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PREFACE 

 
A. PURPOSE OF THE FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (CEQA) requires Environmental 
Impact Reports (EIRs) to be prepared for all projects which may have a significant impact on the 
environment. An EIR is an information document, the purposes of which, according to CEQA 
Guidelines, are "...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." The information contained in this EIR 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).” 
 
In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, this Final Supplemental EIR (Final SEIR) formally 
consists of the responses to comments on the Draft SEIR and revisions of those portions of the 
Draft SEIR which have been modified in response to comments received during the public review 
period on the Draft SEIR. The Final SEIR includes copies of all comments on the Draft SEIR 
received during the 45-day public review period following publication of the Draft SEIR, and 
provides responses to those comments. In some cases, the responses have also resulted in revisions 
to the Draft SEIR, and all such changes are reflected in this document. As required by CEQA, this 
document addresses those comments received during the public review period that relate directly to 
the adequacy and completeness of the Draft EIR. The Final SEIR does not include or address those 
comments received that relate to the characteristics or features of the three plans where the Draft 
SEIR’s analysis of the environmental issues associated with the implementation of the three plans 
are not directly involved. 
 
The EIR (which is comprised of the Draft SEIR and the Final SEIR) is intended to be certified as a 
complete and thorough program-level record of the types of environmental impacts that may be 
associated with the implementation of the three separate (but interrelated) planning documents: the 
2010 Monterey County for the 2010 Monterey County Regional Transportation Plan, 2010 Santa 
Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan and the 2010 San Benito County Regional 
Transportation Plan. 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 
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three RTPAs may use this document as their CEQA clearance for any action taken on the individual 
RTPs (or the comprehensive 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. 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. 

The EIR has been prepared pursuant to CEQA as amended (commencing with Section 21000 of the 
California Public Resources Code), and the CEQA Guidelines. 
 

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL SEIR 
 
The Final SEIR consists of the following major sections: 
 

• Preface – outlines the objectives of the EIR and important preliminary information. 

• Comments and Responses – contains letters of comment on the Draft EIR and verbal 
comments recorded during the public hearings on the Draft EIR, along with responses to 
these comments. In response to some comments, the text of the Draft EIR has been 
modified, with changes indicated as described in the previous paragraph. 

• Revisions of the Draft SEIR – contains revisions to the Draft SEIR text. 
 
This Final SEIR has been prepared for the Lead Agency (AMBAG) with assistance from PMC. 
Each participant in the preparation of the EIR has extensive experience and knowledge in their 
respective fields. The information in the EIR has been compiled from a variety of sources.  

 
C. PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The Draft SEIR was circulated for a public review period of at least 45 days (February 26, 2010 
through April 19, 2010). During that period, four public hearings were held to obtain public 
comment on the adequacy and completeness of the Draft SEIR. Public hearings were held by 
AMBAG, as well as the three regional transportation agencies.  The Draft SEIR was available for 
review at the offices of the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (445 Reservation Road, 
Suite G, Marina, California), the offices of the Transportation Agency for Monterey County (55-B 
Plaza Circle, Salinas, CA), offices of the San Benito County Council of Governments (330 Tres 
Pinos Road, Suite C7, Hollister, CA) and the offices of the Santa Cruz County Regional 
Transportation Commission (1523 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA), and at many local libraries 
within Monterey, San Benito and Santa Cruz Counties. In addition to the three agencies mailing hard 
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copies of the Draft EIR to various partner agencies and applicable agency committees, the Draft 
EIR was also available for review on the SCCRTC and TAMC websites. The Draft SEIR was 
additionally circulated for review through the State of California Office of Planning and Research’s 
State Clearinghouse, as well as AMBAG’s Regional Clearinghouse. 
 
At the close of the public review period, all comments received were compiled, and responses to 
these comments were prepared and are presented in this Final SEIR. The Final SEIR also 
incorporates any necessary revisions to the Draft SEIR made in response to comments received. 
The Boards of Directors of AMBAG, TAMC, SCCRTC, and SBCOG will each review the EIR 
(comprised of the Draft SEIR and Final SEIR), and independently consider, as a responsible agency, 
whether or not to certify the EIR as adequate and complete. 
 
Where potentially significant and unavoidable environmental impacts have been identified in the 
EIR, the Lead Agency will be required to make a written statement of overriding considerations. In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15093 [a], a decision-making agency must balance, as 
applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, including region-wide or 
statewide environmental 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, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, of a 
proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse 
environmental effects may be considered “acceptable”. 
 

D. Final Versions of the MTP and Individual RTPs Relative 
to the SEIR 
 
AMBAG and the individual RTPAs have continued to make revisions and edits to their respective 
MTP and RTP documents prior to final adoption, many of these the result of comments they 
received on the draft plans. In some instances these include modification of project lists and policies. 
Final versions of all documents will be considered by their respective Boards, and this on-going 
refinement of the documents prior to adoption is a normal process. While the body of the SEIR 
document includes descriptive or policy language from earlier drafts of the four plans, due to the 
programmatic nature of the environmental document, updates to the policies, project lists, and 
language refinements do not alter any of the conclusions of the environmental analysis. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains responses to written verbal comments received on the Draft SEIR for the 
2010 Metropolitan Transportation Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan for each of the three 
counties. Letters received during the 45-day public review period are listed. Each letter is marked to 
identify distinct comments on the Draft SEIR. Responses to these comments are provided following 
each letter.  
 
Comments Received at Public Hearings 
 
No substantive or specific issues or comments directly related to the contents or analysis of the 
Draft SEIR were received during a series of public hearings, held on March 10, 2010 (AMBAG), 
March 18, 2010 (SBtCOG), March 24, 2010 (TAMC) and April 1, 2010 (SCCRTC).  
 
Mr. Joseph Thompson made a general comment on the hearing of March 18, 2010 regarding the 
appropriateness of considering economic impacts within the EIR process. Mr. Thompson also 
submitted a letter to AMBAG during the Draft SEIR public review period. That letter is included in 
this Final SEIR.  
 
On April 1, 2010, the SCCRTC heard public testimony from five speakers during the public hearing. 
Three speakers (Bill Malone, Jack Nelson and Rick Longinotti) provided comments specific to the 
Draft SEIR. All comments from the three speakers were also submitted in writing, and are 
responded to within this Final SEIR.  
 
Comment Letters and Responses 
 
Throughout the responses to comments, where a specific comment has been addressed previously, a 
reference to the response in which the comment is discussed may be provided in order to reduce 
repetition. 
 
As noted in the PREFACE, in several instances responding to a comment received on the Draft 
SEIR has resulted in a revision to the text of the Draft SEIR. In other cases, the information 
provided in the responses is deemed adequate in itself, and modification of the Draft EIR text was 
not deemed appropriate. 
 
Several additional points to keep in mind in reviewing the comments received on the Draft SEIR are 
presented in Section 15204 of the CEQA Guidelines (as revised on January 2010) which states that a 
Lead Agency need not “conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commentors.”, in Section 15003 (i) which states that “CEQA does 
not require technical perfection in an EIR, but rather adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith 
effort at full disclosure. A court does not pass on the correctness of an EIR’s environmental 
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conclusions, but only determines if the EIR is sufficient as an informational document.”, and in 
Section 15003 (j), which states: “CEQA requires that decisions be informed and balanced. It must 
not be subverted into an instrument for the oppression and delay of social, economic, or 
recreational development or advancement.” 
 
The letters received on the Draft SEIR are listed below. Each letter has been marked to identify 
each specific comment in the right-hand margin (i.e., A-1, D-2, etc.). Following each letter, the 
response to each identified comment in that letter is presented sequentially (for example, the first 
comment on the Draft SEIR identified in LETTER C is identified as C-1 in the right-hand margin 
of the letter, and the corresponding response immediately following LETTER C is coded as 
RESPONSE C-1). In order to avoid repetition, where individual comments focus on the same 
issues raised in a previous comment or comments, the response to those comments may make 
reference to a previous response or responses. 
  
LIST OF LETTERS              
 
A.  Jean Getchell, Supervising Planner, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District,  

Received: April 19, 2010 

B.  Amy White, Executive Director, LandWatch Monterey County    
Received: March 29, 2010 

C.   Jack Nelson, Paul Elerick, Peter Scott, Campaign for Sensible Transportation,  
Received: April 21, 2010       

D.  Richard Stover  
Received: April 19, 2010 

E.  Bill Malone  
Received: April 19, 2010 

F.   Rick Longinotti 
Received: April 21, 2010 

G.  H. Reed Searle, President, Santa Cruz PRT, Inc. 
Received: April 19, 2010 

H.  Aileen Loe, Deputy District Director, California Department of Transportation 
Received: April 22, 2010 

I.   Christine di Iorio, AICP, Community Development Director, City of Marina 
Received: April 23, 2010 

J.   Joseph P. Thompson 
     Received: March 10, 2010 

K.  Debbie Bulger, Mission: Pedestrian 
Received: April 19, 2010 
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LETTER A – Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
 
Comment A-1: Project Description and Project Goals 
 
Response: Comment regarding key goals of the 2010 MTP is noted. The comment correctly cites 
the expanded goals as stated within the 2010 MTP document. 
 
Comment A-2: GHG Alternative and Coordinated Planning between Land Use and 
Circulation 
 
Response: The inclusion of the GHG Alternative within the SEIR in no way suggests that the 2010 
MTP fails in its goals to promote regional mobility, economic vitality, modal integration, system 
efficiency, and increased safety and security (MTP, p. 11). Rather, the GHG alternative provides an 
even higher benchmark for integrating land use and circulation planning with a greater emphasis 
upon reducing GHG emissions as a fundamental goal. The inclusion of this alternative is not a 
critique of the current plan. It is an alternative that relies upon fundamental shifts in land use 
planning that are currently outside of AMBAG’s direct influence and control, but will need to be 
achieved over time. 
 
Comments A-3 through A-21: Suggested Edits 
 
Response: Please see Section 3 – DSEIR Revisions – for specific text edits of the DSEIR. While 
some suggested edits have been incorporated, others were found by AMBAG and the RTPAs to be 
inconsistent with the programmatic implementation and mechanics of the mitigation, and therefore 
were not included. 
 
With respect to District letter comment #19 (ES-33), the DSEIR (similar to the 2005 certified EIR) 
identifies that some localized traffic impacts may occur relative to implementation of multi-modal 
facilities such as airport, rail and park and ride projects. Overall traffic benefits from such projects 
should prove beneficial; however, the 2005 and 2010 EIRs acknowledge that such facilities may 
result in localized traffic focal points (and potential impacts), the extent of which is not known at 
this time. 
 
With respect to District letter comment #21 (ES-35), Impact 3.15.5 explains that parking impacts 
are anticipated only with certain types of projects, such as new transit facilities. Parking impacts 
associated with such facilities are assumed to be more easily mitigated than other impacts, as there is 
no anticipated constraint to providing and designing sufficient parking in conjunction with such 
projects. For that reason, the DSEIR concurs with the 2005 finding that parking impacts can and 
will be mitigated to a less than significant level. 
 
With respect to Table 3-1, the table has been updated in the DSEIR Revisions chapter. 
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Comment A-22 – MTP Consistency Analysis and GHG Analysis Methodology 
 
Response: For 1990 baseline values, 1990 VMT data was derived from the 1991 AQMP as 
historical data. The 1991 AQMP was used as a representation of VMT as measured and quantified at 
that point in time, with the methods and tools available at that time. The 2008 update to the AQMP 
contains a higher VMT figure for this same time period. The reason for this change in “historical” 
data is the result of periodic updating the EMFAC model over time, based on the availability of 
updated census data; however, the final conclusions of the DSEIR remain the same regardless of the 
base value used. Using a higher value for daily VMT, the reductions demonstrated for future years 
will be greater, reinforcing the conclusion of the DSEIR that GHG emissions will be less than 
significant. 
 
For the sake of argument and comparison, the GHG analysis was re-run using the VMT estimates 
for 1990 from the 2008 AQMP, and AMBAG 2010 Travel Demand Model VMT for year 2005 and 
2035. Interim years 2010 and 2020 VMT are also taken as “default” data from the 2008 AQMP. The 
results are shown below: 
 

AMBAG Region 

Year / Scenario 
Annual 

Million VMT 

Annual Million Metric Tons 

CO2e 
CO2e with Pavley and Low 

Carbon Fuels 
1990 6,159 3.14 3.14 
2005 5,867 3.13 3.13 
2010 7,785 4.06 4.06 
2020 8,401 4.33 3.12 

2035 Project 9,373 4.78 3.44 
 

 
AMBAG Region 

Year / 
Scenario 

Daily VMT 
Daily Metric Tons 

CO2 CH4 CO2e 
CO2e with Pavley and 

Low Carbon Fuels 
1990 16,875,011 8,527.31 9.82 8,604.33 8,604.33
2005 16,073,487 8,554.02 3.41 8,580.43 8,580.43
2010 21,329,971 11,094.64 3.12 11,118.76 11,118.76
2020 23,016,959 11,856.87 1.65 11,868.92 8,545.62

2035 Project 25,678,830 13,090.60 1.22 13.097.42 9,430.14
 
  
With respect to the future years, AMBAG’s transportation demand model was updated in February 
2010 as part of the MTP update. AMBAG’s figures used in the DSEIR reflect the updated travel 
forecasts for all horizon years from 2005 forward. The GHG analysis used those VMT figures 
directly from the updated model, which is understandably different from the District’s data in the 
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2008 AQMP. According to AMBAG, the future VMT estimates have been adjusted lower based on 
population and socioeconomic assumptions, demographics, physical constraints to future regional 
growth, and a stabilizing housing market. Model assumptions from 2008 may have assumed a 
continued trend of high rates of growth in population and housing for the region, such as the rates 
experienced between 2000 and 2006. Downward-trending growth and population projections in the 
2010 AMBAG model would also account for the apparent discrepancy that shows 1990 VMT (per 
the 2008 AQMP) as higher than 2005 VMT. The 2008 AQMP may have assumed more aggressive 
rates of regional growth.  
 
As stated above, the tables demonstrate an alternative run of the EMFAC model, using 2008 AQMP 
VMT data for interim years 2010 and 2020. The DSEIR, however, uses a more logical and gradual 
growth in VMT between 2005 and 2035, indicative of about 8% growth for every five year 
increment. Using the VMT figures of the DSEIR, together with the 1990 VMT and emissions 
factors from the 2008 AQMP, the results are as follows: 
 

AMBAG Region 

Year / Scenario 
Annual 

Million VMT 

Annual Million Metric Tons 

CO2e 
CO2e with Pavley and Low 

Carbon Fuels 
1990 6,159 3.14 3.14 
2005 5,867 3.13 3.13 
2010 6,411 3.38 3.38 
2020 7.620 3.97 2.86 

2035 No Build 9,134 4.66 3.36 
2035 Project 9,373 4.78 3.44 

 
AMBAG Region 

Year / 
Scenario 

Daily VMT 
Daily Metric Tons 

CO2 CH4 CO2e 
CO2e with Pavley and 

Low Carbon Fuels 
1990 16,875,011 8,527.31 9.82 8,604.33 8,604.33
2005 16,073,487 8,554.02 3.41 8,580.43 8,580.43
2010 17,565,220 9,235.12 0.97 9,225.49 9,225.49
2020 20,876,158 10,868.05 0.52 10,879.21 7,833.03

2035 No Build 25,023,889 12,770,.00 1.21 12,775.02 9,198.01
2035 Project 25,678,830 13,090.60 1.22 13.097.42 9,430.14

 
Regarding the differences in predicted GHG emissions (CO2e) as demonstrated in the District’s 
comment letter, the GHG analysis conducted by AMBAG in the DSEIR reflects a series of specific 
“off model adjustments” form the EMFAC 2007 model. This model is user-specific, with the ability 
to customize a variety of inputs to account for speed bin, fleet type and distribution, and emissions 
factors. The DSEIR analysis used different assumption in the model input, and therefore yielded 
different emissions results. As demonstrated by the tables above, different model inputs consistent 
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with the MBUAPCD methodology yields higher emission estimates of GHGs. The tables still 
support, however, the conclusion of the DSEIR analysis for the purposes of CEQA. Existing (2010) 
emissions are just slightly (not significantly) higher than 2035 buildout conditions with Pavley I 
reductions (consistent with the DSEIR), and 2020 levels remain lower than 1990 levels.   The model 
results and worksheets are provided as an attachment to this Final SEIR. Again, the different 
numerical results do not alter the conclusions of significance in the EIR. 
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LETTER B – LandWatch Monterey County 
 
Comment B-1 – Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)/Sensitive Receptors. 
 
Response: Page 3.3-17, Impact 3.3.3, identifies exposure to TAC’s as a potentially significant 
consequence of full implementation of the project. Mitigation Measure 3.3.3 provides a series of 
specific measures to reduce diesel emission, a primary TAC. Nonetheless, at this programmatic level 
of analysis, the SEIR acknowledges the possibility that all TACs in all locations, for all facilities, may 
not be fully mitigated. This conservative, programmatic analysis therefore concludes that TAC’s may 
be a significant yet unavoidable effect of the project. 
 
Comment B-1 – GHG Emissions Analysis 
 
Response: Please see response to comment A-22 regarding the GHG analysis, AMBAG 
Transportation Demand Model and VMT data.  
 
The discussion of per capita GHG emission reduction (DSEIR page 3.3-21) simply serves to 
illustrate that emissions are predicted to decline per person or per household over time, even if the 
vehicle miles traveled per person or household increase over the same period.  Over time, and with 
the implementation of SB 375, it is predicted that the trend line in per capita VMT will decrease, 
which would even further highlight GHG reductions and the positive effects of Pavley I. 
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LETTER C – Campaign for Sensible Transportation 
 
Comment C-1 – Draft 2010 RTP 
 
Response: Comments pertain to the RTP document itself and do not address the analysis of the 
DSEIR. SCCRTC staff will consider comments on the RTP separately. 
 
Comment C-2 – GHG Reduction Alternative 
 
Response: General comments regarding the alternative are noted for the record. Regarding the 
wording on page 4-16, the comments are correct that the intent and concept behind the alternative 
is to encourage compact, mixed use and urban infill development that does work in tandem with 
public transit in order to reduce GHG emissions. 
 
Comment C-3 – GHG Analysis and VMT Figures 
 
Response: The GHG analysis (and DSEIR) do demonstrate a predicted rise in VMT over time 
based on the AMBAG travel demand model. It should be noted that VMT as illustrated in the tables 
is primarily a function of population growth. The “2035 No Build” figures assume that all future 
trips will utilize existing transportation facilities and roadways. The VMT are very similar in the 
“2035 No Build” and “2035 Project” scenarios, indicating that the projects within the Financially 
Constrained project list do not have a significant influence or “cause” additional VMT by their 
implementation. 
 
Comment C-4 – Next MTP Update 
 
Response: Comment is correct that the next update to the MTP will be 2012. That update is 
expected to include specific GHG reduction targets as identified by the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB), and reflect the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) required by SB375. 
References to an update in 2015 are incorrect and reflected in Section 3 of this document. 
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LETTER D – Richard Stover 
 
Comment D-1 – Appendix F (GHG Analysis), AB 32 and Emissions Cap 
 
The comment is technically correct in that AB 32 identifies 1990 GHG levels in California to serve 
as the emissions limit – a cap – by year 2020. The term “target” as used in the DSEIR document 
does not imply a flexible goal; it simply means that 1990 levels are the targeted limits identified by 
Executive Order S-3-05. However, the comment also mischaracterizes AB 32. The 1990 levels 
referred to in the comment are a state-wide reduction goal, and were not meant to apply to individual 
projects. The AB 32 Scoping Plan calls for over 70 individual measures for the reduction of GHGs, 
very few of which can be implemented by local or regional agencies. The vast majority of emissions 
reductions will come from State actions independent of local or regional agency efforts, such as 
regulation of fuel efficiency standards. The State has noted that not all GHG emission sectors can 
be expected to meet emission reductions under AB 32, nor can all jurisdictions. The key factor in 
the DSEIR’s analysis is that GHG emissions in the future are predicted to be lower than existing 
levels, consistent with CEQA’s charge to compare a project’s impacts to the existing environmental 
setting. 
 
Comment D-2 – Emission Targets 
 
Response: Please see above response. 
 
Comment D-3 – CEQA Requirements for GHG Analysis 
 
Response: The comment suggests that the transportation projects of the MTP are “business as 
usual”, and that the SEIR lacks mitigation measures for GHG impacts. Please see pages 3.3-20 
through 3.3-24 of the DSEIR for the analysis of GHG emissions that responds to the 2010 CEQA 
Guidelines. The analysis compares future GHG emissions to existing (2010) levels, consistent with 
CEQA requirements. As demonstrated in Table 3-6, GHG emissions (expressed as CO2e) as 
adjusted for Pavley low carbon fuel requirements, are nearly identical to 2010 conditions. Because 
no significance thresholds are triggered, the impact is less than significant and no specific mitigation 
measures are required. The DSEIR does, however, provide several recommended strategies to 
further reduce GHG emissions (DSEIR pages 3.3-22-3.3-24). 
 
Comment D-4 – GHG Analysis and Provision of Mitigation Measures 
 
Response: The comment suggests that goals and policies of the MTP are not mitigation measures, 
and that mitigation measures should be included to address GHG emissions. Please see above 
response. 
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Comment D-5 – Conclusions of GHG Analysis  
 
Response: Please see response to comment C-1. The comment questions the conclusions of the 
GHG analysis and the DSEIR relative to AB 32 requirements for GHG reductions over specific 
horizon years. The comment argues that, because AB 32 provides for a “cap” on GHG emissions 
not to exceed 1990 levels, that the project’s 2035 emissions – which exceed 1990 levels, are 
significant. 
 
The 2010 CEQA Guidelines (15064.4) provides guidance for determining the significance of 
impacts from a project’s GHG emissions.  CEQA allows a lead agency to use a model or 
methodology it deems most appropriate to quantify GHG emissions, as was done for this DSEIR. 
This section of the Guidelines ach asks two basic questions regarding GHG emissions: 1) Will a 
project result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions that could harm the environment, and 2) 
will a project conflict with an adopted plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
GHG emissions. The comparison of existing (2010) emissions to project buildout emissions clearly 
demonstrates that the project will not result in a substantial increase in GHGs.  
 
Although true that AB 32 establishes a state-wide limit on GHG levels to reflect 1990 levels, the 
CARB has only recently begun establish GHG emissions for specific regions in the state. The 
DSEIR (page 3.3-22) acknowledges that the forthcoming Sustainable Community Strategies 
component of SB 375 will play a significant role in further reducing GHG emissions over time, but 
at this time the targets for the Monterey Bay region, and the specific strategies to be introduced, are 
not currently known.  
 
Comment D-6 – GHG Analysis 
 
Response:  See previous responses. 
 
Comment D-7 – GHG Analysis 
 
Response: See previous responses. 
 
Comment D-8 – Environmental Analysis – Land Use and Planning 
 
Response: For each chapter, a review of the prior (2005) was made to determine if the changes to 
the proposed unconstrained project lists would result in any changes to the existing EIR sections as 
written and certified. A review of the 2005 Land Use section, when compared to the updated project 
lists, determined that the project lists would not alter the section. 
 
Comment D-9 – Population and Housing 
 
Response: The comment suggests that Chapter 3.12 should include a new significance threshold 
related to distribution of people and resulting GHG impacts. Comment noted. The analysis follows 
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the CEQA Guidelines with respect to population and housing impacts. The Guidelines address 
induced population growth, displacement of housing stock or displacement of people. GHG 
impacts are addressed in Chapter 3.3. 
 
Comment D-10 – “Financially Constrained – No New Revenues” Alternative 
 
Response: The comment makes an argument that partial funding of certain projects could or should 
be used toward GHG mitigation efforts, if such projects cannot be fully funded (and implemented) 
under the “No New Revenues” alternative. Comment noted. Under such a scenario, where some 
projects that are now identified as financially constrained and feasible would be indefinitely 
postponed, the affected transportation agencies would be required to reevaluate and re-prioritize 
projects based on the funding that is available. 
 
Comment D-11 – GHG Reduction Alternative/Analysis 
 
Response: The comment suggests that there could be environmental benefits of delaying some 
projects as programmed in the MTP, until such time as the GHG Reduction Alternative becomes 
feasible. Any alternative that deliberately delayed priority projects identified by the MTP would run 
counter to the basic objectives of the project, and would therefore undermine the purpose of the 
alternatives analysis.  
 
Comment D-12 – AMBAG Actions Regarding GHG Reduction 
 
Response:  The comment suggested that the alternatives analysis detail AMBAG’s actions toward 
making a GHG Reduction Alternative feasible. Currently, AMBAG is preparing a draft Blueprint, a 
regional growth and conservation strategy that is specifically aimed at reducing VMT and GHG 
emissions. The alternative in the ADSEIR was designed to mirror the fundamental objectives of the 
Blueprint effort. 
 
Comment D-13 – Consistency Analysis 
 
Response: Please see response to comments D-1 and D-12 above. 
 
Comment D-14 – Broadway/Brommer Bike Path and Coastal Consistency 
 
Response: Comment noted. The comment regarding this specific facility pertains to the SCCRTC 
Regional Transportation Plan, and should be considered locally by the RTC. The DSEIR, as a 
programmatic document, does not provide a detailed consistency analysis of each and every project 
on the MTP’s project lists. 
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LETTER E – Bill Malone 
 
Comment E-1 – GHG Alternative 
 
Response: The comment makes specific suggestions regarding the GHG analysis of future 
transportation projects, and suggests that AMBAG should begin to implement the GHG Reduction 
Alternative. Incidentally, the suggestions in the comment are consistent with CEQA requirements 
for analyzing specific projects. As currently required by CEQA, all projects will require an evaluation 
to quantify and assess GHG emissions, using a defensible methodology or model. Although the 
GHG emissions of the 2010 MTP have been quantified, it is not possible to quantify the GHG 
Reduction Alternative in the same manner. 
 
Comment E-2 – Santa Cruz County Goal #4 
 
Response: This comment addresses the terminology for “reducing” GHG versus “minimizing” 
GHG emissions. This is a comment on the Santa Cruz County Regional RTC Regional 
Transportation Plan. The DSEIR uses the language as provided in the RTP. 
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LETTER F – Rick Longinotti 
 
Comment F-1 – Historic VMT in Santa Cruz County 
 
Response: Comments are noted for the record. The comments argue against highway widening in 
response to increases in trip demand. The comments related more to the prioritization of projects in 
Santa Cruz County, and are not specific to the DSEIR. 
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LETTER G – Santa Cruz RPT, Inc. 
 
Comment G-1 – GHG Reduction Alternative/Consideration of Alternatives 
 
Response: The purpose of the GHG Reduction Alternative is explained on page 4-16 of the 
DSEIR. This alternative was added to the list of alternatives presented in the 2005 EIR, which this 
document supplements. The DSEIR analyzes the 2010 MTP project as it is proposed in the current 
update. As neither AMBAG nor the regional transportation agencies directly control land use 
decisions, the alternative refrains from providing specifics regarding what such an alternative would 
“look like”, as doing so would require unsupportable speculation. Instead, the alternative assumes 
longer term land use planning and policy implementation consistent with the SB 375 Sustainable 
Communities Strategy and the primary objectives of AMBAG’s draft blueprint plan. BRT, 
Intelligent Transportation and other methods of low-emission mobility would be consistent with 
these goals, but are not specifically identified. 
 
Comment G-2 – Consideration of Alternatives 
 
Response: The California Environmental Quality Act is very specific regarding the content and 
limitations of an alternatives analysis prepared for an EIR. Any alternative considered must be 
feasible, must reduce one or more significant impact and meet most of the primary objectives of the 
project. The GHG Reduction Alternative supports the concepts presented in the comment letter, 
and would be supportive of transportation modes that serve to reduce GHG emissions. Focusing on 
one specific technology in the evaluation would not meet several of the broader goals and policies of 
the MTP as a whole. 
 
The AMBAG travel demand model considers trip origins and destinations at a regional level to 
determine facility needs and assess the current (and future) movement of goods and people.  
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LETTER H – California Department of Transportation, District 5 
 
Comment H-1 - Reference to Highway Advisory Ratio 
 
Response: Comment noted for the record. Text on page 2-8 is edited as follows: 
 

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. 

 
Comment H-2 – Current Air Quality 
 
Response: Comment noted for the record. Information regarding existing air quality attainment is 
clarified below: 
 

Current Air Quality  

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

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

Pollutant Federal Statec

Ozone (O3) – 1 hour Attainment 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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Comment H-3 – Conformity with SIP/Consistency with AQMP 
 
Response: Comment noted for the record. Page 3.3-14 acknowledges that the region is in 
attainment for ozone precursors and AMBAG is exempt from further conformity analysis. No 
further edits are required. 
 
Comment H-4 – Habitat Modification Mitigation 
 
Response: The comment suggests minor language clarification to Mitigation Measure 3.4.1a, 
regarding avoidance and project design modification. The intent of the measure is to assess habitat 
value in a manner that can positively influence project design. The following text change on page 
ES-12 is made to further focus mitigation timing: 
 

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 As early as possible in the development 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), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 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. 
 
D. In those instances where it is not possible to avoid sensitive habitat areas through design 
measures, the USFWS, NMFS 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. 
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Comments H-5 and H-6 – Mitigation 3.4.1a 
 
Response: Please see edited text above. 
 
Comment H-7 – Mitigation Measure 3.4.1b, Mitigation Banking 
 
Response: The comment suggests clarifying language for the measure regarding mitigation banks. 
The following text edits have been made: 
 

Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall, 
when appropriate, mitigate impacts to habitat modification through the use of conservation 
banks, where such mechanisms exist. Where individual projects would modify habitat and 
where a bank represents appropriate mitigation, 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. 

 
Comments H-8, H-9 and H-10 – Mitigation Measure 3.4.2a, 
Avoidance/Permitting/Precautions During Construction 
 
Response: In response to the comments, portions of Mitigation Measure 3.4.2a are modified as 
follows: 
 

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: 
 
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, National Marine Fisheries Service, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, 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. 
 
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 
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substances that could be hazardous to aquatic life shall be prevented from contaminating the 
soil and/or entering the adjacent waters. CDFG Affected permitting agencies shall, where 
appropriate, be notified immediately of any spills, and shall, where appropriate, be consulted 
regarding clean-up procedures. 
 
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. 

 
Comment H-11 and H-12 – Mitigation Measure 3.4.2b – Mitigation Banking 
 
Response: The measure has been edited as follows in response to the comments: 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.2b: Mitigation Banking 
 
Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies, where 
appropriate, shall mitigate impacts to riparian areas or wetlands through the use of mitigation 
banks or in-lieu fees, 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 Completely avoiding 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. 
 
Comment H-14 – Mitigation Measure 3.4.3 – Avoidance and Design Modification 
 
Response: Grammatical error is corrected below. Comments regarding availability of a new 
report, the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected 
California, are noted for the record. This report was not available at the time of issuance of 
the Notice of Preparation. However, the citation for the report and its location is now a 
matter of the public record as contained within this Final SEIR. 
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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 … 

 
Avoiding completely Completely avoiding 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 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. 
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LETTER I – City of Marina 
 
Comment I-1 – Project List – Appendix B 
 
Response: AMBAG has confirmed with TAMC that project MAR 061 (Marina-Salinas Corridor) is 
a project on the “constrained” project list, as the majority of the project is funded. The project has 
both constrained and unconstrained components, and was inadvertently included in the 
“unconstrained” project list of Appendix C. Page 2-13 of the DSEIR correctly identifies the project 
as a “very large” constrained project in Monterey County. 
 
Although this is a large scale project, the placement of this project on the constrained project list of 
the 2010 MTP in no way alters the conclusions of the environmental review, given the generalized 
and programmatic nature of the SEIR document. 
 
Please use the most recent version of AMBAG’s 2010 MTP, Appendix D (Projects by County) as 
the authoritative list of projects. See also response below regarding organization of Appendices B 
and C in the DSEIR. 
 
Comments I-2 and I-3 – Appendices B and C/Description of 2010 MTP 
 
Response: DSEIR appendices B and C are a compilation of all project lists from three counties. 
The appendices tried to consolidated data from three independent sources into a single consistent 
format. These lists do include projects with both constrained and unconstrained (partially funded) 
components. Partially funded projects (projects that were not shown as 100% funded) were listed in 
the unconstrained category. Please see also Appendix D of the 2010 MTP document, which lists 
projects for all three counties ranked by funding (dollars). 
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LETTER J – Joseph P. Thompson 
 
Comment J-1 – AMBAG 2010 MTP Public Comment Meeting 
 
Response: The comment letter was submitted early in the 45-day public review period. The letter 
and its several attachments make general comments critical of AMBAG, other transportation 
organizations, and public transit. 
 
The comments are not specific to the contents or analysis of the DSEIR, but have been included for 
the record. 
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LETTER K – Debbie Bulger, Mission: Pedestrian 
 
Comment K-1 - Funding Priorities/Prioritization of Non-Motorized Transportation 
 
Response: Funding priorities for all transportation projects are a function of each Regional 
Transportation Plan. The comment addresses project priorities. The DSEIR evaluates potential 
environmental consequences of the totality of projects as proposed, at a programmatic level, and 
does not set priorities. 
 
Page 3.15-1 of the DSEIR makes a general statement about non-motorized travel modes in the 
region, for the purposes of establishing the exiting setting. Page 3.15-2 goes on to describe how 
cities in the region have more developed and localized bicycle and pedestrian systems, and how there 
are constraints and impediments in the existing system due to large areas of sparsely settled land 
areas.  The Alta information appears to be a presentation on national findings. The goals and 
policies of each RTP and the MTP are clearly supportive of non-motorized transportation modes. 
The information on this page of the DSEIR is simply conveying the fact that despite good physical 
and geographic conditions that should support more bicycle and pedestrian travel, existing levels of 
non-motorized travel are not very high. The RTP documents encourage more non-motorized travel, 
which is consistent with several related goals and policies.   
 
AMBAG appreciates the additional information, which is now included in the record. 
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REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT SEIR 

 
Based upon comments received during public review and ongoing document review by the lead and 
responsible agencies, the following revisions have been made to the text of the DSEIR document.  
 
Global Changes and Clarifications 
 
Throughout the DSEIR document, references are made to the 2010 MTP as “collectively consisting 
of” the Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) for each of the three Regional Transportation 
Planning Agencies (RTPAs). Technically this is true, as the 2010 MTP incorporates the policies and 
project lists of each RTP. However, AMBAG also acknowledges that each RTP also exists as a 
stand-alone document, and each RTPA is a responsible agency under CEQA responsible for 
certifying the SEIR, making appropriate findings, and approving each RTP locally. For purposes of 
clarification of process, the one environmental review document evaluates the 2010 MTP, as well as 
each RTP. All references to the “2010 MTP” refer to the MTP document, as well as the three RTPs. 
 
Executive Summary 
 
Page ES-23: 
 

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 would reduce potential impacts to a level 
of less than significant. 

 
Page ES-26: 
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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 would reduce potential impacts to a level of 
less than significant. 

 
Page ES-32: 
 

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; 
• 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.  
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B. If physical changes to such projects are not feasible due to physical, economic, 
technological or other constraints, the implementing agencies may would be required to pay 
in lieu traffic mitigation fees such that roadways and/or intersections affected by these 
projects maintain acceptable levels of service. 
 

Page ES-35: 
 

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 shall 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, 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 will reduce potential shortfalls in parking space 
associated with the design of specific transportation system improvement projects to a level 
of less than significant. 

 
Chapter 1 – Introduction 
 
Page 1-6: 
 

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 September 2010. 

Page 1-7, top of page, is clarified as follows: 
 

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 
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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. The three RTPAs (TAMC, 
SCCRTC and SBtCOG) are responsible agencies under CEQA that will carry out approvals 
of their respective Regional Transportation Plans. 

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 The respective Boards of the three RTPAs, as 
responsible agencies, may use this document as their CEQA clearance for any action taken 
on the individual RTPs. (or the comprehensive MTP). 

 
Page 1-8, 3rd Paragraph is clarified as follows: 
 

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 independently determine whether or not 
the SEIR provides a full and adequate appraisal of the 2010 MTP and their respective RTPs 
prior to approval. , the alternatives and their effects at the program (rather than "project") 
level.  

 
Chapter 2  - Project Description 
 
Page 2-2, 1st paragraph: 
 

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 
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Governments (AMBAG) considered the following seven planning and strategy areas from 
the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (since updated by SAFETEA-LU): 

Page 2-4, top of page: 
 

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, emissions thresholds and other guidance relative to implementation of 
the provisions of SB 375 were not available during development of the 2010 MTP. will not 
be feasible until eEmissions thresholds are will be established for the Monterey Bay region in 
2012 late 2010 and addressed in the 2012 update. 

 
Page 2-8, 5th Paragraph: 
 

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. 

 
Page 2-8, bottom of page, text added: 
 
Operations and Maintenance Projects: Including road rehabilitation, bus operations, and general 
maintenance for all modes of transportation. 
 
Page 2-13: 
 

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) (MAR 061) 
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• 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) 

 
Chapter 3.3 – Air Quality 
 
 

TABLE 3-1: AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDSa 

Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 

California 
Standardsb 

National Standardsc 

Primaryd Secondarye 

ppm μg/m3 ppm μg/m3 ppm μg/m3

Ozone   (O3) 
1-hour 0.09 180  
8-hour 0.070 137 0.08 0.08 

Carbon Monoxide  (CO) 
8-hour 9.0 10,000 9.0 10,000 9.0 10,000
1-hour 20.0 23,000 35.0 40,000 35.0 40,000

Nitrogen Dioxide  (NO2) 
Annual 0.030 56 0.053 100 0.053 100
1-hour 0.18 338 0.100  

Sulfur Dioxide  (SO2)f 

Annual 0.030 80  
24-hour 0.04 105 0.14  
3-hour 0.5 1,300
1-hour 0.25 655  

PM10gi Annual 20 50  50
24-hour 50 150  150

PM2.5hi Annual 12 15  15
24-hour 35  35

Leadi 

Calendar 
Quarter    1.5  1.5 

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 
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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).  
 
 

Current Air Quality  

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

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

Pollutant Federal Statec

Ozone (O3) – 1 hour Attainment 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.     

 
Pages ES-7; 3.3-17: 
 

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 
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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 would 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. 

Pages ES-8; ES-9; 3.3-18; 3.3-19 
 

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 shall be applied to such projects, 
where appropriate:  

Construction-Related Diesel Exhaust 

• Prior to initiating construction activity, the implementing agency should shall consult 
with the MBUAPCD to identify the types, numbers and model years of grading, 
demolition and construction equipment that will be used for the project. Once the 
equipment characteristics of specific equipment to be used have been identified, the 
MBUAPCD should shall provide recommendations to reduce diesel emissions to a 
less than significant level. 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.). 

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…  
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However, for a few projects where identified measures intended to reduce diesel particulate 
material emissions cannot be effectively implemented, lead agencies shall implement all 
feasible offsets for those to reduce these emissions to attain a level below the MBUAPCD’s 
cancer risk threshold or to obtain a chronic hazard index of one or less, and if such offsets 
are infeasible, this impact could would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Pages ES-9; 3.3-20 
 
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, lead agencies shall 
implement all feasible offsets for those to reduce these emissions to attain a level below the 
MBUAPCD’s cancer risk threshold or to obtain a chronic hazard index of one or less, and if 
such offsets are infeasible, this impact could would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Page 3.3-22, 2nd paragraph: 

…As such, future updates to the MPT (next in 2015 2012) will also be required with any 
regulations, targets, thresholds,…. 

Page 3.3-23: 

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

Reduction in GHG Emissions – Regional Review of Individual Projects 

AMBAG, as the MTP MPO, 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 should, where appropriate, 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): 

• Incorporate and maximize non-motorized and transit transportation features, such as bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities, bus pull outs, signal preference and transit shelters, into 
transportation projects of all modes. 
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Page 3.3-24: 

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

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

Pages ES-13; 3.3-25; 3.3-26 

IMPACT 3.3.7: Secondary Effects of Sea Level Rise 

The potential impacts of sea level rise are considered a secondary effect of global climate 
change, a cumulative effect that extends well beyond this region. This potential effect is not 
a direct result of this project, but rather the potential exposure of coastal transportation 
projects to this phenomenon. 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 related to MTP implementation. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3.7: Addressing Secondary Effects – Sea Level Rise 

In those instances where MTP/RTP projects are exposed to risk or hazards from If 
increases in GHG emissions are a potentially significant direct effect of transportation 
projects, changes or rises in sea level in coastal areas, this exposure 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 
recommended to address long term transportation planning prescribed: 

• AMBAG and the RTPAs in coastal areas shall work with the 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: 
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 Designs for new transportation projects in coastal areas shall should 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 should 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 implemented, additional review by the project-specific lead agency 
shall be required to ensure that the most current and applicable measures have been 
incorporated. 

 
Chapter 3.4 – Biological Resources 
 
Page ES-12: 
 

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 As early as possible in the development 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 
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Fish and Game (CDFG), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 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. 
 
D. In those instances where it is not possible to avoid sensitive habitat areas through design 
measures, the USFWS, NMFS 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. 

Pages ES-13; 3.4-1: 
 

Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies shall, 
when appropriate, mitigate impacts to habitat modification through the use of conservation 
banks, where such mechanisms exist. Where individual projects would modify habitat and 
where a bank represents appropriate mitigation, 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. 

Pages ES-14; 3.4-1; 3.4-2: 
 

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: 
 
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, National Marine Fisheries Service, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, 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. 
 
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 Affected permitting agencies shall, where 
appropriate, be notified immediately of any spills, and shall, where appropriate, be consulted 
regarding clean-up procedures. 
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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. 

 
Pages ES-14; 3.4-2: 
 

MITIGATION MEASURE 3.4.2b: Mitigation Banking 
 
Where avoidance of impacts is not feasible through design, implementing agencies, where 
appropriate, shall mitigate impacts to riparian areas or wetlands through the use of mitigation 
banks or in-lieu fees, 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 Completely avoiding 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. 

 
Page ES-15: 
 

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 … 

 
Avoiding completely Completely avoiding 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 agencies prior to the issuance of the permits necessary to allow 
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project construction to proceed, although impacts associated with a few projects could be 
expected to remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
Chapter 4, Alternatives 
 
Page 4-22, 2nd paragraph: 
 
…Identification of the “Reduced GHG” alternative as the environmentally superior alternative 
recognizes the environmental ambitions of AMBAG, the RTPAs, and local land use agencies as a 
trend over time, which will be taken to the next level of planning with the 2015 2012 MTP.  







ADDITIONAL EMFAC2007 MODEL RESULTS 
A. MONTEREY COUNTY EMISSIONS (1990 – 2035) 

B. SANTA CRUZ COUNTY EMISSIONS (1990 – 2035) 

C. SAN BENITO COUNTY EMISSIONS (1990 – 2035)


























































































