
identify and disclose the potential environmental effects of the project. At the same time, AMBAG 
is not a land use agency that neither approves or denies projects, nor is AMBAG a funding agency 
with discretion to fund or defund individual projects within the region. AMBAG therefore has 
limited powers to enforce mitigation requirements or impose conditions on individual projects. 
AMBAG can, however, establish policy, programmatic reduction strategies and performance 
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standards for use, reference and consideration by the individual RTPAs and local agencies in their 
review and evaluation of individual transportation projects. 

To that end, the 2010 MTP contains goals that directly support policies and strategies aimed at 
energy conservation, GHG reduction and the use of alternative forms of energy: 

SBCOG Goal 4 To protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, 
and improve quality of life.   

SBCOG Goal 14 To promote transit-oriented development and encourage the use of public 
transportation to reduce energy consumption and congestion.   

SCCRTC Goal 4 Ensure that the transportation system complements and enhances the 
natural environment of the Monterey Bay region and that minimizes 
greenhouse gas emissions from transportation are reduced. 

TAMC Objective 2.1.2 As responsible agency, approve an environmental impact report to be 
prepared in cooperation with, and subsequently certified by the Association 
of Monterey Bay Area Governments, that also includes an analysis of the 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with implementation of the funding-
constrained regional project list. 

TAMC Policy 2.1.4 Analyze the estimated greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
implementation of the Regional Transportation Plan’s funding-constrained 
projects against state-defined targets for the region, and support 
greenhouse gas reduction measures that may include modification of 
existing facilities or services, construction of new facilities, and incentive or 
funding programs. 

In addition, the following programmatic GHG reduction strategies have been designed to provide 
guidance in the review and mitigation of individual projects, with an ultimate goal of reducing GHG 
emissions consistent with all adopted plans and current laws. The following is not enforceable 
mitigation for any identified significant impact. Rather, it provides common sense recommendations 
consistent with policies of the individual RTPAs, and is drawn from similar strategies used by other 
MPOs. 

Reduction in GHG Emissions – Regional Review of Individual Projects 

AMBAG, as the MTP, regional planning agency and a responsible agency under CEQA, should 
review and comment on individual projects to ensure that project-specific measures, programs and 
strategies are applied consistently and to the maximum extent feasible within the region. Projects 
shall be reviewed to ensure that each project or transportation program, by design or as mitigated, 
addresses the following (as applicable by project type or mode): 

SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP   PAGE 3.3-23 



CHAPTER 3.3 – AIR QUALITY 

• Incorporate and maximize non-motorized transportation features, such as bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, into transportation projects of all modes. 

• Recognize and adapt to changing fleet mix, vehicle performance, ridesharing, alternative fuel 
and high occupancy vehicles in the design and planning of transportation projects. 

• Quantify and document project relationship to nearby land uses to demonstrate reductions is 
vehicle miles traveled (VTM) consistent with SB375. 

• Quantify transportation efficiency created by the project (improvements in levels of service, 
reduction in VTM, reductions in idling, etc.) to demonstrate resulting reductions in GHGs. 

• Identify how energy efficient technologies and materials will be used and incorporated into 
project features and construction methods, including construction management techniques 
and use of recycled materials and low-carbon products. 

• Quantify GHG reductions gained by inclusion and incorporation of specific carbon off-sets. 

Reduction in GHG Emissions – Implementation of Regional Programs 

In addition to reviewing design components of individual projects, long terms reductions in GHG 
emissions also requires the implementation of regional programs and interagency cooperation. To 
that end AMBAG should: 

• Work in partnership with MBUAPCD to develop and promote demonstration projects that 
reduce GHG emissions. 

• Assist local agencies to support and prioritize projects that reduce GHGs the most.  

• Work in partnership with appropriate stake holders to develop public information campaigns 
to educate residents, merchants, developers and the traveling public about transportation 
strategies that can help reduce GHG emissions. 

• Work in partnership with MBUAPCD and other appropriate stakeholders to develop 
guidelines and/or requirements for low carbon emission equipment and construction 
techniques associated with capital improvement and transportation projects. 

• Encourage project sponsors, land use, and transportation agencies to design transportation 
related land use improvements, such as transit facilities, transit-dependent land 
improvements and related facilities to be certified by the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design program (LEED), or meet LEED standards if not certified. 

PAGE 3.3-24  SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP 



CHAPTER 3.3 – AIR QUALITY 

IMPACT 3.3.7: Secondary Effects of Sea Level Rise 

As identified in Table 3-3, the potential effects of climate change on transportation facilities 
includes the potential operational and infrastructure impacts that may occur from sea level rise. Sea 
level rise, including increased range and intensity of storm surge events, may result in interruptions 
in travel and circulation, inundation of roads and rail lines, erosion and scour of road base and 
bridge supports, and reduced bridge clearance. Projections for levels of sea level rise along the 
California coast vary greatly, and most modeled timelines, which often project out to year 2100, 
greatly exceed the 2035 timeframe of this MTP. However, even modest increases in sea level rise in 
the near term could have ramifications for transportation facilities located directly along the 
coastline, particularly in areas that are more susceptible to erosion, and where bluff and dune retreat 
is already occurring. Specific vulnerabilities for individual projects within the MTP cannot be 
predicted at this time. However, the implications of sea level rise as a secondary effect of climate 
change and GHG emission should not be ignored, and is considered a potentially significant 
effect of MTP implementation. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.3.7: Addressing Secondary Effects – Sea Level Rise 

If increases in GHG emissions are a potentially significant direct effect of transportation projects, 
changes or rises in sea level in coastal areas in the vicinity of transportation projects can be 
considered a secondary effect of long term changes in climate conditions. To address long term 
secondary effects the following strategies are prescribed: 

• AMBAG shall work with TAMC, Coastal Commission, coastal land use agencies, and other 
partners to address vulnerability of the region’s transportation infrastructure and appropriate 
adaptation strategies to protect transportation related capital improvements.  Examples 
could include, but are not be limited to: 

 Designs for new transportation projects in coastal areas shall demonstrate that they 
have factored in sea level rise and potential increases in storm surge inundation, and 
have budgeted for necessary mitigation measures to adapt to projected sea level rise 
and storm surge.   

 For transportation projects that increase the capacity of existing infrastructure, 
project sponsors shall demonstrate they have investigated existing facilities’ 
vulnerability to sea level rise and potential increases in storm surge inundation. 

Budgeting for adaptation, avoidance, abandonment, relocation or other measures shall be considered 
in transportation planning in coastal areas. Similarly, any mitigation strategy pursued to address sea 
level rise shall consider the effects of that strategy on other coastal zone resources as identified by 
the Coastal Act. 

AMBAG recognizes that mitigation measures related to reducing GHG emissions are evolving and 
frequently updated as new information and technologies become available, and will change in the 
coming years. For this reason, as individual transportation system improvement projects are 
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implemented, additional review by the project-specific lead agency shall be required to ensure that 
the most current and applicable measures have been incorporated. 

Resulting Level of Significance 

Transportation planning and policy, interagency coordination and the efforts of individual land use 
entities to review and mitigate for the effects of sea level rise into the future are all intended to 
promote adaptation to changing conditions. However, the effects of these efforts and subsequent 
legislation are not and cannot be fully known at this time, and the pace of adaptation may not 
coincide with climatic conditions. As a result, the potential impact of sea level rise on the 
transportation plan can be expected to remain significant and unavoidable for the purposes of 
this CEQA analysis. 
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (ERRATA CHANGES ONLY) 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.1b: Conservation Banking 

Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall mitigate 
impacts to habitat modification through the use of conservation banks, where such mechanisms 
exist. Where individual projects would modify habitat, project sponsors would be required to 
purchase credits from a conservation bank as approved by the California Department of Fish and 
Game as outlined in the State’s Official Policy on Conservation Banks. 

RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Avoiding completely those areas identified as habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species of plants and animals, or those areas which are important in providing free movement for 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, would reduce this potential impact to a level of less 
than significant for most projects. However, depending on the location, character and purpose of a 
proposed project, it may not be possible to design it in such a way so as to completely avoid these 
areas. In addition, purchasing conservation bank credits for ‘compensatory’ mitigation when on-site 
avoidance is not possible could reduce the potential impact to a less than significant level. However, 
the use of conservation banks requires the successful establishment of such mechanisms before they 
could be relied upon for mitigation. In these instances, this potential impact would need to be 
mitigated to the satisfaction of the appropriate regulatory agencies prior to the issuance of the 
permits necessary to allow project construction to proceed, although impacts associated with a few 
projects could be expected to remain significant and unavoidable.  

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.2a: Avoidance/Permitting/Precautions During Construction 

The following measures may be used by the implementing agencies to reduce modification of 
riparian areas or wetlands: 

A. The proposed projects should be designed to avoid construction in riparian areas or wetlands 
to the extent practicable. 

B. In those instances where it is not possible to avoid riparian areas or wetlands through design 
measures, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game shall, where 
appropriate, be contacted in order to achieve compliance with the appropriate regulations and to 
obtain all required permits prior to project approval. The granting of the required permits may be 
conditional on the implementation of site-specific measures designed to mitigate any modification 
of riparian areas or wetlands which may result from construction of the projects. 

http://ceres.ca.gov/wetlands/policies/mitbank.html
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C. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that all removed and excess material is 
disposed of off-site and away from the flood plain, outside areas subject to U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers jurisdiction. 

D. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that construction activities in drainages 
occur during the dry season when channels are at low flow. 

E. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that no fueling or maintenance of 
equipment takes place in any channel. Mechanical equipment shall, where appropriate, be serviced 
in designated staging areas located outside of any creek bed and associated wetland habitat. Water 
from equipment washing or concrete wash down shall, where appropriate, be prevented from 
entering any channel. 

F. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that any equipment adjacent to any 
channel is checked and maintained daily, to prevent leaks of materials that if (eventually) 
introduced to water could be deleterious to aquatic life. Petroleum products and other substances 
that could be hazardous to aquatic life shall be prevented from contaminating the soil and/or 
entering the adjacent waters. CDFG shall, where appropriate, be notified immediately of any spills, 
and shall, where appropriate, be consulted regarding clean-up procedures. 

G. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that construction activities minimize 
increases in turbidity to the maximum extent possible. 

H. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that following construction, disturbed 
banks are re-vegetated using locally-occurring, drought-resistant native species and erosion control 
grass seed, in consultation with a qualified biologist. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.2b: Mitigation Banking 

Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall mitigate 
impacts to riparian areas or wetlands through the use of mitigation banks, where such mechanisms 
exist. Where individual projects would modify riparian areas or wetlands, project sponsors would be 
required to purchase credits from a mitigation bank as approved by a multi-agency Mitigation Bank 
Review Team (MBRT) as outlined in the Federal Guidance for the Establishment, Use and Operation of 
Mitigation Banks (current edition). 

RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Avoiding completely riparian areas or wetlands through design measures would reduce this potential 
impact to a level of less than significant for most projects. However, depending on the character and 
purpose of a proposed project, it may not be possible to design it in such a way as to completely 
avoid these areas. In addition, purchasing mitigation bank credits for ‘compensatory’ mitigation 
when on-site avoidance is not possible could reduce the potential impact to a less than significant 
level. However, the use of mitigation banks requires the successful establishment of such 
mechanisms before they could be relied upon for mitigation. In these instances, this potential impact 
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would need to be mitigated to the satisfaction of the appropriate regulatory agencies prior to the 
issuance of the permits necessary to allow project construction to proceed, although impacts 
associated with a few projects could be expected to remain significant and unavoidable. 

Habitat Conservation Plans 

Several projects could involve construction of transportation infrastructure that could potentially 
affect the species and habitat that is (or may be) protected under existing Habitat Conservation 
Plans (HCPs) in the Seascape Uplands area and the Quail Hollow Quarry area or HCPs currently in 
development (in San Benito County, the Pajaro River/Salispuedes Creek area and at the former Fort 
Ord, which already has an approvedis finalizing a comprehensive installation-wide, multi-species 
Habitat Management Plan). Depending on the timing of the proposed projects and final design, 
these improvements could be subject to the requirements of HCPs. 

All other setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the 2005 SEIR remain valid 
and unchanged for Chapter 3.4. 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the 2005 SEIR remain valid and 
unchanged for Chapter 3.5. 

 

SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP   PAGE 3.5-1 



 



CHAPTER 3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
  



 



3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.6. 
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3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.7. 
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3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.8. 
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3.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.9. 
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3.10 MINERAL RESOURCES (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.10. 
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3.11 NOISE (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.11. 
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3.12 POPULATION, HOUSING & EMPLOYMENT (REPLACED IN 

ENTIRETY) 

3.12.1   SETTING   

Population 

The region's population is largely concentrated in its urbanized places. With the exception of 
Hollister and Salinas, larger-scale urban development in the region lies mostly along the Monterey 
Bay coastal plains and foothills from the City of Santa Cruz in the north to Carmel on the Monterey 
Peninsula in the south. The estimated population and distribution by County, City and 
unincorporated area as of January 1, 2009 is shown in Table 3-7, based on information prepared by 
the Demographic Unit of the California Department of Finance.  

TABLE 3-7: REGIONAL POPULATION DISTRIBUTION BY CITY AND COUNTY (2009) 

City/County   January 1, 2009 Population Percent
Monterey County  
Carmel 4,037 0.5%
Del Rey Oaks 1,632 0.2%
Gonzales 9,025 1.2%
Greenfield 17,547 2.3%
King City 12,024 1.6%
Marina 19,265 2.5%
Monterey 29,244 3.9%
Pacific Grove 15,536 2.0%
Salinas 152,597 20.1%
Sand City 312 0.0%
Seaside 34,240 4.5%
Soledad 28,050 3.7%
Unincorporated Area 108,383 14.3%
Monterey County Total 431,892 56.9%
  
San Benito County  
Hollister 37,054 4.9%
San Juan Bautista 1,891 0.2%
Unincorporated Area 19,071 2.5%
San Benito County Total 58,016 7.6%
  
Santa Cruz County  
Capitola 10,073 1.3%
Santa Cruz 58,982 7.8%
Scotts Valley 11,764 1.6%
Watsonville 51,882 6.8%
Unincorporated Area 135,936 17.9%
Santa Cruz County Total 268,637 35.4%
  
REGIONAL TOTAL 758,545 100.0%

Source: State of California, Department of Finance, 2009a.  
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The most recent population and employment forecasts were developed in June 2008 by the 
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG), based on local, regional and national 
economic and demographic trends, historical data, local general plans, availability of vacant land and 
other specific assumptions.1 The forecasts, shown in Table 3-8, project population and employment 
for each County, incorporated city, and the unincorporated portion of each County through the year 
2030, in five year increments.  The projections were accepted by the AMBAG Board of Directors 
and, in most instances, fall within jurisdictions’ existing General Plan buildout figures. Although a 
range of infrastructure and resource constraints are discussed in the forecast report, the projections 
were not adjusted to account for these constraints, per AMBAG Board of Directors policy direction. 
The various constraints are discussed in Chapter 2.0, Project Description). 

TABLE 3-8: REGIONAL POPULATION FORECAST FOR CITIES AND COUNTIES (2010 – 2035) 

City/County   2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
MONTEREY COUNTY 
Carmel  4,075 3,848 3,873 3,885  4,007  4,033
Del Rey Oaks 1,627 1,745 2,237 2,684  3,197  3,171
Gonzales 10,831 13,304 15,969 18,199  20,941  23,418
Greenfield  17,795 19,090 21,855 24,912  27,348  30,337
King City  13,540 15,392 17,269 19,295  22,482  24,726
Marina  24,551 26,658 29,274 30,133  32,010  32,942
Monterey  30,106 30,092 30,278 30,464  30,650  30,836
Pacific Grove  15,530 15,550 15,550 15,300  15,057  15,036
Salinas  153,779 162,044 163,234 166,401 170,913 173,359
Sand City  447 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498 1,498
Seaside  34,666 35,165 35,158 35,709  35,017  35,549
Soledad  28,853 31,115 33,760 36,392  38,801  41,405
Unincorporated 109,509 111,105 113,778 114,469 113,628 114,052
Monterey County Total 445,309 466,606 483,733 499,341 515,549 530,362
SAN BENITO COUNTY 
Hollister 40,415 44,613 49,064 54,143  59,259  62,756
San Juan Bautista 1,937 2,121 2,356 2,570  2,743  2,907
Unincorporated 20,079 21,737 24,720 26,671  27,429  29,068
San Benito County Total 62,431 68,471 76,140 83,384  89,431  94,731
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
Capitola 10,124 10,222 10,693 10,862  11,090  11,269
Santa Cruz  58,919 62,480 63,265 64,649  65,884  67,807
Scotts Valley  11,923 12,126 12,311 12,427  12,688  12,921
Watsonville  51,903 54,857 56,544 58,975  61,245  62,463
Unincorporated 135,173 135,297 137,681 138,822 139,690 141,162
Santa Cruz County Total 268,042 274,982 280,494 285,735 290,597 295,622
TOTAL REGION 775,782 810,059 840,367 868,460 895,577 920,715
Source: AMBAG, 2008a. 

As shown in Table 3-8, between 2010 and 2035, the rate of population growth is expected to 
increase by an average of about 0.75 percent per year, resulting in a 2035 population of 

                                                 
1 This document uses AMBAG population forecasts.  These forecasts, which have been guided by approved general 
plans, are prepared as planning tools and are not an exact prediction of the course of future events.  Experience shows 
that these forecasts are most reliable at the regional and County level and less so for smaller areas like cities and census 
tracts.  Caution should be exercised in relying on these forecasts for such sub-County level areas. 
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approximately 920,715 persons. The total projected population growth through 2035 represents an 
approximately 18.68 percent increase over the region’s 2010 population. Over half of the region’s 
population resides in Monterey County, and while its rate of population increase between 2010 and 
2035 will average only about 0.76 percent per year, it will increase its total population over the 
course of the twenty-five years by an estimated 85,053 persons, an increase of 19.10 percent. 
Although San Benito County is anticipated to have the highest average growth rate from 2010 to 
2035 of about 2.07 percent annually, and a 51.74 percent increase in its population, its projected 
increase of 32,300 persons is approximately a quarter as many residents as will be added to Monterey 
County, and San Benito County’s population in 2035 will be approximately 10 percent of the three-
County region (as it is today). In addition, during these twenty-five years, Santa Cruz County is 
expected to add about 27,580 residents, which represents an average growth rate of about 0.41 
percent per year, and a total increase of approximately 10.29 percent. 

Population growth over the twenty-five year period is projected to be distributed irregularly 
throughout the region, with the largest increase occurring in Monterey County, which will expand by 
about 85,053 persons, which represents approximately 59 percent of the total regional growth. The 
population of Salinas is expected to increase by approximately 19,580 persons during this same 
period, a significant component of Monterey County growth. About 5.0 percent of Monterey 
County’s growth between 2010 and 2035 is expected to occur in unincorporated areas (largely into 
seven unincorporated communities), mostly in small increments of about 1,000 to 3,000 persons 
over the planning period. 

San Benito County is projected to have the fastest growth rate of the three counties during the 
period 2010 to 2035, averaging approximately 2.07 percent per year, with a projected total 
population expansion of 32,300 persons, or 51.74 percent over its 2010 population. Through the 
year 2035, 69.17 percent of this growth will occur in Hollister, and most of the rest of the growth 
will occur in unincorporated areas around Hollister and San Juan Bautista. 

Within Santa Cruz County, approximately 27,580 persons are projected to be added to its 2010 
population by 2035. However, this increase represents comparatively moderate growth (under one 
percent per year on average), and its population will increase by only about 10 percent over its 2010 
population, the smallest percentage increase among the three counties. Although the City of Santa 
Cruz is the largest in the County, it is projected to increase population by only about 8,888 persons 
between 2010 and 2035, while Watsonville is expected to gain approximately 38.29 percent of the 
projected County increase between 2010 and 2035, which will increase its total population by about 
20 percent at a 1.36 percent average annual growth rate. An average annual growth rate of 
approximately 0.33 percent is projected to occur in Scotts Valley, with a 8.37 percent population 
increase between 2010 and 2035. Approximately 21.72 percent of projected total County growth 
between 2010 and 2035 will occur in unincorporated areas, primarily within the many 
unincorporated communities in Santa Cruz County, with small increments of about 1,000 persons. 
The only notable exceptions are the San Lorenzo Valley area and the Aptos area, which are both 
expected to grow faster than other unincorporated communities within Santa Cruz County. 
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Housing 

As of January 1, 2009, there were an estimated 263,509 housing units in the three-County region. 
Approximately 63 percent were single-family detached units, and about 9 percent were single-family 
attached units. Multi-family units comprised approximately 23 percent of the regional housing stock 
consisting of about 8 percent of total units in buildings with 2 to 4 units and about 15 percent of 
total units in buildings with 5+ units, and mobile homes represented approximately 5 percent of all 
housing units within the region. The distribution of housing units by type among the three counties 
comprising the region is shown in Table 3-9, below. 

The California Department of Finance estimated that as of January 1, 2009, a total of 758,545 
persons were living in the three-County region. Divided by the number of occupied units (243,602), 
this would indicate a regional average of approximately 2.88 persons per household (Monterey 
County: 3.22; San Benito County: 3.39; Santa Cruz County: 2.78). 

TABLE 3-9: REGIONAL HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, JANUARY 1, 2009 

Units Monterey County San Benito County Santa Cruz County Regional Total 
Single-Family, Detached 86,518 13,810 66,002 166,330
Single-Family, Attached 12,587 1,035     9,019 22,641
Multi-Family, 2-4 Units 12,158 1,137 8,656 21,951
Multi-Family, 5+ Units 23,710 921 13,816 38,447
Mobile Homes 6,007 877 7,256 14,140
Total Units 140,980 17,780 104,749 263,509
Occupied Units 129,893 17,112 96,597 243,602

Source: State of California, Department of Finance, 2009b.  

The U.S. Census conducted in 2010 identified 271,916 housing units in the Monterey Bay area, and 
AMBAG projects that this number will grow to 327,007 housing units in 2035 (see Table 3-10). 
 

TABLE 3-10: AMBAG PROJECTED REGIONAL HOUSING UNIT GROWTH 2010-2035 

City/County 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
MONTEREY COUNTY 
Carmel  3,377 3,387 3,409 3,434  3,458 3,482
Del Rey Oaks 727 780 1,000 1,200  1,419 1,419
Gonzales 2,512 3,104 3,695 4,287  4,879 5,471
Greenfield  3,700 4,287 4,987 5,688  6,388 7,089
King City  3,470 4,055 4,639 5,224  5,808 6,393
Marina  9,437 10,662 11,487 12,312  13,137 13,562
Monterey  13,630 13,723 13,816 13,909  14,002 14,095
Pacific Grove  8,108 8,108 8,108 8,123  8,140 8,158
Salinas  44,080 46,566 48,558 50,532  52,507 53,563
Sand City  200 670 670 670  670 670
Seaside  11,408 11,593 11,779 11,964  12,149 12,334
Soledad  4,066 4,684 5,303 5,922  6,540 7,159
Unincorporated County 42,506 44,442 45,406 46,668  47,139 48,688
Total Monterey County 147,221 156,061 162,857 169,933  176,236 182,083
SAN BENITO COUNTY 
Hollister 11,544 12,816 14,085 15,605  17,108 18,221
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San Juan Bautista 764 837 927 1,015  1,084 1,148
Unincorporated County 6,879 7,457 8,471 9,181  9,482 10,035
Total San Benito County 19,187 21,110 23,483 25,801  27,674 29,404
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
Capitola 5,500 5,601  5,763 5,859  5,966 6,057
Santa Cruz  23,633 24,133 24,794 25,390  25,943 26,610
Scotts Valley  4,784 4,848 4,919 4,965  5,071 5,164
Watsonville  14,093 14,838 15,347 16,018  16,628 16,957
Unincorporated County 57,498 58,075 59,321 59,808  60,257 60,802
Total Santa Cruz County 105,508 107,495 110,144 112,040  113,865 115,590
TOTAL REGION 271,916 284,666 296,484 307,774  317,775 327,077
Source: AMBAG, 2008a. 

Employment 

A relatively high proportion of total employment in both Monterey and San Benito Counties is in 
agricultural activities, and much of the industry in these counties is related to agriculture. Military 
operations at the Defense Language Institute and the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey 
County have provided significant civilian employment opportunities, while Santa Cruz County is 
developing a strong R&D/manufacturing sector. The region includes major tourist and recreation 
attractions, including State Parks and Beaches, the Monterey Bay Aquarium, State Historical 
Monuments and the Pinnacles National Monument. These attractions generate significant associated 
service employment. 

Table 3-11 presents AMBAG's 2008 regional employment forecast through 2035.  To meet the end 
year of the Plan, AMBAG staff extrapolated employment to 2035.  As shown in Table 3-11, the 
total projected number of 75,560 new jobs in the region between 2010 and 2035 would represent an 
increase of approximately 23 percent from the roughly 328,879 jobs within the region in 2010 
shown in Table 3-11. 

TABLE 3-11: AMBAG PROJECTED REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT GROWTH, 2010-2035 

City/County 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
MONTEREY COUNTY 
Carmel  3,245 3,245 3,245 3,245  3,245  3,245
Del Rey Oaks 360 377 395 416  437  462
Gonzales 1,063 1,100 1,140 1,210  1,273  1,324
Greenfield  1,008 1,045 1,230 1,277  1,326  1,384
King City  2,923 3,047 3,186 3,344  3,512  3,675
Marina  3,334 3,653 3,990 4,273  4,473  4,696
Monterey  32,752 34,209 35,773 37,346  38,974  40,696
Pacific Grove  7,058 7,406 7,586 7,684  7,785  7,837
Salinas  49,872 52,135 54,230 56,380  58,611  61,425
Sand City  2,366 2,629 2,933 3,289  3,568  3,923
Seaside  7,360 7,792 8,462 9,224  10,055  10,848
Soledad  5,868 5,890 6,008 6,269  6,554  6,837
Unincorporated County 79,221 81,082 82,882 84,753  86,817 88,928
Total Monterey County 196,430 203,610 211,060 218,710 226,630 235,280
SAN BENITO COUNTY 
Hollister 10,898 11,393 12,056 12,698  13,398  13,893
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San Juan Bautista 220 233 248 265  283  299
Unincorporated County 6,262 6,465 6,745 7,007  7,299  7,508
Total San Benito County 17,380 18,091 19,049  19,970  20,980  21,700
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
Capitola 8,042 8,571 9,008 9,474  9,968  10,500
Santa Cruz  33,826 35,527 37,411 39,423  41,548  43,818
Scotts Valley  8,840 9,287 9,749 10,244  10,764  11,321
Watsonville  22,369 23,409 24,552 25,767  27,043  28,403
Unincorporated County 41,992 44,008 46,150 48,441  50,835  53,417
Total Santa Cruz County 115,069 120,802 126,870 133,349 140,158 147,459
TOTAL REGION 328,879 342,503 356,979 372,029 387,768 404,439
Source: AMBAG Projections, 2008a. 

Monterey County will have the largest growth in sheer numbers of new jobs with a projected 
increase between 2010 and 2035 of approximately 38,850 new jobs, which represents total expansion 
of roughly 20 percent and annual average growth rate of 0.79 percent. 

San Benito County will have the smallest growth in sheer numbers of new jobs with a projected 
increase between 2010 and 2035 of approximately 4,320 new jobs, which represents a total 
expansion of roughly 25 percent and an annual average growth rate of approximately one percent.  

Santa Cruz County is projected to increase its employment by approximately 32,390 jobs between 
2010 and 2035, at a rate of about 1.13 percent per year, which is higher than its projected population 
growth of 0.41 percent per year. The additional employment in Santa Cruz County to 2035 
represents a total increase from 2010 of about 28 percent. 

3.12.2   IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES      

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

Implementation of the 2010 MTP could have a significant environmental impact if it were to result 
in: 

• The inducement of substantial population growth in an area either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads 
or other infrastructure); 

• The displacement of substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere; or 

• The displacement of substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere. 

Implementation of the 2010 MTP would create job opportunities resulting from construction 
projects (short-term) and maintenance of the proposed improvements (long-term), thereby resulting 
in an increase in the population and potential economic growth. However, the incremental growth 
associated with construction and maintenance of transportation system improvement projects listed 
in the 2010 MTP is not expected to be significant. 
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Growth Inducement 

Although the implementation of the 2010 MTP would not directly generate population, since the 
2010 MTP does not involve the construction of residential units, it does have the potential to 
facilitate population growth. Transportation system improvement projects identified in the 2010 
MTP is expected to respond to growth anticipated by adopted local General Plans, and the 
transportation planning process generally programs implementation of future system improvements 
in conjunction with planned growth. However, some projects may indirectly increase growth 
pressure by increasing transportation system capacity. Some of the transportation system 
improvement projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP 
could be categorized as removing an obstacle to growth if they accommodate growth beyond that 
already planned for (in local General Plans or in the Fort Ord Reuse Plan), or if they were to be 
constructed before they are actually needed. In addition, the roadway extension projects planned in 
the less developed areas may remove obstacles to growth by improving vehicular access.  

IMPACT 3.12.1: Indirect Growth Inducement. 

Implementation of some of the transportation system improvement projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP could indirectly induce growth within the 
region by increasing transportation system capacity. This could represent a potentially significant 
environmental impact. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURE 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.12.1: Prioritization of Transportation System Improvement 
Projects 

To minimize possible growth inducement, implementing agencies should prioritize transportation 
system improvement projects by deemphasizing pursuit of those projects that would allow land 
development to occur in areas where such development has not yet been planned for, or where such 
development is not anticipated to occur in the future. 

RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

This approach could reduce the growth-inducing potential of the 2010 MTP. However, to the extent 
that the increases in transportation system capacity associated with projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP may indirectly contribute to population 
growth within the region, this impact could remain significant and unavoidable. 

Displacement of Existing Housing Units/Businesses 

Implementation of some transportation system improvement projects (particularly those involving 
roadway widenings and extensions) could require the removal or relocation of existing structures to 
accommodate proposed improvements. This could require the acquisition of property from private 
owners to provide adequate right-of-way, and may result in the permanent displacement of existing 
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housing units and the people currently living in them, as well as existing businesses. Displacement 
would occur most commonly in urban portions of the region, where roads would expand into 
previously-developed areas. Such impacts could also occur in rural areas, where roadways would 
encroach on existing farmland.   

IMPACT 3.12.2: Permanent Displacement of People and/or Existing Housing 
Units/Businesses.  

Implementation of some of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of 
the 2010 MTP might result in the permanent displacement of people and/or existing housing units, 
as well as business enterprises. As the physical characteristics of each project become more clearly 
defined, it is possible that some of these projects may be found to displace people or existing 
housing units or businesses. In those cases where such displacement would be regarded as 
substantial, this could represent a potentially significant environmental impact. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURE 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.12.2: Avoidance/Relocation 

A. Implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, assure that project-specific environmental 
reviews for transportation system improvement projects with the potential to permanently displace 
existing residences and businesses consider alternative alignments that avoid or minimize impacts 
to nearby residences and businesses. 

B. Where project-specific reviews identify unavoidable displacement impacts, the implementing 
agency shall, where appropriate, ensure that appropriate relocation programs are used to assist 
eligible persons to relocate, in accordance with local, state and federal requirements. Owners shall, 
where appropriate, be compensated for acquired property based on fair market values. In addition, 
implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, review and, if necessary, modify construction 
schedules to ensure that adequate time is provided to allow affected businesses to find and relocate 
to other sites. 

RESULTING LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Implementation of these measures could reduce potential impacts associated with the displacement 
of existing homes, residents and businesses to a level of less than significant.   
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.13. 

 



 



CHAPTER 3.14 RECREATION 
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3.14 RECREATION (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.14. 
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3.15 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC (ERRATA CHANGES ONLY) 

Transit Systems 

Fixed-route transit service is provided in Monterey County by Monterey-Salinas Transit (MST), and 
in Santa Cruz County by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (SCMTD) and in San Benito 
County by the San Benito County Express (County Express). MST serves the Monterey Peninsula 
cities Cities of Carmel, Del Rey Oaks, Marina, Monterey, Pacific Grove and Seaside, as well as 
Salinas, Gonzales, Watsonville (in Santa Cruz County) and unincorporated portions of northern 
Monterey County. Service is also provided to the unincorporated communities of Castroville, Pajaro, 
Prunedale, Moss Landing, Carmel Valley, Toro Park, Carmel Highlands and Big Sur. The SCMTD 
serves the communities of Capitola, Scotts Valley, Santa Cruz, Watsonville, Live Oak, Soquel, Aptos, 
Rio Del Mar, San Lorenzo Valley, Davenport, Paradise Park, Pasatiempo, Corralitos and San 
Andreas. SCMTD also operates a special express bus service “over-the-hill” to downtown San Jose. 
SCMTD also operates beach shuttle service during the summer months for the City of Santa Cruz. 
SCMTD routes meet those of the MST at the Watsonville transfer center. The County Express 
serves the communities of Hollister, San Juan Bautista, and Gilroy. County Express also operates an 
inter-county service to Gilroy's Caltrain and Greyhound Stations, and Gavilan College with 
connecting service to the Santa Clara VTA bus system. 

Monterey-Salinas TransitMST operates several seasonal and special service routes, including the 
WAVE (Waterfront Area Visitors Express), which operates daily on the Monterey Peninsula during 
the May-September tourist season. 

In addition to scheduled public transit, paratransit and local transit systems provide demand-
responsive service in the region, both within and beyond the service areas of the fixed schedule 
operators. These systems include the MST RIDES program, San Benito County’s County Express 
Dial-A-Ride service, the Santa Cruz County Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (Lift Line 
program, Food and Nutrition’s Golden Age Meal Site Transportation program, Elderday, Stroke 
Center, hospital/gurney services and subsidized taxi and scrip programs), the Greenfield Autolift, 
King City Transit and Soledad Taxi. A detailed description of these services is provided in the three 
plans2010 MTP. These demand-responsive providers are vital in providing access and mobility to 
the region’s transportation disadvantages, particularly in those areas of San Benito County and 
Monterey Countyin the region which are not served by scheduled transit service. 

Non-Motorized Travel Modes 

Non-motorized travel modes, such as walking and the use of bicycles, are used primarily for 
recreation, although a small proportion of work trips and other trips within the region utilize these 
modes. Despite generally mild weather, considerable level terrain and the presence of urban areas 
where many trips could be made without a motor vehicle, in the Monterey Bay region non-
motorized transportation modes represent only a small fraction of the total number of work 
commute trips.  
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Many of the cities within the region (particularly the cities Cities of Monterey, Santa Cruz and 
Capitola, as well as the University of California at Santa Cruz) and some unincorporated areas have 
designated bicycle routes. In Santa Cruz, for example, a new bike/pedestrian bridge was constructed 
in 2007-2008 spanning the San Lorenzo River near Highway 1 and River Street, providing a new 
connection. Beyond the urbanized areas, however, the region is generally sparsely settled, and 
existing bicycle routes and lanes are characterized by poor continuity along the highway and street 
network which connects employment sites and residential areas. This generally constrains the use of 
bicycles for commute trips. Most bicycle routes in the region are local in nature, and are generally 
located within the boundaries of a single Ccity or County, with few bicycle routes passing through 
two or more jurisdictions. Another impediment to bicycle travel is the limited availability of secure 
bicycle storage at transit terminals, bus stops, and in the vicinity of workplaces, although the Santa 
Cruz County Regional .Transportation CommissionSCCRTC has been promoting and providing 
bicycle storage lockers over the past several years. 

Traffic Congestion (Operational) 

Implementation of any single roadway improvement project identified in the financially constrained 
Action Elements of the three plans2010 MTP could be expected to change existing volume-to-
capacity ratios in some degree. In overall terms, the proposed improvements associated with 
implementation of the roadway projects identified in the financially constrained Action Elements of 
the three plans2010 MTP are likely to result both in improvements in existing volume-to-capacity 
ratios on some roadway segments, and a deterioration in existing volume-to-capacity ratios on other 
roadway segments. In some instances, completion of the proposed improvements would not 
significantly change the existing volume-to-capacity ratios. On the basis of modeling conducted 
during preparation of the 2005 2010 MTP, it can be said that an increase in vehicle hours of travel 
by 2030 2035 is inevitable on many of the region’s roadways, regardless of whether or not the 
Action Elements of the three plans2010 MTP are is fully implemented, but that failure to implement 
the Action Element projects would result in an increase in vehicle hours of delay.  

Roadway congestion measured at the regional level is often presented in terms of “vehicle hours 
traveled” and “daily vehicle hours of delay”. Between 2010 and 2035, vehicle hours of delay in the 
entire three-county region are expected to nearly triple. While an increase in hours of delay on the 
regional roadway system is certainly an indicator of how congestion is predicted to get progressively 
worse over time, the concept of “hours of delay” is somewhat abstract and difficult to visualize in 
terms of traffic congestion. 

A concept the driving public may understand better is average vehicle speeds. The information 
below illustrates average vehicle speeds for different types of roadways, per county, with and 
without the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP: 
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    Average Vehicle Speed (mph) 

  Scenario Freeway Multilane Two Lane Total 
2005 56.8 34.6 29.9 37.5

2035 No Build 53.6 31.9 28.1 35.4Monterey 
2035 Build MTP 53.7 33.4 27.5 35.8

           
2005 45.3 59.8 41.6 45.4

2035 No Build 36.6 53.8 34.8 37.5San Benito 
2035 Build MTP 37.0 50.9 36.1 39.2

           
2005 40.3 26.7 23.2 28.8

2035 No Build 38.9 24.1 20.1 25.6Santa Cruz 
2035 Build MTP 41.3 25.2 20.2 26.3

 

As indicated by the above data, average vehicle speeds can be expected to decrease slightly by 2035 
due to increased congestion. Speeds are projected to be slightly better (increase) with 
implementation of the 2010 MTP than without the project. 

As indicated in Table III-9 of the DRAFT 2005 Monterey Bay Metropolitan Transportation Plan  
(summarized below), vehicle hours of delay on freeways, multilane roadways and two-lane roadways 
within the region are expected to increase between 2000 and 2030, even with implementation of the 
transportation system improvements identified in the three plans: 

 2000 2030 
(with projects) 

2030 
(No Build)

Hours of AM Peak Hour Delay 9,879 18,425 19,850
Hours of PM Peak Hour Delay 12,021 22,337 23,981
Hours of Off-Peak Delay 37,022 71,286 78,347
Total Hours of Delay 58,922 112,048 

121,178

The total hours of delay are projected to increase by 53,126 between 2000 and 2030 with the  
implementation of the transportation system improvement projects identified in the three plans, an 
increase of approximately 90 percent. However, in the absence of these projects (No Build), the 
total hours of delay are projected to increase by 62,256 during this period, more than doubling the 
year 2000 total hours of delay. 

All other setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR 
remain valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.15. 
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3.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS (NO CHANGES) 

All setting information, analysis, and conclusions from the certified 2005 MTP EIR remain 
valid and unchanged for Chapter 3.16. 
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4 

ALTERNATIVES (REPLACED IN ENTIRETY) 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended pursuant to §15126.6, 
requires an EIR to include a discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. 
CEQA also requires that the EIR specifically address a “no project” alternative within this 
discussion, and that the “environmentally superior” alternative be identified (§15126.6[e]). Where the 
“no project” alternative is identified as the “environmentally superior” alternative, another 
alternative which would represent the “environmentally superior” alternative in the absence of the 
“no project” alternative should then be identified. Four alternatives to the 2010 MTP are described 
and considered in this EIR, and are summarized as follows: 

4.2 – “No Build.” This alternative represents a scenario in which no new construction on 
transportation system improvement projects would take place in the absence of the 2010 MTP, 
although maintenance of the existing transportation infrastructure would continue. Any 
increases in vehicle trips or vehicle miles traveled (all modes) would be placed on the existing 
(2010) transportation system.  

4.3 – “Financially Unconstrained.” This alternative represents a more extensive range of 
transportation system improvements than anticipated under the 2010 MTP, since it would 
encompass all of the transportation system improvement programs and projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, as well as all of the transportation 
system improvement programs and projects identified in the Financially Unconstrained Project 
List of the 2010 MTP.  

4.4 – “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues.” This alternative represents a scenario 
where a number of projects in the constrained Action Elements of the 2010 MTP would be 
delayed or postponed indefinitely unless additional funding were secured.  

4.5 – “GHG Reduction Alternative.” This alternative assumes long-term changes in land use 
and supporting circulation patterns (generally consistent with SB 375, the draft AMBAG 
Blueprint Plan and smart growth principles), resulting in a trend toward decreased reliance on 
individual automobiles, shorter and fewer vehicle trips, fewer vehicle miles traveled, and an 
increased reliance on transit and alternative systems. This alternative has a specific goal of 
reducing greenhouse gases (GHGs) and realizing other environmental benefits related to smart 
growth. 
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CEQA does not require the evaluation of all possible alternatives, but does require the evaluation of 
a range of reasonable alternatives that would reduce one or more impacts. The alternatives selected 
by AMBAG, as the Lead Agency, for evaluation in the SEIR were chosen to maintain consistency 
with the previous evaluation of alternatives presented in previous EIRs on earlier versions of the 
MTP, MC-RTP, SCC-RTP and SBC-RTP. The “No Build” alternative was selected because a 
discussion of the “No Project” alternative is mandated by CEQA, the “Financially Unconstrained” 
alternative was selected because the specific transportation system improvement projects and 
programs associated with it can be clearly identified by combining the project listings established in 
the 2010 MTP (see Appendix B and Appendix C), the “Financially Constrained - No New 
Revenue Sources” alternative was selected to realize the possibility that future revenues, like sales tax 
measures and fee programs in Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties, may not materialize, 
and the “GHG Reduction” alternative was selected to consider how GHG emission reductions and 
other environmental benefits could be realized through better coordination of land use patterns and 
supporting transportation systems. 

In preparing the 2005 EIRs on their respective RTPs, each of the three Counties evaluated a 
different range of alternatives. Under the 2010 MTP update; however, all of the alternatives are 
consolidated for purposes of CEQA review. 

4.2 THE “NO BUILD” ALTERNATIVE 

Under the “No Build” alternative, the existing transportation system within the region would be 
maintained. This alternative would include the implementation of only those programs and projects 
identified in the Financially Constrained Action Elements of the 2010 MTP that are designed to 
preserve existing transportation facilities and/or intended to aid in meeting regional transportation 
needs through more effective use of existing facilities. Such programs and projects are designed to 
maintain, rehabilitate, restore and replace obsolete or unsafe facilities, but are not intended to 
increase system capacity or modify service levels and/or operating characteristics (although these 
effects could possibly result as incidental to such programs and projects). Currently budgeted and 
scheduled replacement of transit equipment and facilities would occur to maintain existing levels of 
transit service. Road, bicycle and pedestrian facility rehabilitation and maintenance efforts would 
continue, and adopted trip reduction and traffic control programs would be put in place. Growth 
within the region would be consistent with that anticipated in the AMBAG population and 
employment forecasts and current general plans of local jurisdictions within the Monterey Bay area. 
The “No Build” alternative assumes that no transportation system improvement programs or 
projects not already functional (such as new roads, roadway extensions, roadway widening, expanded 
transit service or trip reduction strategies or new and/or expanded bicycle/pedestrian facilities) 
would be initiated. Although the maintenance of the existing transportation system would continue 
within the limits of existing State, county and city budget frameworks, the construction of additional 
facilities (e.g., bridge replacements) would generally have to be deferred until warranted by 
emergency conditions. 
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Aesthetics  
In the absence of any new transportation system improvement projects within the region, the 
existing visual character of areas which might otherwise be affected by construction associated with 
such improvements would be maintained undisturbed. No scenic vistas would be affected by this 
alternative, and no damage to scenic resources would be anticipated. Under the “No Build” 
alternative, there would be no substantial increase in existing levels of light or glare. 

Agriculture Resources  
The “No Build” alternative would avoid potential impacts associated with the conversion of land 
currently in agricultural use to transportation-related uses. No conflicts with existing zoning 
regulations intended to protect agricultural operations would be anticipated, and no cancellation of 
active Williamson Act contracts would be required. Providing basic maintenance for the existing 
transportation system within the region would not be expected to have any adverse effects which 
could fragment acreage currently in agricultural use or jeopardize the viability of current agricultural 
operations. 

Air Quality  
In the absence of any transportation system improvement projects involving significant construction 
activity, there would be no construction-related air quality impacts associated with the “No Build” 
alternative. However, with additional population growth within the region, the volume of traffic on 
the existing transportation system could be expected to increase. In the absence of any increase in 
existing transportation system capacity, this could be expected to result in increased congestion and 
potentially significant adverse air quality effects. If congestion at individual intersections were to 
worsen significantly, it is possible that there could also be a significant increase in carbon monoxide 
levels in the vicinity of those intersections, which would represent a potentially significant impact 
associated with the “No Build” alternative. 

Biological Resources  
With no new construction, there would be no potentially significant effects on habitats, riparian 
areas/wetlands or wildlife migration corridors under the “No Build” alternative. There would be no 
risk of conflict with local policies or ordinances intended to protect biological resources, or with any 
habitat conservation plans. 

Cultural Resources  
The “No Build” alternative would not place any cultural resources at risk, since it would generally 
provide for the maintenance of the existing transportation system, and would not entail new 
construction in areas where archaeological, paleontological or historical resources could be found. 

Geology and Soils  
With no new construction proposed under this alternative, there would be no increased risk of 
exposure to geologic hazards such as earthquake fault rupture, strong seismic shaking, seismic-
related ground failures or landslides. Under the “No Build” alternative, no new structures would be 
built on soils identified as unstable. Although some erosion might result from routine transportation 

SEIR – MONTEREY BAY REGION – 2010 MTP  PAGE 4-3 



CHAPTER 4 - ALTERNATIVES 

system maintenance, this would be minimal when compared to the erosion which would be 
associated with major construction projects.    

Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
The “No Build” alternative would not be expected to result in any significant increase in the existing 
risk of exposure to hazardous materials within the region, and there would be no construction of 
any transportation system improvements on sites where hazardous materials might be present. 
Although no new roadway projects would entail the potential for increasing safety hazards through 
flawed design, existing safety hazards associated with the current roadway network would not be 
corrected under this alternative. Implementation of the “No Build” alternative would not result in 
any interference with existing emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans, and would 
have no effect on the existing level of wildland fire hazards in those portions of the region which are 
currently exposed to such hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality  
There would be no anticipated changes in current drainage and groundwater recharge patterns under 
the “No Build” alternative, since existing structures and facilities would be maintained in place, and 
no additional demand for landscape irrigation would be anticipated. In the absence of major 
construction activity, this alternative would not be expected to result in any violation of existing 
water quality standards. No new structures would be placed within a 100-year flood hazard area or 
any areas that might be subject to tsunami, and there would be no anticipated increase in flood 
hazards within the region which could be attributed to this alternative.  

Land Use and Planning  
The “No Build” alternative would result in very limited changes in existing land use patterns, but in 
the absence of new transportation system improvement projects, circulation within the Monterey 
Bay region could be expected to become increasingly constrained. This alternative would essentially 
be inconsistent with the existing General Plans of each of the three Counties within the region, since 
transportation deficiencies which have been identified in these Plans would not be remedied. Since 
the “No Build” alternative would not result in the implementation of projects or programs which 
have been identified in the Regional Transportation Plans of the three Counties, it would be 
inconsistent with all of them. With no major construction activity proposed, this alternative would 
not be expected to result in the physical division of any established community. Although no new 
conflicts with existing land uses would be anticipated under the “No Build” alternative, no new 
transportation system improvement projects that might have the potential to reduce existing land 
use conflicts would be initiated. 

Mineral Resources  
There would be no anticipated effects on mineral resources within the region under the “No Build” 
alternative. 

Noise  
In the absence of major construction activity under the “No Build” alternative, there would be no 
significant construction-related noise or vibration impacts. Although the volume of traffic on some 
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roadway segments within the region could be expected to increase, the related increase in noise 
levels would generally not be expected to be considered significant. There would be no anticipated 
change in the noise levels associated with rail operations or aviation facilities under this alternative, 
since no rail or aviation system improvements intended to expand existing facilities would be made. 

Population and Housing  
The “No Build” alternative would not increase transportation system capacity, and would not induce 
any population growth within the region, either directly or indirectly. Since it would not involve any 
major new construction, this alternative would not be expected to displace any people, existing 
housing units or existing businesses.  

Public Services  
With the maintenance of the existing regional transportation system and no projects to increase 
system capacity, there would be no increase in demand for public services resulting from 
implementation of the “No Build” alternative. In the absence of construction activity, there would 
not be any anticipated impacts related to temporary access obstructions at schools, parks or 
recreational facilities under this alternative. Under this alternative, the level of effort required to 
maintain the existing transportation system could be expected to increase somewhat as the use of 
the existing facilities increases in the absence of any capacity increase in the system. 

Recreation  
While the “No Build” alternative would not have any significant adverse effects on existing parks 
and recreational facilities within the region, the absence of any new transportation improvement 
projects would eliminate the possibility of enhancing transportation-related recreational 
opportunities for area residents (i.e., through the construction of new or expanded bicycle routes or 
pedestrian trails). 

Transportation/Traffic  
Traffic volumes and congestion would be expected to worsen within the region in proportion to 
anticipated population growth under the “No Build” alternative, exacerbating existing transportation 
system problems and creating new ones. In the context of cumulative projected residential and 
employment growth, segments of roadways which currently experience high traffic volumes could 
be expected to experience substantial additional traffic, which would not be accommodated by any 
expansion in capacity. The existing discontinuity in bicycle routes would be maintained under the 
“No Build” alternative, and could limit growth in bicycling as a commute alternative. Under this 
alternative, no new pedestrian-oriented projects would be completed, transit services would not 
receive the funding necessary to expand, and there would be no new rail services within the region. 
Existing aviation facilities would come under greater pressure in the absence of projects intended to 
improve or expand them, although any shortfalls in aviation services would occur as a result of 
cumulative population growth within the region, and not directly as a result of the “No Build” 
alternative. Under this alternative, in the absence of construction, there would be no temporary 
diversion of traffic which could increase congestion and no potential interference with emergency 
access in the vicinity of construction sites. Although no new roadway projects would entail the 
potential for increasing safety hazards through flawed design, existing safety hazards associated with 
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the current roadway network would not be corrected under this alternative.  The “No Build” 
alternative would not involve the construction of any new transportation system improvement 
projects where parking demand might be an issue. 

Utilities and Service Systems  
The “No Build” alternative would not be expected to result in any significant effects on the existing 
wastewater treatment capacity, storm drainage systems, water supply systems or solid waste disposal 
facilities within the region. In the absence of construction activity, this alternative would not be 
expected to result in any construction-related disruption of utility service. 

4.3 THE “FINANCIALLY UNCONSTRAINED” ALTERNATIVE 

The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative represents all of the transportation system 
improvement programs and projects that are included in the financially constrained Action Element 
of the 2010 MTP, whether or not the funding for these programs and project is likely to become 
available (Appendices B and C). The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative supports the goals 
and strategies of the 2010 MTP.  AMBAG, TAMC, SCCRTC and SBCOG recognize that the 
“Financially Unconstrained” alternative may be desirable from a transportation perspective, but is 
economically hypothetical. The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative identifies additional 
programs and projects which could only be implemented if additional financial resources were to be 
obtained.  

Aesthetics  
With a greater level of construction activity than would be anticipated under the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would 
entail greater potential to affect scenic vistas, visual resources and visual character within the region 
adversely, and some projects may entail significant and unavoidable impacts even after mitigation. 
The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would also be expected to have greater light and glare 
impacts than those which might be associated with the projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, although the application of the identified mitigation 
measures could be expected to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Agriculture Resources  
Completion of all of the transportation system improvement projects associated with the 
“Financially Unconstrained” alternative would be likely to result in additional, more extensive 
conversion of land now in agricultural uses to roadways or other transportation uses, relative to the 
projects associated with the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. With an 
increased number of transportation system improvement projects proposed, this alternative would 
also entail increased potential for conflicts with existing Williamson Act contracts and zoning 
intended to protect agricultural lands. The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would have the 
potential to fragment more acreage currently in agricultural use and to jeopardize the viability of 
current agricultural operations to a greater extent than would be expected under the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP.  For some projects, impacts related to agricultural 
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resources could remain significant and unavoidable even after the implementation of identified 
mitigation measures. 

Air Quality  
With additional transportation system improvement projects proposed under the “Financially 
Unconstrained” alternative, it is likely that there would be more temporary construction-related air 
quality impacts anticipated than would be associated with those projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. Additional roadway improvement projects might 
increase the likelihood of creating some adverse project-specific carbon monoxide impacts at a local 
level. GHG levels would likely be higher with more systems improvement projects and more vehicle 
miles travelled. 

Biological Resources  
Although project-specific effects on biological resources would still require evaluation during 
project-level environmental review, with an increased number of transportation system 
improvement projects proposed, the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative might be expected to 
entail increased potentially significant effects on habitats, riparian areas/wetlands and wildlife 
migration corridors relative to the implementation of those projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. The larger number of projects proposed under this 
alternative could also increase the risk of conflict with local policies or ordinances intended to 
protect biological resources, or conflicts with existing habitat conservation plans. For some projects, 
impacts related to biological resources could remain significant and unavoidable even after the 
implementation of identified mitigation measures. 

Cultural Resources  
The increased level of construction associated with this alternative might be expected to have a 
potentially greater effect on regional archaeological, paleontological and/or historical resources than 
would be the case with the implementation of the projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP alone, although implementation of the identified mitigation 
measures would be expected to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Geology and Soils  
With more transportation system improvement projects to be completed within a region which is 
already subject to geotechnical hazards, under the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative there 
might be an increased risk of exposure to geologic hazards such as earthquake fault rupture, strong 
seismic shaking, seismic-related ground failures or landslides relative to the risk associated with 
implementation of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MTP. Under this alternative, transportation system improvement projects may be proposed on soils 
identified as unstable. Increased construction activity could also be expected to result in increased 
erosion under this alternative. The implementation of the identified mitigation measures would be 
expected to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
The “Financially Unconstrained ” alternative could be expected to result in the construction of 
transportation system improvement projects on more sites where hazardous materials might be 
present than would be the case under the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. 
With more roadway projects, the potential for increasing safety hazards through flawed design 
would also be higher under this alternative. These impacts could be reduced to a level of less than 
significant through the implementation of the identified mitigation measures. The “Financially 
Unconstrained” alternative would not result in any interference with existing emergency response 
plans or emergency evacuation plans, and would not be expected to have any significant effect on 
the existing level of wildland fire hazards in those portions of the region which are already subject to 
such hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality  
The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative could be expected to entail greater changes in current 
drainage and groundwater recharge patterns than those which might be associated with the 
implementation of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MTP, due to the increased level of construction which would be anticipated. More construction 
activity could create an increased potential for possible construction-related violations of existing 
water quality standards relative to implementation of the projects listed in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP. For some projects, environmental effects associated with an 
increase in impervious surfaces may prove significant and unavoidable, and there would be more 
of these projects under the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative than under the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. More new structures might be placed within a 100-
year flood hazard area or in areas that might be subject to tsunami than under the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, and implementation of the some of the projects 
identified in the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative could also result in an increase in flood 
hazards (although both of these impacts could be reduced to a level of less than significant through 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures). 

Land Use and Planning  
Implementation of the additional transportation system improvement programs and projects of the 
“Financially Unconstrained” alternative would result in a regional transportation system with greater 
capacity and an increased ability to accommodate projected growth and anticipated changes in land 
use. These additional improvements would be expected to ease traffic congestion in the region to a 
greater extent that would be possible with the implementation of the projects listed in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. The 2010 MTP, with the implementation of the 
financially constrained Action Element projects, and the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative 
would basically support the goals and strategies of the 2010 MTP, and this alternative would be 
generally consistent with the General Plans of jurisdictions within the region, with the Congestion 
Management Plans of the Counties of Monterey and Santa Cruz, and with the Regional 
Transportation Plans of each of the three counties which make up the Monterey Bay region. 
Implementation of some of the transportation system improvement projects identified in the 
“Financially Unconstrained” alternative may divide areas currently supporting agricultural 
operations, but none would result in the physical division of established residential areas. With more 
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projects, the likelihood of a specific project coming into conflict with local plans, policies and 
regulations would be greater than anticipated under the financially constrained Action Element of 
the 2010 MTP. Generally, these potential impacts could be reduced to a level of less than significant 
through changes in project design. However, for some projects, it may not be possible to make such 
design and still achieve the project objectives. In these cases, the potential conflict with established 
plans, policies and regulations could remain significant and unavoidable. 

Mineral Resources  
There would be no anticipated effects on mineral resources within the region under the “Financially 
Unconstrained” alternative. 

Noise  
With additional transportation system improvement projects under the “Financially Unconstrained” 
alternative, there would be more construction-related noise impacts anticipated than would be 
expected with the implementation of those projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP. Noise levels associated with existing rail and aviation 
operations/facilities would be expected to deteriorate to some extent under the “Financially 
Unconstrained” alternative, since a number of projects beyond those listed in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP would be implemented to expand existing facilities 
and/or service. With more roadway and rail construction projects than the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP, noise levels associated with the projects could be expected to 
become problematic in more locations. Although specific projects may be able to incorporate noise 
reduction measures to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant, the noise impacts 
associated with other projects involving road or rail traffic may remain significant and 
unavoidable even after implementation of identified mitigation measures. 

Population and Housing  
To the extent that transportation system improvements that would increase system capacity may 
indirectly induce population growth, the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would be expected 
to induce more such growth than would implementation of the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP, because it incorporates a larger number of such projects. With the 
construction of an increased number of transportation system improvement projects, this alternative 
might be expected to have a potentially greater chance of displacing people, existing housing units or 
businesses than would be anticipated with the implementation of the projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP.  

Public Services  
There would be no increase in demand for public services resulting from implementation of the 
“Financially Unconstrained” alternative. However, with the construction of an increased number of 
transportation system improvement projects, this alternative might be expected to have a potentially 
greater chance of temporarily impeding access to schools, parks and recreational facilities than 
would be anticipated with the implementation of the projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP. Under this alternative, the level of effort required to maintain an 
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expanded transportation system could be expected to increase beyond what would be required 
following implementation of the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP.  

Recreation  
The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would not be expected to have any significant adverse 
effects on existing parks and recreational facilities within the region. With a greater number of 
transportation system improvement projects than proposed under the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP, this alternative might be expected to result in enhanced transportation-
related recreational opportunities for area residents (i.e., through the construction of additional 
bicycle routes or pedestrian trails). 

Transportation/Traffic  
With an increased number of transportation system improvement projects completed within the 
region, the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would be expected to provide improved regional 
transportation and access relative to the implementation of the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP. This alternative would provide numerous additional opportunities for 
the public to choose alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle as a mode of transportation, while 
also providing roadway improvements that would make travel by private automobile more efficient 
along a number of roadway segments within the region. Under the “Financially Unconstrained” 
alternative, additional transit services, rail operations and multimodal transportation improvements 
would be implemented, and additional investments would be made in improving the region’s 
aviation facilities to better meet the anticipated demand for general and commercial air 
transportation. However, the increase in the number of roadway improvement projects associated 
with this alternative could be expected to result in an increased chance of deteriorations in traffic 
operations along other roadways in the vicinity of these projects (for some projects, this could 
ultimately prove to be a significant and unavoidable impact), an increased chance that some 
projects may incorporate design features which could result in a substantial increase in hazards, 
increases in temporary interruptions of traffic which could impede emergency access, and an 
increased chance that some projects might not provide sufficient parking capacity to meet 
anticipated demand. Implementation of the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would generally 
be consistent with (and not in conflict with) the adopted policies, plans or programs of jurisdictions 
within Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz counties which support alternative transportation 
modes.  

Utilities and Service System 
To the extent that transportation system improvements that would increase system capacity may 
indirectly induce population growth, the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative would be expected 
to induce more such growth than would implementation of the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP, because it incorporates a larger number of such projects. This alternative 
would not result in any direct increase in the regional demand for additional wastewater treatment, 
and would not place any significant additional demands on the existing landfill capacity within the 
region. With more construction than anticipated under the financially constrained Action Element 
of the 2010 MTP, more projects associated with this alternative could be expected to require 
project-related irrigation and storm drainage improvements which could entail significant 
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environmental impacts, although implementation of the mitigation measures identified could be 
expected to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. The additional construction 
activity associated with the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative could also be expected to result 
in an increased level of temporary disruptions in utility service relative to that anticipated with the 
implementation of the projects identified in the 2010 MTP. 

4.4 THE “FINANCIALLY CONSTRAINED – NO NEW 

REVENUES” ALTERNATIVE 

Under this alternative, implementation of a number of listed projects in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP would be delayed or postponed indefinitely. Unless additional 
funding is secured, this alternative would scale back or postpone major corridor projects, mainly in 
Monterey County and Santa Cruz County. 

Even without new revenues, however, it is assumed that some interchange improvements, local road 
repairs, safety improvements and projects to expand bus and rail service within the tri-county region 
would be included in this alternative. The precise mix of projects that would remain viable county by 
county, however, is not known at this time. 

While the types of potential environmental impacts associated with this alternative would be 
identical to those associated with the 2010 MTP (which involves implementation of the financially 
constrained Action Element, and assumes new revenues will become available), delays in Action 
Element implementation could be expected to result in fewer major transportation system 
improvement projects being pursued at any given time in the region during the planning period. 
This might be expected to result in some reduction in the potential cumulative environmental 
impacts associated with project-specific construction activity when listed projects would otherwise 
be expected to be completed simultaneously within the same general areas (e.g., construction-related 
water quality impacts, construction-related air quality impacts, construction-related noise impacts, 
etc.). However, any delays in anticipated project completions resulting from funding constraints in 
the absence of the new revenues could also be expected to result in some delays in obtaining the 
anticipated traffic congestion relief and related air quality benefits that may be associated with such 
projects. 

Aesthetics  
With a somewhat reduced level of construction activity than would be anticipated under the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, the “Financially Constrained – No New 
Revenues” alternative would entail less potential to affect scenic vistas, visual resources and visual 
character within the region adversely, although some projects may entail significant and 
unavoidable impacts even after mitigation. The “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” 
alternative would also be expected to have somewhat fewer light and glare impacts than those which 
might be associated with the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP, although the application of the identified mitigation measures could be expected to 
reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. 
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Agriculture Resources  
Completion of the transportation system improvement projects associated with the “Financially 
Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative over the planning period would be likely to result in 
somewhat less extensive conversion of land now in agricultural uses to roadways or other 
transportation uses, relative to the projects associated with the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP. With fewer transportation system improvement projects likely to be 
completed during the planning period, this alternative might have less potential for conflicts with 
existing Williamson Act contracts and zoning intended to protect agricultural lands. The “Financially 
Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative would have the potential to fragment somewhat less 
acreage currently in agricultural use and to jeopardize the viability of current agricultural operations 
to a lesser extent than would be expected under the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP.  For some projects, impacts related to agricultural resources could remain significant 
and unavoidable even after the implementation of identified mitigation measures. 

Air Quality  
With fewer transportation system improvement projects likely to be completed during the planning 
period under the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative, it is likely that there 
would be somewhat fewer temporary construction-related air quality impacts anticipated than would 
be associated with those projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP. Delaying or scaling back roadway improvement projects identified in the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP that are intended to reduce traffic congestions might 
increase the likelihood of creating some adverse project-specific carbon monoxide impacts at a local 
level. In addition, with a number of major roadway improvement projects identified in the 2010 
MTP either postponed or scaled back, traffic congestion along several heavily used corridors in 
Monterey County (e.g., Highway 156) and Santa Cruz County (e.g., Highway 1) could be expected to 
worsen over time, which could adversely affect regional air quality. 

Biological Resources  
Although project-specific effects on biological resources would still require evaluation during 
project-level environmental review, with fewer transportation system improvement projects likely to 
be completed during the planning period, the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” 
alternative might be expected to entail fewer potentially significant effects on habitats, riparian 
areas/wetlands and wildlife migration corridors relative to the implementation of those projects 
identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. The reduced number of 
projects that might be completed during the planning period under this alternative could also reduce 
the risk of conflict with local policies or ordinances intended to protect biological resources, or 
conflicts with existing habitat conservation plans. For some projects, impacts related to biological 
resources could remain significant and unavoidable even after the implementation of identified 
mitigation measures. 

Cultural Resources  
The reduced level of construction associated with this alternative might be expected to have a 
potentially somewhat less effect on regional archaeological, paleontological and/or historical 
resources than would be the case with the implementation of the projects identified in the financially 
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constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP during the planning period, although implementation 
of the identified mitigation measures would be expected to reduce these impacts to a level of less 
than significant. 

Geology and Soils  
With fewer transportation system improvement projects likely to be completed within a region 
which is already subject to geotechnical hazards, under the “Financially Constrained – No New 
Revenues” alternative there might be an slightly reduced risk of exposure to geologic hazards such as 
earthquake fault rupture, strong seismic shaking, seismic-related ground failures or landslides relative 
to the risk associated with implementation of the projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP. Under this alternative, transportation system improvement 
projects may be proposed on soils identified as unstable. Reduced construction activity could also be 
expected to result in reduced erosion under this alternative. The implementation of the identified 
mitigation measures would be expected to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
The “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative could be expected to result in the 
construction of transportation system improvement projects on fewer sites where hazardous 
materials might be present than would be the case under the financially constrained Action Element 
of the 2010 MTP. With fewer roadway projects to be completed during the planning period, the 
potential for increasing safety hazards through flawed design would also be reduced under this 
alternative. These impacts could be reduced to a level of less than significant through the 
implementation of the identified mitigation measures. The “Financially Constrained – No New 
Revenues” alternative would not result in any interference with existing emergency response plans 
or emergency evacuation plans, and would not be expected to have any significant effect on the 
existing level of wildland fire hazards in those portions of the region which are already subject to 
such hazards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality  
The “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative could be expected to entail fewer 
changes in current drainage and groundwater recharge patterns than those which might be 
associated with the implementation of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP, due to the reduced level of construction which would be anticipated 
during the planning period. Reduced construction activity could create a reduced potential for 
possible construction-related violations of existing water quality standards relative to implementation 
of the projects listed in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. For some 
projects, environmental effects associated with an increase in impervious surfaces may prove 
significant and unavoidable, and there would be fewer of these projects completed during the 
planning period under the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative than under the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. Fewer new structures might be placed 
within a 100-year flood hazard area or in areas that might be subject to tsunami than under the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP during the planning period, and 
implementation of the some of the projects identified in the “Financially Constrained – No New 
Revenues” alternative could also result in an  increase in flood hazards (although both of these 
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impacts could be reduced to a level of less than significant through implementation of the identified 
mitigation measures). 

Land Use and Planning  
Implementation of fewer transportation system improvement programs and projects under the 
“Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative would result in a regional transportation 
system with less capacity and a decreased ability to accommodate projected growth and anticipated 
changes in land use. The reduction in the improvements to be completed during the planning period 
would be expected to worsen traffic congestion in the region relative to congestion levels anticipated 
with the implementation of the projects listed in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP. The 2010 MTP, with the implementation of the financially constrained Action Element 
projects, and the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative would basically support 
the goals and strategies of the 2010 MTP, and this alternative would be generally consistent with the 
General Plans of jurisdictions within the region, with the Congestion Management Plans of the 
Counties of Monterey and Santa Cruz, and with the Regional Transportation Plans of each of the 
three counties which make up the Monterey Bay region.  

Implementation of some of the transportation system improvement projects identified in the 
“Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative may divide areas currently supporting 
agricultural operations, but none would result in the physical division of established residential areas. 
With fewer projects to be completed during the planning period, the likelihood of a specific project 
coming into conflict with local plans, policies and regulations would be less than anticipated under 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. Generally, these potential impacts 
could be reduced to a level of less than significant through changes in project design. However, for 
some projects, it may not be possible to make such design and still achieve the project objectives. In 
these cases, the potential conflict with established plans, policies and regulations could remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Mineral Resources  
There would be no anticipated effects on mineral resources within the region under the “Financially 
Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative. 

Noise  
With fewer transportation system improvement projects likely to be completed during the planning 
period under the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative, there would be fewer 
construction-related noise impacts anticipated than would be expected with the implementation of 
those projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. Noise 
levels associated with existing rail and aviation operations/facilities would be expected to deteriorate 
to some extent under the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative, since a number 
of projects would be implemented to expand existing facilities and/or service. With fewer roadway 
and rail construction projects likely to be completed than under the financially constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP, noise levels associated with the projects might be expected to become 
problematic in a more limited number of locations. Although specific projects may be able to 
incorporate noise reduction measures to reduce these impacts to a level of less than significant, the 
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noise impacts associated with other projects involving road or rail traffic may remain significant 
and unavoidable even after implementation of identified mitigation measures. 

Population and Housing  
To the extent that transportation system improvements that would increase system capacity may 
indirectly induce population growth, the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative 
would be expected to induce less such growth than would implementation of the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, because it fewer such projects would be completed 
during the planning period. With the construction of fewer transportation system improvement 
projects, this alternative might be expected to have a potentially less chance of displacing people, 
existing housing units or businesses than would be anticipated with the  implementation of the 
projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP.  

Public Services  
There would be no increase in demand for public services resulting from implementation of the 
“Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative. However, with the construction of fewer 
transportation system improvement projects during the planning period, this alternative might be 
expected to have a potentially smaller chance of temporarily impeding access to schools, parks and 
recreational facilities than would be anticipated with the implementation of the projects identified in 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. Under this alternative, the level of 
effort required to maintain an expanded transportation system could be expected to decrease relative 
to what would be required following implementation of the financially constrained Action Element 
of the 2010 MTP.  

Recreation  
The “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative would not be expected to have any 
significant adverse effects on existing parks and recreational facilities within the region. With a 
smaller number of transportation system improvement projects expected to be completed during the 
planning period than proposed under the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, 
this alternative might be expected to result in more limited transportation-related recreational 
opportunities for area residents (i.e., through a reduction in the number of additional bicycle routes 
or pedestrian trails that might be completed) 

Transportation/Traffic  
With fewer transportation system improvement projects to be completed within the region during 
the planning period, the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative would not be 
expected to provide improved regional transportation and access relative to the implementation of 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP. This alternative would provide more 
limited opportunities for the public to choose alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle as a mode 
of transportation, while making travel by private automobile less efficient along a number of 
roadway segments within the region, relative to what could be achieved through implementation of 
the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP.  
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Under the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative, projects to expand transit 
services, rail operations and multimodal transportation improvements would be delayed or scaled 
back. However, the decrease in the number of roadway improvement projects to be completed 
during the planning period could be expected to result in an decreased chance of deteriorations in 
traffic operations along other roadways in the vicinity of these projects (for some projects, this could 
ultimately prove to be a significant and unavoidable impact), a decreased chance that some 
projects may incorporate design features which could result in a substantial increase in hazards, 
decreases in temporary interruptions of traffic which could impede emergency access, and a 
decreased chance that some projects might not provide sufficient parking capacity to meet 
anticipated demand. Implementation of the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” 
alternative would generally be consistent with (and not in conflict with) the adopted policies, plans 
or programs of jurisdictions within Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz counties which support 
alternative transportation modes.  

Utilities and Service System 
To the extent that transportation system improvements that would increase system capacity may 
indirectly induce population growth, the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative 
would be expected to induce less such growth than would implementation of the financially 
constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, because a smaller number of such projects would be 
completed during the planning period. This alternative would not result in any direct increase in the 
regional demand for additional wastewater treatment, and would not place any significant additional 
demands on the existing landfill capacity within the region.  

With less construction than anticipated under the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP, fewer projects could be expected to require project-related irrigation and storm drainage 
improvements which could entail significant environmental impacts, although implementation of the 
mitigation measures identified could be expected to reduce these impacts to a level of less than 
significant. The reduction in construction activity associated with the “Financially Constrained – No 
New Revenues” alternative could also be expected to result in an decreased level of temporary 
disruptions in utility service relative to that anticipated with the implementation of the projects 
identified in the 2010 MTP. 

4.5 The “GHG Reduction” Alternative 

Under the “GHG Reduction” alternative, long-term changes in land use and supporting circulation 
patterns (consistent with SB 375 and the AMBAG Draft Blueprint Plan) are assumed and further 
developed for the 2010 MTP.  Consistent with “smart growth” planning principles and the 
fundamental goals of the Draft Blueprint, this alternative seeks the following objectives: 

• concentrate development near critical transportation corridors (provide transportation 
systems to support more concentrated land use patterns); 

• promote a long range growth and transportation planning scenario that reduces total vehicle 
miles traveled; 
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• positively influence current trends regarding the distribution of population and employment 
to reduce the number and length of vehicle trips; 

• create more walkable neighborhoods through urban design; and 

• locate bicycle and pedestrian facilities and connections near areas of new development. 

There is no specific “transportation plan”, “land use plan” or other maps associated with this 
alternative. Rather, the purpose of this alternative is present a scenario resulting in a decreased 
reliance on single-occupancy vehicles, a reduction in the per capita miles traveled in those vehicles, 
and further promote reliance on transit and alternative transportation systems, with the ultimate goal 
of reducing greenhouse gases (GHGs) and obtaining additional environmental benefits. Promoting a 
transportation-based smart growth strategy not only reduces GHGs, but in the long term would 
improve mobility and accessibility, coordinate housing and employment opportunities, protect 
nature sources, and reduce backbone infrastructure costs. 

Aesthetics 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative, when compared to the 2010 MTP as proposed, may produce 
more impacts to aesthetics and visual resources in localized areas due to the concentration of future 
development along key transit corridors. However, the environmental benefit would be that other 
scenic vistas and visual resources and characteristics in the region may be preserved as a result of a 
more concentrated development pattern. Secondary aesthetic benefits may also be realized through 
the application of quality urban design of the built environment. 

Agricultural Resources 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative, when compared to the 2010 MTP as proposed, may produce 
more acute localized impacts to agricultural resources due to more intensive concentrations of 
development focused along critical transit corridors and within existing urban areas. However, an 
environmental benefit would be realized regionally through the reduction of sprawl and greater 
opportunities for meaningful agricultural preservation strategies. Avoidance of important farmland 
would remain the primary mitigation strategy. 

Air Quality 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative may produce more geographically centralized impacts to air 
quality through the concentration of future development and transportation systems. Regional air 
quality emissions should be reduced, however, as one of the primary goals of this alternative is to 
reduce total vehicle miles traveled (VTM) and provide greater efficiency between land use and 
transportation planning. Land use patterns, combined with energy conservation and sustainable 
development strategies, would serve to reduce GHG emissions regionally.  

Biological Resources 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative, when compared to the 2010 MTP as proposed, may produce 
greater impacts to biological resources and habitat in localized areas should development be more 
concentrated in communities and along transportation corridors. However, environmental benefits 
would be realized in that fewer acres of habitat and biological resource areas would be disturbed 
regionally, as growth areas area concentrated and larger open space areas are more easily avoided.   
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Cultural Resources 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative may result in more concentrated impacts to cultural or historic 
resources through the focus of future development and redevelopment in existing urban areas and 
along transportation corridors.  With a more concentrated development pattern, larger tracts of land 
are assumed to be preserved under this scenario, resulting in fewer acres of disturbance regionally 
and therefore fewer impacts to potentially undiscovered cultural artifacts.  

Geology and Soils 
Under this alternative ground disturbance and risks from geologic hazards would be similar in type 
and magnitude compared to the 2010 MTP. However, with a more concentrated development 
pattern and more coordinated planning between land use and transportation systems, development 
would tend to take less land area to accommodate future population growth. With a smaller 
development footprint regionally, geologic constraints would be less of a factor over time. Should 
this development pattern result in additional building heights and more vertical development, 
seismic safety would become more of an acute issue to local building officials.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Compared to the 2010 MTP, the GHG Alternative would be expected to disturb less land area, 
including historically agricultural lands, and therefore would result in fewer instances of hazard 
material exposure and management. Implementation of smart growth principles also assumes a 
certain sensibility in the use of non-toxic building materials. Areas of urban redevelopment 
associated with concentrated development patterns would be expected to result in the demolition 
and disposal of some existing hazardous materials (compared to greenfield development), but 
overall, impacts would likely be reduced under this scenario.  In addition, this alternative would not 
result in interference with existing emergency response/evacuation plans and would improve 
connectivity and response efficiency to emergency providers.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative, should serve to reduce hydrology and water quality impacts 
when compared to the 2010 MTP. Assuming a more coordinated and concentrated land use pattern 
over time, this alternative would result in fewer acres of impermeable surface and runoff requiring 
infrastructure and management. Although more urban concentrations of pollutants from roadways 
may be experienced around development hubs, total impact to surface water and groundwater 
quality should be reduced over time as runoff volume is reduce and open spaces generally remain 
more available for groundwater recharge.    

Land Use and Planning 
Implementation of the “GHG Reduction” alternative would result in long-term changes in land use 
and circulation patterns more consistent with the vision of SB 375 and the AMBAG Blueprint 
process. From a land use perspective, this alternative would be expected to provide greater 
consistency with adopted plans and programs designed to limit GHGs, including the regional targets 
to be established in 2012. Similarly, this approach to land use would be more reflective of the smart 
growth strategies being embraced by the Blueprint and local land use agencies.   
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Mineral Resources 
Similar to the Project, there would be no anticipated effects on mineral resources within the region 
under the “GHG Reduction” alternative. 

Noise 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative may produce more focused short-term construction-related noise 
as a result of a more compact development pattern. Similarly, long-term traffic-related noise and/or 
vibration impacts through the concentration of future development along critical transportation 
corridors may be heightened in geographically focused areas when compared to the 2010 MTP as 
proposed. However, the environmental benefit would be that fewer sensitive receptors would be 
affected in the wider region compared to the more dispersed land use scenario proposed by the 2010 
MTP.   

Population and Housing 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative would be expected to induce more focused population growth 
along transportation corridors that support more compact development areas, but result in more 
concentrated population bases - and potentially less population and urban sprawl - in other (more 
rural) areas of the region. This alternative assumes better coordination between land uses and their 
supporting transportation systems, which may result in higher population densities per acre of new 
development. In existing urban centers, the temporary loss of some existing housing stock through 
the redevelopment of real property may occur. However, the risk of displacing people or housing 
stock will be mitigated through the development or redevelopment of additional housing units, at 
higher densities, to accommodate projected population growth.  

Public Services 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative may result in more localized increases in public service demands, 
but within a smaller geographic area due to the concentration and coordination of land use patterns.  
A primary objective of smart growth planning principles, as represented by this alternative, is to 
provide public services in a more efficient manner and reduce the cost of significant infrastructure 
extensions. Compared to the 2010 MTP, this alternative would result in fewer direct and secondary 
impacts related to the provision of public services, particularly in terms of providing emergency 
service response and centralizing school locations around residential nodes.  

Recreation 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative would not be expected to have any significant adverse effects on 
existing parks and recreational facilities within the region. Compared to the 2010 MTP, the overall 
footprint of transportation projects into the future may be less obtrusive under this alternative, and a 
greater emphasis on alternative transportation modes may serve to provide more recreation 
opportunities in the form of planned open spaces, trail and bicycle facilities. 

Transportation/Traffic 
The “GHG Reduction” alternative would be expected to result better coordination between planned 
land uses and necessary transportation improvements to serve those land uses. Relying upon smart 
growth principles as a model, the resulting impact to the traffic and circulation system could include 
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shorter roadways with more through connections (grids), enhanced availability of fixed-route transit, 
narrower (and slower) local streets, and a more pedestrian-friendly environment on roadways. All of 
these factors would result in fewer VMT by creating shorter distances between trip destinations. In 
some localized areas, however, tradeoffs may be made. For example, in areas of higher density, 
vehicle speeds may be lower and congestion (LOS) may be higher. Regionally, however, the net 
effect would be positive as trips out onto the regional network and interconnecting corridors are 
reduced by the land use pattern.  Similarly, avoiding the expansion of roadway networks into rural 
areas, and the environmental effects that such expansion could cause, would be a beneficial 
secondary effect of this alternative.      

Utilities and Service Systems 
Utility and service systems – water supply and delivery, wastewater conveyance and landfill capacity 
– would generally be less impacted under the “GHG Reduction” alternative. Assuming a more 
compact development pattern and circulation system consistent with smart growth principles, areas 
of urban development would generally consume less municipal water on a per capita or per 
household basis. Sewer systems would be more concentrated and require less lateral expansion. A 
land use pattern supported by a more concentrated transportation network would generally generate 
similar amounts of solid waste; however, probably less yard and organic waste.   

4.6 Evaluation of Alternatives 

 Alternatives Evaluation Summary 

The term “environmentally superior” is not defined within CEQA Guidelines, and as a result, may 
be subject to different interpretations. In evaluating alternatives, different readers may assign 
different values, or weights, to the relative importance of specific environmental impacts. For 
example, some might “give more weight” to potential land use plan consistency impacts in the 
alternatives analysis than to traffic-related impacts, while others may feel that traffic-related impacts 
should “carry more weight” in the analysis than air quality or noise impacts.  

For the purposes of environmental analysis, the “No Build” alternative would be regarded as the 
“environmentally superior” alternative. Since it would require no new construction, this alternative 
would not entail any of the potentially significant construction-related impacts which might be 
associated with some of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 
2010 MTP, or associated with the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative, the “Financially 
Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative, or the “GHG Reduction” alternative (e.g., 
conversion of land in agricultural use, noise, dust, alteration in visual characteristics, disturbance of 
cultural resources, changes in drainage patterns, etc.). However, the “No Build” alternative 
would not pursue the goals and strategies of the 2010 MTP, and would provide the least 
efficient and most congested transportation system of all alternatives examined (including 
the 2010 MTP).  

Under CEQA, when the “No Project” alternative has been identified as the “environmentally 
superior” alternative, it is necessary to identify another alternative which would represent the 
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“environmentally superior” alternative in the absence of the “No Project” alternative. Since the “No 
Build” alternative represents the “No Project” alternative in this evaluation, another alternative must 
be identified as the “environmentally superior” alternative in the absence of the “No Build” 
alternative. The project, the 2010 MTP (with implementation of all transportation system 
improvement programs and projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element only), 
the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative, the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” 
alternative, and the “GHG Reduction” alternative would all entail the same types of potential 
environmental impacts. However, the potential environmental impacts which may be associated 
with these alternatives are not identical.  

The “Financially Unconstrained” alternative, with its expanded list of transportation system 
improvement projects, could be expected to entail more potentially significant construction-related 
impacts in a greater number of locations than the implementation of the projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 MTP, although the basic character of these 
impacts (when viewed in terms of each individual project) would be expected to remain about the 
same. Since all of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Element of the 2010 
MTP are included within the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative, and because the additional 
projects listed in the “Financially Unconstrained” alternative (see Appendix C) could be expected to 
entail similar types of impacts, but at an increased number of project sites, this option would not be 
regarded as the “environmentally superior” alternative.  

The “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” alternative would result in the implementation 
of all of the transportation system improvement projects identified in the financially constrained 
Action Element of the 2010 MTP, but due to reduced availability of funding, it would be expected 
to take longer to complete these projects than currently anticipated. Although the type and 
magnitude of impacts associated with this alternative would be identical to those associated with the 
Project, delays in Action Element implementation might be expected to result in some reduction in 
the potential cumulative environmental impacts associated with project-specific construction activity 
when listed projects would otherwise be expected to be completed simultaneously within the same 
general areas (e.g., construction-related water quality impacts, construction-related air quality 
impacts, construction-related noise impacts, etc.). However, the delay in project completion resulting 
from funding constraints in the absence of new revenues could also be expected to result in some 
delays in obtaining the anticipated traffic congestion relief and related air quality benefits that may be 
associated with such projects. For this reason, the “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” 
alternative would not be regarded as being “environmentally superior” to the full implementation of 
the financially constrained Action Element programs and projects identified in the 2010 MTP. 

The “GHG-Reduction” alternative is assumed to result in the implementation of many of the 
transportation system improvement projects identified in the Financially Constrained Action 
Element of the 2010 MTP; however, this alternative would set completion priority for existing 
projects that would inherently reduce GHG emissions, involve additional projects specifically 
developed to target reduction of GHG emissions, and would encourage transportation-based land 
use and policy changes that would support GHG emission reductions. Environmental impacts 
associated with this alternative are anticipated to be more concentrated in smaller geographic areas, 
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but ultimately result in fewer overall environmental impacts throughout the region. For these 
reasons, the “GHG Reduction” alternative would be considered the “environmentally superior” 
alternative for the purposes of this SEIR and documentation under CEQA. 

Although this option would be “environmentally superior” and would achieve most of the basic 
objectives of the project, the alternative is not considered fully feasible at this time. AMBAG is 
currently working on a Regional Blueprint Plan intended to provide clearer relationships between 
land use and circulation systems, consistent with smart growth principles and land use conservation 
strategies. However, this is an on-going process and the regulations supporting this planning effort – 
as defined by SB 375 - will not go into effect until 2012.  

Long range plans require lengthy time horizons and incremental successes over time to achieve 
larger goals. Identification of the “Reduced GHG” alternative as the environmentally superior 
alternative recognizes the environmental ambitions of AMBAG and local land use agencies as a 
trend over time, which will be taken to the next level of planning with the 2015 MTP. Even though 
the “Reduced GHG” alternative is not a viable “option” to be pursued at this time, disclosing its 
environmental benefits should serve to guide future planning efforts. 
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5 
IMPACT OVERVIEW (ERRATA CHANGES ONLY) 

 

5.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
 
Some of the projects identified in the financially constrained Action Elements of the three 
plans2010 MTP may be expected to entail one or more of the following potentially significant 
environmental impacts which may prove to be unavoidable: 
 
IMPACT 3.1.1: Substantial Adverse Effects on Scenic Vistas 
 
IMPACT 3.1.2: Substantial Damage to Scenic Resources 
 
IMPACT 3.1.3: Substantial Degradation of Visual Character 
 
IMPACT 3.2.1: Conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance  
 
IMPACT 3.2.3: Potential Conflicts with Williamson Act Contracts 
 
IMPACT 3.2.4: Fragmentation of Agricultural Lands and Changes in Land Uses Adjacent to 
Agricultural Lands 
 
IMPACT 3.3.3: Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions 
 
IMPACT 3.3.7: Secondary Effects of Sea Level Rise 

IMPACT 3.3.4: Increased Exposure to Diesel Exhaust Fumes 
 
IMPACT 3.4.1: Modification of Habitat 
 
IMPACT 3.4.2: Modification of Riparian Areas/Wetlands 
 
IMPACT 3.4.3: Interference with Wildlife Movement 
 
IMPACT 3.4.4: Conflicts with Protective Ordinances and Policies 
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IMPACT 3.8.3: Increased Impervious Surface/Storm Water Runoff 
 
IMPACT 3.9.2: Conflict with Land Use Plans/Policies/Regulations 
 
IMPACT 3.11.1: Increased Noise Related to Increased Traffic Volumes 
 
IMPACT 3.11.2: Increased Noise Levels Along Rail Corridors 
 
IMPACT 3.12.1: Indirect Growth Inducement  
 
IMPACT 3.15.1: Deterioration in Traffic Operations 
IMPACT 3.15.2: Temporary Increase in Traffic Congestion during Construction 
 

5.3 IMPACTS DETERMINED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 
 
The act of adopting the three plans2010 MTP would not, in and of itself, entail any significant 
environmental impacts, since this action alone would not be sufficient to enable any of the 
individual transportation system improvement programs or projects listed in the financially 
constrained Action Elements to proceed. However, the program-level evaluation of potential 
impacts which may be associated with implementation of the programs and projects identified in the 
financially constrained Action Elements of the three plans2010 MTP indicates that these programs 
and projects would not be expected to: 
 

• Conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan. 

• Result in any exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

• Result in significant quantities of GHG emissions that would harm the environment. 

• Conflict with adopted plans, programs or regulations designed to reduce GHG emissions.  

• Create any objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

• Result in the destruction of any unique paleontological resource. 

• Result in the destruction of any unique geological feature. 

• Result in any development in areas where soils are incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater. 

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

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 
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• Result in hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.  

• Result in development in an area which has been identified as a native wildlife nursery. 

• Result in the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 

• Result in development located in an area covered by an airport land use plan (or, where such 
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport), if it 
would result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 

• Result in development within the vicinity of a private airstrip, if it would result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. 

• Impair or physically interfere with the implementation of an adopted emergency response 
plan. Impair or physically interfere with the implementation of an adopted emergency 
evacuation plan. 

• Expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires (including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands). 

• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on the federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. 

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

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

• Result in development located in an area covered by an airport land use plan (or, where such 
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport), 
which would result in exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels. 

• Result in development within the vicinity of a private airstrip, which would result in 
exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

• Result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facilities would occur 
or be accelerated. 

• Change air traffic patterns, resulting in substantial safety risks. 

• Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation. 

• Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. 
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• Result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities (or the expansion 
of existing facilities) which could cause significant environmental effects. 

• Require new or expanded entitlements to water supply resources. 

• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves (or may serve) 
the project sites that it would not have adequate capacity to serve the projects’ anticipated 
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments. 

• Result in development which could not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste disposal needs. 

• Fail to comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  
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